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The UPWP has a large number of required tasks that utilize a significant portion of our budget and 
these and the budget are detailed in the attached excerpt from the document.   Estimates of funding 
available for MPO operations during the FY12-13 UPWP are not available yet, however the 
expectation is that resources will be at least at the current levels, and possibly higher.  The budget 
seen in the current document is based on funding for the FY 10 and 11 UPWP with an additional 
influx of SPR funding that NH DOT has proposed.  This provides us the opportunity to address 
local/regional priorities beyond Federal requirements and the draft currently dedicates 
approximately 40% of staff hours to Category 500:  Technical Assistance and much of the work in 
that area is directly beneficial to communities.   
 
The attached information is in draft form, and much of it is subject to change when we receive 
actual budget estimates as well as input on the draft from our State and Federal planning partners.  
With that in mind, staff would like to hear from TAC members as to where you would like to see 
these resources directed during the FY12 and FY13 UPWP? 
 
The TAC will have a second opportunity to discuss the UPWP at the March 24th meeting before the 
MPO Policy Committee approves the document at the RPC meeting on April 13th. 
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1 .0 INTRODUCTION 
 

The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) of the Rockingham Planning Commission Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) specifies the planning priorities and work tasks that the MPO will 
address during the program period.  The development of the UPWP is required as part of the 3Cs 
metropolitan planning process and specifically the Metropolitan Planning Rules (23 CFR 450:308).  
The “unified” aspect,  as indicated in the document name, means that it encompasses all MPO 
transportation planning activities that are foreseen at the time of its preparation, regardless of funding 
source or implementing agency.   

 

Prior to 1997 the MPO developed annual UPWPs.  Since then, with the encouragement of the NHDOT, 
the UPWP has been developed around a two year work program.  In part this was done to be more 
forward looking and in part to streamline the contracting process.  Accordingly, this UPWP covers the 
MPOs planning work projected to occur in the ensuing two-year period, from July 1, 2011 to June 30, 
2013. 

 

Staffing of the MPO is provided by the Rockingham Planning Commission. The Planning Commission, 
with the addition of appropriate State, Federal and regional transportation agencies, acts as the policy-
making body of the MPO.  The MPO study area extends to all 27 communities of the Rockingham 
Planning Commission as all are located within the designated as air quality non-attainment area and 
are illustrated in Figure 1.  

 

Consistent with past programs, this UPWP has been prepared to reflect the ongoing implementation of 
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) and the current reauthorized Federal surface 
transportation act, the Safe Accountable Flexible Efficient Transportation Equity Act – Legacy for Users  
(SAFETEA-LU) of 2005. These laws and their implementing regulations mandate a high level of 
transportation planning and analysis as identified through the general Planning Factors identified in 
SAFETEA-LU and in the annual emphasis areas suggested by FHWA and FTA. 

 

 

2 .0 CONTENTS OF THE UPWP 
 

Section 450.308 of the Metropolitan Planning Rules (which implement the Metropolitan Planning 
requirements of SAFETEA-LU) specify that a UPWP should be developed cooperatively with the State 
(NHDOT) and the public transportation operators in the MPO area (COAST and CART) and should 
address the following elements: 

 Planning priorities for the MPO; 

 Work proposed for the program period by major activity and task (including activities to 
address the SAFETEA-LU planning factors); 

 The agency/entity responsible to perform each task; 

 Schedule for performing the tasks; 

 Anticipated products  
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 Funding sources, both totals by source and itemized by activity or task. 

 

In addition, NHDOT has issued guidance on the contents of this UPWP which requests additional 
details regarding clearer identification of completion deadlines and deliverables for tasks that are not 
ongoing.  Several requests regarding specific tasks to be undertaken are addressed as well.   

 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE UPWP 

The UPWP was developed cooperatively with state, federal and regional agencies.  On several 
occasions during the fall and winter of 2010 the New Hampshire MPOs and RPCs met with NHDOT to 
discuss the format and general contents of the forthcoming UPWPs.    Staff met with COAST and CART 
staff in March to discuss both general and specific tasks with which the transit agencies will request 
MPO staff assistance over the UPWP program period.  Finally, in early April, 2009 MPO staff met with 
FHWA Division staff and FTA Region 1 staff to review SAFETEA-LU planning priorities and emphasis 
areas as well as findings from the MPO Planning Review conducted in January 2009 that should be 
addressed in the work program.  The UPWP was reviewed and approved by the MPO Technical 
Advisory Committee on March 26, 2009, and by the Policy Committee on April 9, 2009.  Subsequent to 
these approvals the funding assumptions were modified to account for the substitution of State match 
for the PL portion of funding with Toll-credit match.  This resulted in a funding reduction of 
approximately $53,000 a subsequent modification in staff hours for some tasks.  This reduction was 
partially off-set by an increase in anticipated carryover funds from the existing UPWP.  These changes 
were finalized on May 15, 2009 

 

PREVIOUS WORK 

The proposed UPWP is, in many respects, a continuation of past transportation planning work in the 
region.  In some cases the work is part of an ongoing and/or mandated process, such as the support for 
Policy and TAC committees, traffic data collection, model maintenance, or TIP and Plan maintenance.  
In other cases it is a specific project or task with definable start and end points, as with the 
development of a CMP Process, completion of a corridor study, or development of SAFETEA-LU 
compliant planning documents.  In preparing the UPWP the status of all ongoing and carryover work 
was evaluated, including the review of the MPO UPWP Performance Report for FY 2010. 

 

PLANNING FACTORS AND REQUIREMENTS OF SAFETEA-LU 

When developing the work program for the FY 2012-2013 UPWP, the eight planning factors identified 
in Section 450.306 of the Metropolitan Planning Rules for SAFETEA-LU were considered.  Each task 
and work product in the UPWP has a basis in one or more of these planning factors These factors are 
as follows: 

1. Support the economic viability of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global -
competitiveness, productivity and efficiency; 

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;  

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;  
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4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and freight; 

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality of 
life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local 
planned growth and economic development patterns; 

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between 
modes, for people and freight; 

7. Promote efficient system management and operation; 

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

The metropolitan planning rules also specify several other elements that should be included and 
addressed in the scope of the planning process.  They call for increased integration of transportation 
and land use planning, as well as consideration for, employment and housing patterns, community and 
economic development, and the natural and built environment.   Other elements identified in the rules 
focus on ensuring coordination and consistency with:   

 the statewide planning process;  

 intelligent transportation systems (ITS) architectures; 

 a coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan; 

 the Strategic Highway Safety Plan, and transit safety and security plans and programs 

 the cooperative development of a Congestion Management Process involving adjacent MPOs 
and NHDOT;  

The tasks identified within the FY 2012-2013 UPWP are consistent with the Planning Factors, 
transportation planning emphasis areas and the Goals and Objectives as identified in the Rockingham 
MPO Long Range Transportation Plan.  They are intended to facilitate the effective and efficient 
implementation of the Plan and Transportation Improvement Programs for the MPO area. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE UPWP 

The UPWP summarizes the tasks that will be undertaken to support the MPO’s planning effort.  Each 
task is identified as part of one of the following work areas that are presented sequentially in Section 
4.0 along with a description and the related SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors: 

CATEGORY 100 – Administration and Training 

CATEGORY 200 – Policy and Planning  

CATEGORY 300 – Public Involvement and Coordination 

CATEGORY 400 – Plan Support 

CATEGORY 500 – Technical Assistance and Support 

Within each of these major program areas, tasks are listed which include the following elements: 

 Objectives 

 Proposed Activities 

 Work products and schedules 

Following the detailed discussion of the work tasks is a section that is concerned with the other 
transportation planning activities that the MPO is involved with outside of the UPWP contract.  The 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:    RPC Policy 

FROM:   Scott Bogle/David Walker  

RE: Long Range Plan Update 

DATE:  January 20, 2011 

The MPO kicked off the development of a new (Updated) Long Range Plan with a public notice 

posted on the website on December 31st, 2010 as well as in newspapers around the region.  This is 

the start of a process that will take approximately 18-20 months to complete and will result in a 

complete update of the Long Range Plan with a new planning horizon of 2040 to address Federal 

requirements of a 20 or more year Plan.  At the same time, the State Department of Transportation 

is beginning the development of the 2013-2022 Ten Year Plan on the same schedule.   

Plan Update  

The last full update to the Long Range Plan, completed in 2008, brought that document fully into 

compliance with SAFETEA-LU requirements.  As there is no new approved Federal Transportation 

Act, staff will be proceeding with the update under the current regulations and will be focusing 

much of our efforts on enhancing several aspects of the current document.  While it is still early in 

this process and staff are in the midst of developing the approach and extent of the updates, the 

following components are planned to be addressed at minimum: 

 Bike, pedestrian, and transit components:  The current plan does not give equal treatment 

to the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian components of the transportation system and recent 

efforts in those areas may help to address that inequity.   

 Land use and Environmental linkages:  The current Plan includes a discussion of the 

mitigation of environmental impacts of transportation projects but this should be expanded to 

include the impacts of land use decisions, climate change, and other forces on the 

transportation system.  The NH Climate Action Plan includes specific actions for the region that 

could be incorporated into the document as well. 

 Project details:  For some time it has been a goal of the MPO to enhance the information 

available about each project proposal in the plan to aid in the project selection process.  

Utilizing GIS and other resources, the purpose and need, scope, and impacts/benefits on 

resources will be determined for each project in the Long Range Plan. 

 Public Input:  While survey data collected during the 2008 Plan update still appears to be 

relevant, there is a need to utilize the TAC, Policy Committee, and interested members of the 

general public to help establish priority approaches through goal setting exercises, study 

circles, charettes and other opportunities. 
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 Congestion Management Process:  Data collected and analyzed in the CMP will be utilized for 

identifying project needs for the Plan as well as a component of the process used to prioritize 

projects for the State 10 Year Plan 

 Project Solicitation:  While few, if any, resources are expected to be available for adding new 

projects to the Ten Year Plan, it is still a primary responsibility of the MPO to identify 

transportation needs in the region, even if they are not currently fundable.   
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:    RPC TAC Committee 

FROM:   David Walker  

RE: Project Solicitation/ Selection Criteria 

DATE:  January 20, 2011 

 

Project Solicitation Process 

Ultimately, there are three steps to this process: 

1. Review the projects currently listed in the Long Range Plan and State Ten Year Plan to 
ensure that they are addressing local and regional priorities. 

2. Identify any transportation problems that are not being addressed by the current list 
of projects.  This should include issues where no funding has been identified to 
address them. 

3. Establish the relative priority of transportation problems and projects for the region 
and transmit that information to NH DOT. 

This process was started in 2009 with a prioritized a list of all the projects in the Long Range Plan 
that were not currently funded in the Ten Year Plan and current efforts will be based on that work.    
To facilitate this, we will be looking for a few things from communities: 

1. FOR PROJECTS CURRENTLY IN THE PLAN:  For projects already included in the Long Range Plan 
(on the attached list) all that is needed is verification from each community that the project 
is still deemed necessary and updated contact information. If the community has multiple 
projects, establishing priorities is useful as the capacity available to fund projects is limited.      

2. FOR NEW TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS/ ISSUES:  Projects/issues that have not been previously 
submitted will require some additional information be provided to the MPO. Communities 
will need to include as best as possible the information requested on pages 1-3 of the 
project proposal. If a problem or issue has been identified but no solution determined, cost 
information can be omitted. Otherwise, cost estimates should be completed as best as 
possible given current understanding of the project purpose, need, and scope.     

As in past solicitations, TAC and Policy Committee members will receive the correspondence sent to 
their community, and will be listed as a point of contact to help facilitate the discussions and 
prompt responses.   

In the mean time, RPC staff will begin working on expanding the information and analysis available 
regarding projects currently in the Long Range Plan starting with those currently listed as the 
highest priorities. This will entail completing as much of the Project Initiation Report (attached 
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form) as is feasible with a goal of being able to complete 1 to 2 page summary reports of each 
prioritized project for submittal to DOT and GACIT to aid them in their decision-making process. 
 

Project Selection Process/Criteria 

For approximately the last year, RPC staff has been working with the staff of the other NH MPOs to 

develop a common set of project selection criteria with the intent of establishing a more consistent 

and coordinated project selection and ranking process in southern New Hampshire.  The effort was 

initiated from a common recommendation in the Planning Reviews that FHWA conducted for each 

of the MPOs over the last few years.  That recommendation was to improve the project selection 

procedures and suggested that a combined effort of all of the MPOs would produce the best results.   

The result is a common project selection criteria framework that will be customized to the 

priorities of each individual region.  This framework consists of four components: 

1. Initial Assessment:  This is a preliminary evaluation of the project that looks generally at 

the following aspects: 

 Whether the project is eligible for Federal or State funding. 
 Whether the project is an appropriate solution to an established need 
 Whether the project scale is reasonable given existing resources 
 Whether the project has demonstrated public support 

o Included in local and/or regional plans 
o Funding source(s) identified and/or committed 

 Other feasibility considerations: 
o Project is constructible and meets engineering criteria 
o Project is likely to receive required permits and approvals 
o Project conforms to regulations and plans for affected areas  

2. Core Criteria:  These six criteria relate directly to the benefit of the project as a 

transportation improvement.  These criteria also take into account the SAFETEA-LU 

Planning Factors that should be considered when making decisions.  These factors account 

for up to 120 points and some are weighted slightly higher than others to emphasize the 

importance of those particular factors in the region.  The scores for each would be modified 

to reflect this weighting.  The Core Criteria are: 

1) Mobility (20 Points) 

2) Accessibility (20 Points) 

3) Safety and Security (20 Points) 

4) Transportation/Land Use coordination (20 Points) 

5) Preservation of existing infrastructure (20 Points) 

6) Addressing Congestion (20 Points) 

 

3. Modifiers:  The eight modifier criteria step beyond the transportation benefits of a project 

to consider the impacts of the proposal in a number of other important areas of concern for 

the region.  These modifiers can increase or decrease the score of a project by as much as 40 

points (±5 points each).  The modifiers are currently the following: 
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1. Protecting natural resources 

2. Protecting  historic and cultural resources 

3. Equitable distribution of costs and benefits 

4. Economic development 

5. Local support 

6. Cost effectiveness 

7. Leveraging of investments 

8. Innovation/Discretionary 

 

4. Bonus Points/Penalties:  Bonus points will be given to projects from those communities 

that are dues paying members of the RPC (Added by TAC), while penalties will be given to 

projects from communities that receive COAST service but do not pay their fair share of the 

costs of that service (Added by Staff).  Versions of these criteria were utilized for TE and 

CMAQ applications in the most recent round. 

At the December 16th, 2010 meeting, the TAC made some modifications to the draft selection 

criteria presented by Staff.  The recommendation was to remove the weighting system that had 

been established, include “Innovation” as a component of the discretionary modifier, and to add a 

10 Point bonus to projects from RPC Member Communities.  In adding the bonus component, staff 

also added the COAST funding criterion that was used previously for TE & CMAQ project selection.   

Motion to recommend approval the Project Selection Criteria to the MPO Policy Committee for 

use in the upcoming project prioritization. 
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12/16/10 DRAFT 

NEW HAMPSHIRE METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
TRANSPORTATION PROJECT SELECTION CRITERIA 

 

 

A. INITIAL FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT 

All projects go through an initial assessment to ensure that projects being ranked are 
generally appropriately scoped, feasible, and fundable.  Staff looks at the following to make 
this general determination: 
 

 Project is eligible for Federal or State funding. 
 Project is an appropriate solution to an established need 
 Project scale is reasonable given existing resources 
 Project has demonstrated public support 

o Included in local and/or regional plans 
o Funding source(s) identified and/or committed 

 
 Other feasibility considerations: 

o Project is constructible and meets engineering criteria 
o Project is likely to receive required permits and approvals 
o Project conforms to regulations and plans for affected areas  

 
 

B. CORE TRANSPORTATION EVALUATION CRITERIA (120 Points) 

The MPO has developed a set of six criteria that establish the basic transportation related 
benefits of a project based around the concepts of mobility, accessibility, safety and security, 
coordination of transportation and land use development, preservation of existing 
infrastructure, and congestion reduction.  These criteria count for as much as 120 points 

 

1. Improving Mobility for People and Freight (20 Points) 

Mobility is potential to get from one place to another, and is generally evaluated based on 
numbers of trips, travel speeds, and total travel distance and time.  Improved mobility 
contributes to the development of a metropolitan area’s economic base by quickly and 
efficiently moving people and goods.  Projects that increase the capacity and/or efficiency of 
movement across or through the region’s transportation system will score well in this criteria.   

HIGH IMPACT PROJECTS (20 POINTS) 

 Expansion of roadway capacity on congested inter-regional and regional corridors. 
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 Expansion of transit service along congested inter-regional and regional corridors. 
 Expansion of freight capacity within and through the region. 

MEDIUM IMPACT PROJECTS (10 POINTS) 

 Projects that allow for more efficient and effective use of existing roadway capacity 
 Projects that improve the reliability of travel 

LOW IMPACT PROJECTS (5 POINTS) 

 Capacity improvements to low volume roadways 
 Rehabilitation of existing transportation facilities  

Example project types: 

 Projects that expand roadway capacity on congested corridors 
 Projects that expand transit capacity on congested routes or routes with traffic 

congestion. 
 Projects that remove congestion bottlenecks 
 Projects that optimize existing capacity 
 Projects that improve heavy truck routes/freight corridors 
 Development of Transportation Demand Strategies  
 Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) projects 

2. A More Accessible Region (20 Points) 

Accessibility is the ability of people to reach desired goods, services, activities and 
destinations that they want and enhancing access is a primary transportation goal. 
Affordable and efficient access removes limits and expands choices of where to work, 
live, shop, and recreate.  Accessibility is affected by four factors:  the ability to physically 
move, the availability of telecommunications and delivery services which can substitute 
for movement, the connectivity of the transportation system, and the distribution of 
land use. 

HIGH IMPACT PROJECTS (20 POINTS) 

 Provides new access to employment and/or housing opportunities for any or multiple 
modes of travel 

 Provides new options for freight movement 

MEDIUM IMPACT PROJECTS (10 POINTS) 

 Improves quality or affordability of existing modes of transportation to connect 
people or freight to opportunities. 

LOW IMPACT PROJECTS (5 POINTS) 

 Improves traffic speed and/or capacity through roadway capacity increases or 
congestion reduction. 

Example project types: 

 New local or intercity transit services 
 Ridesharing and carpooling 
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 Improving transportation network connectivity, especially for non-motorized travel. 
 Improving the quality and quantity of affordable travel modes (walking, cycling, 

ridesharing, public transit) 
 Improvements to traffic flow 

 
3. A Safe and Secure Transportation System (20 Points) 

A safe and secure transportation network is the basis for an efficient transportation 
system.  When an incident occurs in an unsafe area of the transportation network the 
entire transportation system can be affected.  The integration of safety and security 
considerations for all modes of transportation should be a primary objective for 
projects proposed in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 

HIGH IMPACT PROJECTS (20 POINTS) 

 Reduces potential for accidents/incidents at high crash locations or at listed sites (5% 
report, “red-list” bridge, etc.)  

MEDIUM IMPACT PROJECTS (10 POINTS) 

 Improves/creates accommodations for non-motorized travel 

LOW IMPACT PROJECTS (5 POINTS) 

 General safety improvements (lighting, striping, calming) 

Example project types: 

 Improvements to bridges on the NH DOT’s “Red List” or that have a National Bridge 
Inventory rating of “structurally deficient” or “functionally obsolete”  

 Projects that decrease the number and severity of accidents 
 Projects that improve sight distances or intersection safety 
 Interchange improvements 
 Traffic calming projects 
 Projects that improve emergency access  
 Improvements to lighting, guardrails, medians 
 Improvements to transit shelters or other weather and traffic-protected waiting areas 
 New or improved accommodations for non-motorized travel 

4. Transportation and Land Use Connections (20 Points) 

The distribution of land use has a great impact on the transportation system and the need for 

travel.  Generally projects that score well under this criterion will be those that coordinate the 

transportation and land use development processes to reduce congestion, promote connectivity 

between modes, or improve accessibility.   

HIGH IMPACT PROJECTS (20 POINTS) 

 Significantly improves interconnection of modes 
 Significantly enhances system integration/connectivity 
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 Enhances/provides linkage to major intermodal facility in other region 
 Significantly enhances sustainable land development patterns 

MEDIUM IMPACT PROJECTS (10 POINTS) 

 Improves intermodal connections 
 Enhances system integration/connectivity 
 Enhances/provides linkage to an intermodal facility in other region 
 Enhances sustainable development 

LOW IMPACT PROJECTS (5 POINT) 

 Little or no improvement in intermodal connections 
 Little or no enhancement to system integration/connectivity 
 Provides linkage to minor intermodal facility in other region 

Example project types: 

 Projects that improve intermodal connections 
 Projects that support compact, mixed use development 
 Projects that support investments in Brownfield redevelopment 
 Projects that support shifting trips to bicycling and walking  
 

5. Preserving Existing Infrastructure (20 Points) 

Given limited resources available for transportation infrastructure, it is a high priority to fund 

projects that work to protect the existing infrastructure investment by addressing small 

problems before they require large and expensive fixes.  General project characteristics that 

score well will be those that offset the need for repair or replacement of a facility or capital 

equipment through modernization, preventive maintenance, or through improved monitoring 

and evaluation. 

HIGH IMPACT PROJECTS (20 POINTS) 

 Results in a significant delay in need for major repair or replacement 
 Results in a significant modernization of facility or fleet 
 Results in a significant improvement in monitoring or system evaluation 

MEDIUM IMPACT PROJECTS (10 POINTS) 

 Results in a noticeable delay in need for major repair or replacement 
 Results in a noticeable modernization of facility or fleet 
 Results in a noticeable improvement in monitoring or system evaluation 

LOW IMPACT PROJECTS (5 POINTS) 

 Results in little or no delay in need for repair or replacement 
 Results in little or no modernization of facility or fleet 
 Results in little or no improvement in monitoring or system evaluation 
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Example project types: 

 Projects that address deficiencies in existing transportation infrastructure or services 
over new facilities 

 Projects that improve the quality or more efficiently utilize existing infrastructure or 
services. 

 Projects that support the shift of trips away from Single-Occupant-Vehicle trips.  
 

6. Addressing Congestion (20 Points) 

The Congestion Management Process (CMP) is a planning and project programming 
tool that aids in the effective management of the transportation system through 
identification and monitoring of congestion, as well as the development and 
implementation of operational and travel demand management strategies to address 
congestion.  The role of the CMP in the project selection process is to provide system 
performance information to decision-makers and facilitate understanding of the 
severity of congestion issues and assessment of the effectiveness of implemented 
strategies as well as identify system investment priorities.   

[RPC Only]  The CMP is currently limited to the higher function, and most congested 
roadways in the region and includes I-93, I-95, NH 16, NH 101, NH 125, US 1 and US 1 
Bypass, NH 28, NH 33, as well as portions of NH 107, 108, and 111.  In addition, the RPC 
includes transit services originating or destine for points within the region from COAST, 
CART, C&J I-95 Boston/Logan Airport, Boston Express, and the Downeaster passenger 
rail service, including the Park and Rides and Stations served.  In addition, there are 
several other park and rides in the region with no transit service that are still included 
in the CMP (Epping, Hampstead, Hampton, and Portsmouth Route 33). 

[NRPC] The CMP is currently limited to the higher functioning roadways in the Region 
with the greatest traffic volumes.   These roadways include F.E. Everett Turnpike/US 3, 
US3/Daniel Webster Highway, NH 101, NH 101A, NH 3A, NH 130, NH 13, NH 122, NH 
111, NH 38, NH 102 and NH 128.   

HIGH IMPACT PROJECTS (20 POINTS) 

 Project addresses issues on a CMP transportation facility that is experiencing 
extensive incident related or recurring congestion (LOS F) 

MEDIUM IMPACT PROJECTS (10 POINTS) 

 Project addresses issues on a CMP transportation system or facility that is 
experiencing moderate incident related or recurring congestion (LOS D or E) 

LOW IMPACT PROJECTS (5 POINTS) 

 Project addresses issues on a CMP transportation system or facility that is 
experiencing limited incident related or recurring congestion (LOS B or C) 

NO IMPACT PROJECTS (0 POINTS) 
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 Project is not on a CMP system or facility  
 

Example project types: 

 Projects that eliminate bottlenecks 
 Projects that reduce travel times or improve travel time reliability 
 Projects that create intermodal connections 
 
 

C. SCORE MODIFIERS 

Beyond the six core criteria there are a number of benefits and impacts that must be considered for each 
transportation project.  These have been classified as Modifiers and will be used to assess the overall 
quality of a project in meeting the many goals and needs of the region.  The approach is that each of the 
modifiers can increase or decrease the Core Criteria score by as much as 5 points.  Taken together, these 
eight modifiers can increase or reduce a projects score by as much as 40 points.  The approach is that 
while each of these modifiers alone may or may not be the reason to implement or reject a project, 
together they help identify the ancillary costs and benefits that factor into the ease of implementation, the 
need for mitigation or other important considerations.  

 

NOTE:   

 Not all projects will receive points from each of the modifiers.  
 All points allocated in this section will make a clear reference as to why points were 

awarded or removed. 
 There will be a clear indication as to where, in your project proposal, the information can 

be found that drove this determination. 
 

1. Protecting Our Natural Resources (±5 Points) 

Protection of natural resources in the region is an important goal.  This criterion seeks to 
award or subtract points for project impacts on natural resources.  Projects that are perceived 
to better protect or enhance natural resources and/or be more energy efficient will receive 
additional points while projects with negative impacts will have points subtracted.   

Project types that will score well under this criteria include those that reduce or mitigate non-
point source pollution, reduce the use of Single Occupancy Vehicles, increase connectivity 
for alternative transportation, encourage smart or compact growth patterns, increase 
efficiency or decrease air pollution, protect or enhance greenways/corridors, improve 
efficiency of the system, encourage use of alternative transportation, limit impervious 
surfaces,  Projects that impact natural, resources in a negative manner will have points 
removed from their total. 
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2. Protecting Our Historic/Cultural Resources (±5 Points) 

Protection of historical and cultural resources is an important goal and this criterion seeks to 
award or subtract points for project impacts on these resources.  Projects that are perceived to 
better protect or enhance historic and cultural resources will receive additional points while 
projects with negative impacts will have points subtracted.   

Project types that will score well under this criteria include those that include provisions to 
directly preserve important historical and cultural resources, or for those that do have impacts 
to these resources, offer plans to minimize and mitigate those impacts. 

3. Equitable Distribution of Benefits and Impacts (±5 Points) 

Projects proposed for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan should promote the social 
equity of the region, specifically for low-income, elderly, and minority residents.   To 
achieve social equity projects should to take into consideration their effect on these 
groups and ensure they strive to create livable communities that improve accessibility 
and mobility and encouraging compact/smart growth patterns in the region.   

Projects that improve options for mobility impaired populations such as expansion of 
transit service, provision of multimodal connections, and projects that strive to create 
livable/walkable communities will score highest.  Projects with adverse impacts to 
access or community cohesion for low income, minority, elderly, and/or other mobility 
impaired population will see points reduced. 

4. Economic Development (±5 Points) 

All transportation projects have the potential to support economic development within 
a community or region.  However, this information is generally difficult to quantify 
given the early planning nature of many of the projects under consideration for 
inclusion in the MPO Long Range Plan or State Ten Year Plan.  An assessment will be 
made by staff on the potential for economic development resulting from each project. 

5. Local Support (±5 Points) 

The importance of local support in shepherding a project through the development and 
implementation process cannot be understated.  Projects that demonstrate strong local 
support both in terms of a commitment of matching dollars and an active and involved 
citizenry will receive bonus points.  Historic support for transportation projects may 
also be considered in this criterion as an indicator of whether or not future support 
(and funding) will be available to match Federal and State funds.   

6. A Cost Effective Solution (±5 Points) 

Given limited resources for addressing transportation improvement needs, it is 
important that investments be cost effective for the problems that are being solved.  
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Given the order-of-magnitude accuracy of planning estimates of project costs this may 
not be completely accurate and will rely somewhat on a subjective assessment of costs 
and benefits.  Projects deemed to be more cost effective will receive bonus points while 
those that are uneconomical may see points deducted.  

7. Leveraging Investments (±5 Points) 

Occasionally, projects under consideration for prioritization may have been previously 
prioritized or had funds committed or programmed through prior transportation 
planning efforts.  This includes projects that may be components of on-going 
improvements that have had funds obligated or encumbered in a previous TIP or 
projects included in the NH DOT Ten Year Transportation Improvement Plan signed 
into law by the Governor.  Additionally, new funding sources may be identified by 
project sponsors, including funds earmarked for specific projects which do not affect 
base allocation, funds committed through public/private partnerships or through 
community investments.  These projects will receive points based on their proven 
stakeholder and funding commitments from public and/or private sources. 

8. Innovation/Discretionary Considerations (±5 Points) 

The goal of the MPOs is to achieve an equitable scoring criterion that will allow all types 
of projects to be represented on an even playing field regardless of their scale or 
classification.   We are looking to ensure the complete spectrum of transportation 
projects are represented fairly and can compete for priority on the Long Range Plan 
based on their ability to serve the greatest public good and fulfill our regional goals.  
This modifier looks to add points to projects where the “true value” (to the community 
or otherwise) cannot be captured using the parameters we have established as our 
scoring criteria.  To receive points in this section your project must be innovative or 
demonstrate a high level of value that is outside our predetermined scoring criterion.   

D. BONUS POINTS/PENALTIES 

 10 Point bonus for projects from communities within the RPC region that are dues paying 
members of the RPC.  This reflects the need for communities to participate in the regional 
transportation planning process, and contribute their fair share of matching funding needed 
to implement the federally mandated transportation planning process in the region.  

 Penalty of up to 10 points against projects from any community served by COAST that has 
failed to allocate their fair share under the COAST funding formula for two or more 
consecutive years.  This reflects the priority that the RPC places on ensuring the 
sustainability of COAST by linking access to other transportation funding streams to full 
funding of COAST by those communities served by the transit system. 
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 DRAFT Project Initiation Report  

Project Title 

Route/Road/Location  

Between  

And  

Applicant:  

Community Contact:  

Phone:  Email:  

Project Description: 

 

[Type description here] 

Vicinity Map 

 

Show: 

 

Project Location and Scope 

Topographical Features listed in Report 

North Arrow 
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1. RECOMMENDATION/PROPOSAL 

[Type text here] 

2. BACKGROUND 

[Type text here] 

3. PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 

Need: 
[Type text here] 

Purpose: 
[Type text here] 

 

4. DEFICIENCIES 

[Type text here] 

5. CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM COORDINATION (Coordination and consistency with corridor plans, congestion 
management Process, ITS Architecture, and Long Range Transportation Plan.) 

[Type text here] 

6. ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION (VIABLE AND REJECTED) 

[Type text here] 

 

7. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

[Type text here] 



 3 

 

8. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRING DISCUSSION 

[Type text here] 

 

9. COST ESTIMATES 

 

Estimated Project Costs 

 
Federal State Local Private/Other Total 

Engineering:      

Right of Way:      

Construction:      

Structures:      

Capital:      

Operating:      

Total:      

 

Preliminary Design Information: 
Does the project involve any of the following?  Please check the appropriate boxes and delineate on an attached map, 
plan, or layout including any additional pertinent information. 

Yes No  Yes No Yes No  

  Widen existing roadway   Ground disturbance   Easements 

  Increase number of through lanes   Road cut/fill   Equipment staging  

  New alignment   Excavation:  anticipated   Temporary access road/detour 

  Capacity increasing—other   maximum depth         Utility relocation 

  (e.g., channelization)    Right of way acquisition 

   Drainage/culverts   (if yes, attach map with APN) 

  Realignment   Flooding protection  

  Ramp or street closure   Stream channel work   Disposal/borrow sites 

  Bridge work   

   Pile driving   Part of larger adjacent project 

  Vegetation removal   

  Tree removal   Demolition   Railroad 

   

 


