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WELCOME!

Today’s Workshop Goals

Understand challenges with the current 

process

Discuss what should matter most in 

transportation investment decisions

Explore concepts for a more transparent and 

data-driven framework

Gather municipal and regional partner 

feedback

Build a process that better reflects regional 

and local priorities
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PRISM is intended to create 

a more understandable, 

transparent, and 

collaborative transportation 

prioritization process.



WHY THIS MATTERS

Transportation funding decisions shape communities and directly influence:

Safety Economic Vitality Accessibility Housing & Growth

Mobility Options Climate Resiliency Public Health Quality of Life



TELLING THE STORY

“We probably have about $100, $120 M worth of projects that are 

looking for financial programming in the TIP. But we can only select 

one or two at a time out of that list. So, how do we tell that story?”



BUT FIRST…

Name

Organization / Role

Have you gone through the TIP process in the past five years?

1

2

3



PRISM OVERVIEW



WHAT IS PRISM?

▪ Staff can confidently explain why 

projects score as they do

▪ Municipalities see themselves 

reflected in the process

▪ Public understands how input is used

▪ OCPC has a foundation that can 

grow region-wide

A robust prioritization system that the 

OCPC can confidently stand behind.



A WELL-ROUNDED FRAMEWORK

Safety

Community Driven

Sustainability Workforce 

Development

Equitable

Project Cost and 

Readiness



ELEMENTS OF A SUCCESSFUL PROCESS

Communities identify 
and submit 
transportation needs 
through a streamlined 
project info tool.
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Projects ranked to 
help guide funding 
decisions. 

Top project may move 
forward into the TIP and 
other funding programs.

Funded projects 
move forward into 
design, construction, 
and delivery.

Projects screened 
and scored using a 
consistent set of 
criteria to 
understand baseline 
performance.

Public input and local 
knowledge add context 
and highlight priorities 
not captured by data 
alone.

Projects assessed for 
feasibility, cost, and 
readiness to move 
forward. 
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Project rankings and 
the reasons behind 
them shared through 
an online public 
dashboard, providing 
clear and accessible 
insight into how 
decisions are made.
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ENVISIONED PRODUCT



INTEGRATED FOR A SUCCESSFUL SYSTEM

▪ Iterative process based on 

continual performance 

monitoring

▪ Room for flexibility

▪ Strong training program



GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK

OCPC

GPIPARTNERS

Paul Umano
Charlie Kilmer / Mary Waldron

Framework Engagement Economic GIS / Tech 
Infrastructure

Nicole Rogers
John Diaz

Framework Engagement Economic GIS / Tech 
Infrastructure

JTC MPO
Council

Municipalities

Regional Transit

MassDOT

FHWA

OCPC TECHNICAL STAFF GPI TECHNICAL STAFF



SCHEDULE

COMPLETE BY MARCH 31, 2028

SCHEDULE OVERLAP ANTICIPATED OVER TASKS



PHASING

Initiation & Planning – Jan. ’26 – Mar. ‘26

Data Inventory & Gaps Analysis – Apr. ’26 – Sept. ‘26

Prioritization Framework Development – Sept. ’26 – Mar. ‘27

Technology & Dashboard Development – Apr. ’27 – Sept. ‘27

Pilot Testing & Refinement – Sept. ’27 – Jan. ‘28

Finalization, Roll-Out & Capacity Building – Jan. ’28 – Mar. ‘28
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PHASE 1 COMPLETE

▪ Kick-Off Meeting

▪ Project Management / Housekeeping 

Items

▪ Communications Contact Repository

▪ GIS/Tech Infrastructure Kick-Off 

Meeting

▪ Detailed Work Plan

▪ Scope

▪ Governance Framework

▪ Engagement Strategy

▪ Schedule



PHASE 2 INITIATION

Deliverables

▪ Data inventory & gaps analysis
▪ Updated data collection plan

▪ Workshop summary/process memo highlighting 

current strengths and weaknesses

▪ Support OCPC in preparing bi-annual 

performance report

Sub-tasks

▪ 2.1 – Comprehensive Data Inventory & Gaps 
Analysis

▪ 2.2 – Stakeholder Workshops

▪ 2.3 – FHWA/Bi-Annual Performance Reporting



PHASE 2 ENGAGEMENT

OCPC Technical Staff

▪ April 21 - Transportation
▪ April 22 – Comprehensive Planning / Econ. Development

Standing/Advisory Bodies

▪ April 21 - MPO
▪ May 7 - JTC

Municipalities/ Regional Partners

▪ First 2 Weeks June

Public Outreach
▪ Late Summer (September)



WORKSHOP



WORKSHOP AHEAD

Today’s Workshop Agenda

Transportation Planning Basics

Current Process Challenges

Live Project Scoring Exercise

Potential Framework Enhancements

Regional Priorities Discussion

Dashboard & Transparency Concepts

Discussion & Next Steps
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PRISM will be shaped to 

reflect local communities. 

Please participate!
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 101



OCPC MPO

A Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

is a federally required regional 

transportation planning organization 

responsible for:

▪ planning transportation investments,

▪ prioritizing transportation projects,

▪ and programming federal transportation 

funding within an urbanized region.



THE TIP

▪ The TIP is the Old Colony MPO's federally required five-

year transportation investment program. 

▪ Identifies projects anticipated to receive federal 

transportation funding. 
▪ Includes highway, bridge, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, 

and multimodal projects. 

▪ Updated annually as a rolling five-year program. 

▪ Serves as the primary mechanism for advancing 

transportation projects toward implementation. 
▪ Connects long-range regional goals (Vision 2050) with 

near-term transportation investments. 

WHAT IS THE 

TIP?



THE TIP

TIP Funding is Programmed – Not Awarded

▪ Projects are programmed into a rolling five-year 

investment plan.

▪ Funding is tied to regional fiscal balancing and project 

scheduling.

TIP Funding Can Change Over Time

▪ Project costs may increase due to: inflation, scope 

refinement, utility conflicts, or design development.

▪ TIP allocations often adjust accordingly.

Delays Affect the Entire Program

▪ If a project is delayed funding does not automatically 

move with the project, and the project may need to be 

reprogrammed into a future TIP cycle. This can disrupt 
regional funding balance, project sequencing, and 

advancement of other projects.

WHAT THE TIP 

IS NOT



FUNDING

Fiscal Year

Total Programmed 

Highway and 

Bridge Projects

Total Programmed 

Transit Projects

Total Programmed 

Funds

FFY 2024-2028 $173,232,732 $25,400,000 $198,632,732

FFY 2025-2029 $173,400,718 $62,378,420 $235,779,138

FFY 2026-2030 $295,598,666 $78,258,530 $373,857,196

Projects are now taking longer to reach 25% and less time to reach 75% but longer overall.

Also significant increase in project cost

Sustainable program management must balance individual priorities against regional needs

▪ Too often, decisions are influenced by a single project, often at the expense of the 

broader program and unfunded projects



CURRENT PROCESS CHALLENGES



PARALLEL DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Planning and Needs Assessment

Project Initiation

Project Scoping & Cost 

Estimation

PRC Approval

Environmental and Right-of-Way 

Processes, continuing design

CONSTRUCTION

Conversation with MPO

Universe of Projects

Evaluate with TIP Criteria

MPO Funding Consideration

Programming in TIP

Funding Process

MPO TIP Development

Design Process

MassDOT Project Development



PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Planning and Needs Assessment

Project Initiation

Project Scoping & Cost 

Estimation

PRC Approval

Environmental and Right-of-Way 

Processes, continuing design

CONSTRUCTION

Design Process

MassDOT Project Development

Nearly every project in the TIP must follow the 

MassDOT design process

▪ Outlined in the Project Development and Design 

Guide

The MPO does not have a direct role in the 

execution of the design process

▪ Support corridor studies, provide technical assistance

▪ Fund design and construction work

▪ Coordinate the above efforts with MassDOT and other 

state partners



FUNDING DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Conversation with MPO

Universe of Projects

Evaluate with TIP Criteria

MPO Funding Consideration

Programming in TIP

Funding Process

MPO TIP Development

Projects come to the MPO at varying stages of 

the MassDOT design process

Recent improvements in coordination
▪ Design funds

▪ Scoping to vet projects before construction funding 

requests

Early and often coordination helps identify and 

reduce major disruptions to the program

▪ Major cost and schedule changes



CURRENT PROCESS CHALLENGES

What challenges have you experienced 

with the current process?

▪ Communication? 

▪ If your project encounters an issue, who do 

you go to solve it? MassDOT or MPO?

▪ How often do you communicate directly with 

MPO during project development?

▪ Should my project even go on the TIP?

▪ Is this the right avenue for funding?

▪ How do I even go about it?

▪ Capacity Issues?

▪ Are MassDOT expectations too daunting?

▪ Do you have the technical staff/resources?

▪ Scoring?

▪ Is scoring unclear?

▪ Is scoring premature?

▪ Is my project ready for funding?



CURRENT PROCESS CHALLENGES

Evolving 

MassDOT 

expectations

Limited 

municipal 

capacity/ 

resources

Unclear 

process / 

communication 

protocol

Unclear scope 

and cost 

estimates early 

in process

Difficulty 

understanding 

how projects 

are scored

Difficulty 

understanding what 

makes a project TIP 

READY / appropriate



CURRENT PROCESS

Core Observations
▪ Limited visibility into MassDOT MAPIT outputs / project 

data means redundancy and additional work for OCPC

▪ Projects only scored once at project inception (scope 

unclear in many instances)

▪ Difference in municipal capacity and understanding of 

project development timeline and policies for readiness

▪ Lack of transparency to public regarding scoring

Why It Matters
These challenges lead to redundant work and data 

gaps, unclear project scope, and reduced accuracy in 

scoring. They also contribute to inconsistent project 

advancement and confusion around both the process 

and how prioritization decisions are made.

Conversation 

with D5 and 
OCPC Staff

MAPIT 

Submission

Universe of 

Projects

Projects 

Scored

Readiness 

Day

TIP Released 

Public Comment

Document 

Finalized



LIVE PROJECT SCORING



CURRENT SCORING STRUCTURE

30% 30% 10% 10% 10% 10%

Safety System Preservation & 

Modernization

Mobility

Economic 

Impact
Policy & 

Support

Environment 

& Health

100 
Total Points

6 
Categories

1 x
Each Point = 1 %

ALL PROJECTS SCORED THE SAME



SCORING EXERCISE

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety & 

Operations Improvements

Project B – Small Town Downtown 

Complete Streets Corridor

Score under existing framework

Score under more data driven thresholds using existing framework

1

2



SCORING EXERCISE

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety & Operations Improvements

This project would reconstruct and signalize a high-crash intersection within a dense urban corridor serving a large 

Environmental Justice population. Improvements include new traffic signals, dedicated turn lanes, geometric 

modifications, upgraded lighting, enhanced pedestrian crossings, and access management intended to reduce severe 

crashes and improve traffic operations along a heavily traveled regional roadway. While the corridor carries high 

traffic volumes, major pedestrian-oriented destinations such as a school and public park are located more than one 

mile from the intersection. The municipality has several projects currently programmed on the TIP and maintains 

significant in-house planning and engineering capacity to advance transportation projects.



A - SAFETY

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements

Posted speed 35 mph

85th percentile speed 41 mph

AADT 18,900 vehicles/day

Existing roadway 

configuration
Two travel lanes in each direction

Existing lane width 12-foot travel lanes

Existing crossing distance Up to 64 feet at intersections

Existing turning issues
Frequent angle conflicts, abrupt 

braking, and queue spillback

Existing pedestrian 

environment

Sidewalks present, but crossings 

primarily provided at side streets only

Five-year crashes 72 total crashes

Injury crashes 22 crashes

Severe injury crashes 3 crashes

Fatal crashes 1 crash

Pedestrian/bicycle crashes 1 crashes

Speed-related crashes 7 crashes

Dominant crash pattern Angle and rear-end vehicle crashes

Crash cluster status
Top 5% statewide crash cluster, HSIP 

Eligible

Crash rate
2.35 crashes per million entering 

vehicles

District average crash rate
0.92 crashes per million entering 

vehicles

Safety Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Motorist crash 
history and 
anticipated safety 
impact

HSIP Eligible Location 10
Location is Reginal Top 100 High Crash Location or engaged in a safety plan and project 
will improve motorist safety

7

Demonstrated safety problem and safety improvement is anticipated with project 4

No demonstrated safety problem, but safety improvement is anticipated with project 3

No Safety Improvement Anticipated 0
Project may adversely effect safety -1

Potential Motorist Safety Points 10

Non-Motorist 
crash history and 
anticipated safety 
impact

HSIP Bicycle or Pedestrian Cluster 10
Location is Reginal Top 100 High Crash Location or engaged in a safety plan and project 
will improve non-motorist safety

7

Demonstrated safety problem and non-motorist safety improvement is anticipated with 4

No demonstrated crash problem, but project is anticipated to
3

improve non-motorist safety
No safety improvement anticipated 0
The project many adversely affect non-motorist safety -1

Potential Non-Motorist Safety Points 10

Systematic Safety 
Improvements/Pr
oven Safety
Countermeasures

Characteristics of the location make it a primary risk location and the project will 
implement a proven safety countermeasure

10

Characteristics of the location make it a secondary risk location and the project will 
implement a proven safety countermeasure

7

While not a primary or secondary risk location, the location provides access to 
vulnerable roadway users, such as schools, transit stops and senior destinations and the 
project will implement a proven safety countermeasure

4

No safety improvement anticipated 0
Potential Systematic Safety Improvement Points 10

Total Potential Safety Scoring 30



A - SAFETY

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements

Posted speed 35 mph

85th percentile speed 41 mph

AADT 18,900 vehicles/day

Existing roadway 

configuration
Two travel lanes in each direction

Existing lane width 12-foot travel lanes

Existing crossing distance Up to 64 feet at intersections

Existing turning issues
Frequent angle conflicts, abrupt 

braking, and queue spillback

Existing pedestrian 

environment

Sidewalks present, but crossings 

primarily provided at side streets only

Five-year crashes 72 total crashes

Injury crashes 22 crashes

Severe injury crashes 3 crashes

Fatal crashes 1 crash

Pedestrian/bicycle crashes 1 crashes

Speed-related crashes 7 crashes

Dominant crash pattern Angle and rear-end vehicle crashes

Crash cluster status
Top 5% statewide crash cluster, HSIP 

Eligible

Crash rate
2.35 crashes per million entering 

vehicles

District average crash rate
0.92 crashes per million entering 

vehicles

Safety Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Motorist crash 
history and 
anticipated safety 
impact

HSIP Eligible Location 10

10

Location is Reginal Top 100 High Crash Location or engaged in a safety plan and project 
will improve motorist safety

7

Demonstrated safety problem and safety improvement is anticipated with project 4

No demonstrated safety problem, but safety improvement is anticipated with project 3

No Safety Improvement Anticipated 0
Project may adversely effect safety -1

Potential Motorist Safety Points 10

Non-Motorist 
crash history and 
anticipated safety 
impact

HSIP Bicycle or Pedestrian Cluster 10

4

Location is Reginal Top 100 High Crash Location or engaged in a safety plan and project 
will improve non-motorist safety

7

Demonstrated safety problem and non-motorist safety improvement is anticipated with 4

No demonstrated crash problem, but project is anticipated to
3

improve non-motorist safety
No safety improvement anticipated 0
The project many adversely affect non-motorist safety -1

Potential Non-Motorist Safety Points 10

Systematic Safety 
Improvements/Pr
oven Safety
Countermeasures

Characteristics of the location make it a primary risk location and the project will 
implement a proven safety countermeasure

10

10
Characteristics of the location make it a secondary risk location and the project will 
implement a proven safety countermeasure

7

While not a primary or secondary risk location, the location provides access to 
vulnerable roadway users, such as schools, transit stops and senior destinations and the 
project will implement a proven safety countermeasure

4

No safety improvement anticipated 0
Potential Systematic Safety Improvement Points 10

Total Potential Safety Scoring 30 24



A - PRESERVATION

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety & 

Operations Improvements

Pavement Condition Fair

Existing sidewalks
Existing on most approaches, constrained in 

some areas

ADA compliance 3 of 8 ramps non-compliant

Existing bicycle facilities None

Transit service Fixed-route regional bus service

Intersection Improvements

Signalized intersection with left turn lanes. 

Signal to have ATC controller with video 
detection with traffic count capability

System Preservation Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Primary asset condition / effect on condition

Poor or failing / substantial improvement 12

Fair / moderate improvement 8

Good / minor improvement 4

Excellent / no improvement 0

Potential Primary Asset Points 12

Enhancements to Secondary Assets 
(Sidewalks, etc.)

Poor or failing / substantial improvement 8

Fair / moderate improvement 5

Good / minor improvement 2

Excellent / no improvement 0

Potential Secondary Asset Points 8

Use of modern technology to improve 
efficiency 

Use of innovative technology and/or 
incorporation of traffic counting technology

5

Improvement in technology to current best 
practices

2

Maintain/repair existing technology 1

Not applicable 0

Potential Modern Technology Points 5

Incorporates transit elements into design

Incorporates significant improvements to 
transit infrastructure,
accessibility and/or operational

5

Incorporates minor transit improvements 3

Improves operations on a transit route 1

No related improvements to transit 
access/operations are expected

0

Potential Transit Elements Points 5

Total Potential System Preservation and Modernization  Scoring 30 0



A - PRESERVATION

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety & 

Operations Improvements

Pavement Condition Fair

Existing sidewalks
Existing on most approaches, constrained in 

some areas

ADA compliance 3 of 8 ramps non-compliant

Existing bicycle facilities None

Transit service Fixed-route regional bus service

Intersection Improvements

Signalized intersection with left turn lanes. 

Signal to have ATC controller with video 
detection with traffic count capability

System Preservation Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Primary asset condition / effect on condition

Poor or failing / substantial improvement 12

8
Fair / moderate improvement 8

Good / minor improvement 4

Excellent / no improvement 0

Potential Primary Asset Points 12

Enhancements to Secondary Assets 
(Sidewalks, etc.)

Poor or failing / substantial improvement 8

5
Fair / moderate improvement 5

Good / minor improvement 2

Excellent / no improvement 0

Potential Secondary Asset Points 8

Use of modern technology to improve 
efficiency 

Use of innovative technology and/or 
incorporation of traffic counting technology

5

5
Improvement in technology to current best 
practices

2

Maintain/repair existing technology 1

Not applicable 0

Potential Modern Technology Points 5

Incorporates transit elements into design

Incorporates significant improvements to 
transit infrastructure,
accessibility and/or operational

5

1
Incorporates minor transit improvements 3

Improves operations on a transit route 1

No related improvements to transit 
access/operations are expected

0

Potential Transit Elements Points 5

Total Potential System Preservation and Modernization  Scoring 30 19



A - MOBILITY

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements
Mobility Criterion Factor Points

Project 
Score

Existing motorist congestion / effect on 
motorist congestion

Location identified in the CMP network/ 
substantial improvement

4

Significant existing / substantial improvement 3

Significant existing / moderate or minor 
improvement

2

Minimal existing / minor improvement 1

No Change 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Motorist Congestion Points 4

Effect on mobility / accommodation of non-
motorists

Substantial improvement 3

Moderate improvement 2

Minimal improvement 1

No effect for non-motorists 0

Negative effect on mobility / accommodation -1

Potential Non-Motorist Mobility Points 3

Effect on connectivity / access (emphasis 
placed on key emergency and evacuation 
routes)

Substantial improvement to connectivity 
through the corridor

3

Moderate improvement to connectivity 2

W Minimal effect on connectivity 1

No effect on connectivity 0

Negative effect on connectivity -1

Potential Connectivity and Access Points 3

Total Potential Mobility Scoring 10 0

Functional class Principal arterial

Setting Commercial urban corridor

Posted speed 35 mph

85th percentile speed 41 mph

AADT 18,900 vehicles/day

Existing roadway configuration Two travel lanes in each direction

Existing lane width 12-foot travel lanes

Existing crossing distance Up to 64 feet at intersections

Existing turning issues

Frequent angle conflicts, abrupt 
braking, and queue spillback, LOS F 

during AM and PM peak periods

Existing pedestrian environment
Sidewalks present, but crossings 
primarily provided at side streets only

Existing sidewalks
Existing on most approaches, 
constrained in some areas

ADA compliance 16 of 24 ramps non-compliant

Existing bicycle facilities None

Transit service Fixed-route regional bus service



A - MOBILITY

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements
Mobility Criterion Factor Points

Project 
Score

Existing motorist congestion / effect on 
motorist congestion

Location identified in the CMP network/ 
substantial improvement

4

3

Significant existing / substantial improvement 3

Significant existing / moderate or minor 
improvement

2

Minimal existing / minor improvement 1

No Change 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Motorist Congestion Points 4

Effect on mobility / accommodation of non-
motorists

Substantial improvement 3

2

Moderate improvement 2

Minimal improvement 1

No effect for non-motorists 0

Negative effect on mobility / accommodation -1

Potential Non-Motorist Mobility Points 3

Effect on connectivity / access (emphasis 
placed on key emergency and evacuation 
reoutes)

Substantial improvement to connectivity 
through the corridor

3

2
Moderate improvement to connectivity 2

W Minimal effect on connectivity 1

No effect on connectivity 0

Negative effect on connectivity -1

Potential Connectivity and Access Points 3

Total Potential Mobility Scoring 10 7

Functional class Principal arterial

Setting Commercial urban corridor

Posted speed 35 mph

85th percentile speed 41 mph

AADT 18,900 vehicles/day

Existing roadway configuration Two travel lanes in each direction

Existing lane width 12-foot travel lanes

Existing crossing distance Up to 64 feet at intersections

Existing turning issues

Frequent angle conflicts, abrupt 
braking, and queue spillback, LOS F 

during AM and PM peak periods

Existing pedestrian environment
Sidewalks present, but crossings 
primarily provided at side streets only

Existing sidewalks
Existing on most approaches, 
constrained in some areas

ADA compliance 16 of 24 ramps non-compliant

Existing bicycle facilities None

Transit service Fixed-route regional bus service



A –  ECONOMIC IMPACT

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements

Functional Classification Principal arterial

Freight route Yes

Economic development context Commercial urban corridor

Zoning General commercial

Redevelopment potential Limited

Residential density 2.01 hu/acre

Employment density 5.62 jobs/acre

Connectivity Benefits
Minor pedestrian connectivity 
improvements

Economic Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Effect on access to or within a 
regionally-designated
economic development area

Substantial improvement 3

Moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 3

Effect on access to or within a locally-
designated business
district

Substantial or moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 2

Effect on connections between 
housing, job, cultural centers,
and essential services within and 
beyond the region

Substantial improvement 3

Moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 3

Effect on the ability of the region's 
freight network to handle current and 
future freight needs

Substantial or moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 2

Total Potential Economic Impact Scoring 10 0



A –  ECONOMIC IMPACT

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements

Functional Classification Principal arterial

Freight route Yes

Economic development context Commercial urban corridor

Zoning General commercial

Redevelopment potential Limited

Residential density 2.01 hu/acre

Employment density 5.62 jobs/acre

Connectivity Benefits
Minor pedestrian connectivity 
improvements

Economic Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Effect on access to or within a 
regionally-designated
economic development area

Substantial improvement 3

1

Moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 3

Effect on access to or within a locally-
designated business
district

Substantial or moderate improvement 2

0

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 2

Effect on connections between 
housing, job, cultural centers,
and essential services within and 
beyond the region

Substantial improvement 3

2

Moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 3

Effect on the ability of the region's 
freight network to handle current and 
future freight needs

Substantial or moderate improvement 2

1

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 2

Total Potential Economic Impact Scoring 10 4



A –  ENVIRONMENT & HEALTH

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements

Wetlands No intersection

Wildlife No intersection

Open Space Park located 1.1 mile away

Stormwater Management Minor drainage

Air Quality Impacts Reduction in delay

Coastal Community No

Promotes healthy transportation Minor pedestrian improvements

Environmental and Health 
Criterion

Factor Points
Project 
Score

Effect on wetlands, wildlife, or 
other resource protection

Anticipated improvement 2
Minor contribution to preservation 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Natural Resources Points 2

Effect on water quality through 
stormwater management and 
treatment with an emphasis on 
for nitrogen

Anticipated improvement in stormwater management and
treatment 2
Anticipated improvement in stormwater management 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Water Quality Points 2

Effect on air quality / GHG 
emission

Significant, quantifiable decrease in GHG anticipated 2

Minor, quantifiable or qualitative decrease in GHG anticipated 1
No effect on GHG anticipated 0
Anticipated increase in GHG -1

Potential Effect on Air Quality Points 2

Coastal Resiliency / Sea Level 
Rise Vulnerability / Low Lying 
Roads

Project vulnerable area with resilient design 2
Project is not in a vulnerable area but includes with resilient
design elements 1
Project not in vulnerable area and not special consideration given
to resilient design 0
Project in a vulnerable area and is not a resilient design -1

Potential Effect on Coastal Resiliency Points 2

Effect on cultural resources or 
open space

Anticipated improvement 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Open Space Points 1

Healthy Transportation Options

Increase in healthy transportation options 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Healthy Transportation Options Points 1
Total Potential Environmental and Health Scoring 10 0



A –  ENVIRONMENT & HEALTH

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements

Wetlands No intersection

Wildlife No intersection

Open Space Park located 1.1 mile away

Stormwater Management Minor drainage

Air Quality Impacts Reduction in delay

Coastal Community No

Promotes healthy transportation Minor pedestrian improvements

Environmental and Health 
Criterion

Factor Points
Project 
Score

Effect on wetlands, wildlife, or 
other resource protection

Anticipated improvement 2

0

Minor contribution to preservation 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Natural Resources Points 2

Effect on water quality through 
stormwater management and 
treatment with an emphasis on 
for nitrogen

Anticipated improvement in stormwater management and
treatment 2

1

Anticipated improvement in stormwater management 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Water Quality Points 2

Effect on air quality / GHG 
emission

Significant, quantifiable decrease in GHG anticipated 2

1

Minor, quantifiable or qualitative decrease in GHG anticipated 1
No effect on GHG anticipated 0
Anticipated increase in GHG -1

Potential Effect on Air Quality Points 2

Coastal Resiliency / Sea Level 
Rise Vulnerability / Low Lying 
Roads

Project vulnerable area with resilient design 2

0

Project is not in a vulnerable area but includes with resilient
design elements 1
Project not in vulnerable area and not special consideration given
to resilient design 0
Project in a vulnerable area and is not a resilient design -1

Potential Effect on Coastal Resiliency Points 2

Effect on cultural resources or 
open space

Anticipated improvement 1

0

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Open Space Points 1

Healthy Transportation Options

Increase in healthy transportation options 1

0

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Healthy Transportation Options Points 1

Total Potential Environmental and Health Scoring 10 2



A –  POLICY AND SUPPORT

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements

Local Plans Master plan. Road safety audit

Regional Plans Safety Action Plan

Community Support
Public information meeting, funds 
allocated for design by town officials

Environmental Justice Yes

Plan development 25% design in development

Policy and Support Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Local Plans / Community Support

Stated Support for Project by Officials and Project Has Active Design 3

Stated Support but No Active Design 2

Project identified in existing local plan 1

Neutral 0

Project has community opposition -1

Potential Local Sand Community Support Points 3

Project identified  in Regional Plan 
and/or Consistent with Regional 
Policy 

Project specifically identified in Regional Plan 2

Project Supports Regional Plan Policies, including PM1, PM2, PM3, and 

TAM 1

Neutral 0

Inconsistent with Regional Plan and Policies -1

Potential Regional Support and Consistency Points 2

Project supports Federal or State 
(including MassDOT) policies and 
goals not accounted for in other 
criteria

Project specifically identified in a existing Federal or State Plan 2

Consistent with Federal or State Policies or Principles 1

Neutral 0

Inconsistent with Federal or State Policies or Principles -1

Potential State and Federal Consistency Points 2

Equity

Project is located within an Environmental Justice area and will

have a positive impact on population 3

Project is of a regional significance that will serve individuals and

improve access for Environmental Justice populations 1

Project is isolated and not located within or adjacent to an

Environmental Justice area 0

Project in a vulnerable area and is not a resilient design -1

Potential Equity and Environmental Justice Points 3

Total Potential Policy and Support Scoring 10 0



A –  POLICY AND SUPPORT

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety 

& Operations Improvements

Local Plans Master plan. Road safety audit

Regional Plans Safety Action Plan

Community Support
Public information meeting, funds 
allocated for design by town officials

Environmental Justice Yes

Plan development 25% design in development

Policy and Support Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Local Plans / Community Support

Stated Support for Project by Officials and Project Has Active Design 3

3

Stated Support but No Active Design 2

Project identified in existing local plan 1

Neutral 0

Project has community opposition -1

Potential Local Sand Community Support Points 3

Project identified  in Regional Plan 
and/or Consistent with Regional 
Policy 

Project specifically identified in Regional Plan 2

2

Project Supports Regional Plan Policies, including PM1, PM2, PM3, and 

TAM 1

Neutral 0

Inconsistent with Regional Plan and Policies -1

Potential Regional Support and Consistency Points 2

Project supports Federal or State 
(including MassDOT) policies and 
goals not accounted for in other 
criteria

Project specifically identified in a existing Federal or State Plan 2

1

Consistent with Federal or State Policies or Principles 1

Neutral 0

Inconsistent with Federal or State Policies or Principles -1

Potential State and Federal Consistency Points 2

Equity

Project is located within an Environmental Justice area and will

have a positive impact on population 3

3

Project is of a regional significance that will serve individuals and

improve access for Environmental Justice populations 1

Project is isolated and not located within or adjacent to an

Environmental Justice area 0

Project in a vulnerable area and is not a resilient design -1

Potential Equity and Environmental Justice Points 3

Total Potential Policy and Support Scoring 10 9



SCORING EXERCISE

Project B – Small Town Downtown Complete Streets Corridor

This project would transform a small town downtown corridor into a safer, more accessible, and walkable community 

center through traffic calming, widened sidewalks, ADA accessibility upgrades, enhanced crossings, bicycle 

accommodations, streetscape improvements, and public space enhancements. The corridor serves as the heart of 

the community and provides direct access to a nearby elementary school, public park, local businesses, civic 

buildings, and senior housing. The project is intended to improve safety and mobility for older adults and vulnerable 

users, strengthen downtown identity, support small business growth, and encourage future economic development 

and housing investment in a community with limited municipal planning resources and few recent transportation 

investments.



B - SAFETY

Project B – Small Town Downtown 

Complete Streets Corridor

Posted speed 30 mph

85th percentile speed 39 mph

AADT 17,600 vehicles/day

Existing roadway configuration Two travel lanes in each direction

Existing lane width 12-foot travel lanes

Existing crossing distance Up to 62 feet at intersections

Existing turning issues

Difficulty accessing downtown 

businesses from opposing direction, 
abrupt braking, and turning conflicts

Existing pedestrian 

environment

Long crossings, limited refuge 

opportunities, narrow/inconsistent 
sidewalks

Five-year crashes 24 total crashes

Injury crashes 8 crashes

Severe injury crashes 1 crash

Fatal crashes 0 crashes

Pedestrian/bicycle crashes 5 crashes

Speed-related crashes 6 crashes

Dominant crash pattern
Pedestrian/bicycle and speed-related 

crashes

Crash cluster status
Local VRU safety cluster, not HSIP 

eligible

Crash rate 1.05 crashes per million vehicle miles

Regional average crash rate 0.88 crashes per million vehicle miles

Safety Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Motorist crash 
history and 
anticipated safety 
impact

HSIP Eligible Location 10
Location is Reginal Top 100 High Crash Location or engaged in a safety plan and project 
will improve motorist safety

7

Demonstrated safety problem and safety improvement is anticipated with project 4

No demonstrated safety problem, but safety improvement is anticipated with project 3

No Safety Improvement Anticipated 0
Project may adversely effect safety -1

Potential Motorist Safety Points 10

Non-Motorist 
crash history and 
anticipated safety 
impact

HSIP Bicycle or Pedestrian Cluster 10
Location is Reginal Top 100 High Crash Location or engaged in a safety plan and project 
will improve non-motorist safety

7

Demonstrated safety problem and non-motorist safety improvement is anticipated with 4

No demonstrated crash problem, but project is anticipated to
3

improve non-motorist safety
No safety improvement anticipated 0
The project many adversely affect non-motorist safety -1

Potential Non-Motorist Safety Points 10

Systematic Safety 
Improvements/Pr
oven Safety
Countermeasures

Characteristics of the location make it a primary risk location and the project will 
implement a proven safety countermeasure

10

Characteristics of the location make it a secondary risk location and the project will 
implement a proven safety countermeasure

7

While not a primary or secondary risk location, the location provides access to 
vulnerable roadway users, such as schools, transit stops and senior destinations and the 
project will implement a proven safety countermeasure

4

No safety improvement anticipated 0
Potential Systematic Safety Improvement Points 10

Total Potential Safety Scoring 30



B - SAFETY

Project B – Small Town Downtown 

Complete Streets Corridor

Posted speed 30 mph

85th percentile speed 39 mph

AADT 17,600 vehicles/day

Existing roadway configuration Two travel lanes in each direction

Existing lane width 12-foot travel lanes

Existing crossing distance Up to 62 feet at intersections

Existing turning issues

Difficulty accessing downtown 

businesses from opposing direction, 
abrupt braking, and turning conflicts

Existing pedestrian 

environment

Long crossings, limited refuge 

opportunities, narrow/inconsistent 
sidewalks

Five-year crashes 24 total crashes

Injury crashes 8 crashes

Severe injury crashes 1 crash

Fatal crashes 0 crashes

Pedestrian/bicycle crashes 5 crashes

Speed-related crashes 6 crashes

Dominant crash pattern
Pedestrian/bicycle and speed-related 

crashes

Crash cluster status
Local VRU safety cluster, not HSIP 

eligible

Crash rate 1.05 crashes per million vehicle miles

Regional average crash rate 0.88 crashes per million vehicle miles

Safety Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Motorist crash 
history and 
anticipated safety 
impact

HSIP Eligible Location 10

4

Location is Reginal Top 100 High Crash Location or engaged in a safety plan and project 
will improve motorist safety

7

Demonstrated safety problem and safety improvement is anticipated with project 4

No demonstrated safety problem, but safety improvement is anticipated with project 3

No Safety Improvement Anticipated 0
Project may adversely effect safety -1

Potential Motorist Safety Points 10

Non-Motorist 
crash history and 
anticipated safety 
impact

HSIP Bicycle or Pedestrian Cluster 10

10

Location is Reginal Top 100 High Crash Location or engaged in a safety plan and project 
will improve non-motorist safety

7

Demonstrated safety problem and non-motorist safety improvement is anticipated with 4

No demonstrated crash problem, but project is anticipated to
3

improve non-motorist safety
No safety improvement anticipated 0
The project many adversely affect non-motorist safety -1

Potential Non-Motorist Safety Points 10

Systematic Safety 
Improvements/Pr
oven Safety
Countermeasures

Characteristics of the location make it a primary risk location and the project will 
implement a proven safety countermeasure

10

4
Characteristics of the location make it a secondary risk location and the project will 
implement a proven safety countermeasure

7

While not a primary or secondary risk location, the location provides access to 
vulnerable roadway users, such as schools, transit stops and senior destinations and the 
project will implement a proven safety countermeasure

4

No safety improvement anticipated 0
Potential Systematic Safety Improvement Points 10

Total Potential Safety Scoring 30 18



B - PRESERVATION

System Preservation Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Primary asset condition / effect on condition

Poor or failing / substantial improvement 12

Fair / moderate improvement 8

Good / minor improvement 4

Excellent / no improvement 0

Potential Primary Asset Points 12

Enhancements to Secondary Assets 
(Sidewalks, etc.)

Poor or failing / substantial improvement 8

Fair / moderate improvement 5

Good / minor improvement 2

Excellent / no improvement 0

Potential Secondary Asset Points 8

Use of modern technology to improve 
efficiency 

Use of innovative technology and/or 
incorporation of traffic counting technology

5

Improvement in technology to current best 
practices

2

Maintain/repair existing technology 1

Not applicable 0

Potential Modern Technology Points 5

Incorporates transit elements into design

Incorporates significant improvements to 
transit infrastructure,
accessibility and/or operational

5

Incorporates minor transit improvements 3

Improves operations on a transit route 1

No related improvements to transit 
access/operations are expected

0

Potential Transit Elements Points 5

Total Potential System Preservation and Modernization  Scoring 30

Project B – Small Town Downtown Complete 

Streets Corridor

Pavement Condition Good

Existing sidewalks Narrow, intermittent, and noncompliant

ADA compliance 20 of 28 ramps non-compliant

Existing bicycle facilities None

Transit service Limited regional transit service

Intersection Improvements
T-up intersections to remove slip lanes and 

introduce curb extensions



B - PRESERVATION

System Preservation Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Primary asset condition / effect on condition

Poor or failing / substantial improvement 12

4
Fair / moderate improvement 8

Good / minor improvement 4

Excellent / no improvement 0

Potential Primary Asset Points 12

Enhancements to Secondary Assets 
(Sidewalks, etc.)

Poor or failing / substantial improvement 8

8
Fair / moderate improvement 5

Good / minor improvement 2

Excellent / no improvement 0

Potential Secondary Asset Points 8

Use of modern technology to improve 
efficiency 

Use of innovative technology and/or 
incorporation of traffic counting technology

5

0
Improvement in technology to current best 
practices

2

Maintain/repair existing technology 1

Not applicable 0

Potential Modern Technology Points 5

Incorporates transit elements into design

Incorporates significant improvements to 
transit infrastructure,
accessibility and/or operational

5

0
Incorporates minor transit improvements 3

Improves operations on a transit route 1

No related improvements to transit 
access/operations are expected

0

Potential Transit Elements Points 5

Total Potential System Preservation and Modernization  Scoring 30 12

Project B – Small Town Downtown Complete 

Streets Corridor

Pavement Condition Good

Existing sidewalks Narrow, intermittent, and noncompliant

ADA compliance 20 of 28 ramps non-compliant

Existing bicycle facilities None

Transit service Limited regional transit service

Intersection Improvements
T-up intersections to remove slip lanes and 

introduce curb extensions



B - MOBILITY

Mobility Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Existing motorist congestion / effect on 
motorist congestion

Location identified in the CMP network/ 
substantial improvement

4

Significant existing / substantial improvement 3

Significant existing / moderate or minor 
improvement

2

Minimal existing / minor improvement 1

No Change 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Motorist Congestion Points 4

Effect on mobility / accommodation of non-
motorists

Substantial improvement 3

Moderate improvement 2

Minimal improvement 1

No effect for non-motorists 0

Negative effect on mobility / accommodation -1

Potential Non-Motorist Mobility Points 3

Effect on connectivity / access (emphasis 
placed on key emergency and evacuation 
reoutes)

Substantial improvement to connectivity 
through the corridor

3

Moderate improvement to connectivity 2

Minimal effect on connectivity 1

No effect on connectivity 0

Negative effect on connectivity -1

Potential Connectivity and Access Points 3

Total Potential Mobility Scoring 10

Project B – Small Town Downtown Complete 

Streets Corridor

Functional class Minor arterial

Setting Historic downtown corridor

Posted speed 30 mph

85th percentile speed 39 mph

AADT 17,600 vehicles/day

Existing roadway configuration Two travel lanes in each direction

Existing lane width 12-foot travel lanes

Existing crossing distance Up to 62 feet at intersections

Existing turning issues

Difficulty accessing downtown 

businesses from opposing 
direction, abrupt braking, and 

turning conflicts, throughput traffic 

generally free-flowing

Existing pedestrian environment

Long crossings, limited refuge 

opportunities, narrow/inconsistent 
sidewalks

Existing sidewalks
Narrow, intermittent, and 

noncompliant

ADA compliance 20 of 28 ramps non-compliant

Existing bicycle facilities None

Transit service Limited regional transit service



B - MOBILITY

Mobility Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Existing motorist congestion / effect on 
motorist congestion

Location identified in the CMP network/ 
substantial improvement

4

1

Significant existing / substantial improvement 3

Significant existing / moderate or minor 
improvement

2

Minimal existing / minor improvement 1

No Change 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Motorist Congestion Points 4

Effect on mobility / accommodation of non-
motorists

Substantial improvement 3

3

Moderate improvement 2

Minimal improvement 1

No effect for non-motorists 0

Negative effect on mobility / accommodation -1

Potential Non-Motorist Mobility Points 3

Effect on connectivity / access (emphasis 
placed on key emergency and evacuation 
reoutes)

Substantial improvement to connectivity 
through the corridor

3

2
Moderate improvement to connectivity 2

Minimal effect on connectivity 1

No effect on connectivity 0

Negative effect on connectivity -1

Potential Connectivity and Access Points 3

Total Potential Mobility Scoring 10 6

Project B – Small Town Downtown Complete 

Streets Corridor

Functional class Minor arterial

Setting Historic downtown corridor

Posted speed 30 mph

85th percentile speed 39 mph

AADT 17,600 vehicles/day

Existing roadway configuration Two travel lanes in each direction

Existing lane width 12-foot travel lanes

Existing crossing distance Up to 62 feet at intersections

Existing turning issues

Difficulty accessing downtown 

businesses from opposing 
direction, abrupt braking, and 

turning conflicts, throughput traffic 

generally free-flowing

Existing pedestrian environment

Long crossings, limited refuge 

opportunities, narrow/inconsistent 
sidewalks

Existing sidewalks
Narrow, intermittent, and 

noncompliant

ADA compliance 20 of 28 ramps non-compliant

Existing bicycle facilities None

Transit service Limited regional transit service



B –  ECONOMIC IMPACT

Economic Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Effect on access to or within a 
regionally-designated
economic development area

Substantial improvement 3

Moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 3

Effect on access to or within a locally-
designated business
district

Substantial or moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 2

Effect on connections between 
housing, job, cultural centers,
and essential services within and 
beyond the region

Substantial improvement 3

Moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 3

Effect on the ability of the region's 
freight network to handle current and 
future freight needs

Substantial or moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 2

Total Potential Economic Impact Scoring 10 0

Project B – Small Town Downtown Complete 

Streets Corridor

Functional Classification Principal arterial

Freight route No

Economic development context Downtown revitalization focus area

Zoning General business

Redevelopment potential
Proposed mixed-use redevelopment 
and housing growth

Residential density 1.58 hu/acre

Employment density 3.09 jobs/acre

Connectivity Benefit
Closes major sidewalks and 
downtown accessibility gaps



B –  ECONOMIC IMPACT

Economic Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Effect on access to or within a 
regionally-designated
economic development area

Substantial improvement 3

0

Moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 3

Effect on access to or within a locally-
designated business
district

Substantial or moderate improvement 2

2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 2

Effect on connections between 
housing, job, cultural centers,
and essential services within and 
beyond the region

Substantial improvement 3

3

Moderate improvement 2

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 3

Effect on the ability of the region's 
freight network to handle current and 
future freight needs

Substantial or moderate improvement 2

0

Minor improvement 1

No effect 0

Negative effect -1

Potential Points 2

Total Potential Economic Impact Scoring 10 5

Project B – Small Town Downtown Complete 

Streets Corridor

Functional Classification Minor arterial

Freight route No

Economic development context Downtown revitalization focus area

Zoning General business

Redevelopment potential
Proposed mixed-use redevelopment 
and housing growth

Residential density 1.58 hu/acre

Employment density 3.09 jobs/acre

Connectivity Benefit
Closes major sidewalks and 
downtown accessibility gaps



B –  ENVIRONMENT & HEALTH

Wetlands No intersection

Wildlife No intersection

Open Space Park adjacent to corridor

Stormwater Management
Drainage modifications and 
raingarden

Air Quality Impacts
Potential reduced reliance on 
automobile

Coastal Community No

Promotes healthy transportation
Pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodation gaps filled

Environmental and Health 
Criterion

Factor Points
Project 
Score

Effect on wetlands, wildlife, or 
other resource protection

Anticipated improvement 2
Minor contribution to preservation 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Natural Resources Points 2

Effect on water quality through 
stormwater management and 
treatment with an emphasis on 
for nitrogen

Anticipated improvement in stormwater management and
treatment 2
Anticipated improvement in stormwater management 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Water Quality Points 2

Effect on air quality / GHG 
emission

Significant, quantifiable decrease in GHG anticipated 2

Minor, quantifiable or qualitative decrease in GHG anticipated 1
No effect on GHG anticipated 0
Anticipated increase in GHG -1

Potential Effect on Air Quality Points 2

Coastal Resiliency / Sea Level 
Rise Vulnerability / Low Lying 
Roads

Project vulnerable area with resilient design 2
Project is not in a vulnerable area but includes with resilient
design elements 1
Project not in vulnerable area and not special consideration given
to resilient design 0
Project in a vulnerable area and is not a resilient design -1

Potential Effect on Coastal Resiliency Points 2

Effect on cultural resources or 
open space

Anticipated improvement 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Open Space Points 1

Healthy Transportation Options

Increase in healthy transportation options 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Healthy Transportation Options Points 1
Total Potential Environmental and Health Scoring 10 0

Project B – Small Town Downtown Complete 

Streets Corridor



B –  ENVIRONMENT & HEALTH

Wetlands No intersection

Wildlife No intersection

Open Space Park adjacent to corridor

Stormwater Management
Drainage modifications and 
raingarden

Air Quality Impacts
Potential reduced reliance on 
automobile

Coastal Community No

Promotes healthy transportation
Pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodation gaps filled

Environmental and Health 
Criterion

Factor Points
Project 
Score

Effect on wetlands, wildlife, or 
other resource protection

Anticipated improvement 2

0

Minor contribution to preservation 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Natural Resources Points 2

Effect on water quality through 
stormwater management and 
treatment with an emphasis on 
for nitrogen

Anticipated improvement in stormwater management and
treatment 2

1

Anticipated improvement in stormwater management 1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Water Quality Points 2

Effect on air quality / GHG 
emission

Significant, quantifiable decrease in GHG anticipated 2

1

Minor, quantifiable or qualitative decrease in GHG anticipated 1
No effect on GHG anticipated 0
Anticipated increase in GHG -1

Potential Effect on Air Quality Points 2

Coastal Resiliency / Sea Level 
Rise Vulnerability / Low Lying 
Roads

Project vulnerable area with resilient design 2

0

Project is not in a vulnerable area but includes with resilient
design elements 1
Project not in vulnerable area and not special consideration given
to resilient design 0
Project in a vulnerable area and is not a resilient design -1

Potential Effect on Coastal Resiliency Points 2

Effect on cultural resources or 
open space

Anticipated improvement 1

1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Open Space Points 1

Healthy Transportation Options

Increase in healthy transportation options 1

1

No anticipated impact or negative impacts adequately mitigated 0
Negative impact -1

Potential Effect on Healthy Transportation Options Points 1

Total Potential Environmental and Health Scoring 10 4

Project B – Small Town Downtown 

Complete Streets Corridor



B –  POLICY AND SUPPORT

Policy and Support Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Local Plans / Community Support

Stated Support for Project by Officials and Project Has Active Design 3

Stated Support but No Active Design 2

Project identified in existing local plan 1

Neutral 0

Project has community opposition -1

Potential Local Sand Community Support Points 3

Project identified  in Regional Plan 
and/or Consistent with Regional 
Policy 

Project specifically identified in Regional Plan 2

Project Supports Regional Plan Policies, including PM1, PM2, PM3, and 

TAM 1

Neutral 0

Inconsistent with Regional Plan and Policies -1

Potential Regional Support and Consistency Points 2

Project supports Federal or State 
(including MassDOT) policies and 
goals not accounted for in other 
criteria

Project specifically identified in a existing Federal or State Plan 2

Consistent with Federal or State Policies or Principles 1

Neutral 0

Inconsistent with Federal or State Policies or Principles -1

Potential State and Federal Consistency Points 2

Equity

Project is located within an Environmental Justice area and will

have a positive impact on population 3

Project is of a regional significance that will serve individuals and

improve access for Environmental Justice populations 1

Project is isolated and not located within or adjacent to an

Environmental Justice area 0

Project in a vulnerable area and is not a resilient design -1

Potential Equity and Environmental Justice Points 3

Total Potential Policy and Support Scoring 10

Project B – Small Town Downtown 

Complete Streets Corridor

Local Plans
Master plan, economic development 
plan

Regional Plans No

Community Support

General positive sentiment, no 
official engagement yet, town 

dedicating funds for design

Environmental Justice No

Plan development Pre-25% design in development



B –  POLICY AND SUPPORT

Policy and Support Criterion Factor Points
Project 
Score

Local Plans / Community Support

Stated Support for Project by Officials and Project Has Active Design 3

2

Stated Support but No Active Design 2

Project identified in existing local plan 1

Neutral 0

Project has community opposition -1

Potential Local Sand Community Support Points 3

Project identified  in Regional Plan 
and/or Consistent with Regional 
Policy 

Project specifically identified in Regional Plan 2

0

Project Supports Regional Plan Policies, including PM1, PM2, PM3, and 

TAM 1

Neutral 0

Inconsistent with Regional Plan and Policies -1

Potential Regional Support and Consistency Points 2

Project supports Federal or State 
(including MassDOT) policies and 
goals not accounted for in other 
criteria

Project specifically identified in a existing Federal or State Plan 2

1

Consistent with Federal or State Policies or Principles 1

Neutral 0

Inconsistent with Federal or State Policies or Principles -1

Potential State and Federal Consistency Points 2

Equity

Project is located within an Environmental Justice area and will

have a positive impact on population 3

0

Project is of a regional significance that will serve individuals and

improve access for Environmental Justice populations 1

Project is isolated and not located within or adjacent to an

Environmental Justice area 0

Project in a vulnerable area and is not a resilient design -1

Potential Equity and Environmental Justice Points 3

Total Potential Policy and Support Scoring 10 3

Project B – Small Town Downtown 

Complete Streets Corridor

Local Plans
Master plan, economic development 
plan

Regional Plans No

Community Support

General positive sentiment, no 
official engagement yet, town 

dedicating funds for design

Environmental Justice No

Plan development Pre-25% design in development



SCORE COMPARISON

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety & 

Operations Improvements

Project B – Small Town Downtown 

Complete Streets Corridor

Category Total Score

Safety 24

System Preservation 19

Mobility 7

Economic Impact 4

Environment and Health 2

Policy and Support 9

Total Score 65

Category Total Score

Safety 18

System Preservation 12

Mobility 6

Economic Impact 5

Environment and Health 4

Policy and Support 3

Total Score 48

Project struggles but may produce far broader 

regional/community benefits

Project performs well but its broader community benefit 

is relatively narrow.



CURRENT SCORING STRUCTURE

Core Observations

▪ Scoring is often subjective and reliant on 

institutional knowledge

▪ Definitions and criteria lack clarity, leading to 

inconsistent application

▪ Data is not consistently used or fully leveraged 

across categories

▪ Projects are scored early in the process, before 

scope and design are well defined

▪ Overall, there is a misalignment between 

available information and what the scoring is 

evaluating

▪ While safety and preservation important, the 

current weighting may not fully reflect the 

region’s goals

▪ All projects scored the same way

Why It Matters

▪ Results in reduced consistency, transparency, 

and defensibility in decision-making

▪ Leads to unclear project scope and reduced 

scoring accuracy

▪ Creates redundant work and data gaps due to 

limited data access

▪ Contributes to inconsistent project advancement 

across communities

▪ Causes confusion around the process and 

prioritization decisions

▪ Limits the ability to confidently prioritize projects 

aligned with regional goals

▪ Different projects have different goals

▪ Unintentionally auto dominated



POTENTIAL FRAMEWORK ENHANCEMENTS



SCORE COMPARISON

Project A – Urban Intersection Safety & 

Operations Improvements

Project B – Small Town Downtown 

Complete Streets Corridor

Category Total Score

Safety 24

System Preservation 19

Mobility 7

Economic Impact 4

Environment and Health 2

Policy and Support 9

Total Score 65

Category Total Score

Safety 18

System Preservation 12

Mobility 6

Economic Impact 5

Environment and Health 4

Policy and Support 3

Total Score 48

Project struggles but may produce far broader 

regional/community benefits

Project performs well but its broader community benefit 

is relatively narrow.



BIG PICTURE THINKING

Legacy frameworks often prioritize:

▪ Vehicle crashes

▪ Congestion

▪ Throughput
▪ Roadway operations

Modern transportation prioritization may 

also need to better consider:

▪ Vulnerable users

▪ Accessibility
▪ Connectivity

▪ Equity

▪ Economic Development

▪ Land use alignment

▪ Placemaking
▪ Mulitmodal outcomes

▪ Long-term community benefits

Are we prioritizing projects that simply 

move vehicles efficiently, or projects 

that create safer, more connected, 

economically vibrant communities? 

And are we doing it in a way that is fair 

and equitable to all communities 

regardless of their resource capacity?



Recalibration - Projects all scored the same. Updated criteria/sub-categories 

and weighting. Data-driven and clear definition thresholds. Clearly 

identifying where inputs come from.

Project Typology Weighting - Projects scored differently based on project 

type (ie. Intersection improvements vs complete street corridors)

Strategic Adjustments

Scoring Frequency

Project Intake / Updates

CONSIDERATIONS AHEAD

1

2

3

4

5



Recalibration - Projects all scored the same. Updated criteria/sub-

categories and weighting. Data-driven and clear definition thresholds. 

Clearly identifying where inputs come from.

Project Typology Weighting - Projects scored differently based on project 

type (ie. Intersection improvements vs complete street corridors)

Strategic Adjustments

Scoring Frequency

Project Intake / Updates

CONSIDERATIONS AHEAD

1

2

3

4

5



RECALIBRATION

30% 30% 10% 10% 10% 10%

Safety System 

Preservation

Access & Mobility

Economic & Regional 

Importance

Environment & 

Resilience

Readiness &

Support

Equity & Community 

Impact



30%

Safety

Current Challenges
▪ Heavy reliance on subjective interpretation of 

safety impacts

▪ Inconsistent use of crash data and risk-based 

tools

▪ Equal weighting of motorist and VRU safety 

despite differing risk levels

▪ Limited ability to assess safety improvements 

before design is defined

Improvement Direction
▪ Anchor scoring in standardized crash and risk-

based data (MassDOT tools)

▪ Increase emphasis on VRU safety and severity 

(KSI)

▪ Differentiate between existing risk vs. 

anticipated outcomes

▪ Evaluate design-based safety improvements in 

second scoring stage

RECALIBRATION



30%

System 

Preservation

Current Challenges
▪ Vague definitions of “improvement” and 

“condition”

▪ Overemphasis on motorist assets vs. non-

motorist infrastructure

▪ Limited use of consistent condition data sources

▪ Transit considerations inconsistently applied 

across communities

Improvement Direction
▪ Use objective condition data (pavement, bridge, 

ADA gaps)

▪ Rebalance to include sidewalk, bike, and 

accessibility infrastructure

▪ Clarify how modernization and technology are 

evaluated

▪ Refocus transit to consider access and 

potential, not just presence

RECALIBRATION



10%

Access & Mobility

Current Challenges
▪ Overreliance on LOS and congestion as 

primary metrics

▪ Vague definitions of “mobility improvement”

▪ Overlap with safety and other categories

▪ Limited consideration of non-motorist and 

first/last mile connections

▪ Emergency access not clearly defined or 

consistently evaluated

Improvement Direction
▪ Shift from LOS to access, connectivity, and 

network role

▪ Define clear metrics for multimodal connectivity

▪ Incorporate proximity to key destinations (jobs, 

services, schools)

▪ Expand focus on active transportation and 

equitable access

▪ Clarify treatment of critical routes (emergency, 

regional corridors)

RECALIBRATION



10%

Economic & Regional 

Importance

Current Challenges
▪ Reliance on institutional knowledge vs. mapped 

data

▪ Inconsistent definitions of “substantial vs. 

moderate impact”

▪ Limited connection between transportation 

design and economic outcomes

▪ Constraints (e.g., septic limitations) not 

reflected in scoring

Improvement Direction
▪ Use GIS-based economic development layers and plan 

alignment

▪ Define how projects support access to jobs, businesses, and 

services

▪ Evaluate design features that enhance economic activity

▪ Consider local development constraints in scoring context

▪ Consider REGIONAL importance

▪ Redevelopment / revitalization, housing growth, etc.

RECALIBRATION



10%

Environment & 

Resilience

Current Challenges
▪ Requires predicting impacts before design is known

▪ Inconsistent or undocumented use of data sources 

(GeoDOT, CMAQ, etc.)

▪ Overlapping criteria (e.g., active transportation vs. 

mobility)

▪ Equal weighting of minor vs. major environmental 

impacts

▪ Confusing scoring (e.g., mitigation vs. no impact 

treated similarly)

Improvement Direction
▪ Shift detailed evaluation to post-25% design stage

▪ Define clear data sources and metrics for each 

subcategory

▪ Separate environmental impact vs. mobility-related 

health benefits

▪ Clarify thresholds for positive, neutral, and negative 

impacts

▪ Align with climate resilience and stormwater priorities

RECALIBRATION



10%

Readiness &

Support

Current Challenges
▪ “Community support” based on advocacy, not actual 

public input

▪ Heavy reliance on staff knowledge of plans

▪ Lack of clarity on which plans count and how they are 

weighted

▪ Equity limited to EJ proximity only

▪ Favors communities with greater planning capacity

Improvement Direction
▪ Tie scoring to documented plans (SS4A, master plans, 

etc.)

▪ Incorporate actual public input and engagement results

▪ Clearly define eligible plans and scoring thresholds

▪ Expand equity to include access, opportunity, and burden

▪ Reduce bias toward well-resourced communities

▪ Integrating readiness into scoring framework

RECALIBRATION



Equity & Community 

Impact

Current Challenges
▪ Equity limited to EJ proximity only

▪ Currently accounts for very limited points (3 max)

Improvement Direction
▪ Expand equity to include access, opportunity, and burden

▪ Environmental justice communities

▪ Non-drivers

▪ Older adults

▪ Persons with disabilities

▪ Livability / placemaking

RECALIBRATION



RECALIBRATION

In regard to weighting, 

what’s most important to 

this group?

How do we feel about equity 

and community impact 

breaking out into its own 

category?

How do we feel about 

expanding mobility to 

include access and 

connectivity for all users?

Thoughts about better 

integrating readiness into 

scoring metrics?



Recalibration - Projects all scored the same. Updated criteria/sub-categories 

and weighting. Data-driven and clear definition thresholds. Clearly 

identifying where inputs come from.

Project Typology Weighting - Projects scored differently based on project 

type (ie. Intersection improvements vs complete street corridors)

Strategic Adjustments

Scoring Frequency

Project Intake / Updates

CONSIDERATIONS AHEAD

1

2

3

4

5



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Example Typologies

▪ Intersection & Safety Projects 

▪ Complete Streets /Corridor Projects 

▪ Intersection Improvements
▪ Active Transportation

▪ State of Good Repair / Preservation

▪ Transit & Mobility

▪ Major Infrastructure

Potential Enhancements

▪ Tailored weighting by project type 

▪ Same core criteria with varying sub-criteria to 

align with project outcomes 

Develop separate scoring categories and weighting structures based on project type to better 

reflect intended project outcomes and regional goals.



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Complete 

Streets / 
Corridor

Intersection 

Improvements

Active 

Transportation

State of Good 

Repair / 
Preservation

Transit & 

Mobility
Major 

Infrastructure

Safety 25% 30% 25% 20% 20% 20%

Accessibility & 

Mobility
20% 15% 25% 10% 30% 15%

State of Good 

Repair / 
Preservation

10% 15% 10% 30% 10% 15%

Economic & 

Regional 
Importance

15% 10% 10% 10% 10% 25%

Environment & 

Resiliency
10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

Readiness & 

Support
10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%

Equity & 

Community Input
10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 5%



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Subcategory Points

Crash History & Severity 10

Systemic / Risk-Based Safety 8

Vulnerable Road User Safety 7

Proven Safety Countermeasures 5

TOTAL 30

Subcategory Points

Crash History & Severity 5

Systemic / Risk-Based Safety 7

Vulnerable Road User Safety 8

Proven Safety Countermeasures 5

TOTAL 25



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Subcategory Points

Crash History & Severity 10

Systemic / Risk-Based Safety 8

Vulnerable Road User Safety 7

Proven Safety Countermeasures 5

TOTAL 30

Intersection and operational projects are often initiated 

in response to:

▪ documented crash patterns, 

▪ operational conflicts, 

▪ turning conflicts, 

▪ and severe injury locations. 

As a result, crash history and operational safety 

concerns receive greater emphasis than they do within 

other project types.

However, the framework still intentionally maintains 

strong weighting for:

▪ vulnerable road user safety, 

▪ systemic safety risk, 

▪ and multimodal conflict reduction



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING
Subcategory Points

Crash History & Severity 10

Fatal crash within 5 years OR ≥3 serious injury crashes OR HSIP Top 5% location 10

Ranked Top 5 in MPO for Fatal and Injury Crashes 7

Ranked Top 10 in MPO for Fatal and Injury Crashes 5

Ranked as “Other” in MPO for Fatal and Injury Crashes 3

Minimal systemic safety concerns 0

Systemic / Risk-Based Safety 8

Listed as Primary Risk Site for MPO in Intersection Emphasis Area 8

Listed as Secondary Risk Site for MPO in Intersection Emphasis Area 5

Ranked as Not a Risk Site with Risk >2.5 3

Minimal systemic safety concerns 0

VRU Exposure & Deficiency 7

Intersection contains significant documented pedestrian/bicycle crossing deficiencies AND demonstrates high latent pedestrian /bicycle demand 7

Intersection contains substantial multimodal crossing or accessibility deficiencies within moderate-to-high latent pedestrian/bicycle demand area 5

Intersection contains moderate multimodal deficiencies and some documented latent pedestrian/bicycle demand 3

Intersection contains isolated deficiencies and low latent demand 1

Minimal documented VRU deficiencies and low latent demand 0

Safe System Design Response 5

Includes ≥4 proven safety countermeasures OR comprehensive Safe System corridor redesign 5

Includes 3 proven safety countermeasures 3

Includes 1-2 proven safety countermeasures 2

Minimal safety countermeasures included 0

TOTAL 30

MassDOT 

Crash 

Data

MassDOT 

Network 

Screening 

Risk 

Based 

MassDOT 

Potential 

for 

Everyday 

Walking/ 

Biking

FHWA 

Safety 

Counter-

measures



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Subcategory Points

Crash History & Severity 5

Systemic / Risk-Based Safety 7

Vulnerable Road User Safety 8

Proven Safety Countermeasures 5

TOTAL 25

Complete Streets projects are fundamentally 

intended to:

▪ reduce conflict between transportation users, 

▪ calm traffic, 

▪ improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, 

▪ and create safer multimodal environments. 

Unlike traditional roadway projects, these projects 

often address:

▪ unsafe corridor conditions, 

▪ excessive speeds, 

▪ crossing difficulties, 

▪ and accessibility barriers 

even where severe crash history may not yet exist.

As a result:

▪ vulnerable road user safety, 

▪ systemic risk, 

▪ and Safe System countermeasures 

receive greater emphasis than raw crash frequency 

alone.



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Subcategory Points

Crash History & Severity 5

Documented Ped and/or Bike High Crash Cluster 5

EPDO crash rate ≥1.5x statewide average 3

EPDO crash rate 1.0–1.5x statewide average 2

Below thresholds above 0

Systemic / Risk-Based Safety 7

Pedestrian or bicycle listed as PRIMARY emphasis area within HIN or risk-based screening analysis 7

Pedestrian or bicycle listed as SECONDARY emphasis area OR corridor contains ≥3 systemic risk factors 5

Corridor contains 1–2 systemic risk factors 3

Minimal systemic safety concerns 0

VRU Exposure & Deficiency 8

Corridor contains widespread documented VRU deficiencies AND high latent walking/bicycling demand 8

Corridor contains significant multimodal deficiencies or major network gaps with moderate latent demand 6

Corridor contains moderate VRU deficiencies and moderate – low latent demand 4

Corridor contains isolated deficiencies and low latent demand 2

Minimal documented VRU deficiencies and low latent demand 0

Safe System Design Response 5

Includes ≥4 proven safety countermeasures OR comprehensive Safe System corridor redesign 5

Includes 3 proven safety countermeasures 3

Includes 1-2 proven safety countermeasures 2

Minimal safety countermeasures included 0

TOTAL 25

MassDOT 

Crash 

Data

MassDOT 

Network 

Screening 

Risk 

Based 

MassDOT 

Potential 

for 

Everyday 

Walking/ 

Biking

FHWA 

Safety 

Counter-

measures



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Subcategory Points

Multimodal Connectivity 6

ADA Accessibility 4

Access to Key Destinations 4

Bicycle Accommodations 4

Transit Operations & Access 2

TOTAL 20

Subcategory Points

Balanced Operations & Access Reliability 5

Multimodal Crossing & Accessibility 3

Access to Key Destinations 3

Transit Operations & Access 2

Bicycle Accommodations 2

TOTAL 15



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Subcategory Points

Balanced Operations & Access Reliability 5

Multimodal Crossing & Accessibility 3

Access to Key Destinations 3

Transit Operations & Access 2

Bicycle Accommodations 2

TOTAL 15

Intersection Improvement projects are intended to 

improve:

▪ multimodal crossing opportunities, 

▪ ADA accessibility, 

▪ intersection access, 

▪ operational reliability, 

▪ and movement through conflict areas. 

These projects are often intended to:

▪ reduce unnecessary delay, 

▪ improve intersection functionality, 

▪ improve access to destinations and businesses, 

▪ reduce turning conflicts, 

▪ improve transit reliability, 

▪ and improve overall movement efficiency for all 

users. 

The emphasis is placed on safely and efficiently 

moving people and goods through constrained 

conflict areas.



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Subcategory Points

Multimodal Connectivity 6

ADA Accessibility 4

Access to Key Destinations 4

Bicycle Accommodations 4

Transit Operations & Access 2

TOTAL 20

Complete Streets projects are intended to improve:

▪ corridor access, 

▪ multimodal mobility, 

▪ transportation choice, 

▪ and network continuity. 

The framework intentionally prioritizes:

▪ multimodal connectivity, 

▪ ADA accessibility, 

▪ bicycle network completion, 

▪ and access to destinations 

rather than focusing primarily on vehicle delay, 

capacity, or throughput. 

This reflects a shift toward access-based 

planning rather than congestion-based planning.



PROJECT TYPOLOGY WEIGHTING

Advantages

▪ Better alignment between project 

purpose and scoring 

▪ More balanced evaluation across 
project types 

▪ Better reflects multimodal and 

community outcomes 

▪ Greater flexibility 

Challenges

▪ More complex administration 

▪ Requires careful calibration between 

categories 
▪ May reduce direct comparability across 

project types 



Recalibration - Projects all scored the same. Updated criteria/sub-categories 

and weighting. Data-driven and clear definition thresholds. Clearly 

identifying where inputs come from.

Project Typology Weighting - Projects scored differently based on project 

type (ie. Intersection improvements vs complete street corridors)

Strategic Adjustments

Scoring Frequency

Project Intake / Updates

CONSIDERATIONS AHEAD

1

2

3

4

5



Current Challenges
▪ Favors communities with greater planning capacity

Improvement Direction
▪ Consider an adjustment factor (added points or multiplier) 

for communities with limited resources, strained technical 

staff, who may not have gone through TIP process in many 

years

STRATEGIC ADJUSTMENTS

Thoughts on some sort of 

community adjustment 

factor?



Recalibration - Projects all scored the same. Updated criteria/sub-categories 

and weighting. Data-driven and clear definition thresholds. Clearly 

identifying where inputs come from.

Project Typology Weighting - Projects scored differently based on project 

type (ie. Intersection improvements vs complete street corridors)

Strategic Adjustments

Scoring Frequency

Project Intake / Updates

CONSIDERATIONS AHEAD

1

2

3

4

5



SCORING FREQUENCY

At project 

initiation and 

after 25% 

submission when 

scope is well 
defined and 

projects begin to 

move “faster”



Recalibration - Projects all scored the same. Updated criteria/sub-categories 

and weighting. Data-driven and clear definition thresholds. Clearly 

identifying where inputs come from.

Project Typology Weighting - Projects scored differently based on project 

type (ie. Intersection improvements vs complete street corridors)

Strategic Adjustments

Scoring Frequency

Project Intake / Updates

CONSIDERATIONS AHEAD

1

2

3

4

5



PROJECT INTAKE / UPDATES

PURPOSE

The PRISM Project Intake & Update Tool would establish a standardized process for municipalities to:

▪ submit new transportation project concepts,
▪ provide project status updates,

▪ upload supporting documentation,

▪ and communicate directly with OCPC staff throughout project development.

The tool is intended to:
▪ improve project tracking,

▪ improve communication,

▪ strengthen project scoring,

▪ and help municipalities better understand the most appropriate funding pathway for their project. 

To TIP or not to TIP!



PROJECT INTAKE / UPDATES

Initial Project Intake Form

Municipalities would provide:

▪ Project location

▪ Project type
▪ Existing issues/deficiencies

▪ Preliminary scope

▪ Safety concerns

▪ Accessibility concerns

▪ Community goals
▪ Supporting photos/maps

▪ Known funding needs

▪ Current project status

Ongoing Project Update 

Portal

Municipalities could periodically 

update:
▪ Design progress

▪ Public outreach completed

▪ Local approvals

▪ Funding secured

▪ Scope changes
▪ New data collected

▪ Municipal priority status

Potential OCPC Support 

Functions

OCPC staff could use the intake 

process to:
▪ Track regional needs

▪ provide early project guidance,

▪ identify missing data needs,

▪ improve project readiness,

▪ help municipalities understand 
TIP eligibility,

▪ and identify projects better suited 

for other grant opportunities 

(MassWorks, Complete Streets, 

etc.)



PROJECT INTAKE / UPDATES

Initial Project Intake Form

Municipalities would provide:

▪ Project location

▪ Project type
▪ Existing issues/deficiencies

▪ Preliminary scope

▪ Safety concerns

▪ Accessibility concerns

▪ Community goals
▪ Supporting photos/maps

▪ Known funding needs

▪ Current project status

Ongoing Project Update 

Portal

Municipalities could periodically 

update:
▪ Design progress

▪ Public outreach completed

▪ Local approvals

▪ Funding secured

▪ Scope changes
▪ New data collected

▪ Municipal priority status

Potential OCPC Support 

Functions

OCPC staff could use the intake 

process to:
▪ Track regional needs

▪ provide early project guidance,

▪ identify missing data needs,

▪ improve project readiness,

▪ help municipalities understand 
TIP eligibility,

▪ and identify projects better suited 

for other grant opportunities 

(MassWorks, Complete Streets, 

etc.)



PROJECT INTAKE / UPDATES

Initial Project Intake Form

Municipalities would provide:

▪ Project location

▪ Project type
▪ Existing issues/deficiencies

▪ Preliminary scope

▪ Safety concerns

▪ Accessibility concerns

▪ Community goals
▪ Supporting photos/maps

▪ Known funding needs

▪ Current project status

Ongoing Project Update 

Portal

Municipalities could periodically 

update:
▪ Design progress

▪ Public outreach completed

▪ Local approvals

▪ Funding secured

▪ Scope changes
▪ New data collected

▪ Municipal priority status

Potential OCPC Support 

Functions

OCPC staff could use the intake 

process to:
▪ Track regional needs

▪ provide early project guidance,

▪ identify missing data needs,

▪ improve project readiness,

▪ help municipalities understand 
TIP eligibility,

▪ and identify projects better suited 

for other grant opportunities 

(MassWorks, Complete Streets, 

etc.)



PROJECT INTAKE / UPDATES

BENEFITS

▪ Better communication & 

transparency

▪ Better data = better scoring
▪ Earlier project guidance in regard to 

funding sources

▪ Improved project readiness 

understanding

▪ Stronger regional planning (used for 
UPWP needs, TIP, LRTP, Data 

assistance, etc.)

CHALLENGES

▪ Additional municipal effort

▪ Need for ongoing maintenance

▪ Potential learning curve

Thoughts on some sort of 

project intake/update tool 

that would support regional 

planning?



DASHBOARD & TRANSPARENCY



DASHBOARD COMPONENTS

▪ Home

▪ MPO Process & Funding

▪ Scoring Framework

▪ Submit / Update a Project 

w/ Readiness Checklist

▪ Project Viewer

▪ Performance Measures

▪ Resources & FAQ

Purpose: 

Introduce PRISM and explain why OCPC is updating its 

transportation project prioritization process.

Include:

▪ What PRISM is 

▪ Why project prioritization matters 

▪ How this supports transparency, consistency, and 
regional investment decisions 

▪ Project timeline 

▪ Public engagement opportunities 

▪ Quick links to major tools/pages



DASHBOARD COMPONENTS

▪ Home

▪ MPO Process & Funding

▪ Scoring Framework

▪ Submit / Update a Project 

w/ Readiness Checklist

▪ Project Viewer

▪ Performance Measures

▪ Resources & FAQ

Purpose: 

Help municipalities, partners, and the public understand 

how transportation projects move from idea to funding.

Include:

▪ What an MPO is 

▪ What the TIP is 

▪ What the LRTP is 
▪ How projects get onto the TIP 

▪ MassDOT project development process 

▪ PRC / 25% design / design development basics 

▪ Other funding opportunities: Complete Streets, 

MassWorks, SS4A, Community One Stop, MVP, 
Shared Streets, etc. 

▪ Project readiness checklist 



DASHBOARD COMPONENTS

▪ Home

▪ MPO Process & Funding

▪ Scoring Framework

▪ Submit / Update a Project 

w/ Readiness Checklist

▪ Project Viewer

▪ Performance Measures

▪ Resources & FAQ

Purpose: 

Explain the full scoring process in a clear, transparent 

way.

Include:

▪ Scoring categories and weights 

▪ Project-type-specific scoring sheets 

▪ Data sources and thresholds 
▪ Equity/capacity adjustment explanation 

▪ Readiness/cost-benefit approach 

▪ Downloadable guidebook 

▪ Example scoring scenarios



DASHBOARD COMPONENTS

▪ Home

▪ MPO Process & Funding

▪ Scoring Framework

▪ Submit / Update a Project 

w/ Readiness Checklist

▪ Project Viewer

▪ Performance Measures

▪ Resources & FAQ

Purpose: 

Portal for municipalities and regional partners to submit 

new projects or provide updates on existing projects.

Include:

▪ New project intake form 

▪ Existing project progress/update form 

▪ Guidance on what information is needed 
▪ Upload option for maps, concepts, cost estimates, 

letters of support, etc. 

▪ Explanation of how submitted information will be used 

in scoring



DASHBOARD COMPONENTS

▪ Home

▪ MPO Process & Funding

▪ Scoring Framework

▪ Submit / Update a Project 

w/ Readiness Checklist

▪ Project Viewer

▪ Performance Measures

▪ Resources & FAQ

Purpose:

Public-facing map/dashboard showing the region’s 

transportation projects and how they score.

Include:

▪ Interactive project map 

▪ Filter by community, project type, status, score, funding 

year, mode, equity area, etc. 
▪ Project profile pages/cards 

▪ Project score breakdowns 

▪ Relevant layers: crashes, equity, pavement/bridge 

condition, transit, bike/ped demand, environmental 

constraints, destinations, funding status 



DASHBOARD COMPONENTS

▪ Home

▪ MPO Process & Funding

▪ Scoring Framework

▪ Submit / Update a Project 

w/ Readiness Checklist

▪ Project Viewer

▪ Performance Measures

▪ Resources & FAQ

Purpose: 

Track how the region is performing over time and how 

investments support regional goals.

Include:

▪ Safety performance 

▪ Pavement and bridge condition 

▪ Congestion/reliability 
▪ Transit access/performance 

▪ Funding trends over time 

▪ Connection to FHWA performance measures



DASHBOARD COMPONENTS

▪ Home

▪ MPO Process & Funding

▪ Scoring Framework

▪ Submit / Update a Project 

w/ Readiness Checklist

▪ Project Viewer

▪ Performance Measures

▪ Resources & FAQ

Purpose: 

Central library for documents, tools, and common 

questions.

Include:

▪ PRISM guidebook 

▪ Meeting materials 

▪ Public engagement summaries 
▪ Project scoring forms 

▪ Data methodology documents 

▪ Glossary of transportation terms 

▪ FAQ 

▪ Contact information 
▪ Comment/feedback form 



NEXT STEPS



NEXT STEPS

TAKE THE SURVEY

PROVIDE COMMENT ON DRAFT FRAMEWORK

SCENARIO TESTING

TOOL TESTING
https://arcg.is/0emvqD1 

https://arcg.is/0emvqD1

	Slide 1
	Slide 2
	Slide 3
	Slide 4
	Slide 5
	Slide 6
	Slide 7
	Slide 8
	Slide 9
	Slide 10
	Slide 11
	Slide 12
	Slide 13
	Slide 14
	Slide 15
	Slide 16
	Slide 17
	Slide 18
	Slide 19
	Slide 20
	Slide 21
	Slide 22
	Slide 23
	Slide 24
	Slide 25
	Slide 26
	Slide 27
	Slide 28
	Slide 29
	Slide 30
	Slide 31
	Slide 32
	Slide 33
	Slide 34
	Slide 35
	Slide 36
	Slide 37
	Slide 38
	Slide 39
	Slide 40
	Slide 41
	Slide 42
	Slide 43
	Slide 44
	Slide 45
	Slide 46
	Slide 47
	Slide 48
	Slide 49
	Slide 50
	Slide 51
	Slide 52
	Slide 53
	Slide 54
	Slide 55
	Slide 56
	Slide 57
	Slide 58
	Slide 59
	Slide 60
	Slide 61
	Slide 62
	Slide 63
	Slide 64
	Slide 65
	Slide 66
	Slide 67
	Slide 68
	Slide 69
	Slide 70
	Slide 71
	Slide 72
	Slide 73
	Slide 74
	Slide 75
	Slide 76
	Slide 77
	Slide 78
	Slide 79
	Slide 80
	Slide 81
	Slide 82
	Slide 83
	Slide 84
	Slide 85
	Slide 86
	Slide 87
	Slide 88
	Slide 89
	Slide 90
	Slide 91
	Slide 92
	Slide 93
	Slide 94
	Slide 95
	Slide 96
	Slide 97
	Slide 98
	Slide 99
	Slide 100
	Slide 101
	Slide 102
	Slide 103
	Slide 104
	Slide 105
	Slide 106
	Slide 107
	Slide 108

