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which  is used by  approximately  91 percent of  the  respondents on  a daily basis.  It  also  is  evident  that 
Carpool/Vanpool/Public Transit and Bicycle are not currently  frequently used modes. Walking, however, 
was observed  to be  relatively  equal between  all  frequencies of use with  the understanding  that many 
respondents chose to walk for non‐commuter trips.  

 

Figure 3 ‐ Technical Survey Respondents (by Preferred Mode of Transportation) 

The  next  respondent  related  questions  dealt with  the  average  length  of  their  typical  daily  commute, 
measured  in both distance and time. As shown  in Figure 4 and Figure 5, the majority of daily commutes 
made by respondents are observed to be  less than 15 miles  in  length (83 percent) and take  less than 30 
minutes to complete (86 percent).  
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Figure 4 ‐ Technical Survey Respondents (by Length of Typical Commute, in Miles) 

 

Figure 5 ‐ Technical Survey Respondents (by Length of Commute, in Minutes) 

When observing the different bridges and tunnels crossed during each respondent’s daily commute,  it  is 
noticeable  that approximately 41 percent of commuters do not cross a bridge or  tunnel  (See Figure 6). 
However,  from  the  respondents who  do  cross  a  bridge  or  tunnel  facility,  approximately  32  percent  of 
respondents use a tunnel facility while 27 percent use one of the bridge facilities.  
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Figure 6 ‐ Technical Survey Respondents (by Facility Crossed During Daily Commute) 

E1.1 “Highways” Technical Survey Results 
Nine different evaluation crtieria were  included on  the  survey under  the “Highways” category. Figure 7 
shows the relative  importance of each according to the 36  total respondents.  It  is clear that Congestion 
Level,  Safety  and  Security,  System  Continuity  and  Connectivity,  Cost  Effectivness,  and  Land  Use 
Compatibility are all observed to be important to the respondents of the techical survey when considering 
the importance of a ”Highways” project.  
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Figure 7 ‐ Relative Importance of “Highways” Evaluation Criteria 

With regards to weighting factor preference, refer to Figure 8. In Figure 8, it is observed that the relative 
importance results coincide accurately with the average weighting preferences, where Congestion Level, 
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Safety and Security, System Continuity and Connectivity, Cost Effectivness, and Land Use Compatibility are 
more significant than the other criteria. 

Congestion  Level  has  the  highest  average weighting  factor  preference with  it  being worth  18  out  of  a 
possible 100 points. Air Quality is the lowest with an average weighting factor value of six points. A more 
detailed analysis of responses by individual criterion and subcriterion is included in Appendix E2. 

   

Figure 8 ‐ Average Weighting Factor Preference for “Highways” Evaluation Criteria 

E1.2 “Bridge/Tunnel” Technical Survey Results 
Similar  to  “Highways,”  the  Technical  Survey  included  the  same  nine  evaluation  criteria  for  the 
“Bridge/Tunnel” category. Figure 9 demonstrates that  in terms of relative  importance, Congestion Level, 
System Continuity  and Connectivity,  and  Infrastructure Condition  are  all  very  important  to  the  36  total 
Technical Survey respondents when evaluating a “Bridge/Tunnel” project. However, Modal Enhancements 
and Project Progress are not seen to be very important.  
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Figure 9 ‐ Relative Importance of “Bridge/Tunnel” Evaluation Criteria 

In Figure 10, the average weighting factors coincide with the relative importance results. Congestion Level, 
System Continuity and Connectivity, and Infrastructure Condition are observed to have average weighting 
factor  preferences  of  19,  12,  and  18  points  (out  of  100  total  avaialble),  respectively. A more  detailed 
analysis of responses by individual criterion and subcriterion is included in Appendix E2.   

 

Figure 10 ‐ Average Weighting Factor Preference for “Bridge/Tunnel” Evaluation Criteria 

E1.3 “Bicycle and Pedestrian” Technical Survey Results 
Six  different  evaluation  criteria were  included  in  the  survey  for  the  “Bicycle  and  Pedestrian”  category. 
Figure  11  illustrates  that  Safety  and  System  Continuity  and  Connectivity  are  considered  to  be  very 
important in the evaluation of “Bicycle and Pedestrian” projects, according to the 37 total individuals who 
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responded to this question. The remaining four criteria have some importance; however, they have much 
more Neutral responses. 
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Figure 11 ‐ Relative Importance of “Bicycle and Pedestrian” Evaluation Criteria 

In  Figure  12  it  is  observed  that  out  of  100  total  points,  the  average  responses  for  Safety  and  System 
Continuity and Connectivity are 23 and 25 points,  respectively. Additionally, Air Quality, Enhances Other 
Categories, and Project Progress each averaged approximately 10 to 15 points. A more detailed analysis of 
responses by individual criterion and subcriterion is included in Appendix E2.  

   

Figure 12 ‐ Average Weighting Factor Preference for “Bicycle and Pedestrian” Evaluation Criteria 
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E1.4 “Systems Management/Transportation Demand Management/Operational 
Improvements” Technical Survey Results 
Seven  different  evaluation  criteria  were  included  in  the  survey  for  the  “Systems Management/TDM/ 
Operational  Improvements”  category.  Figure 13  illustrates  that,  according  to  the 36  total  respondents, 
there are strong views that Congestion Level and Air Quality/Emission Reduction are very important while 
Regional Significance, Safety, and Cost Effectiveness also are observed to be important.  
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Figure 13 ‐ Relative Importance of “Systems Management/Transportation Demand 
Management/Operational Improvements” Evaluation Criteria 

Looking further at the average weighting factor preferences (Figure 14), Congestion Level, Air Quality, and 
Cost Effectiveness were observed to be approximately equal (19, 17, and 17 points, respectively). A more 
detailed analysis of responses by individual criterion and subcriterion is included in Appendix E2.  
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Figure 14 ‐ Average Weighting Factor Preference for “Systems Management/Transportation Demand 
Management/Operational Improvements” Evaluation Criteria 

E1.5 “Transit” Technical Survey Results 
For  “Transit,” eight evaluation  criteria were  included  in  the Technical Survey. Figure 15  illustrates  that, 
according  to  the  36  total  respondents,  User  Benefit,  Existing  Usage/Prospective  Ridership,  System 
Continuity and Connectivity, Cost Effectivness, and Land Use Compatibility are all seen to be important in 
evaluating “Transit” projects.  
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Figure 15 ‐ Relative Importance of “Transit” Evaluation Criteria 
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When observing the average weighting factor preferences (Figure 16), the two evaluation criteria with the 
highest  relative  imortance  also  are observed  to have  the highest  average weighting  factor preferences 
(Existing Usage/Prospective Ridership and System Continuity and Connectivity). A more detailed analysis of 
responses by individual criterion and subcriterion is included in Appendix E2. 

   

Figure 16 ‐ Average Weighting Factor Preference for “Transit” Evaluation Criteria 

E1.6 “Intermodal” Technical Survey Results 
The “Intermodal” section of the Technical Survey included five evaluation criteria, as shown in Figure 17. 
From  the  36  total  respondents,  it  is  clearly  seen  that  the  ability  for  a  project  to  safely Accommodate 
Intermodal Conflicts with other traffic and  Improve  Intermodal Access to the transportation network are 
very important.  
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Figure 17 ‐ Relative Importance of “Intermodal” Evaluation Criteria 
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These results are further backed by looking at the average weighting factor preferences for each criterion 
(Figure 18). Accomodates  Intermodal Conflicts and  Improves  Intermodal Access have the highest average 
weighting scores of 26 and 27, respectively. A more detailed analysis of responses by  individual criterion 
and subcriterion is included in Appendix E2.  

   

Figure 18 ‐ Average Weighting Factor Preference for “Intermodal” Evaluation Criteria 



Appendix E2 
 

Detailed Technical Survey Results 



Question 1
Jurisdiction Frequency

VDOT 8
HRTPO 5

KHA 4
City of Norfolk 4

City of Hampton 3
City of Newport News 3

City of Portsmouth 2
City of Chesapeake 1

City of Suffolk 1
City of Williamsburg 1
City of Virginia Beach 1

York County 1
HRT 1
VPA 1

VMASC 1
TOTAL 37

Steering Committee 13 (out of 25)
Non-Steering Committee 24

TOTAL 37

0

1

2

3

4

5
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7

8

9



Response
Percent

Response
Count

11.1% 4
11.1% 4
2.8% 1
75.0% 27

36
0

How long have you lived in the Hampton Roads region?

Greater than 10 years

Less than 1 year

skipped question

HRTPO Program Priorities Survey - Technical Version

6-10 years

Answer Options

answered question

1-5 years

How long have you lived in the Hampton Roads region?

Less than 1 year

1-5 years

6-10 years

Greater than 10 years



Most
Everyday

A Couple
Times per

Week

Rarely or
Never

Response
Count

32 3 0 35
2 1 28 31
0 1 29 30
0 8 23 31
9 12 10 31

2
36

0

Number Response Date
Other (please
specify)

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:36 PM Biking in HR is too dangerous
2 Sep 22, 2009 9:03 PM Walking for shopping trips near home but not commuting

skipped question

Answer Options

Walking

Carpool or Vanpool

answered question

What mode(s) of transportation do you use:

Bicycle

Personal Vehicle

Other (please specify)

HRTPO Program Priorities Survey - Technical Version

Public Transit
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Response
Percent

Response
Count

30.6% 11
36.1% 13
16.7% 6
2.8% 1
5.6% 2
8.3% 3
0.0% 0
0.0% 0

36
0

HRTPO Program Priorities Survey - Technical Version

11-15 miles

I do not work

Answer Options

21-30 miles

skipped question

5-10 miles

I work from home

How far is your typical commute (one way) in miles?

16-20 miles

answered question

Less than 5 miles

Greater than 30 miles

How far is your typical commute (one way) in miles?

Less than 5 miles

5-10 miles

11-15 miles

16-20 miles

21-30 miles

Greater than 30 miles

I work from home

I do not work



Response
Percent

Response
Count

25.0% 9
44.4% 16
16.7% 6
5.6% 2
8.3% 3
0.0% 0
0.0% 0
0.0% 0

36
0

HRTPO Program Priorities Survey - Technical Version

21-30 minutes

I do not work

Answer Options

46-60 minutes

skipped question

10-20 minutes

I work from home

How long is your typical commute (one way) in minutes?

31-45 minutes

answered question

Less than 10 minutes

Greater than 60 minutes

How long is your typical commute (one way) in minutes?

Less than 10 minutes

10-20 minutes

21-30 minutes

31-45 minutes

46-60 minutes

Greater than 60 minutes

I work from home

I do not work



Response
Percent

Response
Count

16.7% 6
13.9% 5
13.9% 5
11.1% 4
0.0% 0
16.7% 6
11.1% 4
5.6% 2
2.8% 1
2.8% 1
5.6% 2
69.4% 25

36
0skipped question

(I-64) High-Rise Bridge

HRTPO Program Priorities Survey - Technical Version

(US 17) Dominion Blvd Steel Bridge

(US 58) Midtown Tunnel

(US 17) James River Bridge

Answer Options

answered question
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(I-664) Monitor Merrimac Memorial Bridge Tunnel

(I-264) Berkeley Bridge

Do you travel across any of the following facilities for your daily commute or on
a regular basis?

None of the above

(I-264) Downtown Tunnel

(US 17) George Coleman Bridge

(I-64) Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel
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5 4 3 2 1
27 5 4 0 0 167
10 7 13 6 0 129
17 11 7 0 1 151
4 11 14 7 0 120
5 16 10 5 0 129
5 11 8 9 3 114

11 10 9 5 1 133
10 10 11 4 1 132
3 9 17 6 1 115

167
151
133
132
129
129
120
115
114

Modal Enhancements
Project Progress
Air Quality/Emissions Reduction

Infrastructure Condition (Pavement Condition)

Congestion Level
System Continuity and Connectivity

Safety and Security

Cost Effectiveness
Compatibility with Existing Land Use Patterns and Future Plans and Development

Infrastructure Condition (Pavement Condition)
Air Quality/Emissions Reduction
Cost Effectiveness
Compatibility with Existing Land Use Patterns and Future Plans and Development
Project Progress

Level of Importance:

System Continuity and Connectivity
Modal Enhancements

Highway Projects
Very

Important
Somewhat
Important

Neutral
Somewhat
Not Imp.

Very
Not Imp.

Weighted
Score

Points
Congestion Level
Safety and Security



Number Response Date Congestion
Level

Safety and
Security

System
Continuity

and
Connectivity

Modal
Enhancements

Infrastructure
(Pavement)
Condition

Air Quality/
Emissions
Reduction

Cost
Effectiveness

Compatibility with
Existing Land Use

Patterns and Future
Plans and

Development

Project
Progress

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:10 PM 15 10 15 10 15 10 5 15 5
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:00 PM 20 10 20 10 10 5 10 10 5
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:17 PM 20 10 20 15 10 0 5 20 0
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:40 PM 10 5 15 10 10 10 10 15 15
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:11 PM 25 20 15 5 15 0 5 10 5
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:46 PM 10 10 10 10 0 0 50 10 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:32 PM 10 10 20 20 5 5 5 20 5
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:41 PM 10 15 25 10 10 10 5 10 5
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:44 PM 30 5 10 5 5 10 10 20 5

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:08 PM 0 0 30 20 0 0 50 0 0
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:04 PM 20 5 15 5 5 5 20 10 15
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:33 PM 20 10 5 10 15 5 20 10 5
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:45 PM 20 10 10 5 10 10 15 5 15
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:14 PM 20 20 10 10 20 5 5 5 5
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:16 PM 15 5 5 5 20 10 20 15 5
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 20 20 10 5 10 10 10 5 10
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:10 PM 15 15 10 10 5 10 15 10 10
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:13 PM 20 30 30 0 0 0 10 10 0
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:16 PM 15 10 5 20 5 5 15 15 10
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:40 PM 25 25 25 5 2 3 5 5 5
21 Sep 23, 2009 11:59 AM 15 12 15 7 8 15 10 13 5
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:29 PM 20 10 15 5 5 10 20 5 10
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:47 PM 20 10 25 5 5 10 10 5 10
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:33 PM 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 20 10
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:40 PM 10 5 15 15 10 10 10 10 15
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:41 PM 20 15 20 15 10 5 5 5 5
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:59 PM 25 15 5 5 10 0 0 25 15
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:03 PM 25 15 5 5 10 0 0 25 15
29 Sep 23, 2009 5:56 PM 20 10 15 15 10 5 10 10 5
30 Sep 23, 2009 6:08 PM 25 15 5 5 10 0 0 25 15
31 Sep 23, 2009 7:08 PM 15 10 10 10 5 15 10 15 10
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:59 PM 25 15 5 5 10 0 0 25 15
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:48 PM 10 10 15 15 5 10 15 10 10
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:04 AM 20 5 15 5 10 15 15 5 10
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:16 AM 15 10 10 10 10 5 15 20 5
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:43 PM 25 5 10 10 15 5 15 5 10

Minimum 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 30 30 30 20 20 15 50 25 15

Median 20 10 15 10 10 5 10 10 7.5
Mode 20 10 15 5 10 10 10 10 5
Mean 18 12 14 9 9 6 12 12 8

# of Zeros 1 1 0 1 3 9 4 1 4

HIGHWAY PROJECTS - MAIN CRITERIA WEIGHTING FACTORS



Numbe
r

Response Date
Existing and Future

Levels of Congestion
on Roadway

Impact to Nearby
Roadways

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:11 PM 65 35
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:02 PM 60 40
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:19 PM 50 50
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:41 PM 55 45
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:13 PM 60 40
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:46 PM 100 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:33 PM 50 50
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:43 PM 60 40
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:45 PM 75 25

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:14 PM 100 0
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:09 PM 70 30
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:34 PM 75 25
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:47 PM 95 5
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:16 PM 60 40
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:17 PM 75 25
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:07 PM 70 30
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:12 PM 70 30
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:14 PM 70 30
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:17 PM 50 50
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:42 PM 70 30
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:02 PM 55 45
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:31 PM 70 30
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:48 PM 80 20
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:34 PM 40 60
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:41 PM 65 35
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:42 PM 80 20
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:59 PM 75 25
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:03 PM 75 25
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:08 PM 75 25
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:08 PM 60 40
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:00 PM 75 25
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:06 PM 70 30
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:50 PM 65 35
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:05 AM 60 40
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:17 AM 60 40
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:46 PM 75 25

Minimum 40 0
Maximum 100 60

Median 70 30
Mode 75 25
Mean 68 32

# of Zeros 0 2

HIGHWAY PROJECTS - "CONGESTION LEVEL" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date

Improves vehicular access to freight
distribution facilities, ports, major

industrial clients, or employment and
population centers

Includes HOV, transit, or
bike/ped facilities or

enhancements

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:11 PM 65 35
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:02 PM 40 60
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:19 PM 60 40
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:41 PM 45 55
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:13 PM 80 20
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:46 PM 100 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:33 PM 40 60
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:43 PM 50 50
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:45 PM 80 20

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:14 PM 50 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:09 PM 60 40
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:34 PM 45 55
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:47 PM 25 75
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:16 PM 70 30
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:17 PM 70 30
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:07 PM 60 40
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:12 PM 70 30
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:14 PM 70 30
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:17 PM 75 25
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:42 PM 50 50
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:02 PM 60 40
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:31 PM 70 30
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:48 PM 50 50
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:34 PM 50 50
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:41 PM 60 40
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:42 PM 40 60
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:59 PM 60 40
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:03 PM 60 40
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:08 PM 60 40
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:08 PM 40 60
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:00 PM 60 40
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:06 PM 50 50
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:50 PM 30 70
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:05 AM 60 40
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:17 AM 95 5
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:46 PM 70 30

Minimum 25 0
Maximum 100 75

Median 60 40
Mode 60 40
Mean 59 41

# of Zeros 0 1

HIGHWAY PROJECTS - "MODAL ENHANCEMENTS" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date
Additional Local Match /

Other Funding Availability
(e.g., Private Investment)

Federal Mandates Prior Commitment Project Readiness

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:11 PM 25 30 20 25
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:02 PM 25 35 20 20
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:19 PM 30 50 10 10
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:41 PM 20 20 30 30
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:13 PM 10 50 25 15
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:46 PM 50 50 0 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:33 PM 5 60 5 30
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:43 PM 25 50 15 10
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:45 PM 40 20 20 20

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:14 PM 0 50 0 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:09 PM 15 15 40 30
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:34 PM 70 5 5 20
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:47 PM 10 60 5 25
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:16 PM 30 30 20 20
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:17 PM 15 15 35 35
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:07 PM 20 60 10 10
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:12 PM 15 70 5 10
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:14 PM 40 20 20 20
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:17 PM 50 10 20 20
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:42 PM 25 25 25 25
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:02 PM 30 25 25 20
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:31 PM 40 10 20 30
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:48 PM 50 20 15 15
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:34 PM 25 25 25 25
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:41 PM 25 25 25 25
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:42 PM 30 30 20 20
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:59 PM 40 0 0 60
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:03 PM 40 0 0 60
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:08 PM 40 0 0 60
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:08 PM 20 20 30 30
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:00 PM 40 0 0 60
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:06 PM 35 15 20 30
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:50 PM 20 30 20 30
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:05 AM 30 30 10 30
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:17 AM 40 30 10 20
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:46 PM 10 15 50 25

Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximum 70 70 50 60

Median 27.5 25 20 25
Mode 40 30 20 20
Mean 29 28 17 27

# of Zeros 1 4 6 1

HIGHWAY PROJECTS - "PROJECT PROGRESS" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date Crash Rate Improvement to
Geometric Deficiencies

Improvements to Incident
Management or

Evacuation Routes

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:11 PM 35 30 35
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:02 PM 30 30 40
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:19 PM 30 20 50
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:41 PM 35 30 35
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:13 PM 50 30 20
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:46 PM 50 0 50
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:33 PM 40 20 40
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:43 PM 40 40 20
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:45 PM 40 30 30

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:14 PM 50 0 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:09 PM 40 30 30
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:34 PM 45 20 35
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:47 PM 30 50 20
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:16 PM 60 20 20
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:17 PM 25 50 25
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:07 PM 60 20 20
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:12 PM 60 10 30
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:14 PM 40 20 40
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:17 PM 25 25 50
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:42 PM 20 30 50
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:02 PM 20 30 50
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:31 PM 50 30 20
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:48 PM 50 25 25
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:34 PM 40 20 40
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:41 PM 40 20 40
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:42 PM 30 30 40
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:59 PM 40 40 20
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:03 PM 40 40 20
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:08 PM 40 20 40
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:08 PM 30 30 40
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:00 PM 40 40 20
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:06 PM 40 30 30
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:50 PM 50 20 30
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:05 AM 40 30 30
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:17 AM 40 40 20
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:46 PM 35 40 25

Minimum 20 0 20
Maximum 60 50 50

Median 40 30 30
Mode 40 30 20
Mean 40 28 33

# of Zeros 0 2 0

HIGHWAY PROJECTS - "SAFETY AND SECURITY" SUB-CRITERIA



5 4 3 2 1
29 3 4 0 0 169
10 14 4 8 0 134
18 6 10 1 1 147
3 12 15 5 1 119

17 16 2 0 1 156
4 7 12 7 6 104
7 13 10 6 0 129
9 5 13 7 2 120
4 10 15 5 2 117

169
156
147
134
129
120
119
117
104

Somewhat
Not Imp.

Very
Not Imp.

Bridge and Tunnel Projects

Congestion Level

Weighted
Score

Level of Importance:

Congestion Level
Infrastructure Condition
System Continuity and Connectivity
Safety and Security

Very
Important

Points

Somewhat
Important

Neutral

Air Quality/Emissions Reduction
Infrastructure Condition (Bridge Sufficiency Rating or Tunnel Condition)
Modal Enhancements
System Continuity and Connectivity
Safety and Security

Cost Effectiveness
Compatibility with Existing Land Use Patterns and Future Plans and Development
Modal Enhancements

Air Quality/Emissions Reduction

Project Progress
Compatibility with Existing Land Use Patterns and Future Plans and Development
Cost Effectiveness

Project Progress



Number Response Date
Congestion

Level
Safety and

Security

System
Continuity

and
Connectivity

Modal
Enhancements

Infrastructure
Condition (Bridge

Sufficiency Rating or
Tunnel Condition)

Air Quality/
Emissions
Reduction

Cost
Effectiveness

Compatibility with
Existing Land Use

Patterns and
Future Plans and

Development

Project
Progress

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:07 PM 15 10 15 5 15 10 10 15 5
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:54 PM 20 10 15 10 10 5 10 10 10
3 Sep 17, 2009 8:56 PM 15 10 10 10 15 10 15 10 5
4 Sep 17, 2009 9:12 PM 15 15 15 10 15 0 5 20 5
5 Sep 18, 2009 12:36 PM 10 5 20 10 15 5 10 15 10
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:06 PM 25 15 15 5 20 0 10 5 5
7 Sep 18, 2009 1:39 PM 25 0 0 0 25 0 25 25 0
8 Sep 18, 2009 2:27 PM 10 5 10 10 40 10 10 5 0
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:42 PM 40 5 5 5 10 10 10 10 5

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:05 PM 0 0 0 20 50 0 30 0 0
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:48 PM 25 5 20 0 20 5 15 5 5
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:25 PM 35 10 25 0 10 20 0 0 0
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:27 PM 25 15 10 0 20 5 10 0 15
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:49 PM 15 20 10 10 20 5 10 5 5
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:10 PM 10 5 10 5 20 10 20 10 10
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 15 10 10 10 15 10 15 10 5
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 15 20 20 5 10 5 10 5 10
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:09 PM 30 20 0 0 40 0 10 0 0
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:11 PM 20 5 5 20 5 10 10 20 5
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:31 PM 25 20 20 6 10 3 6 4 6
21 Sep 23, 2009 11:50 AM 20 10 20 8 15 8 5 7 7
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:22 PM 25 5 10 5 25 0 20 5 5
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:34 PM 15 10 20 5 15 8 15 2 10
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:31 PM 5 10 10 10 10 10 10 25 10
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:30 PM 20 5 15 15 10 10 5 10 10
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:36 PM 25 15 25 5 15 5 5 0 5
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:58 PM 25 0 5 10 25 0 0 25 10
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:00 PM 25 0 5 10 25 0 0 25 10
29 Sep 23, 2009 5:47 PM 10 10 20 10 25 5 10 5 5
30 Sep 23, 2009 6:07 PM 25 0 5 10 25 0 0 25 10
31 Sep 23, 2009 7:07 PM 15 10 15 5 10 15 5 10 15
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:56 PM 25 0 5 10 25 0 0 25 10
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:41 PM 15 10 15 15 15 5 10 5 10
34 Sep 24, 2009 1:55 AM 25 10 10 15 5 5 10 5 15
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:12 AM 15 15 10 5 5 5 20 15 10
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:27 PM 15 15 10 10 20 5 15 5 5

Minimum 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0
Maximum 40 20 25 20 50 20 30 25 15

Median 20 10 10 10 15 5 10 8.5 5.5
Mode 25 10 10 10 15 5 10 5 5
Mean 19 9 12 8 18 6 10 10 7

# of Zeros 1 6 3 5 0 10 5 5 5

BRIDGE AND TUNNEL PROJECTS - MAIN CRITERIA WEIGHTING FACTORS



Number Response Date
Existing and Future

Levels of Congestion
on Structure

Impact to Nearby
Roadways

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:09 PM 60 40
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:57 PM 60 40
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:14 PM 50 50
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:38 PM 45 55
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:08 PM 60 40
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:42 PM 100 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:31 PM 75 25
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:37 PM 50 50
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:43 PM 75 25

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:06 PM 100 0
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:52 PM 70 30
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:27 PM 65 35
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:34 PM 95 5
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:56 PM 60 40
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:13 PM 50 50
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 60 40
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:09 PM 70 30
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:11 PM 70 30
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:13 PM 50 50
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:40 PM 70 30
21 Sep 23, 2009 11:53 AM 60 40
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:26 PM 60 40
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:37 PM 80 20
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:31 PM 50 50
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:32 PM 65 35
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:38 PM 75 25
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:58 PM 75 25
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:01 PM 75 25
29 Sep 23, 2009 5:50 PM 60 40
30 Sep 23, 2009 6:07 PM 75 25
31 Sep 23, 2009 7:07 PM 50 50
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:57 PM 75 25
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:43 PM 65 35
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:04 AM 60 40
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:13 AM 60 40
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:35 PM 60 40

Minimum 45 0
Maximum 100 55

Median 62.5 37.5
Mode 60 40
Mean 66 34

# of Zeros 0 2

BRIDGE AND TUNNEL PROJECTS - "CONGESTION" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date
Includes HOV, transit, or

bike/ped facilities or
enhancements

Improves vehicular access to
freight distribution facilities, ports,

major industrial clients, or
employment and population

centers

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:09 PM 55 45
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:57 PM 35 65
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:14 PM 20 80
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:38 PM 45 55
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:08 PM 25 75
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:42 PM 0 100
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:31 PM 25 75
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:37 PM 25 75
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:43 PM 40 60

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:06 PM 50 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:52 PM 25 75
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:27 PM 50 50
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:34 PM 90 10
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:56 PM 25 75
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:13 PM 30 70
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 50 50
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:09 PM 30 70
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:11 PM 20 80
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:13 PM 25 75
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:40 PM 50 50
21 Sep 23, 2009 11:53 AM 30 70
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:26 PM 30 70
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:37 PM 50 50
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:31 PM 50 50
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:32 PM 40 60
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:38 PM 40 60
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:58 PM 40 60
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:01 PM 40 60
29 Sep 23, 2009 5:50 PM 45 55
30 Sep 23, 2009 6:07 PM 40 60
31 Sep 23, 2009 7:07 PM 30 70
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:57 PM 40 60
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:43 PM 70 30
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:04 AM 40 60
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:13 AM 5 95
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:35 PM 30 70

Minimum 0 10
Maximum 90 100

Median 40 60
Mode 40 60
Mean 37 63

# of Zeros 1 0

BRIDGE AND TUNNEL PROJECTS - "MODAL ENHANCEMENTS" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date
Additional Local Match /

Other Funding Availability
(e.g., Private Investment)

Federal Mandates Prior Commitment Project Readiness

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:09 PM 25 30 20 25
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:57 PM 30 35 20 15
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:14 PM 10 30 50 10
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:38 PM 25 25 20 30
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:08 PM 15 50 20 15
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:42 PM 100 0 0 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:31 PM 5 85 5 5
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:37 PM 15 35 25 25
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:43 PM 55 25 10 10

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:06 PM 0 50 0 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:52 PM 15 15 40 30
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:27 PM 55 15 5 25
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:34 PM 15 50 5 30
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:56 PM 30 30 10 30
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:13 PM 15 15 35 35
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 10 60 15 15
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:09 PM 10 70 5 15
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:11 PM 30 20 40 10
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:13 PM 25 25 25 25
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:40 PM 25 40 25 10
21 Sep 23, 2009 11:53 AM 35 25 35 5
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:26 PM 60 10 10 20
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:37 PM 10 70 10 10
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:31 PM 25 25 25 25
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:32 PM 25 25 25 25
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:38 PM 35 35 20 10
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:58 PM 40 0 0 60
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:01 PM 40 0 0 60
29 Sep 23, 2009 5:50 PM 40 10 20 30
30 Sep 23, 2009 6:07 PM 40 0 0 60
31 Sep 23, 2009 7:07 PM 30 30 20 20
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:57 PM 40 0 0 60
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:43 PM 20 30 25 25
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:04 AM 10 40 30 20
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:13 AM 40 30 10 20
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:35 PM 5 15 50 30

Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximum 100 85 50 60

Median 25 27.5 20 25
Mode 25 30 20 25
Mean 28 29 18 25

# of Zeros 1 5 6 1

BRIDGE AND TUNNEL PROJECTS - "PROJECT PROGRESS" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date Crash Rate Improvement to
Geometric Deficiencies

Improvements to Incident
Management or

Evacuation Routes
Failure Impact

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:09 PM 25 20 30 25
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:57 PM 25 20 35 20
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:14 PM 20 15 50 15
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:38 PM 25 20 35 20
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:08 PM 25 20 15 40
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:42 PM 40 0 20 40
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:31 PM 30 5 60 5
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:37 PM 40 15 5 40
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:43 PM 25 25 25 25

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:06 PM 50 0 0 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:52 PM 35 25 25 15
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:27 PM 30 5 25 40
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:34 PM 20 10 40 30
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:56 PM 30 20 20 30
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:13 PM 10 10 10 70
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 25 20 35 20
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:09 PM 10 5 15 70
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:11 PM 30 20 30 20
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:13 PM 20 30 30 20
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:40 PM 10 10 40 40
21 Sep 23, 2009 11:53 AM 30 10 30 30
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:26 PM 20 30 10 40
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:37 PM 20 20 10 50
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:31 PM 30 30 30 10
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:32 PM 25 15 30 30
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:38 PM 25 20 30 25
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:58 PM 50 0 25 25
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:01 PM 50 0 25 25
29 Sep 23, 2009 5:50 PM 20 15 30 35
30 Sep 23, 2009 6:07 PM 50 0 25 25
31 Sep 23, 2009 7:07 PM 20 20 30 30
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:57 PM 50 0 25 25
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:43 PM 30 20 25 25
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:04 AM 20 20 40 20
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:13 AM 30 20 20 30
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:35 PM 25 15 10 50

Minimum 10 0 0 5
Maximum 50 30 60 70

Median 25 17.5 25 27.5
Mode 25 20 30 25
Mean 28 15 26 31

# of Zeros 0 6 1 0

BRIDGE AND TUNNEL PROJECTS - "SAFETY AND SECURITY" SUB-CRITERIA



5 4 3 2 1
Safety Safety 18 13 4 1 1 157
System System Continuity and 22 9 5 0 1 162
Air Air Quality/Emissions 3 7 12 11 4 105
Cost Cost Effectiveness 11 8 10 6 2 131
Enhances Enhances Other Categories 6 13 12 3 3 127
Progress Project Progress 5 8 15 8 1 119

162
157
131
127
119
105

Enhances Other Categories
Project Progress
Air Quality/Emissions Reduction

Level of Importance:

System Continuity and Connectivity
Safety
Cost Effectiveness

Weighted
Score

Points

Bike and Ped Projects
Very

Important
Somewhat
Important

Neutral
Somewhat
Not Imp.

Very
Not Imp.



Number Response Date Safety
System Continuity
and Connectivity

Air
Quality/Emissions

Reduction
Cost Effectiveness

Enhances Other
Categories

Project Progress

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:04 PM 20 20 15 15 15 15
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:44 PM 20 25 5 20 20 10
3 Sep 17, 2009 8:49 PM 20 20 20 10 20 10
4 Sep 17, 2009 9:07 PM 25 25 20 15 10 5
5 Sep 18, 2009 12:10 PM 20 20 10 10 20 20
6 Sep 18, 2009 12:57 PM 35 25 10 15 5 10
7 Sep 18, 2009 1:39 PM 20 20 20 20 20 0
8 Sep 18, 2009 2:22 PM 25 30 0 5 15 25
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:40 PM 20 20 20 20 10 10

10 Sep 21, 2009 12:49 PM 28 20 10 27 10 5
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:00 PM 0 50 0 50 0 0
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:18 PM 20 20 10 10 15 25
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:21 PM 40 10 5 5 40 0
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:37 PM 20 10 10 35 15 10
15 Sep 22, 2009 12:42 PM 25 25 10 20 15 5
16 Sep 22, 2009 5:01 PM 20 25 0 25 15 15
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:03 PM 20 10 20 20 15 15
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 20 15 15 25 10 15
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 40 30 20 0 0 10

BIKE AND PED PROJECTS - MAIN CRITERIA WEIGHTING FACTORS

19 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 40 30 20 0 0 10
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:08 PM 30 30 10 10 10 10
21 Sep 22, 2009 9:08 PM 30 5 5 40 15 5
22 Sep 23, 2009 11:41 AM 15 40 10 15 15 5
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:00 PM 30 20 0 20 10 20
24 Sep 23, 2009 12:31 PM 30 20 20 10 10 10
25 Sep 23, 2009 1:24 PM 20 20 20 20 10 10
26 Sep 23, 2009 1:57 PM 15 25 15 10 15 20
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:28 PM 30 30 10 15 10 5
28 Sep 23, 2009 2:56 PM 20 50 5 5 5 15
29 Sep 23, 2009 2:58 PM 20 50 5 5 5 15
30 Sep 23, 2009 5:17 PM 25 25 5 15 25 5
31 Sep 23, 2009 6:06 PM 20 50 5 5 5 15
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:06 PM 15 25 10 10 25 15
33 Sep 23, 2009 7:54 PM 20 50 5 5 10 10
34 Sep 23, 2009 10:32 PM 20 20 10 15 15 20
35 Sep 24, 2009 1:48 AM 20 5 20 30 20 5
36 Sep 24, 2009 10:08 AM 25 10 5 25 10 25
37 Sep 24, 2009 12:12 PM 35 25 10 15 10 5

Minimum 0 5 0 0 0 0
Maximum 40 50 20 50 40 25

Median 20 25 10 15 15 10
Mode 20 20 10 15 10 10
Mean 23 25 11 17 13 11

# of Zeros 1 0 4 1 2 3# of Zeros 1 0 4 1 2 3
1 RESPONDENT ANSWERED THIS ONE ONLY



Number Response Date
Additional Local Match /

Other Funding Availability
Federal Mandates Prior Commitment Project Readiness

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:05 PM 20 35 25 20
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:47 PM 35 25 20 20
3 Sep 17, 2009 8:52 PM 30 30 10 30
4 Sep 17, 2009 9:09 PM 0 0 100 0
5 Sep 18, 2009 12:32 PM 20 5 30 45
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:00 PM 30 50 15 5
7 Sep 18, 2009 1:39 PM 50 50 0 0
8 Sep 18, 2009 2:24 PM 5 60 10 25
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:41 PM 25 25 25 25

10 Sep 21, 2009 12:54 PM 10 30 30 30
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:03 PM 0 75 0 25
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:21 PM 0 40 10 50
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:23 PM 30 40 10 20
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:39 PM 25 25 25 25
15 Sep 22, 2009 12:45 PM 10 30 40 20
16 Sep 22, 2009 5:07 PM 10 10 30 50
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:04 PM 15 70 0 15
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 35 40 10 15
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:08 PM 50 20 10 20

BIKE AND PED PROJECTS - "PROJECT PROGRESS" SUB-CRITERIA

20 Sep 22, 2009 9:10 PM 10 30 30 30
21 Sep 22, 2009 9:25 PM 60 20 10 10
22 Sep 23, 2009 11:44 AM 30 25 25 20
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:02 PM 30 20 20 30
24 Sep 23, 2009 12:32 PM 20 40 20 20
25 Sep 23, 2009 1:25 PM 25 25 25 25
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:01 PM 20 30 20 30
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:32 PM 30 35 25 10
28 Sep 23, 2009 2:57 PM 30 10 30 30
29 Sep 23, 2009 2:59 PM 30 10 30 30
30 Sep 23, 2009 5:41 PM 35 10 25 30
31 Sep 23, 2009 6:06 PM 30 10 30 30
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:06 PM 30 20 30 20
33 Sep 23, 2009 7:54 PM 30 10 30 30
34 Sep 23, 2009 10:32 PM 20 30 30 20
35 Sep 24, 2009 1:51 AM 20 30 20 30
36 Sep 24, 2009 10:10 AM 25 20 25 30
37 Sep 24, 2009 12:16 PM 5 25 40 30

Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximum 60 75 100 50

Median 25 25 25 25
Mode 30 30 30 30
Mean 24 29 23 24

# of Zeros 3 1 3 2
1 RESPONDENT ANSWERED THIS ONE ONLY1 RESPONDENT ANSWERED THIS ONE ONLY



Number Response Date Crash History Safety Improvement

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:05 PM 25 75
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:47 PM 55 45
3 Sep 17, 2009 8:52 PM 70 30
4 Sep 17, 2009 9:09 PM 50 50
5 Sep 18, 2009 12:32 PM 40 60
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:00 PM 60 40
7 Sep 18, 2009 1:39 PM 25 75
8 Sep 18, 2009 2:24 PM 50 50
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:41 PM 50 50

10 Sep 21, 2009 12:54 PM 65 35
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:03 PM 100 0
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:21 PM 50 50
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:23 PM 50 50
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:39 PM 50 50
15 Sep 22, 2009 12:45 PM 50 50
16 Sep 22, 2009 5:07 PM 34 66
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:04 PM 50 50
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 35 65
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:08 PM 70 30
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:10 PM 50 50
21 Sep 22, 2009 9:25 PM 40 60
22 Sep 23, 2009 11:44 AM 40 60
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:02 PM 40 60
24 Sep 23, 2009 12:32 PM 60 40
25 Sep 23, 2009 1:25 PM 50 50
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:01 PM 25 75
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:32 PM 60 40
28 Sep 23, 2009 2:57 PM 50 50
29 Sep 23, 2009 2:59 PM 50 50
30 Sep 23, 2009 5:41 PM 60 40
31 Sep 23, 2009 6:06 PM 50 50
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:06 PM 25 75
33 Sep 23, 2009 7:54 PM 50 50
34 Sep 23, 2009 10:32 PM 55 45
35 Sep 24, 2009 1:51 AM 50 50
36 Sep 24, 2009 10:10 AM 50 50
37 Sep 24, 2009 12:16 PM 75 25

Minimum 25 0
Maximum 100 75

Median 50 50
Mode 50 50
Mean 50 50

# of Zeros 0 1
1 RESPONDENT ANSWERED THIS ONE ONLY

BIKE AND PED PROJECTS - "SAFETY" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date
Regional

Significance

Elimination of
barriers to major

destinations

Connections to
Existing
Facilities

Access to transit, local or regional
destinations (such as schools,

commercial/employment centers,
or recreational facilities), or high

density residential areas

Population
Served

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:05 PM 10 30 30 15 15
2 Sep 17, 2009 8:47 PM 15 20 20 30 15
3 Sep 17, 2009 8:52 PM 10 30 20 20 20
4 Sep 17, 2009 9:09 PM 0 30 20 40 10
5 Sep 18, 2009 12:32 PM 15 20 20 30 15
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:00 PM 10 25 20 30 15
7 Sep 18, 2009 1:39 PM 0 0 100 0 0
8 Sep 18, 2009 2:24 PM 5 20 40 20 15
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:41 PM 10 10 30 30 20

10 Sep 21, 2009 12:54 PM 10 20 25 25 20
11 Sep 21, 2009 1:03 PM 0 50 0 0 50
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:21 PM 5 10 40 40 5
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:23 PM 0 20 30 35 15
14 Sep 22, 2009 12:39 PM 20 20 20 20 20
15 Sep 22, 2009 12:45 PM 15 30 30 15 10
16 Sep 22, 2009 5:07 PM 5 20 35 35 5
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:04 PM 15 20 20 25 20
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:06 PM 25 10 15 40 10
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:08 PM 0 20 10 50 20
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:10 PM 10 30 10 30 20
21 Sep 22, 2009 9:25 PM 10 30 30 30 0
22 Sep 23, 2009 11:44 AM 10 10 30 30 20
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:02 PM 20 20 30 20 10
24 Sep 23, 2009 12:32 PM 20 20 20 20 20
25 Sep 23, 2009 1:25 PM 20 20 20 20 20
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:01 PM 20 10 30 25 15
27 Sep 23, 2009 2:32 PM 10 20 25 25 20
28 Sep 23, 2009 2:57 PM 10 10 20 50 10
29 Sep 23, 2009 2:59 PM 10 10 20 50 10
30 Sep 23, 2009 5:41 PM 10 20 20 35 15
31 Sep 23, 2009 6:06 PM 10 10 20 50 10
32 Sep 23, 2009 7:06 PM 10 25 30 25 10
33 Sep 23, 2009 7:54 PM 10 10 20 50 10
34 Sep 23, 2009 10:32 PM 10 10 30 40 10
35 Sep 24, 2009 1:51 AM 10 25 30 20 15
36 Sep 24, 2009 10:10 AM 25 15 20 20 20
37 Sep 24, 2009 12:16 PM 10 20 25 40 5

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 25 50 100 50 50

Median 10 20 20 30 15
Mode 10 20 20 20 20
Mean 11 19 26 29 15

# of Zeros 5 1 1 2 2
1 RESPONDENT ANSWERED THIS ONE ONLY

BIKE AND PED PROJECTS - "SYSTEM CONTINUITY & CONNECTIVITY " SUB-CRITERIA



5 4 3 2 1
20 13 3 0 0 161
10 11 10 4 1 133
10 11 14 0 1 137
17 9 3 5 2 142
11 18 6 1 0 147
5 8 13 8 2 114
5 10 16 4 1 122

161
147
142
137
133
122
114

Somewhat
Not Imp.

Very
Not Imp.

Weighted
Score

Points

Congestion Level
Regional Significance
Safety
Air Quality/Emissions Reduction

Systems Management, TDM, and
Operational Improvement Projects

Very
Important

Somewhat
Important

Neutral

Cost Effectiveness

Project Progress

Level of Importance:

Congestion Level
Cost Effectiveness
Air Quality/Emissions Reduction
Safety
Regional Significance
Project Progress

Enhances Other Categories

Enhances Other Categories



Number Response Date Congestion Level
Regional

Significance Safety
Air

Quality/Emissions
Reduction

Cost
Effectiveness

Enhances Other
Categories

Project
Progress

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:14 PM 20 15 15 15 15 10 10
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:11 PM 20 10 20 5 15 15 15
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:23 PM 20 15 20 15 10 10 10
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:46 PM 20 20 15 10 10 15 10
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:20 PM 25 10 25 0 20 15 5
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:52 PM 0 0 50 0 50 0 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:36 PM 25 10 15 25 5 15 5
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:56 PM 20 20 10 20 10 15 5
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:48 PM 30 5 5 20 30 5 5

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:18 PM 0 50 0 0 0 0 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:20 PM 25 5 15 5 25 10 15
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:37 PM 30 0 15 25 30 0 0
13 Sep 21, 2009 7:05 PM 25 5 10 15 15 5 25
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:22 PM 20 15 20 10 15 10 10
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:22 PM 15 5 10 35 15 10 10
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:11 PM 20 20 15 5 20 5 15
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:15 PM 20 10 20 20 10 10 10
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:21 PM 20 15 15 10 15 10 15
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:42 PM 25 25 25 10 15 0 0
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:54 PM 25 10 15 25 25 0 0
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:07 PM 15 15 10 30 10 10 10
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:35 PM 20 10 20 20 20 0 10
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:51 PM 25 25 10 10 10 10 10
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:40 PM 10 20 20 20 10 10 10
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:45 PM 25 20 20 10 10 10 5
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:47 PM 20 15 15 20 15 5 10
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:05 PM 20 20 0 40 20 0 0
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:15 PM 20 20 0 40 20 0 0
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:10 PM 20 20 0 40 20 0 0
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:09 PM 15 10 10 20 15 20 10
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:03 PM 20 20 0 40 20 0 0
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:13 PM 15 5 20 15 20 15 10
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:57 PM 5 20 5 15 15 20 20
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:11 AM 15 15 15 10 10 25 10
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:20 AM 15 25 15 10 10 15 10
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:59 PM 15 30 15 5 20 10 5

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 30 50 50 40 50 25 50

Median 20 15 15 15 15 10 10
Mode 20 20 15 10 15 10 10
Mean 19 15 14 17 17 9 9

# of Zeros 2 2 5 3 1 10 8

SYS MNGMT/TDM/OP IMP PROJECTS - MAIN CRITERIA WEIGHTING FACTORS



Number Response Date Response Text
1 Sep 17, 2009 8:14 PM 20
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:11 PM 10
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:23 PM 0
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:46 PM 35
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:20 PM 0
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:52 PM 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:36 PM 0
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:56 PM 50
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:48 PM 25

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:18 PM 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:20 PM 30
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:37 PM 20
13 Sep 21, 2009 7:05 PM 40
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:22 PM 0
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:22 PM 25
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:11 PM 25
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:15 PM 50
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:21 PM 5
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:42 PM 60
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:54 PM 30
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:07 PM 15
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:35 PM 20
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:51 PM 50
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:40 PM 15
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:45 PM 20
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:47 PM 25
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:05 PM 50
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:15 PM 5
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:10 PM 15
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:09 PM 25
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:03 PM 10
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:13 PM 25
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:57 PM 80
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:11 AM 20
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:20 AM 10
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:59 PM 25

Minimum 0
Maximum 80

Median 22.5
Mode 25
Mean 25

# of Zeros 5

SYS MNGMT/TDM/OP IMP PROJECTS - TDM ONLY CRITERIA



Number Response Date
Additional Local Match /

Other Funding Availability Federal Mandates Prior Commitment Project Readiness

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:15 PM 25 30 20 25
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:13 PM 30 30 20 20
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:25 PM 10 50 30 10
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:48 PM 25 25 25 25
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:22 PM 10 50 25 15
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:54 PM 50 50 0 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:37 PM 5 50 40 5
8 Sep 18, 2009 7:03 PM 20 40 25 15
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:49 PM 40 20 20 20

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:20 PM 0 50 0 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:26 PM 30 15 30 25
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:39 PM 30 25 20 25
13 Sep 21, 2009 7:07 PM 5 75 5 15
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:24 PM 30 30 20 20
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:34 PM 15 15 35 35
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:12 PM 20 60 10 10
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:22 PM 50 10 20 20
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:39 PM 10 70 5 15
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:43 PM 40 20 30 10
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:55 PM 50 10 20 20
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:09 PM 30 25 25 20
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:37 PM 30 10 30 30
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:52 PM 30 30 20 20
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:41 PM 30 30 30 10
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:47 PM 30 30 20 20
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:50 PM 25 25 25 25
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:06 PM 40 0 0 60
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:15 PM 40 0 0 60
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:10 PM 40 0 0 60
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:09 PM 20 20 30 30
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:04 PM 40 0 0 60
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:15 PM 40 10 20 30
33 Sep 23, 2009 11:00 PM 10 30 30 30
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:14 AM 30 30 10 30
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:21 AM 25 30 20 25
36 Sep 24, 2009 1:01 PM 5 20 50 25

Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximum 50 75 50 60

Median 30 27.5 20 22.5
Mode 30 30 20 20
Mean 27 28 20 25

# of Zeros 1 4 6 1

SYS MNGMT/TDM/OP IMP PROJECTS - "PROJECT ROGRESS" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date
Addresses Mobility or
Accessibility Needs of

Region

Improvements to
Communications among

Various Operating
Agencies

Part of the Regional ITS
Strategic Plan

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:15 PM 35 35 30
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:13 PM 30 30 40
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:25 PM 70 10 20
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:48 PM 25 25 50
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:22 PM 50 20 30
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:54 PM 0 25 75
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:37 PM 40 20 40
8 Sep 18, 2009 7:03 PM 40 20 40
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:49 PM 40 20 40

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:20 PM 0 0 100
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:26 PM 30 35 35
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:39 PM 35 45 20
13 Sep 21, 2009 7:07 PM 20 25 55
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:24 PM 50 20 30
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:34 PM 30 30 40
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:12 PM 60 20 20
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:22 PM 40 30 30
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:39 PM 35 30 35
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:43 PM 50 10 40
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:55 PM 50 40 10
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:09 PM 50 30 20
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:37 PM 50 40 10
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:52 PM 50 10 40
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:41 PM 40 30 30
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:47 PM 35 35 30
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:50 PM 40 20 40
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:06 PM 40 35 25
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:15 PM 40 35 25
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:10 PM 40 35 25
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:09 PM 50 10 40
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:04 PM 40 35 25
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:15 PM 50 30 20
33 Sep 23, 2009 11:00 PM 60 30 10
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:14 AM 30 30 40
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:21 AM 60 20 20
36 Sep 24, 2009 1:01 PM 50 15 35

Minimum 0 0 10
Maximum 70 45 100

Median 40 30 30
Mode 50 30 40
Mean 40 26 34

# of Zeros 2 1 0

SYS MNGMT/TDM/OP IMP PROJECTS - "REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date Number of Employers
Offering TDM Programs

Percent of Employees
Ridesharing

Percent of Employees
Walking/Biking

Parking Management

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:15 PM 25 25 25 25
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:13 PM 40 15 20 25
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:25 PM 25 25 25 25
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:48 PM 35 25 15 25
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:22 PM 50 15 10 25
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:54 PM 0 50 50 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:37 PM 25 25 25 25
8 Sep 18, 2009 7:03 PM 25 25 25 25
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:49 PM 25 25 25 25

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:20 PM 100 0 0 0
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:26 PM 30 50 5 15
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:39 PM 30 30 20 20
13 Sep 21, 2009 7:07 PM 30 10 10 50
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:24 PM 30 10 10 50
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:34 PM 10 30 30 30
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:12 PM 25 25 25 25
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:22 PM 25 25 25 25
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:39 PM 25 30 30 15
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:43 PM 25 25 25 25
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:55 PM 30 20 20 30
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:09 PM 40 35 5 20
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:37 PM 20 30 30 20
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:52 PM 30 30 10 30
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:41 PM 25 25 25 25
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:47 PM 20 30 30 20
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:50 PM 25 25 25 25
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:06 PM 25 25 25 25
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:15 PM 25 25 25 25
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:10 PM 25 25 25 25
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:09 PM 50 20 15 15
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:04 PM 25 25 25 25
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:15 PM 20 30 20 30
33 Sep 23, 2009 11:00 PM 25 25 10 40
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:14 AM 30 30 20 20
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:21 AM 30 20 20 30
36 Sep 24, 2009 1:01 PM 25 25 25 25

Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximum 100 50 50 50

Median 25 25 25 25
Mode 25 25 25 25
Mean 29 25 21 25

# of Zeros 1 1 1 2

SYS MNGMT/TDM/OP IMP PROJECTS - "TDM" SUB-CRITERIA



5 4 3 2 1
11 12 10 1 2 137
16 14 3 2 1 150
17 9 8 1 1 148
7 9 9 7 4 116

11 9 7 8 1 129
13 9 8 4 2 135
3 12 13 6 2 116
2 9 17 6 2 111

150
148
137
135
129
116
116
111

Cost Effectiveness

User Benefit

Cost Effectiveness
Compatibility with existing land use patterns and future plans and development

Enhances Other Categories
Air Quality/Emissions Reduction
Project Progress

Enhances Other Categories
Project Progress

Level of Importance:

Existing Usage and/or Prospective Ridership and Coverage Area / Population Served
System Continuity and Connectivity

Compatibility with existing land use patterns and future plans and development

Weighted
Score

Points

User Benefit
Existing Usage and/or Prospective Ridership and Coverage Area / Population Served
System Continuity and Connectivity
Air Quality/Emissions Reduction

Transit Projects
Very

Important
Somewhat
Important

Neutral
Somewhat
Not Imp.

Very
Not Imp.



Number Response Date User Benefit

Existing Usage and/or
Prospective Ridership
and Coverage Area /
Population Served

System Continuity
and Connectivity

Air Quality/
Emissions
Reduction

Cost
Effectiveness

Compatibility with
existing land use

patterns and future
plans and

development

Enhances
Other

Categories

Project
Progress

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:16 PM 15 15 15 10 10 20 5 10
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:16 PM 15 10 25 5 5 15 15 10
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:27 PM 15 25 20 0 5 25 10 0
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:50 PM 15 15 15 5 10 20 15 5
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:26 PM 25 15 5 0 30 5 20 0
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:57 PM 0 20 10 0 50 20 0 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:44 PM 15 15 15 15 5 20 10 5
8 Sep 18, 2009 7:25 PM 15 20 20 10 5 15 10 5
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:49 PM 10 10 10 20 20 10 10 10

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:21 PM 0 0 25 0 50 0 25 0
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:29 PM 5 5 15 10 30 25 5 5
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:40 PM 10 30 10 20 0 30 0 0
13 Sep 21, 2009 7:26 PM 15 15 10 5 30 10 0 15
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:27 PM 10 15 15 10 15 15 15 5
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:36 PM 10 25 10 5 25 10 10 5
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:14 PM 15 15 10 10 15 20 5 10
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:23 PM 10 10 10 10 20 20 10 10
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:41 PM 20 15 5 15 20 15 5 5
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:45 PM 20 25 30 10 15 0 0 0
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:59 PM 15 20 20 7 8 13 5 12
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:13 PM 15 20 20 10 7 15 8 5
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:41 PM 10 25 10 10 25 5 10 5
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:53 PM 20 20 20 10 10 5 10 5
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:43 PM 20 5 20 20 5 20 5 5
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:48 PM 15 20 25 10 5 5 15 5
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:53 PM 15 15 15 10 5 20 10 10
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:07 PM 5 40 40 5 0 5 0 5
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:16 PM 5 45 40 0 0 5 0 5
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:10 PM 5 40 40 5 0 5 0 5
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:10 PM 5 20 20 15 10 20 5 5
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:07 PM 5 40 35 10 0 5 0 5
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:22 PM 15 15 15 15 15 15 5 5
33 Sep 23, 2009 11:03 PM 15 10 15 15 10 15 10 10
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:18 AM 10 20 10 15 10 10 15 10
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:22 AM 10 15 15 5 15 15 15 10
36 Sep 24, 2009 1:04 PM 15 20 20 5 15 10 10 5

Minimum 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 25 45 40 20 50 30 25 15

Median 15 17.5 15 10 10 15 10 5
Mode 15 15 15 10 5 20 10 5
Mean 12 19 18 9 14 13 8 6

# of Zeros 2 1 0 5 5 2 8 6

TRANSIT PROJECTS - MAIN CRITERIA WEIGHTING FACTORS



Number Response Date Additional Local Match /
Other Funding Availability

Federal Mandates Prior Commitment Project Readiness

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:17 PM 25 30 20 25
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:17 PM 30 30 20 20
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:27 PM 10 50 30 10
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:51 PM 25 25 25 25
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:27 PM 10 50 15 25
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:58 PM 50 50 0 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:45 PM 20 60 20 0
8 Sep 18, 2009 7:26 PM 30 40 15 15
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:50 PM 40 20 20 20

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:21 PM 0 50 0 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:30 PM 20 10 40 30
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:41 PM 30 30 10 30
13 Sep 21, 2009 7:27 PM 15 75 5 5
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:28 PM 30 30 20 20
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:37 PM 15 15 35 35
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:15 PM 20 60 10 10
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:24 PM 30 10 30 30
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:42 PM 15 70 5 10
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:46 PM 40 10 30 20
20 Sep 22, 2009 10:00 PM 35 15 35 15
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:13 PM 30 25 25 20
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:42 PM 70 10 10 10
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:55 PM 30 30 20 20
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:44 PM 40 30 10 20
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:48 PM 30 30 20 20
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:54 PM 25 25 25 25
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:07 PM 40 0 0 60
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:17 PM 40 0 0 60
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:11 PM 40 0 0 60
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:10 PM 20 20 30 30
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:07 PM 40 0 0 60
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:23 PM 35 20 25 20
33 Sep 23, 2009 11:04 PM 10 30 30 30
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:18 AM 30 30 10 30
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:23 AM 30 30 15 25
36 Sep 24, 2009 1:05 PM 20 5 50 25

Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximum 70 75 50 60

Median 30 30 20 22.5
Mode 30 30 20 20
Mean 28 28 18 25

# of Zeros 1 4 6 2

TRANSIT PROJECTS - "PROJECT PROGRESS" SUB-CRITERIA



Number Response Date Regional Significance
Improves access to

employment and
population centers

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:17 PM 50 50
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:17 PM 35 65
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:27 PM 50 50
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:51 PM 65 35
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:27 PM 40 60
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:58 PM 0 100
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:45 PM 50 50
8 Sep 18, 2009 7:26 PM 25 75
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:50 PM 50 50

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:21 PM 100 0
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:30 PM 35 65
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:41 PM 25 75
13 Sep 21, 2009 7:27 PM 5 95
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:28 PM 50 50
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:37 PM 75 25
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:15 PM 65 35
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:24 PM 50 50
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:42 PM 30 70
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:46 PM 40 60
20 Sep 22, 2009 10:00 PM 50 50
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:13 PM 25 75
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:42 PM 30 70
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:55 PM 80 20
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:44 PM 50 50
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:48 PM 60 40
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:54 PM 50 50
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:07 PM 40 60
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:17 PM 40 60
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:11 PM 40 60
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:10 PM 40 60
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:07 PM 40 60
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:23 PM 40 60
33 Sep 23, 2009 11:04 PM 50 50
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:18 AM 50 50
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:23 AM 75 25
36 Sep 24, 2009 1:05 PM 40 60

Minimum 0 0
Maximum 100 100

Median 45 55
Mode 50 50
Mean 46 54

# of Zeros 1 1

TRANSIT PROJECTS - "SYSTEM CONTINUITY AND CONNECTIVITY" SUB-CRITERIA



5 4 3 2 1
22 10 3 0 1 160
24 5 5 1 1 158
12 12 6 6 0 138
6 8 14 6 2 118
1 20 8 6 1 122

160
158
138
122
118

Somewhat
Not Imp.

Very
Not Imp.

Weighted
Score

Points

Better Accommodates Intermodal Movements
Improves Rail or Vehicular Access to Freight
Cost Effectiveness
Enhances Other Categories

Intermodal Projects
Very

Important
Somewhat
Important

Neutral

Enhances Other Categories
Project Progress

Project Progress

Level of Importance:

Better Accommodates Intermodal Movements
Improves Rail or Vehicular Access to Freight
Cost Effectiveness



Number Response Date
Better Accommodates

Intermodal
Movements

Improves Rail or Vehicular Access to
Freight Distribution Facilities,

Airports/Seaports, Major Industrial
Clients, Employment and Population
Centers, or Rail Stations/Terminals

Cost Effectiveness
Enhances

Other
Categories

Project
Progress

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:11 PM 25 25 20 15 15
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:05 PM 25 15 15 30 15
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:20 PM 35 30 20 15 0
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:43 PM 30 20 20 15 15
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:16 PM 15 10 30 40 5
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:50 PM 0 0 100 0 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:34 PM 35 20 20 20 5
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:45 PM 40 20 10 20 10
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:46 PM 30 20 25 20 5

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:15 PM 50 0 50 0 0
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:12 PM 10 30 30 15 15
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:35 PM 25 25 20 15 15
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:52 PM 15 5 35 5 40
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:17 PM 20 30 20 15 15
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:19 PM 25 15 35 15 10
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:08 PM 30 30 15 5 20
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:13 PM 25 25 25 10 15
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:18 PM 5 50 20 5 20
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:40 PM 35 35 10 10 10
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:49 PM 30 30 10 10 20
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:04 PM 20 40 15 20 5
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:32 PM 30 10 30 10 20
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:49 PM 30 20 20 10 20
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:37 PM 25 25 15 20 15
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:44 PM 35 25 15 20 5
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:45 PM 25 25 20 15 15
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:00 PM 45 45 0 0 10
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:04 PM 45 45 0 0 10
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:09 PM 45 45 0 0 10
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:09 PM 30 20 20 15 15
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:01 PM 45 45 0 0 10
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:08 PM 20 30 30 10 10
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:52 PM 10 40 35 5 10
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:07 AM 20 20 20 20 20
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:18 AM 15 50 15 10 10
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:49 PM 5 50 15 20 10

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 50 50 100 40 40

Median 25 25 20 15 10
Mode 25 20 20 15 10
Mean 26 27 22 13 12

# of Zeros 1 2 4 6 3

INTERMODAL PROJECTS - MAIN CRITERIA WEIGHTING FACTORS



Number Response Date
Additional Local Match /

Other Funding Availability
(e.g., Private Investment)

Federal Mandates Prior Commitment Project Readiness

1 Sep 17, 2009 8:12 PM 25 30 20 25
2 Sep 17, 2009 9:05 PM 30 30 20 20
3 Sep 17, 2009 9:20 PM 10 70 10 10
4 Sep 18, 2009 12:43 PM 25 25 25 25
5 Sep 18, 2009 1:16 PM 10 50 25 15
6 Sep 18, 2009 1:50 PM 50 50 0 0
7 Sep 18, 2009 2:35 PM 20 75 5 0
8 Sep 18, 2009 6:50 PM 25 40 20 15
9 Sep 20, 2009 10:46 PM 40 20 20 20

10 Sep 21, 2009 1:16 PM 0 50 0 50
11 Sep 21, 2009 2:13 PM 35 10 35 20
12 Sep 21, 2009 6:36 PM 70 20 5 5
13 Sep 21, 2009 6:52 PM 10 50 5 35
14 Sep 22, 2009 1:17 PM 30 30 20 20
15 Sep 22, 2009 5:19 PM 15 15 35 35
16 Sep 22, 2009 9:08 PM 20 60 10 10
17 Sep 22, 2009 9:13 PM 15 70 5 10
18 Sep 22, 2009 9:19 PM 50 15 15 20
19 Sep 22, 2009 9:41 PM 40 20 30 10
20 Sep 22, 2009 9:50 PM 50 10 10 30
21 Sep 23, 2009 12:04 PM 35 25 25 15
22 Sep 23, 2009 12:33 PM 30 10 25 35
23 Sep 23, 2009 12:49 PM 40 20 20 20
24 Sep 23, 2009 1:37 PM 25 25 25 25
25 Sep 23, 2009 2:44 PM 30 30 20 20
26 Sep 23, 2009 2:45 PM 25 25 25 25
27 Sep 23, 2009 3:00 PM 40 0 0 60
28 Sep 23, 2009 3:04 PM 40 0 0 60
29 Sep 23, 2009 6:09 PM 40 0 0 60
30 Sep 23, 2009 7:09 PM 20 20 30 30
31 Sep 23, 2009 8:01 PM 40 0 0 60
32 Sep 23, 2009 8:09 PM 35 15 20 30
33 Sep 23, 2009 10:53 PM 30 40 10 20
34 Sep 24, 2009 2:08 AM 30 30 10 30
35 Sep 24, 2009 10:18 AM 20 35 15 30
36 Sep 24, 2009 12:50 PM 5 20 50 25

Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximum 70 75 50 60

Median 30 25 20 22.5
Mode 40 20 20 20
Mean 29 29 16 26

# of Zeros 1 4 6 2

INTERMODAL PROJECTS - "PROJECT PROGRESS" SUB-CRITERIA



Appendix F 
 

Detailed Weighting Factors and Measures of Effectiveness for 
the HRTPO Program Prioritization Methodology 



“Highways” Projects 

Evaluation 
Criterion 

Points Scoring Instructions 

Project Utility – 100 Points Total 
Congestion Level 0-30 Scoring based on both the degree of existing congestion within the project area and the project’s potential to 

improve congestion levels after construction.  Points are awarded according to three subcriteria: 
• (10.00 points possible) Percent Reduction of Existing Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratios  

o 10.00 points awarded if the projected future V/C ratio is 50% or less of the existing V/C ratio  
o 0.00 points awarded if the future V/C is greater than or equal to the existing V/C ratio 
o Projected reductions less than 50% but greater than 0% are awarded points between 10.00 and 

0.00 using straight-line interpolation 
• (10.00 points possible) Existing V/C Ratio  

o 10.00 points awarded if the existing V/C is greater than 1.0, which implies a roadway is over 
capacity 

o 5.00 points awarded if the existing V/C is less than or equal to 1.0 but greater than or equal to 
0.85, which implies heavy congestion 

o 0.00 points awarded if the existing V/C is less than 0.85, which implies acceptable congestion 
levels 

• (10.00 points possible) Impact to Nearby Roadways (i.e., the volume of traffic that will be attracted to 
the project roadway from adjacent roadways as a result of construction)  

o 10.00 points awarded if the projected volume attracted from adjacent roadways is greater than 
or equal to 30,000 vehicles per day (which equates to a new 4-lane facility) 

o 0.00 points awarded if the projected volume attracted from adjacent roadways is 0 vehicles per 
day or if the existing traffic volume on the project roadway is anticipated to decrease  

o Projected volumes less than 30,000 vehicles per day but greater than 0 are awarded points 
between 10.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 

System Continuity and 
Connectivity 

8.25-25 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will impact the continuity and connectivity of the region’s 
transportation network 

• 25.00 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a regional 
level (project would have to be regionally significant with regards to connectivity and continuity and 
provide considerable benefit to the regional transportation system) 

• 16.75 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a 
multijurisdictional level (provide benefit to at least two local jurisdictions) 

• 8.25 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a local level 
(benefit to only one jurisdiction)  



Cost Effectiveness 0-15 Scoring based on the ratio of the overall cost of the project with respect to the number of users the project will 
serve (measured in vehicle-miles traveled [VMT] throughout the project study area) 

• 15.00 points awarded if the projected ratio of construction cost to VMT is less than or equal to $500 
per VMT 

• 0.00 points awarded if the projected ratio of construction cost to VMT is greater than or equal to 
$2,500 per VMT 

• Projected ratios greater than $500 per VMT but less than $2,500 per VMT are awarded points between 
15.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 

Compatibility with 
Existing Land Use 
Patterns and Future 

Plans and Development 

0-10 Scoring based on the degree to which a project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future 
development plans 

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future plans and 
has been formally adopted by a body of elected officials (such as part of a comprehensive plan) 

• 5.00 points awarded if the project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future plans but has 
not been formally adopted by a body of elected officials. 

• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not compatible with existing land uses and future development 



Safety and Security 0-10 Scoring based on a project’s impact to evacuation/incident management routes and its potential to improve 
safety.  Points are awarded according to three subcriteria: 

• (4.00 points possible) Critical Crash Ratio (CCR) – calculated by taking the ratio of the actual crash 
rate for the project area to the average jurisdictional crash rate for where the project resides  

o 4.00 points awarded if the CCR is greater than or equal to 2.0, which implies that the actual 
crash ratio is at least twice the average rate  

o 0.00 points awarded if the CCR is less than or equal to 1.0, which implies that the actual crash 
rate is less than or equal to the average crash rate 

o Projects with a CCR less than 2.0 but greater than 1.0 are awarded points between 4.00 and 
0.00 using straight-line interpolation 

• (3.00 points possible) Improvement of Geometric Deficiencies (physical roadway features that do not 
meet current design standards such as horizontal or vertical alignment, sight distance, lane/shoulder 
widths, etc.)  

o 3.00 points awarded if the project is expected to correct three or more geometric deficiencies 
OR the project will be brought up to standard  

o 2.25 points awarded if the project is expected to correct two or more geometric deficiencies in 
the project area but will not bring the project up to standard 

o 1.50 points awarded if the project is expected to correct one geometric deficiency in the 
project area 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project is not expected to correct any geometric deficiencies in the 
project area (i.e., the proposed project is either new or addresses an issue such as capacity, 
which is not a safety issue) 

• (3.00 points possible) Improvement to Incident Management or Evacuation Routes  
o 3.00 points awarded if the project roadway is part of an established and documented incident 

management or evacuation route 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project is not part of an established and documented incident 

management or evacuation route 
Infrastructure Condition 0-5 Scoring based on the Critical Condition Index (CCI), which is a numerical value ranging between 1 and 100 

assigned to a roadway to describe its physical condition.   
• 5.00 points awarded if the pavement condition is classified as Very Poor (CCI less than 50) 
• 3.75 points awarded if the pavement condition is classified as Poor (CCI between 50 and 59) 
• 2.50 points awarded if the pavement condition is classified as Fair (CCI between 60 and 69) 
• 1.25 points awarded if the pavement condition is classified as Good (CCI between 70 and 89) 
• 0.00 points awarded if the pavement condition is classified as Excellent (CCI greater than or equal to 

90) 



Modal Enhancements 0-5 Scoring based on a project’s impact to other modes of transportation aside from personal vehicles.  Points are 
awarded according to two subcriteria: 

• (2.00 points possible) Improving Vehicular Access to Freight Distribution Facilities, Ports, Major 
Industrial Clients, or Employment and Population Centers  

o 2.00 points awarded if the project improves access on a regional level (must include access to 
seaport, airport, military facility, inter-jurisdictional connection, or major industrial/ 
employment center) 

o 1.00 point awarded if the project improves access to these facilities but not on a regional level 
(such as to a local commerce park) 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project does not improve access to these facilities 
• (3.00 points possible) Enhances Other Categories (e.g., bus shelters, sidewalks or bike paths,  water 

crossing, TDM initiative or ITS improvement, or intermodal movement)  
o 3.00 points awarded if the project will improve three or more categories 
o 2.00 points awarded if the project will improve two categories 
o 1.00 point awarded if the project will improve one category 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project will not improve any categories 

Project Viability – 100 Points Total 
Amount of Additional 
Local Match or Private 
Funding Committed to 

the Project 

0-40 Scoring based on the amount (in percentage of total project budget) of additional local match or private 
funding committed to the project beyond the required match.   

• 40.00 points awarded if committed funding is greater than or equal to 100% of the project budget 
• 32.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 100% but greater than or equal to 80% of the 

project budget 
• 25.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 80% but greater than or equal to 60% of the 

project budget 
• 15.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 60% but greater than or equal to 40% of the 

project budget 
• 7.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 40% but greater than or equal to 20% of the 

project budget 
• 0.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 20% of the project budget 

Prior Commitment 0-10 Scoring based on whether a project has prior commitment (i.e., inclusion in the current Long Range 
Transportation Plan [LRTP]). 

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is included in the current LRTP 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not included in the current LRTP 



Federal Mandates 0-10 Scoring  based on whether a project is backed by federal mandates (e.g., emergency bridge replacements, 
projects addressing significant existing design deficiencies, and projects with soon to expire federal funding 
previously allocated to the project)  

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is backed by documented federal mandates 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not backed by documented federal mandates 

Degree of Project 
Readiness 

0-40 Scoring based on how quickly a project could begin construction.  Points are awarded cumulatively according 
to three components: 

• 15.00 points awarded if the design plans are complete and ready for advertisement, plus 
• 15.00 points awarded if the environmental plans/permits required for the project are complete, plus 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is fully funded 

Economic Vitality – 100 Points Total 
Total Reduction in 

Travel Time 
0-30 Scoring based on a project’s ability to decrease travel time for the entire region, as determined using HRTPO’s 

travel demand model 
• Up to 30.00 points awarded based on a project’s success in meeting this measure (specific thresholds 

are still under development) 
Labor Market Access 0-20 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will reduce the effective distance that workers have to travel to 

get to work.  Points are awarded according to two subcriteria: 
• (10.00 points possible) Increases Travel Time Reliability  

o Up to 10.00 points awarded based on level of service, number of incidents, and staff analysis 
of a project’s ability to enhance travel time reliability (specific thresholds are still under 
development) 

•  (10.00 points possible) Increases Access for Major Employment Centers 
o Up to 10.00 points awarded if the project will result in travel time savings for trips that end in 

TAZs with employment that is two standard deviations greater than the regional average 
(specific thresholds are still under development) 



Addresses the Needs of 
Basic Sector Industries 

0-30 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will provide or improve access to basic sector industries within 
Hampton Roads.  Points are awarded according to three subcriteria: 

• (10.00 points possible) Increases Access for Defense Installations 
o Up to 10.00 points awarded if a project significantly reduces travel time for trips that end in 

TAZs with major military bases (specific thresholds are still under development) 
• (10.00 points possible) Increases Access to Tourist Destinations  

o Up to 10.00 points awarded if a project significantly reduces travel time for trips that end in 
TAZs with tourism employment that is more than one standard deviation greater than average 
tourism employment for the region (specific thresholds are still under development) 

• (10.00 points possible) Increases Access to Port Facilities  
o Up to 10.00 points awarded if a project significantly reduces travel time for trips that end in 

TAZs that provide critical access to a port (specific thresholds are still under development) 
Increases Opportunity 0-20 Scoring based on a project’s ability to bring in new dollars or businesses.  Points are awarded according to two 

subcriteria: 
• (10.00 points possible) Provides New or Increased Access  

o 10.00 points awarded if a project provides new access to an area in a way that would 
encourage economic development in that area 

o 5.00 points awarded if a project provides increased access to an area in a way that would 
encourage economic development in that area 

o 0.00 points awarded if a project does not provide new or increased access to an area  
•  (10.00 points possible) Supports Plans for Future Growth  

o 10.00 points awarded if a project is located in an area specifically designated as a growth area 
in local comprehensive plans.  Staff will assess jurisdictional comprehensive plans to 
determine the relative score. 

o 5.00 points awarded if a project is supported by a jurisdictional comprehensive plan 
o 0.00 points awarded if a project is not supported by a jurisdictional comprehensive plan or 

located in a designated growth area as described above 
 



“Bridge/Tunnel” Projects 

Evaluation Criterion Points Scoring Instructions 
Project Utility – 100 Points Total 

Congestion Level 0-30 Scoring based on both the degree of existing congestion within the project area and the project’s potential to 
improve congestion levels after construction.  Points are awarded according to three subcriteria: 

• (10.00 points possible) Percent Reduction of Existing Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratios  
o 10.00 points awarded if the projected future V/C ratio is 50% or less of the existing V/C ratio  
o 0.00 points awarded if the future V/C is greater than or equal to the existing V/C ratio 
o Projected reductions less than 50% but greater than 0% are awarded points between 10.00 and 

0.00 using straight-line interpolation 
• (10.00 points possible) Existing V/C Ratio  

o 10.00 points awarded if the existing V/C is greater than 1.0, which implies a roadway is over 
capacity 

o 5.00 points awarded if the existing V/C is less than or equal to 1.0 but greater than or equal to 
0.85, which implies heavy congestion 

o 0.00 points awarded if the existing V/C is less than 0.85, which implies acceptable congestion 
levels 

• (10.00 points possible) Impact to Nearby Roadways (i.e. volume of traffic that will be attracted to the 
project roadway from adjacent roadways as a result of construction)  

o 10.00 points awarded if the projected volume attracted from adjacent roadways is greater than 
or equal to 30,000 vehicles per day (which equates to a new 4-lane facility) 

o 0.00 points awarded if the projected volume attracted from adjacent roadways is 0 vehicles per 
day or if the existing traffic volume on the project roadway is anticipated to decrease 

o Projected volumes less than 30,000 vehicles per day but greater than 0 are awarded points 
between 10.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 

Compatibility with 
Existing Land Use 
Patterns and Future 

Plans and Development 

0-10 Scoring based on the degree to which a project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future 
development plans 

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future plans and 
has been formally adopted by a body of elected officials (such as part of a comprehensive plan) 

• 5.00 points awarded if the project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future plans but has 
not been formally adopted by a body of elected officials. 

• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not compatible with existing land uses and future development 



Infrastructure Condition 0-20 Scoring based on the existing condition of the bridge or tunnel infrastructure.  Points are awarded according to 
two subcriteria, one for bridges and one for tunnels:   

• (20.00 points possible) Bridge Sufficiency Rating (for bridge projects only) – scoring based on a 
nationwide system which assigns bridges point values between 0-100 to indicate structural condition 

o 20.00 points  awarded if Bridge Sufficiency Rating is less than 50 (very poor condition) 
o 10.00 points awarded if Bridge Sufficiency Rating is greater than or equal to 50 but less than 

or equal to 80 
o 0.00 points awarded if Bridge Sufficiency Rating is greater than 80 (excellent condition) 

• (20.00 points possible) Tunnel Condition (for tunnel projects only) – points are awarded cumulatively 
according to three components  

o 6.50 points awarded if the tunnel is more than 40 years old, plus 
o 6.75 points awarded if the last major repairs to the tunnel were completed more than 20 years 

ago, plus 
o 6.75 points awarded if the tunnel currently requires repairs costing more than $10 million or if 

the facility has never had a major repair 
System Continuity and 

Connectivity 
3.5-10 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will impact the continuity and connectivity of the region’s 

transportation network 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a regional 

level (project would have to be regionally significant with regards to connectivity and continuity and 
provide considerable benefit to the regional transportation system) 

• 6.75 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a 
multijurisdictional level (provide benefit to at least two local jurisdictions) 

• 3.50 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a local level 
(benefit to only one jurisdiction) 

Cost Effectiveness 0-15 Scoring based on the ratio of the overall cost of the project with respect to the number of users the project will 
serve (measured in vehicle-miles traveled [VMT] throughout the project study area) 

• 15.00 points awarded if the projected construction cost to VMT ratio is less than or equal to $2,000 per 
VMT 

• 0.00 points awarded if the projected construction cost to VMT ratio is greater than or equal to $20,000 
per VMT 

• Projected ratios greater than $2,000 per VMT but less than $20,000 per VMT are awarded points 
between 15.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 



Safety and Security 1-10 Scoring based on a project’s impact to evacuation/incident management routes and its potential to improve 
safety.  Points are awarded according to four subcriteria: 

• (2.50 points possible) Critical Crash Ratio (CCR) – calculated by taking the ratio of the actual crash 
rate for the project area to the average jurisdictional crash rate for where the project resides  

o 2.50 points awarded if the CCR is greater than or equal to 2.0, which implies that the actual  
crash ratio is at least twice the average rate  

o 0.00 points awarded if the CCR is less than or equal to 1.0, which implies that the actual crash 
rate is less than or equal to the average crash rate 

o Projects with a CCR less than 2.0 but greater than 1.0 are awarded points between 2.50 and 
0.00 using straight-line interpolation 

• (2.00 points possible) Improvement of Geometric Deficiencies (physical roadway features that do not 
meet current design standards such as horizontal or vertical alignment, sight distance, lane/shoulder 
widths, etc.) 

o 2.00 points awarded if the project is expected to correct three or more geometric deficiencies 
OR the project will be brought up to standard  

o 1.50 points awarded if the project is expected to correct two or more geometric deficiencies in 
the project area but will not bring the project up to standard 

o 1.00 point awarded if the project is expected to correct one geometric deficiency in the project 
area 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project is not expected to correct any geometric deficiencies in the 
project area (i.e., the proposed project is either new or addresses an issue such as capacity, 
which is not a safety issue) 

• (3.00 points possible) Improvement to Incident Management or Evacuation Routes  
o 3.00 points awarded if the facility is part of an established and documented incident 

management or evacuation route 
o 0.00 points awarded if the facility is not part of an established and documented incident 

management or evacuation route  
• (2.50 points possible) Diversion Impact Due to Failure – calculated by multiplying the existing average 

daily traffic volume by the length of required detour and adding the current daily VMT along the route 
o 2.50 points awarded if failure of the facility will result in a detour of greater than 250,000 daily 

vehicle-miles (regional diversion impact) 
o 1.75 points awarded if failure of the facility will result in a detour of less than or equal to 

250,000 daily vehicle-miles but greater than or equal to 10,000 daily vehicle-miles 
(multijurisdictional diversion impact) 

o 1.00 point awarded if the failure of the facility will result in a detour of less than 10,000 daily 
vehicle-miles (local diversion impact) 



Modal Enhancements 0-5 Scoring based on a project’s impact to other modes of transportation aside from personal vehicles.  Points are 
awarded according to three subcriteria:  

• (2.00 points possible) Improving Vehicular Access to Freight Distribution Facilities, Ports, Major 
Industrial Clients, or Employment and Population Centers  

o 2.00 points awarded if the project improves access on a regional level (must include access to 
seaport, airport, military facility, inter-jurisdictional connection, or major industrial/ 
employment center) 

o 1.00 point awarded if the project improves access to these facilities but not on a regional level 
(such as to a local commerce park) 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project does not improve access to these facilities 
• (1.50 points possible) Enhances Other Categories (e.g., bus shelters, sidewalks or bike paths,  HOV 

service, TDM initiative or ITS improvement, or intermodal movement)  
o 1.50 points awarded if the project will improve three or more categories 
o 1.00 point awarded if the project will improve two categories 
o 0.50 points awarded if the project will improve one category 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project will not improve any categories 

• (1.50 points possible) Continuous Maritime Crossing 
o 1.50 points awarded if the facility will provide an uninterrupted maritime crossing 
o 0.00 points awarded if the facility will cause interruptions of maritime operations  

Project Viability – 100 Points Total 
Amount of Additional 
Local Match or Private 
Funding Committed to 

the Project 

0-40 Scoring based on the amount (in percentage of total project budget) of additional local match or private funding 
committed to the project beyond the required match.   

• 40.00 points awarded if committed funding is greater than or equal to 100% of the project budget 
• 32.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 100% but greater than or equal to 80% of the 

project budget 
• 25.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 80% but greater than or equal to 60% of the 

project budget 
• 15.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 60% but greater than or equal to 40% of the 

project budget 
• 7.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 40% but greater than or equal to 20% of the 

project budget 
• 0.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 20% of the project budget 

 



Prior Commitment 0-10 Scoring based on whether a project has prior commitment (i.e., inclusion in the current Long Range 
Transportation Plan [LRTP]). 

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is included in the current LRTP 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not included in the current LRTP 

Federal Mandates 0-10 Scoring  based on whether a project is backed by federal mandates (e.g., emergency bridge replacements, 
projects addressing significant existing design deficiencies, and projects with soon to expire federal funding 
previously allocated to the project)  

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is backed by documented federal mandates 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not backed by documented federal mandates 

Degree of Project 
Readiness 

0-40 Scoring based on how quickly a project could begin construction.  Points are awarded cumulatively according 
to three components: 

• 15.00 points awarded if the design plans are complete and ready for advertisement, plus 
• 15.00 points awarded if the environmental plans/permits required for the project are complete, plus 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is fully funded 

Economic Vitality – 100 Points Total 
Total Reduction in 

Travel Time 
0-30 Scoring based on a project’s ability to decrease travel time for the entire region, as determined using HRTPO’s 

travel demand model 
• Up to 30.00 points awarded based on a project’s success in meeting this measure (specific thresholds 

are still under development) 
Labor Market Access 0-20 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will reduce the effective distance that workers have to travel to 

get to work.  Points are awarded according to two subcriteria: 
• (10.00 points possible) Increases Travel Time Reliability  

o Up to 10.00 points awarded based on level of service, number of incidents, and staff analysis 
of a project’s ability to enhance travel time reliability (specific thresholds are still under 
development) 

•  (10.00 points possible) Increases Access for Major Employment Centers 
o Up to 10.00 points awarded if the project will result in travel time savings for trips that end in 

TAZs with employment that is two standard deviations greater than the regional average 
(specific thresholds are still under development) 



Addresses the Needs of 
Basic Sector Industries 

0-30 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will provide or improve access to basic sector industries within 
Hampton Roads.  Points are awarded according to three subcriteria: 

• (10.00 points possible) Increases Access for Defense Installations 
o Up to 10.00 points awarded if a project significantly reduces travel time for trips that end in 

TAZs with major military bases (specific thresholds are still under development) 
• (10.00 points possible) Increases Access to Tourist Destinations  

o Up to 10.00 points awarded if a project significantly reduces travel time for trips that end in 
TAZs with tourism employment that is more than one standard deviation greater than average 
tourism employment for the region (specific thresholds are still under development) 

• (10.00 points possible) Increases Access to Port Facilities  
o Up to 10.00 points awarded if a project significantly reduces travel time for trips that end in 

TAZs that provide critical access to a port (specific thresholds are still under development) 
Increases Opportunity 0-20 Scoring based on a project’s ability to bring in new dollars or businesses.  Points are awarded according to two 

subcriteria: 
• (10.00 points possible) Provides New or Increased Access  

o 10.00 points awarded if a project provides new access to an area in a way that would 
encourage economic development in that area 

o 5.00 points awarded if a project provides increased access to an area in a way that would 
encourage economic development in that area 

o 0.00 points awarded if a project does not provide new or increased access to an area  
•  (10.00 points possible) Supports Plans for Future Growth  

o 10.00 points awarded if a project is located in an area specifically designated as a growth area 
in local comprehensive plans.  Staff will assess jurisdictional comprehensive plans to 
determine the relative score. 

o 5.00 points awarded if a project is supported by a jurisdictional comprehensive plan 
o 0.00 points awarded if a project is not supported by a jurisdictional comprehensive plan or 

located in a designated growth area as described above 
 



“Bicycle and Pedestrian” Projects 

Evaluation Criterion Points Scoring Instructions 
Project Utility – 100 Points Total 

System Continuity and 
Connectivity 

1-30 Scoring based on its impact to the connectivity and continuity of the greater Hampton Roads network of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  Points are awarded according to four subcriteria: 

• (4.00 points possible) Regional Significance  
o 4.00 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a 

regional level (project would have to be regionally significant with regards to connectivity and 
continuity and provide considerable benefit to the regional bicycle/pedestrian system) 

o 2.00 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a 
multijurisdictional level (provide benefit to at least two local jurisdictions) 

o 1.00 point awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a local 
level (benefit to only one jurisdiction) 

• (7.00 points possible) Elimination of Barriers or Completion of Gaps across Major Barriers (e.g., 
crossing of a major arterial or body of water, moving bicycle/pedestrian travel paths away from the 
roadway, etc.)  

o 7.00 points awarded if the project will eliminate at least one barrier or complete at least one 
gap across a major barrier 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project will not eliminate or complete a gap across a major barrier 
• (8.00 points possible) Connection of Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities  

o 8.00 points awarded if the project will connect at least two existing bicycle/pedestrian facilities 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project will not connect existing bicycle/pedestrian facilities 

• (11.00 points possible) Project Provides Access to Transit, Local, or Regional Destinations (e.g., 
schools, employment centers, parks, or high density residential areas)  

o 11.00 points awarded if the project will provide access to three or more destinations 
o 7.25 points awarded if the project will provide access to two destinations 
o 3.75 points awarded if the project will provide access to one destination 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project will not provide access to any destinations 



Safety 0-30 Scoring based on the degree to which a project is expected to improve safety.  Points are awarded according to 
two subcriteria: 

• (15.00 points possible) Crash History – average number of crashes (involving bicycles or pedestrians) 
per year during a predetermined three-year period.   

o 15.00 points awarded if six or more average annual bicycle/pedestrian crashes occurred  
o 7.50 points awarded if less than six but greater than one average annual bicycle/pedestrian 

crash occurred  
o 0.00 points awarded if no bicycle or pedestrian crashes occurred during the three-year period 

• (15.00 points possible) Project Is Being Completed to Address an Existing Safety Issue or Concern  
o 15.00 points awarded if the project will address at least one existing safety issue or concern 

(such as dedicating lanes, removing conflicts, or installing signage) 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project will not address an existing safety issue or concern 

Cost Effectiveness 0-20 Scoring based on the ratio of the overall cost of the project with respect to the number of users the project will 
serve (calculated as the population residing within a 1.5-mile radius of the project) 

• 20.00 points awarded if the ratio of the project cost to the projected population served is less than or 
equal to $25 per person 

• 0.00 points awarded if the ratio of the project cost to the projected population served is greater than or 
equal to $100 per person 

• Projected ratios greater than $25 per person but less than $100 per person are awarded points between 
20.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 

Compatibility with 
Existing Land Use 
Patterns and Future 

Plans and Development 

0-10 Scoring based on the degree to which a project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future 
development plans 

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future plans and 
has been formally adopted by a body of elected officials (such as part of a comprehensive plan) 

• 5.00 points awarded if the project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future plans but has 
not been formally adopted by a body of elected officials 

• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not compatible with existing land uses and future development 
Enhances Other 

Categories 
0-10 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will enhance other project categories (e.g., bus shelters, HOV 

service*, water crossing*, TDM initiative or ITS improvement, or intermodal movement)  
• 10.00 points awarded if the project will improve three or more categories 
• 6.75 points awarded if the project will improve two categories 
• 3.50 points awarded if the project will improve one category 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project will not improve any categories 

*A project can only receive credit for one highway or bridge/tunnel enhancement even if it enhances both 
categories 



Project Viability – 100 Points Total 
Amount of Additional 
Local Match or Private 
Funding Committed to 

the Project 

0-40 Scoring based on the amount (in percentage of total project budget) of additional local match or private funding 
committed to the project beyond the required match.   

• 40.00 points awarded if committed funding is greater than or equal to 100% of the project budget 
• 32.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 100% but greater than or equal to 80% of the 

project budget 
• 25.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 80% but greater than or equal to 60% of the 

project budget 
• 15.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 60% but greater than or equal to 40% of the 

project budget 
• 7.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 40% but greater than or equal to 20% of the 

project budget 
• 0.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 20% of the project budget 

 
Prior Commitment 0-10 Scoring based on whether a project has prior commitment (i.e., inclusion in the current Long Range 

Transportation Plan [LRTP]). 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is included in the current LRTP 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not included in the current LRTP 

Federal Mandates 0-10 Scoring  based on whether a project is backed by federal mandates (e.g., emergency bridge replacements, 
projects addressing significant existing design deficiencies, and projects with soon to expire federal funding 
previously allocated to the project)  

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is backed by documented federal mandates 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not backed by documented federal mandates 

Degree of Project 
Readiness 

0-40 Scoring based on how quickly a project could begin construction.  Points are awarded cumulatively according 
to three components: 

• 15.00 points awarded if the design plans are complete and ready for advertisement, plus 
• 15.00 points awarded if the environmental plans/permits required for the project are complete, plus 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is fully funded 

 

 



“Systems Management/TDM/Operational Improvements” Projects 

Evaluation Criterion Points Scoring Instructions 
Project Utility – 100 Points Total 

Existing Congestion 
Level 

3-30 Scoring based on the level of congestion within the project’s impact area (according to the LRTP congestion 
classification) 

• 30.00 points awarded if the project area congestion classification is Severe 
• 15.00 points awarded if the project area congestion classification is Moderate 
• 3.00 points awarded if the project area congestion classification is Low 

Cost Effectiveness 0-15 Scoring based on the ratio of the total travel cost savings to the total cost of the project.   
• 15.00 points awarded if the ratio of travel cost savings to total project cost is greater than or equal to 

3.0 
• 0.00 points awarded if the ratio of travel cost savings to total project cost is less than or equal to 0.0 
• Ratios of travel cost savings to total project cost less than 3.0 but greater than 0.0 are awarded points 

between 15.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 
Air Quality 0-15 Scoring based on the total reduction (in tons) of VOC and NOx emissions annually if the project were 

constructed.   
• 15.00 points awarded if the total annual VOC and NOx emissions reduction is greater than or equal to 

10 tons per year 
• 0.00 points awarded if the total annual VOC and NOx emissions reduction is less than or equal to 0 

tons per year 
• Annual VOC and NOx emissions reductions less than 10 tons per year but greater than 0 tons per year 

are awarded points between 15.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation  
Safety 0-15 Scoring based on the degree to which a project is expected to improve safety.  Points are awarded cumulatively 

according to three components.   
• 5.00 points awarded if the project will improve an established and documented evacuation or incident 

management route, plus 
• 5.00 points awarded if the project includes the implementation of emergency vehicle preemption or 

incident detection systems, plus 
• 5.00 points awarded if the project is expected to reduce the number of crashes annually based on crash 

data obtained from the past three years (if the project is addressing a known cause of crashes, then it is 
expected that the project would decrease the number of crashes throughout the study area) 



Regional Significance 2-15 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will improve mobility, access, or communications within the 
region.  Points are awarded according to three subcriteria: 

• (6.00 points possible) Mobility or Accessibility Needs  
o 6.00 points awarded if the project addresses mobility or accessibility needs on a regional level 

(project would have to be regionally significant with regards to mobility and accessibility and 
provide considerable progress in meeting regional needs) 

o 4.00 points awarded if the project addresses mobility or accessibility needs on a 
multijurisdictional level (provides benefit to at least two local jurisdictions) 

o 2.00 points awarded if the project addresses mobility or accessibility needs on a local level 
(benefit to only one jurisdiction) 

• (3.00 points possible) Improves Communications between Operating Agencies  
o 3.00 points awarded if the project will improve communications between at least two operating 

agencies (e.g., police, fire, VDOT 511, City Traffic Operations Centers, etc.) 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project will not improve communications between operating 

agencies 
• (6.00 points possible) Project Is Part of the Regional ITS Strategic Plan  

o 6.00 points awarded if the project is officially documented within the Regional ITS Strategic 
Plan 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project is not part of the Regional ITS Strategic Plan 
Enhances Other 

Categories 
0-10 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will enhance other project categories (e.g., bus shelters, 

sidewalks or bike paths, HOV service*, water crossing*, or intermodal movement)  
• 10.00 points awarded if the project will improve three or more categories 
• 6.75 points awarded if the project will improve two categories 
• 3.50 points awarded if the project will improve one category 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project will not improve any categories 

*A project can only receive credit for one highway or bridge/tunnel enhancement even if it enhances both 
categories 



TDM Specific Criterion  
(TDM projects only) 

3.75-
25 

Scoring based on the degree to which a project will encourage alternate modes of transportation or offer new 
TDM programs.  Points are awarded according to four subcriteria: 

• (6.25 points possible) Number of New Employers Offering TDM Programs (after project completion)  
o 6.25 points awarded if the number of new employers offering TDM programs is greater than or 

equal to 25 
o 0.00 points awarded if no new employers offer TDM programs  
o Numbers of new employers offering TDM programs less than 25 but greater than 0 are 

awarded points between 6.25 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 
• (6.25 points possible) Resulting Percentage of Employees Ridesharing (if the project is implemented)  

o 6.25 points awarded if the percentage of employees ridesharing is greater than 10% 
o 4.00 points awarded if the percentage of employees ridesharing is less than or equal to 10% but 

greater than or equal to 5% 
o 2.00 points awarded if the percentage of employees ridesharing is less than 5% 

• (5.00 points possible) Resulting Percentage of Employees Walking/Biking (if the project is 
implemented)  

o 5.00 points awarded if the percentage of employees walking/biking is greater than 5% 
o 3.50 points awarded if the percentage of employees walking/biking is less than or equal to 5% 

but greater than or equal to 3% 
o 1.75 points awarded if the percentage of employees walking/biking is less than 3% 

• (7.50 points possible) Parking Management (includes strategies such as long- vs. short-term parking, 
special carpool/hybrid parking, implementation of parking fees, etc.) 

o 7.50 points awarded if the project includes parking management strategies  
o 0.00 points awarded if the project does not include parking management strategies 



Project Viability – 100 Points Total 
Amount of Additional 
Local Match or Private 
Funding Committed to 

the Project 

0-40 Scoring based on the amount (in percentage of total project budget) of additional local match or private funding 
committed to the project beyond the required match.   

• 40.00 points awarded if committed funding is greater than or equal to 100% of the project budget 
• 32.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 100% but greater than or equal to 80% of the 

project budget 
• 25.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 80% but greater than or equal to 60% of the 

project budget 
• 15.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 60% but greater than or equal to 40% of the 

project budget 
• 7.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 40% but greater than or equal to 20% of the 

project budget 
• 0.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 20% of the project budget 

 
Prior Commitment 0-10 Scoring based on whether a project has prior commitment (i.e., inclusion in an official document). 

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is included in an official document 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not included in an official document 

Federal Mandates 0-10 Scoring  based on whether a project is backed by federal mandates (e.g., emergency bridge replacements, 
projects addressing significant existing design deficiencies, and projects with soon to expire federal funding 
previously allocated to the project)  

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is backed by documented federal mandates 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not backed by documented federal mandates 

Degree of Project 
Readiness 

0-40 Scoring based on how quickly a project could begin construction.  Points are awarded cumulatively according 
to three components: 

• 15.00 points awarded if the design plans are complete and ready for advertisement, plus 
• 15.00 points awarded if the environmental plans/permits required for the project are complete, plus 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is fully funded 

 

 



“Transit” Projects 

Evaluation Criterion Points Scoring Instructions 
Project Utility – 100 Points Total 

Existing Usage or 
Prospective Ridership 

0-20 Scoring based on the existing average daily ridership for an improvement project or the forecasted daily 
ridership for a new project 

• 20.00 points awarded if daily ridership is greater than or equal to 12,000 passengers per day 
• 0.00 points awarded if daily ridership is less than or equal to 100 passengers per day 
• Projected daily riderships less than 12,000 passengers per day but greater than 100 passengers per day 

are awarded points between 20.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 
System Continuity and 

Connectivity 
3-20 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will improve continuity and connectivity of transit systems 

within the region.  Points are awarded according to two subcriteria: 
• (9.00 points possible) Regional Significance  

o 9.00 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a 
regional level (would have to be regionally significant with regards to connectivity and 
continuity and provide considerable benefit to the regional transit system) 

o 6.00 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a 
multijurisdictional level (provides benefit to at least two local jurisdictions) 

o 3.00 points awarded if the project is expected to improve connectivity and continuity on a local 
level (benefit to only one local jurisdiction) 

• (11.00 points possible) Improving Transit Access to Freight Distribution Facilities, Ports, Major 
Industrial Clients, or Employment and Population Centers  

o  11.00 points awarded if the project improves access on a regional level (must include access 
to seaport, airport, military facility, inter-jurisdictional connection, or major 
industrial/employment center) 

o 5.50 points awarded if the project improves access to these facilities but not on a regional level 
(such as to a local commerce park) 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project does not improve access to these facilities 



User Benefit 0-15 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will reduce travel times for users and whether the project results 
in a new amenity.  Points are awarded according to two subcriteria: 

• (10.00 points possible) Annual Travel Time Savings per Rider (after completion of a project) 
o 10.00 points awarded if the project will result in annual travel time savings greater than or 

equal to 1.0 hour per rider 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project will not result in any annual travel time savings per rider  
o Annual travel time savings less than 1.0 hour per rider but greater than 0 hours per rider are 

awarded points between 10.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 
• (5.00 points possible) New Project – classifies whether the project will result in new transit amenities  

o 5.00 points awarded if the project results in the creation of new transit amenities (e.g., new 
service, route, etc.) 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project is an upgrade to an existing system 
Cost Effectiveness 0-15 Scoring based on the ratio of the annual capital and operating costs of the project with respect to the number of 

users the project will serve (calculated by dividing the sum of the estimated total annualized capital cost of the 
project and the estimated total annualized operating cost of the project by the estimated annual ridership) 

• 15.00 points awarded if the annualized cost is less than or equal to $5 per rider 
• 0.00 points awarded if the annualized cost is greater than or equal to $50 per rider  
• Projected ratios greater than $5 per rider annually but less than $50 per rider annually are awarded 

points between 15.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation 
Compatibility with 
Existing Land Use 
Patterns and Future 

Plans and Development 

0-15 Scoring based on the degree to which a project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future 
development plans 

• 15.00 points awarded if the project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future plans and 
has been formally adopted by a body of elected officials (such as part of a comprehensive plan) 

• 7.50 points awarded if the project is compatible with existing land use patterns and future plans but has 
not been formally adopted by a body of elected officials. 

• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not compatible with existing land uses and future development 
Air Quality 0-10 Scoring based on the total reduction (in tons) of VOC and NOx emissions annually if the project were 

constructed.   
• 10.00 points awarded if the total annual VOC and NOx emissions reduction is greater than or equal to 

200,000 tons per year 
• 0.00 points awarded if the total annual VOC and NOx emissions reduction is less than or equal to 0 

tons per year 
• Annual VOC and NOx emissions reductions less than 200,000 tons per year but greater than 0 tons per 

year awarded points between 10.00 and 0.00 using straight-line interpolation  



Enhances Other 
Categories 

0-5 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will enhance other project categories (e.g., sidewalks or bike 
paths, HOV service*, water crossing*, TDM initiative or ITS improvement, or intermodal movement)  

• 5.00 points awarded if the project will enhance three or more other categories 
• 3.50 points awarded if the project will enhance two other categories 
• 1.75 points awarded if the project will enhance one other category 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project will not enhance any other categories 

*A project can only receive credit for one highway or bridge/tunnel enhancement even if it enhances both 
categories 

Project Viability – 100 Points Total 
Amount of Additional 
Local Match or Private 
Funding Committed to 

the Project 

0-40 Scoring based on the amount (in percentage of total project budget) of additional local match or private funding 
committed to the project beyond the required match.   

• 40.00 points awarded if committed funding is greater than or equal to 100% of the project budget 
• 32.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 100% but greater than or equal to 80% of the 

project budget 
• 25.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 80% but greater than or equal to 60% of the 

project budget 
• 15.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 60% but greater than or equal to 40% of the 

project budget 
• 7.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 40% but greater than or equal to 20% of the 

project budget 
• 0.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 20% of the project budget 

 
Prior Commitment 0-10 Scoring based on whether a project has prior commitment (i.e., inclusion in the current Long Range 

Transportation Plan [LRTP]). 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is included in the current LRTP 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not included in the current LRTP 

Federal Mandates 0-10 Scoring  based on whether a project is backed by federal mandates (e.g., emergency bridge replacements, 
projects addressing significant existing design deficiencies, and projects with soon to expire federal funding 
previously allocated to the project)  

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is backed by documented federal mandates 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not backed by documented federal mandates 



Degree of Project 
Readiness 

0-40 Scoring based on how quickly a project could begin construction.  Points are awarded cumulatively according 
to two components: 

• 20.00 points awarded if the project has received Federal Transit Authority (FTA) approval for final 
design, plus 

• 20.00 points awarded if the project has received environmental clearance 
Economic Vitality – 100 Points Total 

Labor Market Access 0-45 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will reduce the effective distance that workers have to travel to 
get to work.  Points are awarded according to four subcriteria: 

• (20.00 points possible) Increases Access for Major Employment Centers 
o Up to 20.00 points awarded if employment along the transit line is greater than one standard 

deviation above the regional mean (specific thresholds are still under development) 
•  (10.00 points possible) Increases Travel Time Reliability  

o Up to 10.00 points awarded based on level of service, number of incidents, and staff analysis 
of a project’s ability to enhance travel time reliability (specific thresholds are still under 
development) 

• (10.00 points possible) Increases Frequency of Service  
o Up to 10.00 points awarded if service frequency is high (specific thresholds are still under 

development) 
• (5.00 points possible) Provides Access to Institutions of Higher Education 

o 5.00 points awarded if the project has either a two or four year academic institution within ½ 
mile of its route 

o 0.00 points awarded if the project does not have an institution of higher education with ½ mile 
of its route 

Addresses the Needs of 
Basic Sector Industries 

0-20 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will provide or improve access to basic sector industries within 
Hampton Roads.  Points are awarded according to two subcriteria: 

• (10.00 points possible) Provides or Improves Access for Defense Installations 
o 10.00 points awarded if a transit project passes within ¼ mile of a major defense installation 
o 5.00 points awarded if a transit project passes within ½ mile of a major defense installation 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project does not pass within ½ mile of a major defense installation 

•  (10.00 points possible) Increases Access to Tourist Destinations  
o 10.00 points awarded if a transit project has a high density tourism employment of 15,000 

within ¼ mile of its line 
o 5.00 points awarded if a transit project has a high density tourism employment of 7,500 within 

½ mile of its line 
o 0.00 points awarded if the project has less than 7,500 high density tourism employment within 

½ mile of its line 



Increases Opportunity 0-20 Scoring based on a project’s ability to bring in new dollars or businesses.  Points are awarded according to two 
subcriteria: 

• (5.00 points possible) Provides New Access to the Network 
o Up to 5.00 points awarded based on staff assessment of the project (specific thresholds are still 

under development) 
•  (15.00 points possible) Supported by Plans for Increased Density and Economic Activity  

o 15.00 points awarded if a project is located within a strategic growth area (such as enterprise 
zones, empowerment zones, and technology zones) 

o Up to 10.00 points awarded if a project is located in an area that has plans for increased 
density.  Staff will assess jurisdictional comprehensive plans to determine the relative score. 

Economic Distress 
Factors 

0-15 Scoring based on a project’s level of access provided to economically disadvantaged areas.  Points are awarded 
according to two subcriteria: 

• (5.00 points possible) Provides Access to Areas with High Unemployment 
o 5.00 points awarded if any TAZ along the project’s transit route has an unemployment rate 

greater than two standard deviations above the regional average 
o 0.00 points awarded if no TAZ along the project’s transit route has an unemployment rate 

greater than two standard deviations above the regional average 
•  (10.00 points possible) Provides Access to Low Income Areas 

o 10.00 points awarded if any TAZ located within ¼  mile of the transit line has a median 
income that is less than twice the poverty level 

o 5.00 points awarded if any TAZ located within ½ mile of the transit line has a median income 
that is less than twice the poverty level 

o 0.00 points awarded if no TAZ within ½ mile of the transit has a median income that is less 
than twice the poverty level 

 



“Intermodal” Projects 

Evaluation 
Criterion 

Points Scoring Instructions 

Project Utility – 100 Points Total 
Better Accommodates 
Intermodal Movements 

10-30 Scoring based on the level at which a project will improve the efficiency of intermodal movements 
• 30.00 points awarded if the project will provide conflict free intermodal movements (e.g., grade-

separated rail crossing) 
• 20.00 points awarded if the project will provide limited conflict intermodal movements (e.g., at-grade 

rail crossing of a facility with low ADT) 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project will provide conflicting intermodal movements (e.g., at-grade rail 

crossing of a busy arterial with high ADT) 
Improving Vehicular 

Access to Freight 
Distribution Facilities, 
Ports, Major Industrial 
Clients, or Employment 
and Population Centers 

0-30 Scoring based on the extent to which a project will improve existing access to freight distribution facilities, 
ports, etc. 

• 30.00 points awarded if the project improves access on a regional level (must improve access to at 
least one of the following: seaport, airport, military facility, connections between jurisdictions, or 
connections between major industrial/employment centers) 

• 15.00 points awarded if the project improves access to these facilities but not on a regional level 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project does not improve access to these facilities 

Cost Effectiveness 0-25 Scoring based on the ratio of revenue increase to overall cost of the project 
• 25.00 points awarded if the ratio of revenue increase to project cost is greater than or equal to 1.5 
• 0.00 points awarded if the ratio of revenue increase to project cost is less than or equal to 0.9 
• Projected ratios less than 1.5 but greater than 0.9 are awarded points between 25.00 and 0.00 using 

straight-line interpolation 
Enhances Other 

Categories 
0-15 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will enhance other project categories (e.g., bus shelters, 

sidewalks or bike paths, HOV service*, water crossing*, or TDM initiative or ITS improvement) 
• 15.00 points awarded if the project will enhance three or more other categories 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project will enhance two other categories 
• 5.00 points awarded if the project will enhance one other category 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project will not enhance any other categories 

*A project can only receive credit for one highway or bridge/tunnel enhancement even if it enhances both 
categories 



Project Viability – 100 Points Total 
Amount of Additional 
Local Match or Private 
Funding Committed to 

the Project 

0-40 Scoring based on the amount (in percentage of total project budget) of additional local match or private 
funding committed to the project beyond the required match.   

• 40.00 points awarded if committed funding is greater than or equal to 100% of the project budget 
• 32.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 100% but greater than or equal to 80% of the 

project budget 
• 25.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 80% but greater than or equal to 60% of the 

project budget 
• 15.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 60% but greater than or equal to 40% of the 

project budget 
• 7.50 points awarded if committed funding is less than 40% but greater than or equal to 20% of the 

project budget 
• 0.00 points awarded if committed funding is less than 20% of the project budget 

 
Prior Commitment 0-10 Scoring based on whether a project has prior commitment (i.e., inclusion in the current Long Range 

Transportation Plan [LRTP]). 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is included in the current LRTP 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not included in the current LRTP 

Federal Mandates 0-10 Scoring based on whether a project is backed by federal mandates (e.g., emergency bridge replacements, 
projects addressing significant existing design deficiencies, and projects with soon to expire federal funding 
previously allocated to the project)  

• 10.00 points awarded if the project is backed by documented federal mandates 
• 0.00 points awarded if the project is not backed by documented federal mandates 

Degree of Project 
Readiness 

0-40 Scoring based on how quickly a project could begin construction.  Points are awarded cumulatively according 
to three components: 

• 15.00 points awarded if the design plans are complete and ready for advertisement, plus 
• 15.00 points awarded if the environmental plans/permits required for the project are complete, plus 
• 10.00 points awarded if the project is fully funded 



Economic Vitality – 100 Points Total 
Total Reduction in 

Travel Time 
0-20 Scoring based on a project’s ability to decrease travel time for the entire region, as determined using HRTPO’s 

travel demand model 
• Up to 20.00 points awarded based on a project’s success in meeting this measure (specific thresholds 

are still under development) 
Labor Market Access 0-20 Scoring based on the degree to which a project will reduce the effective distance that workers have to travel to 

get to work.  Points are awarded according to two subcriteria: 
• (15.00 points possible) Increases Travel Time Reliability  

o Up to 15.00 points awarded based on level of service, number of incidents, and staff analysis 
of a project’s ability to enhance travel time reliability (specific thresholds are still under 
development) 

•  (5.00 points possible) Increases Access for Major Employment Centers 
o Up to 5.00 points awarded if the project will result in travel time savings for trips that end in 

TAZs with employment that is two standard deviations greater than the regional average 
(specific thresholds are still under development) 

Impact on Truck 
Movement 

0-15 Scoring based on a project’s impact to truck movement as determined using freight volumes, crash data, and 
capacity estimates 

• 15.00 points awarded if a project impacts greater than 3,000 trucks per day 
• 10.00 points awarded if a project impacts greater than 1,500 but less than or equal to 3,000 trucks per 

day 
• 5.00 points awarded if a project impacts less than or equal to 1,500 trucks per day 

Improves Interaction 
between Modes of 

Travel 

0-15 Scoring based on a project’s ability to improve interaction between other modes of travel.  Points are awarded 
cumulatively according to three components: 

• 5.00 points awarded if a project increases access to the Port 
• 5.00 points awarded if a project improves freight movement by rail 
• 5.00 points awarded if a project increases access to airports 



Increases Opportunity 0-30 Scoring based on a project’s ability to bring in new dollars or businesses.  Points are awarded according to two 
subcriteria: 

• (20.00 points possible) Provides New or Increased Access  
o 20.00 points awarded if a project opens a new access to an area that is primed for 

development, but was previously inaccessible 
o 10.00 points awarded if a project allows increased or expanded access to an existing area 
o 0.00 points awarded if a project does not provide new, increased, or expanded access as 

described above 
•  (10.00 points possible) Supports Plans for Future Growth  

o 10.00 points awarded if a project is located in an area specifically designated as a growth area 
in local comprehensive plans.  Staff will assess jurisdictional comprehensive plans to 
determine the relative score. 

o 5.00 points awarded if a project is supported by a jurisdictional comprehensive plan 
o 0.00 points awarded if a project is not supported by a jurisdictional comprehensive plan or 

located in a designated growth area as described above 
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Appendix G1 – Program Prioritization Tool Structure and Data Inputs 
G1.1 General Overview/Structure of the Tool 
The general layout of the tool (as illustrated with the “Highways” project category input tab) is illustrated 
in  Figure 1. This  figure and other  screen  shots  from  the  tool are used  throughout  this  chapter  to help 
demonstrate the structure of the tool. These figures are  intended only to  illustrate general key elements 
of the tool, and therefore  the clarity of these graphics  is not  illustrative of detailed  line  items or  inputs. 
Additionally,  some  columns  in  the  screen  shots may  be  labeled  as  “CELLS  LOCKED.”  The  locked  cells 
indicate  that  these columns are referenced  through  the macros and should not be changed, even  if  the 
project categories, evaluation criteria, weighting factors, or MOEs are revised. However, in the actual tool, 
there are no passwords or security in place to prevent the user from observing these columns. 

 

 

Figure 1 ‐ Program Prioritization Tool General Layout 

Under each project category input tab (depicted in green), evaluation criteria and background information 
are  included  as  user  inputs. Detailed  background  inputs  are  explained  later  in  this  chapter, while  the 
various evaluation criteria  inputs are described  in Chapter 6 of  the  report. This Appendix  is  intended  to 
illustrate how and where input data are entered into the tool. The background information (grey headings) 
and evaluation criteria elements (colors other than grey) also are illustrated in Figure 1. As the background 
information  and  evaluation  criteria  are  filled  in,  the  tool  begins  to  calculate  individual  scores  for  each 
evaluation criterion.  

Project Category Input Tabs  Scoring Results Tabs 

Weighting 
Factors Tab

Reference 
Tab 

Evaluation 
Criteria  

Background 
Information 
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With a three‐part methodology, individual scores for project utility, project viability, and economic vitality 
are tabulated separately. Each of these traits is evaluated using a 100‐point, cumulative scale; however, as 
mentioned  in Chapter 5, the totals are  independent of each other and are not added together. They are 
separate pieces of information on which policy makers can base their decisions. Based on the sampling of 
projects  chosen  for  the  tool validation analysis,  letter grades  ranging  from A  (higher  score)  to E  (lower 
score) were  then assigned  to  the project  viability  component  scores. These  letter grade  thresholds are 
illustrated  in  Table  1.    Although  the  economic  vitality  component was  not  evaluated  during  the  tool 
validation analysis, letter grade thresholds similar to those used for the project viability component were 
assumed. The tool allows for each component’s  letter grade thresholds to be modified  independently as 
needed.  

SCORE RANGE GRADE

> 50 A
40 ‐ 49 B
25 ‐ 39 C
15 ‐ 24 D
< 15 E  

Table 1 ‐ Project Viability and Economic Vitality Component Score/Letter Grade Thresholds 

Examples of overall project and individual evaluation criterion scores are illustrated in Figure 2. The use of 
a  letter  grade  system  for  both  the  project  viability  and  economic  vitality  components  provides  policy 
makers with  a parallel analysis by which  they  can evaluate how  viable projects with high utility  scores 
actually  are  and how  they may  influence  the  economic  vitality of  the  region. A project having  a  letter 
grade of A or B is extremely viable and supports economic vitality, while a project having a grade of E may 
be non‐viable or may not influence the economic vitality of the region. A project viability letter grade of E 
indicates  that  the project  is  lacking additional matching  funds, plans or permits have not been brought 
forward, or the project is not ready for construction. 
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Figure 2 ‐ Total Component Scores and Letter Grades 

The weighting factors tab allows the user to view and/or modify existing project weighting factors for all 
evaluation criteria and subcriteria based on the total possible points available within each category (100 
points each for project utility, project viability, and economic vitality). Within this tab, the user also may 
adjust thresholds  for all objective MOEs which  involve  linear  interpolation or  letter grade thresholds  for 
the project viability and economic vitality components. Based on the projects being evaluated,  individual 
thresholds  for  both MOEs  and  letter  grades  will  need  to  be  adjusted  periodically  so  that  points  are 
effectively  being  awarded  amongst  all  proposed  projects within  a  category.  In  addition,  the weighting 
factors tab provides a quality control check for each project criterion and subcriterion to ensure that all 
weighting  factors  do  not  exceed  the  total  possible  points  overall  or  for  that  criterion  or  subcriterion. 
Figure 3 illustrates the features provided within the weighting factors tab. All revisions to this tab should 
only be made based on consensus from a technical committee meeting.  

Project Utility 
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Project Viability 
Component Total 
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Figure 3 ‐ Elements of the Weighting Factors Tab 

Appropriate cell notes are provided for each of the background information and subcriteria input headers. 
Drop‐down  selection menus  listing  the  available  response  choices  also  are  provided  to  the  user.  An 
example of a typical drop‐down menu provided in the tool is illustrated in Figure 4. All drop‐down menus 
can be edited through the “Reference” tab. 
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Figure 4 ‐ Drop‐Down Menu Example 

Project scores are depicted in the various results tabs. Overall, there are ten results tabs (an overall results 
tab for each category plus two additional tabs ranking scores by VDOT roadway system and by individual 
criteria  for  each  of  the  “Highways”  and  “Bridge/Tunnel”  categories).  All  six  of  the  overall  results  tabs 
include a column for the project name, utility score, utility score rank, and viability letter grade while four 
of the six overall results tabs include an additional letter grade for the economic vitality component.  The 
two  categories  without  an  economic  vitality  component  (“Bicycle  and  Pedestrian”  and  “Systems 
Management/Transportation Demand Management/Operational Improvements”) have results tabs which 
resemble a format illustrated in Figure 5 while the remaining categories have results tabs that resemble a 
format illustrated in Figure 6. To generate the overall ranked project scores and letter grades, users need 
to  click a  “button” with  the  tab name  included  (shown  in  light blue  in Figures 5 and 6)  to activate  the 
macros. The macros will then efficiently import and sort all project utility numeric scores, project viability 
letter grades, and economic vitality letter grades from the respective project category tabs in descending 
order. This allows the user to quickly compare and evaluate project scores under each primary category. 
For  the  “Highways”  and  “Bridge/Tunnel”  categories,  an  additional overall  results  tab  is  included which 
ranks  the  projects within  each  category  of  the  VDOT  roadway  system  (Interstate,  Primary,  Secondary, 
Urban,  or Other).  It  is  highly  recommended  that  the  user  enable macros within  the  Excel  file  before 
clicking the button. 

Drop‐Down Menu
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   * Note: Results depicted in screenshot are for illustrative purposes only and may not be representative of actual data  

Figure 5 ‐ Overall Result Tab Structure/Layout (for Categories without Economic Vitality Component) 

 
* Note: Results depicted in screenshot are for illustrative purposes only and may not be representative of actual data 

Figure 6 ‐ Overall Result Tab Structure/Layout (for Categories with Economic Vitality Component) 

The  remaining  two  tabs  yet  to  be  described  are  detailed  “Highways”  and  “Bridge/Tunnel”  results  by 
individual evaluation criteria. In each of these tabs is a set of additional buttons, one for each evaluation 
criterion  in  “Highways”  and  “Bridge/Tunnel,” which  import  and  sort  all  projects within  the  respective 
category by the numeric score received. This allows the user to view how a project ranked within a specific 
criterion, which is very useful when evaluating MOE thresholds. For example, a project may score high in 
Congestion  Level  but  have  minimal  benefits  relative  to  System  Continuity  and  Connectivity  or  Cost 
Effectiveness. This  level of detail provides users guidance  into how they can  improve their overall utility 
scores  to  increase  the  likelihood of  receiving  federal  funding. Figures 7 and 8  illustrate examples of  the 
“Highways” detailed results and the “Bridge/Tunnel” detailed results, respectively. Full detailed results for 
the “Highways” and “Bridge/Tunnel” categories sorted by individual criteria are provided in Appendix G2. 

Macro Button Used to 
Import Data from the 

Input Tabs 
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          * Note: Results depicted in screenshot are for illustrative purposes only and may not be representative of actual data 

Figure 7 ‐ Detailed “Highways” Results Example 

 
        * Note: Results depicted in screenshot are for illustrative purposes only and may not be representative of actual data 

Figure 8 ‐ Detailed “Bridge/Tunnel” Results Example 

G1.2 Data Inputs 
Data  inputs  in  the  tool  are  categorized  as  either  background  information  or  evaluation  criteria 
information.  Each primary project  category  contains different  input  information based on  the  types of 
projects considered. The various evaluation criteria for each category are explained  in the MOEs chapter 
of the report (Chapter 6). The following illustrates the specific background project data inputs required for 
each  project  category  with  a  detailed  description  of  each.  In  each  of  the  criteria,  labels  are  placed 
describing  the  type of  input. Manual  inputs are numeric or  text entries needing  to be entered  into  the 
tool,  dropdown  inputs  are  inputs  (located  in  the  reference  tab)  that  the  user  will  select  from  an 
established dropdown menu, and reference inputs are values which are calculated based on other values 
(either manual, dropdown, or both  in nature).  Individual project application  forms were developed such 
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that each municipality or agency will be responsible for providing a portion of the objective inputs while all 
subjective inputs will be entered by a neutral party. 

G1.2.1 “Highways” Project Background Inputs 

• Project Name: The “Highways” project name (manual input). 
 

• From and To: The geographical reference point of where the project begins and ends. Examples of 
geographical  reference  points  include  intersecting  roadway,  milepost,  physical  boundary,  or 
political boundary (manual input). 
 

• Jurisdiction  1:  Indicates  the  primary  jurisdiction where  the  project will  be  located  (dropdown 
input). Select the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐down menu for the following scenarios: 

o Project is located in one jurisdiction – Choose the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐
down menu. 

o Project is located in two jurisdictions – Choose the primary jurisdiction under Jurisdiction 
1 column and the secondary jurisdiction under the Jurisdiction 2 column. 

o Project is located in more than two jurisdictions – Choose Multiple Jurisdictions from the 
drop‐down menu.  

 

• Jurisdiction  2:  Indicates  the  secondary  jurisdiction where  the  project will  be  located  using  the 
drop‐down menu. Only select an input for a project that is located within two jurisdictions. If the 
project is located in only one jurisdiction or more than two jurisdictions, no input is required under 
Jurisdiction 2 (dropdown input).  
 

• Improvement  Description:  A  short  description  of  the  type  of work  proposed with  the  project 
(manual input). Examples for input include: 

o Roadway Widening – Indicate the number of existing and proposed lanes 
o New Alignment – Indicate the proposed laneage 
o Ramp Improvements 
o Interchange Improvements 

 

• Length: Total length of the project in miles. The distance entered should be the distance between 
the geographical reference points listed in the From and To data columns (manual input). 
 

• Existing ADT: Existing ADT volumes are  the current year average 24‐hour, bidirectional volumes 
throughout the project  limits.  If the roadway segments  for a project area do not currently exist, 
manually enter zero for this input (manual input). 
 

• Future  ADT:  Future  ADT  volumes  are  the  forecasted  future  year  (currently  2030)  average 
bidirectional, 24‐hour volumes throughout the project limits (manual input). 
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• Existing V/C Ratio: The ratio of existing ADT volumes to the average existing daily capacity of the 
roadway segments throughout the study area. V/C ratios less than 1.0 indicate a roadway segment 
operating under capacity. V/C ratios greater than 1.0 indicate a roadway segment operating over 
capacity.  If  the  roadway  segment  does  not  currently  exist, manually  enter  0.00  for  this  input 
(manual input). 
 

• Forecasted V/C Ratio: The ratio of future ADT volumes to the average future daily capacity of the 
roadway segments throughout the study area. V/C ratios less than 1.0 indicate a roadway segment 
operating under capacity. V/C ratios greater than 1.0 indicate a roadway segment operating over 
capacity (manual input).  
 

• Future Daily VMT: Average 24‐hour volume in each direction throughout the project limits in Year 
2030 (Future ADT) multiplied by the Length of the roadway segment (reference input). 

 

• Total Crashes in Past Three Years: Total number of crashes occurring within the project limits, in 
each direction, during the past three years. Crash data may be obtained from VDOT, the DMV, or 
local jurisdictions. It is recommended that entire years of data be used for input. Therefore, if the 
current date  is  June 15, 2009,  then use  the  total number of  crashes which occurred within  the 
project limits from January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2008. If the roadway segment does not 
currently exist, manually enter a zero (manual input). 
 

• Jurisdictional Average Crash Rate (Per Million VMT): Jurisdictional average crash rate per million 
vehicle miles traveled for all roadway segments within the project area. If the project is proposed 
under multiple  jurisdictions,  average  the  crash  rates  from  each  jurisdiction.  The  jurisdictional 
average crash rate per million vehicle miles traveled may be obtained from the HRTPO, VDOT, or 
the local jurisdiction (manual input). 

 

• Roadway  System  Classification:  Existing  roadway  system  classification,  as  per  VDOT,  of  the 
roadway segments  included within the project area selected  from a drop‐down menu. Roadway 
system  classification  types  provided  in  the  drop‐down  menu  include  Interstate,  Primary, 
Secondary, Urban, and Other. If the roadway segment has multiple roadway system classifications 
identified, select the classification that exists for the longest portion of the roadway segment. This 
input provides for an additional sorting of “Highways” projects by roadway system for cases where 
specific funding streams exist (dropdown input). 
 

• Estimated Cost of Project: Estimated total project cost in dollars (manual input).  

G1.2.2 “Bridge/Tunnel” Project Background Inputs 

• Project Name: The “Bridge/Tunnel” project name (manual input). 
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• Primary  Jurisdiction:  Indicates  the  primary  jurisdiction  where  the  project  will  be  located 
(dropdown input). Select the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐down menu for the following 
scenarios: 

o Project is located in one jurisdiction – Choose the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐
down menu. 

o Project  is  located  in  two or more  jurisdictions – Choose Multiple  Jurisdictions  from  the 
drop‐down menu. 
 

• Improvement Description:  A  short  description  of  the  type  of work  proposed with  the  project 
(manual input). Examples for input include: 

o Widening – Indicate the number of existing and proposed lanes 
o New Alignment – Indicate the proposed laneage 
o Widening and New Alignment 
o Improvements 
o Replacement 

 

• Length: Total length of the project in miles (manual input). 
 

• Existing ADT: Existing ADT volumes are  the current year average 24‐hour, bidirectional volumes 
throughout the project  limits.  If the roadway segments  for a project area do not currently exist, 
manually enter zero for this input (manual input). 
 

• Future  ADT:  Future  ADT  volumes  are  the  forecasted  future  year  (currently  2030)  average 
bidirectional, 24‐hour volumes throughout the project limits (manual input). 

 

• Existing V/C Ratio: The ratio of existing ADT volumes to the average existing daily capacity of the 
roadway segments throughout the study area. V/C ratios less than 1.0 indicate a roadway segment 
operating under capacity. V/C ratios greater than 1.0 indicate a roadway segment operating over 
capacity.  If  the  roadway  segment  does  not  currently  exist, manually  enter  0.00  for  this  input 
(manual input). 
 

• Forecasted V/C Ratio: The ratio of future ADT volumes to the average future daily capacity of the 
roadway segments throughout the study area. V/C ratios less than 1.0 indicate a roadway segment 
operating under capacity. V/C ratios greater than 1.0 indicate a roadway segment operating over 
capacity (manual input).  
 

• Future Daily VMT: Average 24‐hour volume in each direction throughout the project limits in Year 
2030 (Future ADT) multiplied by the Length of the roadway segment (reference input). 

 

• Total Crashes in Past Three Years: Total number of crashes occurring within the project limits, in 
each direction, during the past three years. Crash data may be obtained from VDOT, the DMV, or 
local jurisdictions. It is recommended that entire years of data be used for input. Therefore, if the 
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current date  is  June 15, 2009,  then use  the  total number of  crashes which occurred within  the 
project limits from January 1, 2006 through December 31, 2008. If the roadway segment does not 
currently exist, manually enter a zero (manual input). 
 

• Jurisdictional Average Crash Rate (Per Million VMT): Jurisdictional average crash rate per million 
vehicle miles traveled for all roadway segments within the project area. If the project is proposed 
under multiple  jurisdictions,  average  the  crash  rates  from  each  jurisdiction.  The  jurisdictional 
average crash rate per million vehicle miles traveled may be obtained from the HRTPO, VDOT, or 
the local jurisdiction (manual input). 

 

• Roadway  System  Classification:  Existing  roadway  system  classification,  as  per  VDOT,  of  the 
roadway segments  included within the project area selected  from a drop‐down menu. Roadway 
system  classification  types  provided  in  the  drop‐down  menu  include  Interstate,  Primary, 
Secondary, Urban, and Other. If the roadway segment has multiple roadway system classifications 
identified, select the classification that exists for the longest portion of the roadway segment. This 
input provides for an additional sorting of “Highways” projects by roadway system for cases where 
specific funding streams exist (dropdown input). 

 

• Bridge  or  Tunnel  Project:  The  project  type  (bridge  or  tunnel),  selected  from  the  provided 
dropdown menu (dropdown input). 
 

• Estimated Cost of Project: Estimated total project cost in dollars (manual input).  

G1.2.3 “Bicycle and Pedestrian” Project Background Inputs 

• Project Name: The “Bicycle and Pedestrian” project name (manual input). 
 

• From and To: The geographical reference point of where the project begins and ends. Examples of 
geographical  reference  points  include  intersecting  roadway,  milepost,  physical  boundary,  or 
political boundary. If the project does not have geographical physical limits, leave the fields blank. 
Blank fields for these inputs do not have a bearing on project scoring (manual input). 
 

• Primary  Jurisdiction:  Indicates  the  primary  jurisdiction  where  the  project  will  be  located 
(dropdown input). Select the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐down menu for the following 
scenarios: 

o Project is located in one jurisdiction – Choose the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐
down menu. 

o Project  is  located  in  two or more  jurisdictions – Choose Multiple  Jurisdictions  from  the 
drop‐down menu. 

 

• Improvement  Description:  A  short  description  of  the  type  of work  proposed with  the  project 
(manual input). Examples for input include: 
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o Bicycle Improvements 
o Pedestrian Improvements 
o Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements 
o New Bikeway 
o New Pedestrian Facility 

 

• Population within a 1.5‐Mile Radius of Project: Population served by the project within a 1.5‐mile 
radius, which should only include people residing no further than 1.5 miles from the project area 
(manual input).  
 

• Length: Total length of the project in miles. The distance entered should be the distance between 
the geographical reference points listed in the From and To data columns. If no values are entered 
into the From and To columns, leave the field blank (manual input). 
 

• Estimated Cost of Project: Estimated total project cost in dollars (manual input).  

G1.2.4 “Systems Management/Transportation Demand 
Management/Operational Improvements” Project Background Inputs 

• Project  Name:  The  “Systems  Management/TDM/Operational  Improvements”  project  name 
(manual input). 
 

• From and To: The geographical reference point of where the project begins and ends. Examples of 
geographical  reference  points  include  intersecting  roadway,  milepost,  physical  boundary,  or 
political boundary. If the project does not have geographical physical limits, leave the fields blank. 
Blank fields for these inputs do not have a bearing on project scoring (manual input). 
 

• Primary  Jurisdiction:  Indicates  the  primary  jurisdiction  where  the  project  will  be  located 
(dropdown input). Select the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐down menu for the following 
scenarios: 

o Project is located in one jurisdiction – Choose the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐
down menu. 

o Project  is  located  in  two or more  jurisdictions – Choose Multiple  Jurisdictions  from  the 
drop‐down menu. 

 

• Systems Management,  TDM,  or Operational  Improvement  Project:  Indicates  the  project  type 
(systems management, TDM, or operational  improvements) from the provided drop‐down menu 
(dropdown input). 
 

• Length: Total length of the project in miles. The distance entered should be the distance between 
the geographical reference points listed in the From and To data columns. If no values are entered 
into the From and To columns, leave the field blank (manual input). 
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• Estimated Cost of Project: Estimated total project cost in dollars (manual input).  

G1.2.5 “Transit” Project Background Inputs 

• Project Name: The “Transit” project name (manual input). 
 

• From and To: The geographical reference point of where the project begins and ends. Examples of 
geographical  reference  points  include  intersecting  roadway,  milepost,  physical  boundary,  or 
political boundary. If the project does not have geographical physical limits, leave the fields blank. 
Blank fields for these inputs do not have a bearing on project scoring (manual input). 
 

• Primary  Jurisdiction:  Indicates  the  primary  jurisdiction  where  the  project  will  be  located 
(dropdown input). Select the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐down menu for the following 
scenarios: 

o Project is located in one jurisdiction – Choose the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐
down menu. 

o Project  is  located  in  two or more  jurisdictions – Choose Multiple  Jurisdictions  from  the 
drop‐down menu. 

 

• Estimated Annual Ridership: Total estimated number of people expected to use the transit service 
annually  if  the  project was  constructed  or  the  current  estimated  number  of  people  using  an 
existing transit service if the project improves an existing service/facility (manual input). 
 

• Length: Total length of the project in miles. The distance entered should be the distance between 
the geographical reference points listed in the From and To data columns. If no values are entered 
into the From and To columns, leave the field blank (manual input). 
 

• Estimated  Total  Capital  Cost  of  Project  (Annualized):  Cost  to  purchase  required  right‐of‐way, 
design, construct, and/or  implement  the  transit service divided by  the  total expected  life of  the 
project (manual input). 
 

• Estimated  Total  Operating/Maintenance  Cost  of  Project  (Annualized):  Cost  to  maintain  the 
transit service divided by the total expected life of the project (manual input). 

G1.2.6 “Intermodal” Project Background Inputs 

• Project Name: The “Intermodal” project name (manual input). 
 

• From and To: The geographical reference point of where the project begins and ends. Examples of 
geographical  reference  points  include  intersecting  roadway,  milepost,  physical  boundary,  or 
political boundary. If the project does not have geographical physical limits, leave the fields blank. 
Blank fields for these inputs do not have a bearing on project scoring (manual input). 
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• Primary  Jurisdiction:  Indicates  the  primary  jurisdiction  where  the  project  will  be  located 
(dropdown input). Select the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐down menu for the following 
scenarios: 

o Project is located in one jurisdiction – Choose the appropriate jurisdiction from the drop‐
down menu. 

o Project  is  located  in  two or more  jurisdictions – Choose Multiple  Jurisdictions  from  the 
drop‐down menu. 

 

• Length: Total length of the project in miles. The distance entered should be the distance between 
the geographical reference points listed in the From and To data columns. If no values are entered 
into the From and To columns, leave the field blank (manual input). 
 

• Estimated Cost of Project: Estimated total project cost in dollars (manual input).  
 
 



Appendix G2 
 

Tool Validity Scoring Results, Sorted by each Individual Criterion  
 

(“Highways” and “Bridge/Tunnel” Categories only) 



Highway Projects Sorted by Individual Criteria



Highway Projects Sorted by Individual Criteria



Bridge/Tunnel Projects Sorted by Individual Criteria



Appendix H

Project Application Forms



Title

Instructions/Description

GENERAL INFORMATION – FORM A

Primary Locality/Agency: Date:

Prepared By: Phone:

E-Mail: Fax:

UPC #:

Project Name:

Project Location: (Brief description of project location, including project extents and length of project in miles.)

Project Description: (Brief description of project.  If applicable, include additional data or maps as attachments.)

Has any additional local or other funding been committed to the project above and beyond the required local
match? Yes No

If yes, in terms of the total project budget, what percentage of additional local or other funding has been
committed? %

Are there any documented federal mandates requiring that the project be constructed? Yes No

Are all plans for the project currently complete and ready for advertisement: Yes No

Is the project completely funded? Yes No



To what level has permitting been completed?

     Right-of-Way

     EIS

     Environmental Clearance (Transit Projects Only)

     FTA Approval for Final Design (Transit Projects Only)

Project Type

Please select the associated form to complete your application.

     Highways Project (Form B)

     Bridge or Tunnel Project (Form C)

     Bicycle or Pedestrian Project (Form D)

     Systems Management or Operational Improvement Project (Form E)

     Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Project (Form F)

     Transit Project (Form G)

     Intermodal Project (Form H)



Highways Project Application Form
Form B

Project Name:

Improvement Description (Such as widening, new alignment, number of lanes, etc.):

Does the project improve an established and documented Incident Management or Evacuation Route?
Yes No

List all documentation (approved by an elected body) which supports the project’s compatibility with existing
land use patterns and future plans/development.

How will the project enhance other modes of transportation?

Estimated Total Project Cost:  $

Statewide Roadway System:

 Interstate

 Primary

 Secondary

 Urban

 Other



What geometric deficiencies currently exist in the project area?  Which deficiencies will this project address?

What is the Critical Condition Index (CCI) of the subject roadway?

(Optional) How will the project impact the continuity and connectivity of the region’s transportation network?

(Optional) How will the project improve vehicular access to freight distribution facilities, ports, major industrial
clients, or employment/population centers?



Bridge or Tunnel Application Form
Form C

Project Name:

Improvement Description (Such as widening, new alignment, number of lanes, etc.):

Does the project improve an established and documented Incident Management or Evacuation Route?
Yes No

Will the project provide a continuous maritime crossing? Yes No

How will the project enhance other modes of transportation?

What geometric deficiencies currently exist in the project area?  Which deficiencies will this project address?

Estimated Total Project Cost:  $

Statewide Roadway System:

 Interstate

 Primary

 Secondary

 Urban

 Other



(Optional) How will the project impact the continuity and connectivity of the region’s transportation network?

(Optional) How will the project improve vehicular access to freight distribution facilities, ports, major industrial
clients, or employment/population centers?

TUNNEL PROJECTS ONLY

What is the age of the subject tunnel?  years old

When was the last major repair ($5M or more) completed for the subject tunnel?

What is the estimated cost of necessary repairs for the subject tunnel?

BRIDGE PROJECTS ONLY

What is the Bridge Sufficiency Rating of the subject bridge?



Bicycle or Pedestrian Project Application Form
Form D

Project Name:

Estimated Cost of Project:  $

How does the project eliminate barriers to bicyclists/pedestrians?  If the project completes a gap across a major
barrier (e.g., street), please specify.

Will the project connect at least two existing bicycle or pedestrian facilities? Yes No

How will the project enhance access to transit, local, or regional destinations? (e.g. schools, employment centers,
parks, or high density residential areas)

Is the project being completed to improve/address existing safety concerns? Yes No

How will this project enhance other modes of transportation?

List all documentation (approved by an elected body) which supports the project’s compatibility with existing
land use patterns and future plans/development.

(Optional) How will the project impact the continuity and connectivity of the region’s bicycle/pedestrian
network?



Systems Management or Operational Improvement Project Application Form
Form E

Project Name:

Estimated Cost of Project:  $

Project Type:  Systems Management Project

 Operational Improvement Project

Does the project improve an established and documented Incident Management or Evacuation Route?
Yes No

Does the project include the implementation of Emergency Vehicle Preemption or Incident Detection Systems?
Yes No

How will the project reduce the number of crashes?

Is the project officially documented within the Regional ITS Strategic Plan? Yes No

How will the project improve communications amongst various operating agencies?

How will the project enhance other modes of transportation?

(Optional) How will the project impact mobility or accessibility needs with the region?



Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Project Application Form
Form F

Project Name:

Estimated Cost of Project:  $

Does the project improve an established and documented Incident Management or Evacuation Route?
Yes No

Does the project include the implementation of Emergency Vehicle Preemption or Incident Detection
Systems?

Yes No

How will the project reduce the number of crashes?

Is the project officially documented within the Regional ITS Strategic Plan? Yes No

How will the project improve communications amongst various operations agencies?

How will the project enhance other modes of transportation?

(Optional) How will the project impact mobility or accessibility needs with the region?



List any new projected employers who would offer TDM Programs with this project (specify TDM
Program with employer).

If the project is implemented, what is the projected total percentage of employees who would participate
in ridesharing initiatives? %

If the project is implemented, what is the projected total percentage of employees who would walk/bike
to work? %

Will the project incorporate any parking management strategies (such as long- vs. short-term parking,
special carpool/hybrid parking, or the implementation of parking fees)?  Explain.



Transit Project Application Form
Form G

Project Name:

Project Cost:

Estimated Total Capital Cost of Project (Annualized):  $

Estimated Total Operating Cost of Project (Annualized):  $

This is a(n):  New Project

 If new, what is the Forecasted Daily Ridership?

 Improvement to an existing route/service

 If existing, what is the Existing Daily Ridership?

Estimated Annual travel time savings per rider if project is completed:

Estimated Annual Ridership (Proposed):

Estimated frequency of service?

List all documentation (approved by an elected body) which supports the project’s compatibility with existing
land use patterns and future plans/development.

How will this project enhance other modes of transportation?



(Optional) How will the project impact the continuity and connectivity of the region’s transit network?

(Optional) How will the project improve transit access to freight distribution facilities, ports, major industrial
clients, or employment/population centers?



Intermodal Project Application Form
Form H

Project Name:

Project Financials:

Estimated Total Project Cost:  $

Estimated Increase in Revenue with the Proposed Project:  $

How will the project improve access to freight distribution facilities, ports, major industrial clients, or
employment/population centers?

How will this project enhance other modes of transportation?

(Optional) How will this project better accommodate intermodal movements by reducing or removing
conflicts between intermodal movements?
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Appendix I – Tool Validation Analysis 

In  order  to  test  the  validation  of  the  prioritization  tool’s methodology  and  structure,  a  tool  validation 
analysis was previously performed  considering  the project utility  and project  viability  components. The 
tool  validation  analysis  was  performed  on  a  sampling  of  41  initial  projects  spanning  all  six  project 
categories. The projects  included both  regionally  significant mega projects  such as  the Hampton Roads 
Bridge‐Tunnel and  the Widening of  I‐64  (Southside and Peninsula) and  local/multijurisdictional projects 
including minor  road widenings  and bike paths. The end  goal of  this  validation  test was  to ensure  the 
validity  and  reliability  of  the  resulting  tool’s  output  from  a  collection  of  sample  transportation 
improvement  projects.  A more  detailed  description  of  the  tool  validation  projects  is  provided  below, 
followed by a description of the analysis procedure and results.  

I.1 Tool Validation Projects 
The tool validation project selection process was a key step in evaluating the tool’s effectiveness; validity 
of  the categories, criteria, and MOEs; and  reasonableness of  results. The  initial  list of 41  tool validation 
projects  was  refined  several  times  through  multiple  discussions  and  meetings  with  the  Steering 
Committee,  TTAC,  TAC,  and HRTPO Board. However,  throughout  all of  the  revisions,  there were  three 
guidelines associated with the selection of tool validation projects that were maintained: 

1. Eligibility: Only projects that had not been started were eligible. Projects or portions of projects 
which were already  started or  completed  could not be  considered. Additionally,  there were 12 
projects  specifically  listed  in  the  scope  of  services  which  needed  to  be  included  in  the  tool 
validation analysis. These 12 projects are discussed in more detail later in this chapter. 

2. Variety:  At  least  three  projects were  required within  each  category. Without  at  least  three,  a 
sensible comparison of project scores could not be made to ensure that all weighting factors and 
MOEs were adequate. 

3. Representation: The Program Prioritization  tool needed  to be evaluated based on an equitable 
representation of  the entire HRTPO community  such  that each of  the agencies/localities had at 
least one project  included  in  the  tool validation analysis. This  is a critical objective  to provide a 
methodology  and  tool which will be ultimately  adopted,  consensus‐based,  and beneficial  to  all 
municipalities within the region. 

There were 12 projects identified during the initial scoping meetings to be included in the tool validation 
analysis. These projects were selected to evaluate the tool methodology and include the following: 

• I‐64 Widening (Peninsula) 

• I‐64 Widening (Southside) 

• Southeastern Parkway/Dominion Boulevard 

• U.S. Route 460 

• U.S. Route 58 (Holland Road) 

• Hampton Roads Bridge‐Tunnel 

• Midtown Tunnel, MLK Extension 

• Phases 1 and 2 of the Hampton Roads Third 
Crossing 

• Lesner Bridge 

• Intermodal Connector + Chambers Interchange 

• Virginia Beach Light Rail Transit Extension 

• Peninsula Fixed Guideway 
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Throughout the tool validation analysis, it was recommended that the Hampton Roads Third Crossing and 
the Southeastern Parkway/Dominion Boulevard projects be evaluated as  four  individual projects so that 
the merits of each phase could be evaluated. This brings  the new grand  total  to 43 projects  in  the  tool 
validation project list. 

Hampton Roads Third Crossing: 

1. Hampton  Roads  Third  Crossing  Phase  1:  Includes  the widening  of  I‐664  from  Coliseum  Drive, 
through the Monitor‐Merrimac Memorial Bridge‐Tunnel, to Bowers Hill and the  interchange of I‐
64/I‐264 

2. Hampton Roads Third Crossing Phase 2:  Includes  the East‐West Connection  from  the Monitor‐
Merrimac Memorial Bridge‐Tunnel to I‐564 

Southeastern Parkway/Dominion Boulevard: 

1. Southeastern Parkway: This project includes only the Southeastern Parkway project 

2. Dominion  Boulevard:  This  project  includes  the  improvements  to  the  Steel  Bridge  and  along 
Dominion Boulevard 

There were 29 other projects evaluated  in addition to the previously  listed 14. These additional projects 
included: 

• I‐264 Interchange Improvements 

• I‐64/Norview Avenue Interchange 
Improvements 

• Route 17 – J. Clyde Morris Boulevard 

• Route 60 Relocation 

• Princess Anne Road/Nimmo Parkway 

• Route 17 – York County 

• Wesleyan Drive 

• Laskin Road 

• Nansemond Road – Portsmouth 
Boulevard 

• Lynnhaven 11 

• Hanbury Road 

• Commander Shepard Boulevard 
Extension 

• Wythe Creek Road 

• Ironbound Road 

• James River Bridge Improvements 

• Blackwater Bridge Replacement 

• I‐264 ITS Improvements 

• Traffix Program 

• Atlantic Avenue Trolley – ITS/Special 
Events 

• Route 58 Business (3 Signals) 

• Longhill Road – Paved Shoulder Bikeway 

• Smithfield to Nike Park Bike/Ped 
Improvements 

• Capital Landing Road Bikeway 

• Route 216 Bike/Ped Improvements 

• Naval Base Norfolk Fixed Guideway 
Extension 

• WATA Bus Replacement (16 Buses) 

• WATA Jamestown Bus Route 

• Terminal Boulevard Grade Separation 

• Craney Island Access Road 
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A  complete  list  of  the  43  projects,  including  their  respective  jurisdictions  and  project  categories,  is 
included in Figure 1 and illustrated by location in Figure 2. Please note that the four italicized projects in 
the list account for two of the initial 41 projects which were later divided into four separate projects. 

Locality Project Category
Gloucester County Route 216 Bike/Ped Improvements Bike/Ped
Isle of Wight County Smithfield to Nike Park Bike/Ped Improvements Bike/Ped
James City County Longhill Road ‐ Paved Shoulder Bikeway Bike/Ped

York County Capitol Landing Road Bikeway Bike/Ped
Isle of Wight Blackwater Bridge Replacement Bridge/Tunnel

MULTI James River Bridge Improvements Bridge/Tunnel
MULTI Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel (HRBT) Bridge/Tunnel
MULTI Midtown Tunnel, MLK Extension Bridge/Tunnel

Chesapeake Dominion Boulevard Bridge/Tunnel
Virginia Beach Lesner Bridge Bridge/Tunnel

MULTI Phase 1 of the Third Crossing (I‐664 Widening) Bridge/Tunnel
MULTI Phase 2 of the Third Crossing (E‐W Connector) Bridge/Tunnel

Chesapeake Hanbury Road Highways
Hampton Commander Sheppard Blvd Extension Highways

James City County Route 60 Relocation Highways
Newport News Route 17 (J Clyde Morris Blvd) Highways

Norfolk I‐64 / Norview Ave. Interchange Ramp Improvements Highways
Virginia Beach/Norfolk Wesleyan Drive Highways
Poquoson/Hampton Wythe Creek Road (includes bridge widening) Highways
Suffolk/Chesapeake Nansemond Pkwy ‐ Portsmouth Boulevard Highways

Virginia Beach Laskin Road Highways
Virginia Beach Princess Anne Road and Nimmo Parkway Highways
Virginia Beach I‐264 Interchange Improvements Highways
Virginia Beach Lynnhaven 11 Highways
Williamsburg Ironbound Road Highways
York County Route 17 (York County) Highways

MULTI I‐64 Widening ‐ Southside Highways
MULTI I‐64 Widening ‐ Peninsula Highways
MULTI U.S. Route 460 Highways
Suffolk U.S. Route 58 – Holland Road Highways
MULTI Southeastern Parkway Highways
Norfolk Terminal Boulevard Grade Separation Intermodal

Portsmouth Craney Island Access Road Intermodal
Norfolk Intermodal Connector + Chambers Interchange (I‐564) Intermodal
HRT Traffix Program SysOps/TDM

MULTI I‐264 ITS: Replace 10 VMS & 10 LSC SysOps/TDM
Suffolk Route 58 Business ‐ 3 Signals SysOps/TDM

Virginia Beach Atlantic Avenue Trolley ‐ ITS/Special Events SysOps/TDM
HRT Naval Base Norfolk Fixed Guideway Extension Transit

Newport News Peninsula Fixed Guideway Transit
WATA Proposed Jamestown Bus Route Transit
WATA WATA Bus Replacement (16 Buses) Transit

Virginia Beach/HRT Virginia Beach Transit Extension Transit

FINAL TOOL VALIDATION PROJECT LIST

 

Figure 1 ‐ Complete List of Tool Validation Projects 
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General Locations of the Tool Validation Projects

* Map does not include a marker for the Traffix Project (HRT) Tool Validation Project

43 Total Projects

 

Figure 2 ‐ Tool Validation Project Locations in Hampton Roads 

It  should be noted  that  in  the  future,  the  large mega projects could be  segmented  into  several  smaller 
projects that are more manageable from a financing and construction standpoint; however with exception 
to  the  Hampton  Roads  Third  Crossing,  they  were  kept  as  single,  large  projects  to  evaluate  the 
reasonableness of the input assumptions and subsequent tool output. 

I.2 Tool Validation Results 
The  tool  validation  analysis  involved  three main  steps.  The  first was  to  input  all MOEs  and weighting 
factors  into  the  weighting  factors  tab.  It  is  anticipated  that  inputs  for  this  tab  will  be  reevaluated 
periodically when the LRTP  is updated or when specific project  inputs need to be addressed. The second 
step was to enter the data for each of the 43 projects  into their respective category tabs. This step also 
involved  entering  all  of  the  necessary  project  inputs  outlined  in  Appendix G1.  For  the  tool  validation 
analysis,  each  category  and  each  evaluation  criterion  was  completed  by  either  manual  entry  or  by 
choosing from the dropdown menu. 

Once all project data were entered  into  the  tool,  the  three  results  tabs were activated, and  the project 
scores were  sorted  in  descending  order  from  highest  to  lowest  for  both  the  utility  score  and  viability 
grade.  Results were  first  examined  by  category  to  evaluate where  the  projects were  ranked  in  their 
category on a comprehensive level. An additional evaluation also was made for both the “Highways” and 
“Bridge/Tunnel” categories  to  sort projects by  individual evaluation criteria and VDOT  roadway  system. 
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This was done not only  to examine how  the  chosen MOE  thresholds and weighting  factors were being 
applied to the overall score and to see if the MOEs for any criteria needed to be further refined, but also 
to  observe  how  similar  projects  compared  amongst  one  another.  Furthermore  by  performing  this 
subsequent sorting, projects were able to be evaluated based on individual characteristics and benefits.  

This  analysis  process was  very  iterative  and was  performed multiple  times  in  order  to  fine  tune  the 
thresholds  and  weighting  factors  for  project  utility  and  project  viability MOEs  according  to  direction 
provided by  the Steering Committee, TTAC, and HRTPO Board. Revisions  included adjusting both MOEs 
and  weighting  factors  throughout  the  tool  development  process.  Some  of  the  more  significant 
modifications  involved the elimination of certain criteria and the reallocation of points to the remaining 
criteria.  It  is  important  to  understand  that  this  is  a  living methodology  and  that MOEs  and weighting 
factors  will  continue  to  evolve  and  be  modified  as  more  data  are  obtained  and  evaluation  criteria 
preferences change. 

Results from the tool validation analysis are summarized in Figures 3 through 14. Detailed results for the 
“Highways”  and  “Bridge/Tunnel”  categories,  scored  and  sorted  by  individual  evaluation  criterion,  are 
included in Appendix G2.  

Project Name Utility Score CLASS Utility Rank

I‐64 Widening (Peninsula) 78.75 INTERSTATE 1
I‐264 Interchange Improvements 78.54 INTERSTATE 2

I‐64 Widening (Southside) 67.12 INTERSTATE 3
I‐64/Norview Avenue Interchange 65.75 INTERSTATE 4

US Route 58 ‐ Holland Road 70.41 PRIMARY 1
Route 17 (York County) 60.28 PRIMARY 2

US Route 460 50.13 PRIMARY 3
Southeastern Parkway 48.00 SECONDARY 1

Route 17 (J. Clyde Morris Boulevard) 61.36 URBAN 1
Route 60 Relocation 60.08 URBAN 2
Wesleyan Drive 59.48 URBAN 3

Princess Anne Road and Nimmo Parkway 55.79 URBAN 4
Nansemond Parkway ‐ Portsmouth Boulevard 52.68 URBAN 5

Lynnhaven 11 48.74 URBAN 6
Laskin Road 46.29 URBAN 7

Wythe Creek Road (includes Bridge Widening) 45.98 URBAN 8
Hanbury Road 42.06 URBAN 9

Commander Shepard Boulevard Extension 35.58 URBAN 10
Ironbound Road 35.35 URBAN 11  

Figure 3 – “Highways” Tool Validation Results for Project Utility (Sorted by Roadway System) 
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Project Name Viability Grade CLASS

I‐64 Widening (Southside) D INTERSTATE
I‐64 Widening (Peninsula) D INTERSTATE

I‐64/Norview Avenue Interchange E INTERSTATE
I‐264 Interchange Improvements E INTERSTATE

US Route 58 ‐ Holland Road A PRIMARY
US Route 460 B PRIMARY

Route 17 (York County) E PRIMARY
Southeastern Parkway E SECONDARY

Princess Anne Road and Nimmo Parkway A URBAN
Commander Shepard Boulevard Extension B URBAN

Wesleyan Drive C URBAN
Lynnhaven 11 C URBAN
Hanbury Road E URBAN

Route 60 Relocation E URBAN
Route 17 (J. Clyde Morris Boulevard) E URBAN

Wythe Creek Road (includes Bridge Widening) E URBAN
Nansemond Parkway ‐ Portsmouth Boulevard E URBAN

Laskin Road E URBAN
Ironbound Road E URBAN  

Figure 4 – “Highways” Tool Validation Results for Project Viability (Sorted by Roadway System) 

From the “Highways” results, it can be seen that the overall spread is approximately 43 points, indicating 
that the evaluation criteria, MOEs, and weighting factors are adequately differentiating between projects.  
The top four projects based on the project utility component scores (I‐64 Widening on the Peninsula, I‐264 
Interchange  Improvements, U.S. 58 – Holland Road, and  I‐64 Widening on  the Southside) are  relatively 
similar in total score (within approximately 11 points). Of these top four, U.S. 58 – Holland Road receives a 
viability  grade  of A,  the  two  I‐64 Widening  projects  receive  a D,  and  I‐264  Interchange  Improvements 
receives  an  E.  Through  a more  thorough  examination  of  project  utility  component  scores  by  roadway 
system classification, all  interstate projects are relatively close    in score, while the point spread between 
the urban roadway projects is approximately 26 points. In terms of Project Viability, none of the interstate 
projects are seen to be very viable, while both the U.S. Route 58 and Princess Anne Road/Nimmo Parkway 
projects received a Viability Grade of A. Of  the 14  initially determined projects,  five are  included within 
“Highways.” Despite relatively small sample sizes of each functional class, these five projects are observed 
to be within the top three of their respective classifications for both project utility and project viability and 
are reasonable results when compared to the other projects. 

Project Name Utility Score CLASS Utility Rank

Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel 91.43 INTERSTATE 1
Hampton Roads Third Crossing (I‐664 widening) 55.00 INTERSTATE 2

Midtown Tunnel, MLK Extension 77.96 OTHER 1
Blackwater Bridge Replacement 25.58 OTHER 2

Dominion Boulevard 79.48 PRIMARY 1
Hampton Roads Third Crossing (E‐W connection) 38.33 PRIMARY 2

Lesner Bridge 60.11 URBAN 1
James River Bridge Improvements 57.25 URBAN 2  

Figure 5 – “Bridge/Tunnel” Tool Validation Results for Project Utility (Sorted by Roadway System) 
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Project Name Viability Grade CLASS

Hampton Roads Third Crossing (I‐664 widening) C INTERSTATE
Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel E INTERSTATE
Midtown Tunnel, MLK Extension A OTHER
Blackwater Bridge Replacement E OTHER

Dominion Boulevard A PRIMARY
Hampton Roads Third Crossing (E‐W connection) D PRIMARY

James River Bridge Improvements E URBAN
Lesner Bridge E URBAN  

Figure 6 – “Bridge/Tunnel” Tool Validation Results for Project Viability (Sorted by Roadway System) 

The “Bridge/Tunnel” project scores show  the Hampton Roads Bridge‐Tunnel receiving  the highest utility 
score (91.43); however, given the cost and complex permitting process, it only receives a viability grade of 
E. The Blackwater Bridge Replacement has  the  lowest utility  score  (25.58)  and  receives  an E  grade  for 
viability. These both appear to be reasonable results when compared to the other projects. Of the eight 
“Bridge/Tunnel” projects, six are part of the 14 initially determined projects previously described.  Despite 
relatively small sample sizes  for each roadway system classification,  the projects with  the highest utility 
score  from each of  the  four  reported  classes  are one of  these  six.   Results  illustrate  that  the  top  four 
“Bridge/Tunnel” projects are four of the six major projects. The remaining two major projects rank 6th and 
7th.  

Project Name Utility Score Utility Rank

Longhill Road ‐ Paved Shoulder Bikeway 60.19 1
Smithfield to Nike Park Bike/Ped Improvements 58.88 2

Capital Landing Road Bikeway 48.57 3
Route 216 Bike/Ped Improvements 26.56 4  

Figure 7 – “Bicycle and Pedestrian” Tool Validation Results for Project Utility 

Project Name Viability Grade

Route 216 Bike/Ped Improvements E
Smithfield to Nike Park Bike/Ped Improvements E

Longhill Road ‐ Paved Shoulder Bikeway E
Capital Landing Road Bikeway E  

Figure 8 – “Bicycle and Pedestrian” Tool Validation Results for Project Viability 

The  “Bicycle  and  Pedestrian”  results  indicate  that  the  Longhill  Road  Paved  Shoulder  Bikeway  and  the 
Smithfield  to  Nike  Park  Bike/Ped  Improvements  are  only  separated  by  approximately  1.5  points.  The 
remaining two projects are not relatively close and are approximately 12 and 33 points from the highest 
overall project  score,  respectively. All  four  “Bicycle  and  Pedestrian” projects  receive  the  same  viability 
grade of E, which  implies  that  funding and design plans will  require  significant effort  to move  towards 
construction. However, given the relatively low cost associated with these types of projects, an E does not 
imply  that  these  are  not  viable  projects,  rather  that  they  are  not  ready  for  construction. Unlike  large 
roadway or bridge/tunnel projects, bicycle and pedestrian projects can become construction  ready  in a 
short period of time and can therefore improve from an E to a C more easily.   
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Project Name Utility Score Utility Rank

I‐264 ITS: Replace 10 VMS & 10 LSC 78.88 1
Traffix Program 51.20 2

Atlantic Avenue Trolley ‐ ITS/Special Events 49.25 3
Route 58 Buisness ‐ 3 Signals 31.29 4  

Figure 9 – “Systems Management/Transportation Demand Management/Operational Improvements” 
Tool Validation Results for Project Utility 

Project Name Viability Grade

Traffix Program A
I‐264 ITS: Replace 10 VMS & 10 LSC E

Route 58 Buisness ‐ 3 Signals E
Atlantic Avenue Trolley ‐ ITS/Special Events E  

Figure 10 – “Systems Management/Transportation Demand Management/Operational Improvements” 
Tool Validation Results for Project Viability 

With regards  to “Systems Management/TDM/Operational  Improvements” projects,  the  I‐264  ITS Project 
has the highest overall project score (78.88) but receives a viability grade of E. Like so many other projects 
in the list, although the benefits are substantial, the associated costs may not make the project viable. The 
Traffix Program and Atlantic Avenue Trolley Project are very  close  in  total project  scores  (separated by 
approximately two points). Another positive check of the tool’s validity is the Traffix Program, which is the 
only TDM project of the four. All TDM projects have separate exclusive criteria accounting for 25 percent 
of the overall project score. The remaining 75 percent comes from the other evaluation criteria common 
to all other projects. The results of the tool validation analysis show that TDM projects can be competitive 
with the other projects. It also should be noted that the Traffix Program is the only project of the four that 
receives an A for the viability grade.  

Project Name Utility Score Utility Rank

Naval Base Norfolk Fixed Guideway Extension 85.60 1
Virginia Beach Transit Extension 83.83 2

Peninsula Fixed Guideway 58.89 3
Bus Replacement (16 Buses) 54.29 4
Proposed Jamestown Route 42.56 5  

Figure 11 – “Transit” Tool Validation Results for Project Utility 

Project Name Viability Grade

Proposed Jamestown Route A
Bus Replacement (16 Buses) A

Virginia Beach Transit Extension C
Naval Base Norfolk Fixed Guideway Extension E

Peninsula Fixed Guideway E  

Figure 12 – “Transit” Tool Validation Results for Project Viability 
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The “Transit” project results  indicate two distinct groups of projects. The top two projects are separated 
by approximately two points while the 3rd and 4th highest projects are separated by approximately 4.5 
points. Both  the Virginia Beach Transit Extension and  the Peninsula  Fixed Guideway are  two of  the 14 
required major projects  to be evaluated  in  the  tool validation analysis and are  the 2nd and 3rd highest 
project  scores,  respectively.  This  category  is  an  excellent  example  of  how  the  viability  grade will  help 
differentiate projects with similar numerical scores. In this case, both pairs of projects with similar scores 
have significantly different viability grades. 

Project Name Utility Score Utility Rank

Intermodal Connector + Chambers Interchange (I‐564) 70.00 1
Terminal Boulevard Grade Separation 65.00 2

Craney Island Access Road 65.00 2  

Figure 13 – “Intermodal” Tool Validation Results for Project Utility 

Project Name Viability Grade

Intermodal Connector + Chambers Interchange (I‐564) B
Terminal Boulevard Grade Separation E

Craney Island Access Road E  

Figure 14 – “Intermodal” Tool Validation Results for Project Viability 

For the final category, “Intermodal,” the highest utility score and viability grade belong to the Intermodal 
Connector and Chambers Interchange (I‐564), which also is the final major project of the initial list of 14. 
The  other  two  projects  (Terminal Boulevard Grade  Separation  and  Craney  Island Access Road)  receive 
identical  scores of 65.00. All  three projects have  the potential  to gain an additional 25 points when an 
ultimate Cost Effectiveness MOE is developed. Currently, this criterion is measured by the ratio of revenue 
increase to overall cost of the project. However, since revenue increase projections could not be obtained, 
the 25 points for Cost Effectiveness were not allocated to any of the “Intermodal” tool validation projects. 

I.3 Tool Validation Findings 
The tool validation analysis enabled stakeholders to observe the validity of the proposed project 
categories, evaluation criteria, weighting factors, and MOEs for both the project utility and project viability 
components. From the analysis, it was evident that the six project categories and their associated 
evaluation criteria, weighting factors, and MOEs were valid, reliable, and able to differentiate a wide 
spectrum of pertinent projects for the project utility and project viability components. The “Highways” 
category in particular supports this conclusion, since projects within the same roadway system (Interstate, 
Primary, Secondary, Urban, or Other) received similar overall scores. Additionally one of the two most 
viable “Bridge/Tunnel” projects known to stakeholders, the Midtown Tunnel/MLK Extension, ranked first 
in project viability and third in project utility. These observations reinforce the conclusion that the most 
important project characteristics within each category are being adequately considered and scored. The 
additional sorting of the “Highways” and “Bridge/Tunnel” categories by individual criterion also was 
observed to support the same conclusions. 

 




