
 
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

October 23, 2013 
6:30 – 8:00 p.m.  McCloskey Room (#135) Suggested 

Time:  
  

I.  Call to Order and Introductions  6:30pm 
  

II. Approval of Minutes: 
 a. September 25, 2013 

 
III. Communications from the Chair   
IV. Reports from Officers and/or Committees   

a. Project Updates  
b. MTP Task Force 

  
V. Reports from MPO Staff 

  
VI. Old Business  

 
VII. New Business 6:45 pm 

a. National Highway System* 
 b. National Truck Network* 

7:30 pm c. Federal Functional Classification* 
 d. Project Selection Process Discussion 
  

VIII. Communications from Committee Members (non-agenda items)  
 a. Topic suggestions for future agendas 
  
 IX. Upcoming Meetings 
 
 

a. Policy Committee – November 8, 2013 at 1:30 p.m. (Council Chambers) 
b. Technical Advisory Committee –November 20,  2013 at 10:00 a.m. (McCloskey Room) 

 c. Citizens Advisory Committee –November 20, 2013  at 6:30 p.m. (McCloskey Room) 
 

~ 8:00 pm X. Topic Suggestions Under Consideration for Future Discussion  
  Communication & Public Coordination Improvements, Bike/Pedestrian Set Aside Money 
  
Adjournment                                    

(*Recommendations Requested / *Public comment prior to vote – limited to five minutes per speaker) 
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Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes 
September 25, 2013 McCloskey Conference Room 135, City Hall 

Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) Minutes are transcribed in a summarized outline manner.  
Audio recordings of the meeting are available in the Planning Department for reference. 
 
Attendance 
Citizens Advisory Committee (Voting Members): David Sabbagh, David Walter, Elizabeth Cox-
Ash, James Reed, Ken Campanella, Larry Jacobs, Patrick Murray, Glenn Carter, Sarah Ryterband, 
Sarah Clevenger, Anita Douglas, Mary Jane Hall, Ted Miller, Paul Ash, Laurel Cornell, Jack Baker, 
Morris Buckley, Ross Dybrig, Tamby Cassidy, Randy Cassidy, Larry Jacobs, Ayman Ashwaiheen, 
Keith Williamson, Liz Irwin, Chaim Julian 
Others in Attendance (including Non-Voting CAC Members):  Jim Ude (INDOT), Sandra Flum 
(INDOT), Vince Caristo (MPO Staff), Josh Desmond (MPO Staff), Anna Dragovich (MPO Staff) 
 
I. Call to Order and Introductions (~6:30 PM)   
 
II. Approval of Minutes – The August 28, 2013 minutes were approved by the Committee. 
 
III. Communications from the Chair – none 
 
IV.   Reports from Officers and/or Committees 

A.  MTP Task Force – Mr. Desmond reported that the consultant continues to work on the 
traffic demand model. Staff will be meeting with the consultant on October 31 for an update on 
the traffic demand model. The next meeting of the Task Force will be on October 28 and they 
will continue to discuss the vision statement along with goals and policies for the plan.   

 
B. Project Updates – Ms. Dragovich read an update of I-69 as requested by Sandra Flum. 
INDOT and the Indiana Finance Authority continue to draft the request for proposal documents 
and technical provisions which will be finalized in mid-October for the short-listed teams to 
prepare bids. The right-of-way acquisition process has begun (appraising) with some of the 
property needed for the roadway or access roads. It will take several months to acquire the 
needed property. We are working with utilities to identify necessary moves or where the design 
of the road can avoid utilities. This work will continue through 2014. 
 

V.  Reports from MPO Staff – none 
VI.  Old Business - None 
VII.  New Business 

A. Transportation Improvement Program Amendments 
1. INDOT Emergency Bridge Inspections – Ms. Dragovich explained that the TIP 

amendment request is for $50,000 in FY 2014. This money would be used under 
unforeseen circumstances such as a truck running in to a bridge that would require an 
unscheduled, emergency bridge inspection. ***Ms. Cornell made a motion to 
approve the amendment and Ms. Ryterband seconded, motion was approved by 
voice vote*** 

2. INDOT Statewide Quality Assurance/Quality Control of Bridge Inspection Data 
Ms. Dragovich explained that this amendment request is for $250,000 in FY 2014 for 
Statewide quality assurance of bridge inspection data. She said that this money is used 
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to make sure that bridge inspection data is filled out completely and correctly. ***Ms. 
Cornell made a motion to approve the amendment and Ms. Ryterband seconded, 
motion was approved by voice vote*** 
MCCSC – Safe Routes to Schools Non-Infrastructure – Ms. Dragovich explained 
that this project was in the previous 2012 – 2015 TIP and was not included in to the 
new 2014-2017 TIP by mistake. In order for MCCSC to continue to spend the money, 
it needs to be in the most current TIP. She explained that this is not a new SRTS grant, 
but a carryover from a previous award. ***Ms. Cornell made a motion to approve 
the amendment and Ms. Cox-Ash seconded, motion was approved by voice 
vote*** 

B. HSIP Selection Process 
 Mr. Desmond explained the selection process is meant to rank projects that should receive 

HSIP funds. He explained that the HSIP funding source is rooted in safety mentality, the 
safety category is the one with the most weight. Additionally, a project with a high 
benefit/cost ratio, immediate readiness and ability to have a larger than required local 
funding match are all included in the ranking system. ***Mr. Baker motioned approval 
and Mr. Ash seconded, motion was approved by voice vote*** 

C. TA Selection Process 
 Mr. Desmond presented the proposed TA selection process. He explained that his allows 

the MPO to prioritize projects with a selection committee. Mr. Caristo mentioned that 
project readiness is weighted the most in this selection process. ***Ms. Hall motioned 
approval and Mr. Ash seconded, motion was approved by voice vote*** 

VIII. CAC Chair and Vice-Chair Roles and Responsibility Discussion 
 The CAC discussed the roles and responsibilities relating to the Vice-Chair and Chair as they 

represent the CAC at Policy Committee meetings. Ms. Ryterband explained that historically the 
CAC didn’t have a seat at the Policy Committee. Ms. Ryterband suggested that the Chair be 
required to vote at Policy Committee meetings the same way that the CAC voted. Mr. Baker 
commented that in a representative democracy a person should be able to vote their conscience. 
Mr. Murray agreed with Mr. Baker and mentioned that the views of the CAC should be reported 
to the Policy Committee regardless of how the CAC Chair makes his vote. Discussion ensued. 
***Mr. Campanella motioned to end the discussion, Ms. Irwin seconded*** 

 
IX. Communications from Committee Members 

A.  Topic Suggestions for Future Agendas  
 Mr. Carter requested that INDOT talk about IDEM report and give a summary of the report. 
 
X. Upcoming Meetings 

A. Policy Committee – September 25, 2013 (Council Chambers) 
B. Technical Advisory Committee – September 25, 2013 at 10:00am (McCloskey Room) 
C. Citizens Advisory Committee – September 13, 2013 at 6:30pm (McCloskey Room) 

 
XI.  Topic Suggestions under Consideration for Future Discussion 
  
Adjournment  (~8:00 PM) 
 

These minutes were ________ by the CAC at their regular meeting held on September 25, 2013.    



MONROE COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION 
and office of the 
MONROE COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
Monroe County Government Center, 501 N. Morton St., Suite 224 
Bloomington, IN  47404 
Telephone: (812) 349-2560  /  Fax:  (812) 349-2967 
http://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/Government/Infrastructure/PlanningDepartment.aspx           

 
 
TO:  Indiana Department of Environmental Management, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 
Indiana Department of Transportation, U.S. Fish & Wildlife, Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 
 
FROM: Monroe County Plan Commission 
 
DATE: Thursday, July 18, 2013 
 
RE: Complaint of Sedimentation of Indian Creek Tributaries from I-69 Corridor Construction               
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
After receiving numerous complaints from residents about the progressively worsening condition of 
Indian Creek and its tributaries in Monroe County following storm events, the Monroe County Plan 
Commission conducted an inquiry concerning its obligations under Section 802-4 (G) of the Monroe 
County Zoning Ordinance (Performance Standards for Permitted Uses:  Water Pollution). While the 
Plan Commission clearly understands the jurisdictional prerogative of the State of Indiana within the 
boundaries of its I-69 corridor in Indian Creek Township of Monroe County, impacts of construction 
activity that extend beyond that corridor are well within our purview as they relate to concerns of 
Monroe County residents. 
 
Residents with long tenure in Indian Creek Township complain that soil is running off the I-69 
construction site and into sinkholes, aquifers, wells, and streams, thereby causing harm to water supplies 
and the natural environment that is part of their way of life. This harm has reached unprecedented levels 
since construction began last year and appears to be increasing in intensity as construction activity 
continues.   
 
On Tuesday, June 18, 2013, and again on Tuesday, July 16, 2013, the Commission received resident 
testimony, gathered evidence reports, and discussed concerns about degraded water quality in Indian 
Creek Township. Some of that evidence is included with this memorandum and the testimony and 
discussion is available in our meeting minutes accessible through the Monroe County Planning 
Department website: 
http://www.co.monroe.in.us/tsd/Government/Infrastructure/PlanningDepartment.aspx.  
 
Clearly, the increasing degradation of water quality is affecting the potable water source for several 
residents as well as the fish and wildlife communities.  Typically, the extent of impact is evident only 
when an underground water course carrying I-69 road construction sediment emerges miles from the I-
69 corridor and becomes visible at roadway bridges downstream. That this increase in sediment load 
both above and below ground is the result of I-69 construction activity is irrefutable to us.   
 
The Zoning Ordinance of Monroe County derives its authority and jurisdiction from enactment 



 

 
                                                            

"pursuant to the Indiana home rule and planning enabling legislation (Indiana Code § 36-1-3-4 and 
Indiana Code § 36-7-4-1, et seq., as amended), and pursuant to the Monroe County Code and all other 
applicable authorities and provisions of Indiana statutory and common law…"  Notably, Monroe County 
Code Section 802-4(G) incorporates State and Federal water quality standards including, without 
limitation: 
 
IC 13-30-2-1 “A person may not... (1) Discharge, emit, cause, allow ... any contaminant... into: (A) the 
environment; ... in any form that causes of would cause pollution that violates or would violate rules, 
standards, or discharge or emission requirements....” 
 
IC 13-18-4-5)](a) “...a person may not: ... (2) cause, permit, or suffer to be thrown, run, drained, allowed 
to seep, or otherwise disposed; into any of the streams or waters of Indiana any organic or inorganic 
matter that causes or contributes to a polluted condition of any of the streams or waters of Indiana....” 
 
327 IAC 15-5-7(b)(15). “Natural features, including wetlands and sinkholes, shall be protected from 
pollutants associated with storm water runoff;” 
 
We share our residents concern that violations of both the original 1993 Karst MOU (Memorandum of 
Understanding) and the updated Karst Agreement must be occurring as well as direct violation of 
erosion control Rule 5. The I-69 construction activity is the only identifiable source of such a large 
increase for sediment now evident in springs and streams after storm events.  
 
As regulators, we understand that large construction projects are very difficult to manage. In this case, 
the presence of karst makes the task even more difficult. However, construction personnel must abide by 
rules and regulations enacted to protect the public, and those responsible for their actions must assure 
that the rules and regulations imposed have the intended consequence of protection. The evidence 
presented to us and our investigation of the situation indicates that the obligation for responsible action 
lacks sufficient commitment. Please manage I-69 construction activities in a manner that does not cause 
harm to our resident's property and the livability of their community. We are depending upon you to 
exercise your jurisdictional authority in ways that do not conflict with our obligation to residents of 
Indian Creek Township and the rest of Monroe County.    
 
The Commission expects that you will attend to our concerns about the ongoing erosion control 
problems with respect to protecting our water quality as mandated by the laws of this State and Nation. 
We ask that you provide an appropriate response in writing to our complaint and specify the means by 
which you will substantially eliminate the off-site impacts to water quality that is now occurring for 
residents of Indian Creek Township. We also ask that you provide us with any reports of inspections that 
you have or do conduct during the construction activities so that we may provide our residents with 
assurance of your attention to their concerns.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Richard A. Martin 
President, 
Monroe County Plan Commission 
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To: MPO Committees  

From: Vince Caristo, MPO Staff 

Date: October 16, 2013 

Re:  National Highway System, National Truck Network, and Federal Functional Classification 
Review 
              

 
Background 
In August 2013, INDOT initiated a request to all Indiana MPO’s for a comprehensive review of state and 
federal updates to the National Highway System (NHS), National Truck Network (NTN), and Federal 
functional classification networks.  Each of these networks has undergone changes as a result of the 
passage of MAP-21 and 2010 Census.  Localities served by an MPO have been asked to coordinate their 
review of these networks through the MPO.   
 
The maps included in this packet represent the desired changes to each of the three networks that were 
agreed upon by transportation staff from the City of Bloomington and Monroe County.   
 
National Highway System (NHS), National Truck System (NTN), and Federal Functional 
Classification Networks 

1) The National Highway System (NHS) was established in 1995 as a strategic network of roadways 
that are important to the nation's economy, defense, and mobility.  It includes the Interstate 
Highway System and other roads serving major airports, ports, rail or truck terminals, railway 
stations, pipeline terminals and other strategic transportation facilities.   

Highways on the NHS must comply with applicable federal regulations, including those for 
design standards, contract administration, State-FHWA oversight procedures, Highway 
Performance Monitoring System reporting, National Bridge Inventory reporting, national 
performance measures data collection, and outdoor advertisement/junkyard control.  Highways on 
the NHS are eligible for additional funding sources, such as National Highway Performance 
Program (NHPP) funding, but at this time these funds are utilized by the state and not distributed 
to localities.   

In October 2012, MAP-21 automatically added to the NHS those roads that were at that time 
functionally classified as principal arterials but not yet part of the NHS.   

The NHS system in Monroe County as of 2011 is included in this packet as a reference point for 
understanding the impact of this automatic change. 

2) The National Truck Network (NTN) was established by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
of 1982 as a national network of highways designated for use by large trucks. On these highways, 
Federal width and length limits apply. The NTN includes almost all of the Interstate Highway 
System and other, specified non-Interstate highways. The network comprises more than 200,000 
miles of highways. 

 

MEMORANDUM   
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INDOT has indicated that the NTN in Monroe County has not undergone any changes as a result 
of MAP-21. 

 
3) Functional classification is the grouping of roadways based on the character of service roadways 

are intended to provide, with mobility and land access being the primary determinants.  The 
functional classification of the nation’s roadways provides important inputs into the Highway 
Performance Management System (HPMS) program and into the apportionment of federal funds, 
such as for the National Highway System (NHS) and Surface Transportation Program (STP).    

 
Federal functional classifications are updated after each decennial census.  In 2008, FHWA 
initiated a change in the number of functional classes from 12 classes to 7 classes, which are as 
follows:  Interstate; Other Freeways or Expressways; Other Principal Arterial; Minor Arterial; 
Major Collector; Minor Collector; Local.   
 
The federal functional classifications from the old 12-class system are provided in this packet as 
reference point for understanding the impact of this change.   

 
Funding Implications 
 
The Federal Highway Administration has indicated that the NHS, NTN, and Federal functional 
classifications will not influence the amount of federal-aid funding provided to the BMCMPO.   
 
Action Requested  
 
The MPO committees are asked to recommend for approval the proposed changes to the National 
Highway System, National Truck Network, and Federal functional classification networks.   
 



Bloomington

³±37

³±37

³±37

³±46

³±46

³±45

³±46 ³±46

³±45

National Highway System: Bloomington, IN

FHWA:  Effective October 1, 2012 

I
0 1 2

Miles
0 1.5 3

Kilometers

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration

Eisenhower Interstate System
Other NHS Routes
Non-Interstate STRAHNET Route 
Major STRAHNET Connector
Intermodal Connector
Intermodal/STRAHNET Connector
Unbuilt NHS Routes
MAP-21 Principal Arterials

Census Urbanized Areas

Department of Defense

Water

o

Airport
h Intercity Bus Terminal
í Ferry Terminal
" Truck/Pipeline Terminal
ò Multipurpose Passenger Facility
Î Port Terminal
Æò Truck/Rail Facility
n¤ AMTRAK Station
X Public Transit Station



Proposed Removal 
from NHS

Proposed Interstate
Designation



Proposed Removal 
from NTN

Proposed Addition
to NTN

I-69 Section 4 
(estimated completion 2014-2015)



n

nnn

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n

n
n

Bloomington-Ellettsville

Bloomington

Ellettsville

!(48

!(46

!(446

!(45

!(37

!(37

!(45

!(45

!(46

IR
 1

11

IR 786

IR 949

D
U

N
N

 S
T

IR
 1

15
9

W
A

LN
U

T S
T

IR 840

IR
 1

95IR 170

IR
 13

5

IR 244

H
IG

H
 S

T

IR 29

IR
 5

IR
 1

5

IR 82

IR 416

IR
 1

9

IR 88

IR 10

IR
 1

25

IR
 9

1

IR 92

IR 320

IR 39

IR
 23

IR 16

IR 14

IR 2

These documents are provided pursuant to the Indiana Open
Records Act.  The data represents accurate reproductions of the
records on file with the Indiana Department of Transportation; 
however, INDOT cannot guarantee the accuracy of the underlying
data, nor will INDOT assume any liability for the misuse,
misinterpretation or misrepresentation of the requested documents.
Questions regarding the data should be referred to the specific
data provider.  INDOT requests full attribution for the use of this
data in presentations, calculations, displays or other uses.

Ü
Map Sheet

1 2

3 4

0 0.9 1.8 2.7 3.60.45
Miles

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Not intended to reflect the entirety 

of the Certified Public Mileage

OFFICE OF INVENTORY AND TRACKING
PREPARED BY

MONROE COUNTY
INDIANA

FUNCTIONAL CLASS MAP

BLOOMINGTON & 
ELLETTSVILLE AREA

Legend
n SCHOOL

RAILROADS

R_Interstate 1

R_Othr Prin Arterial (OPA) 2

R_Minor Arterial 6

R_Major Collector 7

R_Minor Collector 8

R_Local 9

U_Interstate 11

U_Othr Frwy or Exprswy 12

U_Othr Prin Arterial(OPA) 14

U_Minor Arterial 16

U_Collector 17

U_Local 19

Travel_Over 99

INCORPORATED AREAS
<all other values>

CORPNAME
Bloomington

Ellettsville

URBAN AREA BOUNDRY

COUNTY LINE

SOURCES Current as of January 23, 2009

Functional Class- iotfilp13pw\indot2\shared\SAPS Project 
Folder\FC_Statewide\FC_CountyMaps\NEWSECTTJC92.mdb
\FunctionalClassJan232009

Corporation Lines dotgisp02pw.sde\GISINFO.sdework\GISINFO.CORPLINE

Urban Area Boundary - dotgisp02pw.sde\GISINFO.sdework\GISINFO.UAB

County Line - idotgisp02pw.sde\GISINFO.sdework\GISINFO.CountyBdy_p

School - Gismap on 'Indotge4' \Schools\IN_hzSchool.shp

RailRoads - Gisdata on 'Indotge4'\Common\RAILROADS.shp



Major CollectorMajor Collector

Minor ArterialMinor Arterial

Local RoadLocal Road

Primary ArterialPrimary Arterial

Minor ArterialMinor Arterial

InterstateInterstate

Major ArterialMajor Arterial

Major CollectorMajor Collector

Major
Collector
Major
Collector

Major
Collector
Major
Collector

Local RoadLocal Road

Major ArterialMajor Arterial

InterstateInterstate

Major
Collector
Major
Collector

Major
Collector
Major
Collector

Major 
Collector
Major 
Collector

Removal

Future major 
collector

Proposed downgrade
in FC designation

Future  minor 
arterial

Future road
closure

Proposed upgrade
in FC designation



A-2 
 

 
 
 
 

Indianapolis MPO 
 

Group 1 Urban STP Project Selection Criteria 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Adopted by the Indianapolis Regional Transportation Council 
Policy Committee 
August 19th, 2009  
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The Indianapolis MPO receives an annual allocation of Group 1 Urban STP funds in the 
neighborhood of $27 million that it is charged with administering.  Because the needs of the 
region exceed the annual allocation received, the MPO has developed a process to assist in 
the selection projects that will utilize these funds. 
 
The process for selecting Group 1 Urban projects has been used for many years and was 
revised several times, the last of which being 2001.  In August of 2008, at the direction of 
the IRTC, the MPO staff formed a sub-committee to reexamine the existing criteria and 
recommend appropriate changes.  The sub-committee included the following members: 
  

Lori Miser 
 Mike Dearing 
 Steve Cunningham 
 Philip Roth 

Tom Beck 
Cat Griffith (Schoenherr) 

 John Ayres 
 John Myers 
 Tonya Galbraith 
 Joanne Sanders 
 Jeff Sheridian 
 Mayor Robin Thoman 
  
Over the course of several months and numerous meetings, the sub-committee first 
reevaluated the general policy guidelines under which the selection process operates and 
then developed the revised selection criteria.  The revised criteria was presented to the full 
IRTC for review and comment in May 2009 and adopted by both the Technical and Policy 
committees in August of 2009.  
 
The Selection Criteria adhere to the Policy Guidelines as revised and shown below: 
 

 
o POLICY GUIDELINE 1 – The proposed program should emphasize preservation of and 

efficiency improvements to the existing transportation system without placing excessive 
reliance on projects which increase roadway capacity (and the reliance on single 
occupancy vehicles) and their subsequent impact upon the region’s air quality (Goal 1 of 
the Regional Transportation Plan).  Emphasis should be placed on preservation rather 
than expansion. 

 
o POLICY GUIDELINE 2 – The Indianapolis Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

(IRTIP) should follow the priority established in the Regional Plan in implementing 
projects of regional significance. Although program equity is a key component of the 
IRTIP, no sub-allocation of federal funds will be affected to replace the project staging 
and priorities established in the RTP to advance the overall interrelated regional 
interests.  
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o POLICY GUIDELINE 3 – Proposed projects within the region that have a proven potential 
to enhance economic development, stimulate the economy, and assist in job creation 
should be given additional consideration for inclusion in the program.  Projects that have 
the potential to positively impact the quality of life for the area’s residents should be 
considered in the development of the program. Projects should: 

 
 Be consistent and not in conflict with local and/or county comprehensive plans (i.e. 

the project implements a solution or addresses a problem identified in the plan) 
 Provide improvements to air quality (improvement is consistent with the CMAQ 

eligibility requirements) 
 Provide aesthetic improvements where appropriate (provision of landscaping or other 

scenic beautification) 
 Provide access to major generators (including multi-modal and intra-modal facilities, 

cultural and recreational sites) 
 

o POLICY GUIDELINE 4 – Projects are funded at an 80% federal share. If the project costs 
increase beyond 10% of the amount originally programmed in the IRTIP, the local public 
agency will be responsible for those costs, unless extenuating circumstances can be 
documented. 

 
 MPO staff are directed to scrutinize projects carefully to ensure they have the 

potential to move to construction, due to the key consideration of spending the 
federal funds efficiently and effectively. 

 Projects that provide more than a 20% local match should be given special 
consideration. 

 
o POLICY GUIDELINE 5 – Due to continued growth of the urban area and limited funding 

availability, Group 1 STP funds are restricted to the construction phase only. 
 
The revised Group 1 Urban STP Selection Criteria (“Selection Criteria”) will be used by the 
MPO in project selection and prioritization as Group 1 funds become available for 
programming.  This Selection Criteria provides a sound basis for evaluating the relative 
importance of projects and is intended to be used as a guide in the selection and 
prioritization of eligible projects.  The Selection Criteria as revised follows: 
 
 
 
 

  



Printed on 5/5/2010 Page 1 of 2

Nashville Area MPO
2035 Regional Plan Project Evaluation Factors

ENDORSED BY EXECUTIVE BOARD, MARCH 17, 2010

Factors in Evaluating Projects for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan

1. Congestion Management

a. What are the root causes of congestion in the vicinity of the project location (e.g., traffic volume,

physical design, crashes, regulations, behavioral, freight, etc.)?

b. Given the land uses, urban design and community goals for the project vicinity, what level of congestion

is appropriate for the project and vicinity (i.e. some commercial centers/Downtowns need greater

congestion for visibility/economic development)?

c. How well does the project address those causes?

d. How could the project be scoped to include congestion management solutions to optimize its benefit?

2. Multi Modal Choices

a. How well does the project introduce, support, or reinforce multiple transportation choices for people to

access residences, jobs, schools, food, entertainment, etc?

b. How can the project be scoped to incorporate facilities for and/or connections to non motorized modes

and transit?

3. Freight & Goods Movement

a. How well does the project support or harm the movement of freight and goods through the region?

b. How can the project be scoped to incorporate facilities that aid in the safe and efficient movement of

freight?

c. How can the project be scoped to balance the movement of freight and goods with other community

goals?

4. Safety & Security

a. How well does the project address safety concerns for all users?

b. Is the project in a high crash corridor?

c. How can the project be scoped to increase safety of all users?

d. How well does the project address security concerns?

e. Does the project aid/ harm important evacuation routes?

f. How can the project be scoped to features that help secure citizens and regional resources?

5. System Preservation

a. How well does the project make use of limited financial resources to ensure the continued productivity

of the existing transportation system?

b. How can the project be scoped to include features the make the facility more efficient (e.g., ITS, design,

materials, etc.)
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6. Quality Growth/ Sustainable Land Development

a. How well does the project encourage infill/ redevelopment?

b. Do area plans call for mixed used, higher density development? If so, how does the project complement

these plans?

c. Is the project encouraging growth in areas where growth is planned or desired?

d. Conversely, is the project encouraging growth in areas where additional growth is not planned or

desired?

e. Does the project enhance or contribute to the form and function quality of the surrounding community?

7. Economic Prosperity

a. How well does the project support or stimulate the local/ regional economy?

b. How well does the project support freight movements?

c. To what degree does the implementation of the project create jobs?

d. How well does the facility connect people with opportunities to engage in economic activity?

e. To what degree does the project aid in the region's economic competitiveness with other metro areas of

the nation?

f. Is the project supported by business leaders?

8. Health & Environment

a. Does the project aid/ harm in the preservation of the region's natural or socio cultural resources (e.g.,

open space, animal habitat, historic structures, places of worship, community centers, etc.)?

b. How can the project be scoped to mitigate the negative impacts to valuable resources?

c. How well does the project support efforts to reduce dependency on fossil fuels, particularly foreign oil?

d. How well does the project support efforts to improve air and water quality?

e. Does the project include facilities that provide opportunities for active transportation/ physical activity?

f. Does the project aid/ harm the advancement of social justice and equal opportunity to destinations

throughout the region?

g. How can the project be scoped to mitigate any negative impacts to predominately low income or

minority communities or persons with a disability?

9. Local Support/ Consistency with Plans

a. Is the project consistent with local, state, or other regional plans for growth and preservation (economic

development, land use, natural features preservation, etc.)?

b. Has the project been endorsed locally through the adoption of official instruments such as, but not

limited to, a local major thoroughfare plan, transportation element of a comprehensive plan, or by

resolution of the local governing body?

c. If on a state route, is the project endorsed or supported by TDOT?



EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS
TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS 100
SYSTEM PRESERVATION & ENHANCEMENT 15
Project Improves Existing Route Up to 15*
Project Improves an Intersection 3
2008 AADT Index to Average per Functional Class Value
Project Upgrades Route to Context Sensitive/ Prescribed Design Standards
Project Addresses Major Maintenance (e.g., bridge repair, general aging, etc.)
Project Integrates ITS Technology, Signalization, Wayfinding
Project Integrates Multi Modal Upgrades

QUALITY GROWTH, SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, & ECONOMIC PROSPERITY 15
Project Improves Accessibility and/or Connectivity to Existing Residential Population Density/100
Project Improves Accessibility and/or Connectivity to Existing Jobs Density/1000
Project Located ENTIRELY within Urban Growth Boundary 2
Project Located PARTIALLY within Urban Growth Boundary 1
Project Located ENTIRELY within Existing or Planned Mixed Use or Employment Centers 2
Project Located PARTIALLY within Existing or Planned Mixed Use or Employment Centers 1
Project Incorporates Streetscaping/ Enhancements 2
Project Corrects Poor Storm water Flow/ Drainage (Curb and Gutter) 2
Project Contributes to Grid Development/ Roadway Network Connectivity 1
Project Located In High Growth Areas RES+EMP/10

MULTI MODAL OPTIONS 15
Route Includes Existing Transit Service 3
Project Includes Transit Capacity (e.g., dedicated lanes, signal priority, HOV) Up to 6
Project Includes Sidewalk Improvements (up to 7 depending on BPAC priority) Up to 7
Project Includes Bicycle Facility Improvements (up to 7 depending on BPAC priority) Up to 7
Project Includes Multi Modal Treatments (e.g., x walks, pullouts, shelters, etc) Up to 4

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT 10
Project Addresses Corridor Congestion
MPO Base Year Congestion (2008) 5
MPO Short Term Congestion (2015) 4
MPO Mid Term Congestion (2025) 3
MPO Long Term Congestion (2035) 2
Congestion as Identified by Other Study or Observation 3

Project Incorporates Congestion Management Strategies (MULTIPLIER:) 2
Geometrical Improvement
Improvements to Access Management
ITS/ Signalization Improvement
Improvements to Turning Movements
Improves Parallel Facility/ Contributes to Alternative Routing
Provides Additional Non Motorized Mode Capacity
Transit Capacity
Signage/ Wayfinding

SAFETY & SECURITY 10
Project Addresses Location with High Level of Crashes Crashes/10th Mile/20
Project has Fatal Crashes 2
Project Improves Modal Conflict (e.g., traffic signals, grade separation, dedicated lanes) 3
Local High Crash Corridor Designation 1
State High Crash Corridor Designation 1
Project Located on Known Evacuation Route 1
Project Located on the Strategic Highway Network (STRANET) 1
Project Located on the National Highway System (NHS) 1
Primary Purpose of Project to Improve Safety 7
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EVALUATION CRITERIA POINTS
Secondary Purpose of Project to Improve Safety 5

FREIGHT & GOODS MOVEMENT 10
Project Improves a Designated Truck Route 4
Project Improves High Volume Heavy Truck Route Index
Project Improves High Volume Commercial Truck Route Index
Project Design Accomodates Freight Flows 1
Route Serves Major Shipping/ Distribution Center 1
Route Serves Intermodal Center (e.g., rail yard, port, etc.) 1
Project Addresses Existing Freight/ Passenger Conflict 1
Project Provides Separation in Freight/ Passenger Movements (e.g., grade separation) 1
Project Impedes Efficient Delivery of Goods 2

HEALTH & ENVIRONMENT 10
Project Located in Health Impact Area 2
Project Provides Alt Transportation Choices for Traditionally Underserved Groups #Options X #Groups
Project Provide Multi Modal Options Near Schools #Options X #Schools
Project Overlaps Environmental Conflict Areas 2
Project Overlaps Environmental Challenge Areas 2

PROJECT HISTORY 15
Project Located within the Federal Aid Urban Boundary 1
Project Located on a Federal Aid Route 1
TDOT Support 2
TOP Local Priority 3
Programmed in Current LRTP 5
Programmed in Current TIP 10
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B-9  

Planning Factors for All Projects (50 points available) 

Factor Measure Points 

Replacement/ 100% Replacement ............................................. 5 
Expansion 75% Replacement/25% Expansion ....................... 4 
 50% Replacement/50% Expansion ....................... 3 
 25% Replacement/75% Expansion ....................... 2 
 100% Expansion ................................................. 1 

Environmental Overall benefits (good to excellent) ...................... 5 
Justice Overall benefits (fair to good) .............................. 3 
 Overall benefits (none to fair) .............................. 0 

Land Use Consistent—comprehensive plan complete & current... 5 
Conformance Consistent—comprehensive plan needs improvement.. 3 
 Inconsistent—no comprehensive plan ........................ 0 

Air Quality/Energy 2 or more Reduced......................................6 to 10 
(VMT,VHT & Emissions 1 or more Reduced....................................... 0 to 5 
Reductions) 

Local Share 30% or more additional ..................................... 10 
OVER amount  25% or more additional ....................................... 8 
Required 20% or more additional ....................................... 6 
 15% or more additional ....................................... 4 
 10% or more additional ....................................... 2 
 Required local amount......................................... 0 

Travel Modes 2 new modes introduced................................add 2 
Improved 1 new mode introduced .................................add 1 
 3 modes accommodated ...................................... 3 
 2 modes accommodated ...................................... 2 
 1 mode accommodated ....................................... 1 

Intermodal Creates new connections ..................................... 5 
Connectivity Maintains existing connections ............................. 3 
 Eliminates connections......................................... 0 

Existing Condition Critical................................................................ 5 
 Poor................................................................... 3 
 Fair .................................................................... 1 
 Good.................................................................. 0  

 

Benefit/Cost for All Projects, in millions (10 points available) 

 Greater than 1,000...................................... add 10 
 Greater than 100...........................................add 8 
 Greater than 10 ............................................add 6 
 Greater than 5 ..............................................add 4 
 Greater than 1 ..............................................add 2
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