TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD
Of the Metropolitan Council

Notice of a Meeting of the
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, December2, 2015
Metropolitan Council
9:00 A.M.

AGENDA
Call to Order
Approval of Agenda
Approval of November 4 2015, Minutes
TAB Report — Elaine Koutsoukos

a > w DN PE

Committee Reports
e Executive Committee (Steve Albrecht, Chair)
e Funding and Programming Committee (Tim Mayasich, Chair)
a. 2015-46 Hennepin County Defederalization
b. 2015-47 Hennepin County TIP Amendment
c. Draft Policy and Process to Defederalize TAB-Selected Projects
e Planning Committee (Lisa Freese, Chair)
a. 2015-49 MAC Capital Improvement Program
6. Special Agenda Items
e 2016 Regional Solicitation Update (Steve Peterson, MTS) presentation
o 2015-50 Application Funding Categories
o 2015-51 Functional Classification Scoring
o 2015-52 Cost Effectiveness Criteria
e MnDOT Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan and MnSHIP (Katie Caskey, MnDOT)

7. Agency Reports
8. Other Business

9. Adjournment

Click here to print all agenda items at once.

Streamlined Amendments going to TAB in December. Contact Joe Barbeau with questions at 651-602-1705.

None



Transportation Advisory Board
Of the Metropolitan Council

Minutes of a Meeting of the
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, November 4, 2015
9:00 A.M.

Members Present: Doug Fischer, Jim Grube, Tim Mayasich, Lisa Freese, Jan Lucke, Elaine Koutsoukos,
Mark Filipi, Michael Larson, Adam Harrington

Pat Bursaw, Innocent Eyoh, Dave Jacobson, Danny McCullough, Steve Albrecht, Paul Oehme, Kim
Lindquist, Bruce Loney, Jim Kosluchar, Jenifer Hager, Jack Byers, Bill Dermody, Paul Kurtz (Members
Excused: Steve Bot, Bridget Rief, Jean Keely, Michael Thompson)

1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by Steve Albrecht at 9:01 a.m.

2. Approval of Agenda
Pat Bursaw moved and Mark Filipi seconded. No discussion. Motion passed.

3. Approval of March Minutes
The October 7, 2015 meeting minutes were approved as written. Tim Mayasich moved and Pat Bursaw
seconded. No discussion. Motion passed.

4. TAB Report
Elaine Koutsoukos reported on the October 21, 2015 TAB meeting.

REPORTS

1. TAB Chair’s Report

Hovland reported that the TAB Executive Committee met prior to this TAB meeting. The
Executive Committee members were given an overview of the TAB agenda and a preview of
prospective items for the November TAB meeting. The 2015 Work Plan was also discussed. The
Citizen’s League, along with a broader group (approx. 19) from the metropolitan community, are
looking into what the Metropolitan Council should look like from a form of governance standpoint.
The League will report to the legislature in February or March with recommendations of what the
regional governance model should look like in their view.

2. Agency Reports
MnDOT: Tim Henkel introduced himself and is sitting in for Scott McBride at this meeting.
There was no further report from MnDOT.

MPCA: Shannon Lotthammer — gave an update from last month’s TAB meeting report on the
EPA final rule on the ozone standards. On October 1, the EPA issued their rule. They chose the
highest level that they were considering, which is 70 parts/billion. Minnesota and the Twin Cities will



continue to be in attainment of that standard. Right now we are monitoring and measuring air
quality that is consistently better than that standard. We will need to look at any downwind
communities that have ozone issues, and whether the Twin Cities has any contribution to that. At
this time with the level at 70 parts/billion, we do not think that we have any downwind issues that
need to be addressed. Some strategies that could be taken to try to mitigate the ozone level
problem are: continue work to deal with traffic congestion and build out the transit system, work
with industries to reduce volatile organic compounds (i.e. paint, dry cleaning). Lotthammer also
suggested that members read the report that the PCA and Dept. of Health recently issued: “Life and
Breath” on their website, which looks at the impacts of air pollution on human health in the Twin
Cities area.

ACTION ITEMS

2015-41: 2016-2019 TIP Amendment: CSAH 116, Anoka Co.

The TIP Amendment for this project was discussed at the September TAB meeting and released
for public comment. This item is a follow-up to accept the public comments. There were no
comments received during the 21-day public comment period. TAB accept the public comments and
adopt an amendment to the 2016-2019 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to increase the
project length of its CSAH 116 reconstruction project (SP #002-716-015) to extend the project’s
eastern terminus to .1 mile east of Van Buren Street and its western terminus to Crane St.

INFORMATION AND DISCUSSION ITEMS

2016 Regional Solicitation

MTS Planning Analyst Steve Peterson presented this item. Steve presented an overview of the
development of the previous solicitation, scoring methodology, and funding ranges. Steve presented
the results of the surveys following the solicitation and a list of key topics that are going through the
committee process.

5. Committee Reports
A. Executive Committee (Steve Albrecht, Chair)
At this morning’s TAC Executive meeting the group discussed upcoming solicitation items, the
defederalization policy (which will be at Funding & Programming next, with a project utilizing this policy
from Hennepin County following shortly). The TAB meetings will be modified to accommodate equity
discussions over their next two meetings.

B. Funding and Programming Committee (Tim Mayasich)
2015-44 Hennepin County Scope Change. Kim Zlimen from Hennepin County presented the changes
requested to this project. Jim Grube added that the county is requesting that the newly available funds
not be reobligated at this time. Since this scope change rolls this project into the Full Funding Grant
Agreement with the Green Line Extension project and that won’t be confirmed until 2016, Hennepin
County is requesting reobligation be delayed until after the FFGA has been approved. Pat Bursaw
mentioned that this project looks like a win-win. Pat Bursaw said that the difference between approving
this scope change and TIP amendment but before the FFGA means that next year’s TIP will have to find a
way to account for this money appropriately. Adam Harrington asked about the coordination for moving



this project from Hennepin County to the Southwest Project Office. Kim Zlimen said that the two parties
are working closely, and this project is already included in the base design for the civil bid contract.

Tim Mayasich moved and Jim Grube seconded. Motion passes.

2015-45 Hennepin County TIP Amendment. Tim Mayasich moved and Lisa Freese seconded. Motion
passes.

C. Planning Committee (Lisa Freese)
The Planning committee did not meet in October but will meet in November to discuss some functional
classification work, the MAC CIP, and MnSHIP.

6. Special Agenda Items

Regional Solicitation (Steve Peterson, MTS)
Last month TAC discussed ten primary areas that needed to be addressed in the solicitation. This
meeting will be spent on the roadway solicitation packages and the responses to those ten areas.

Truck Freight Counts. Doug Fischer said that when a new roadway is proposed modeling has typically
been done, which includes truck volumes. Those numbers should be used as part of the application. The
group concurred.

Air Quality/Congestion. Jen Hager suggested that a project with lots of intersections would end up with
an inflated score. Using an average seems more intuitive. Jim Grube said that the benefit/cost analysis
will yield a ratio which should have equivalent points and scaling to prevent this from happening. Elaine
Koutsoukos said that the goal is to avoid having the full benefits of a corridor be awarded to just one
intersection.

Safety. Doug Fischer agreed with this measure as it related to rail grade separation. Paul Oehme asked if
staff had looked at how the projects would have scored in the previous solicitation with this change.
Steve Peterson responded that two projects were submitted, and one would have been funded with this
change. A discussion of the data availability of trains and train cars followed.

Cost/Benefit. The goal is to balance congestion benefits, which worked well last time in the bridge
category, so it has been expanded to all categories. Bruce Loney asked why it is at 100 points. Steve
Peterson responded that the 100 points is a placeholder and the final value could be changed based on
the feedback from this group. Bruce Loney and others expressed that this value should be higher.

Roadway Reconstruction. This section has added guidance to the scoring for this measure. Jim Grube
mentioned that the third bullet references “improved” land width, which is open to confusion and
interpretation. Mark Filipi suggested that the language be changed to indicate how a deficiency is being
corrected. Jen Hager suggested that materials and geometry should be separated and described in a
response box. Doug Fischer agreed that a narrative is important here. Jim Kosluchar said that these are
ancillary benefits and should be kept in perspective; there shouldn’t be double dipping of points for
these characteristics. Jim Grube asked why sanitary sewer is included but not water mains, since those
projects typically occur at the same time as roadway reconstructions. A discussion followed, ultimately
concluding that “enhancements” should get points but just meeting the regulation of coordinating with
local jurisdictions should not. Elaine Koutsoukos said that deficiencies will be identified.



Table on the Last Page — Connector Scoring. Doug Fischer said that this should be a policy decision and
that the TAC should not mess with the criteria. Tim Mayasich suggested that we see how the next
solicitation goes and then consider changing the criteria. Innocent Eyoh said that connectors have a very
hard time competing because so many of the criteria don’t apply. Doug Fischer said that if the group
wanted to change the criteria, we should eliminate several of the criteria from consideration for
connectors, and have a points maximum of less than 1,000. Lisa Freese said that County Road 8 won
money in a previous solicitation. We need to separate the conversation between funding and functional
classification. Collectors perform an important regional function.

7. Agency Reports
There were no agency reports.

8. Other Business and Adjournment
Elaine Koutsoukos said that an email will be going out to all metro area jurisdictions regarding some
work that may need to be completed before the next solicitation, such as functional classification
changes. Keep an eye out for the email, which will likely be sent directly to your jurisdiction’s primary
account but with a request to forward to planners and engineers.
There being no other business, the meeting adjourned at 10:14AM.

Prepared by:

Katie White



Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

ACTION TRANSMITTAL No. 2015-46

DATE: November 24, 2015

TO: Technical Advisory Committee

FROM: TAC Funding & Programming Committee

PREPARED BY: Joe Barbeau, Senior Planner (651-602-1705)

SUBJECT: Hennepin County STP Defederalization

REQUESTED Hennepin County requests defederalization of its FY 2016 CSAH 45
ACTION: Godfrey Bridge Replacement (#027-646-007). Federal funds would

be provided to its FY 2016 CSAH 53 reconstruction project (#027-
653-021). Both projects were awarded funding in the 2011
Regional Solicitation and are programed for STP funding.

RECOMMENDED Recommend approval of the defederalization request on the
MOTION: condition that the County will deliver both projects as approved in
the TAB solicitation.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF ACTION: Hennepin County received $1,792,000
of federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) funding in the 2011 Regional
Solicitation for replacement of the CSAH 46 Bridge (often referred to as the Godfrey
Bridge) over Godfrey Parkway in Minneapolis. Hennepin County also received
$7,840,000 in STP funding in the same solicitation for reconstruction of CSAH 53.

To save cost and staff time, Hennepin County requests “defederalization” of the Godfrey
Bridge project. This would entail moving all STP funds from that project to the CSAH 53
reconstruction project and funding the entire Godfrey Bridge project with local funds.

As is acknowledged in the attached draft County Board resolution, the County agrees to
the following:

¢ Both projects will be authorized in fiscal year 2016, as originally programmed.

o Both projects remain subject to the Council’s Program Year Policy.

e Both projects will be completed as proposed in the 2011 Regional Solicitation.
Should the County desire to make any changes, both projects are subject to the
Council’'s Scope Change Policy.

o Should all or part of the Godfrey Bridge project be unable to be completed, the
County will reimburse the region for the appropriate amount.

The County’s request is attached. The County is aware that the defederalization action
cannot be completed until the resolution is official.

RELATIONSHIP TO REGIONAL POLICY: Projects that receive funding through the
regional solicitation process must have significant changes (such as, but not limited to,
scope changes or program year extensions) approved by TAB. This requested funding
exchange does not change either project from a technical perspective. Each project will
continue to be monitored by MnDOT Metro District State Aid to assure that they are
completed as proposed and on time.

390 North Robert St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1805 (651) 602-1000 Fax (651) 602-1739



COMMITTEE COMMENTS AND ACTION: At its November 19, 2015, meeting, the TAC
Funding & Programming Committee unanimously recommended approval of this
request.

ROUTING
TO ACTION REQUESTED DATE COMPLETED
TAC Funding & Programming Review & Recommend 11/19/2015

Committee

Technical Advisory Committee Review & Recommend

Transportation Advisory Board Review & Adopt




Hennepin County
Public Works

Transportation Department
James N. Grube P.E.

1600 Prairie Drive

Medina, Minnesota 55340
www.hennepin.us/transportation

612-596-0300, Phone
612-321-3410, Fax

October 28, 2015

Mr. Dan Erickson

MnDOT Metro State Aid Engineer
1500 County Road B2 West
Roseville, MN 55113

RE: S.P. 027-646-007 — Bridge 90585 carrying CSAH 46 over Godfrey Ave. in Minneapolis
Dear Mr. Erickson:

This letter is to inform you of Hennepin County’s intent to transfer federal aid funding currently assigned
to the project referenced above, and seek your partnership in this effort through the revision of the
TIP/STIP to reflect the above mentioned transfer in funding.

Hennepin County proposes the transfer of federal aid from the Godfrey Bridge Replacement Project, S.P.
027-646-007, to the CSAH 53 Reconstruction Project, S.P. 027-653-021. This transfer would increase the
percentage of federal funding on the CSAH 53 Reconstruction Project from 20% to 24%. The resulting
information for these projects following the proposed transfer of funds is shown below:

R ing
Project ) AllGeatisi Funding Federal Ffmdmg for | Federal Funding for Funding
Road Project Name Allocation Year Allocation Year
Number Year Requested Source
(Current) (Proposed)
027-646-007 | CSAH 46 | Godfrey Bridge Replacement 2016 $ 1,600,000 $ 1,792,000 S 0 STP/BIR
027-653-021 | CSAH53 CSAH 53 Reconstruction 2016 $ 7,000,000 $ 7,840,000 S 9,632,000 STP

Hennepin County will use County State Aid funds to close the funding gap created by the transfer of
funds from S.P. 027-646-007.

Hennepin County commits to following the state aid process and associated requirements for project
S.P. 027-646-007. This commitment will be carried forward in the adoption of a county board resolution
agreeing to repay the region if for any reason the project is not delivered.

_Sincerely,
C o 1 e

James N. Grube, P.E.

County Highway Engineer

Hennepin County

1600 Prairie Drive

Medina, MN 55340

Office: 612-596-0305 Cell: 612-250-2615
james.grube@hennepin.us

cc: File
Other



Hennepin County Board Action Request Draft

www.hennepin.us

Section 1:ltem Description

Stating an understanding with the Transportation Advisory Board and the Minnesota Department of
Transportation for the transfer of Federal Surface Transportation Program funds on projects in
Hennepin County and requesting acceptance by the Transportation Advisory Board.

Section 2:Resolution

WHEREAS, Hennepin County has received Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP)
grants through the 2011 Transportation Advisory Board regional solicitation for replacement of the
CSAH 46 (46 Street East) bridge, over Godfrey Road, in the City of Minneapolis (CP 2111700; SP
027-646-007), and for the reconstruction of CSAH 53 (66" Street) between CSAH 31 (Xerxes Avenue
South) and Cedar Avenue South in the City of Richfield (CP 2101100; SP 027-653-021); and

WHEREAS, the 2016-2019 Transportation Improvement Program identifies the CSAH 46 (46"
Street East) bridge replacement project in program year 2016 with a total STP grant of $1,792,000, and
the CSAH 53 (66 Street) reconstruction project in program year 2016 with a STP grant of $7,840,000;
and

WHEREAS, the Transportation Advisory Board, the Minnesota Department of Transportation
(MnDOT) and Hennepin County acknowledge that Federal funding on projects take more staffing
resources and increase timelines and costs to deliver projects; and

WHEREAS, all three parties share a mutual goal of delivering federal-aid projects in a cost
effective manner; and

WHEREAS, Hennepin County has identified an opportunity for such efficiencies and is requesting
the federal funding grant in the amount of $1,792,000 for the CSAH 46 (46 Street East) bridge
replacement project be transferred to the CSAH 53 (66" Street) reconstruction project; and

WHEREAS, the CSAH 53 (66" Street) reconstruction project is significantly larger in scope and
federal funding can be up to 80 percent of the total construction costs preliminarily estimated at
$40,000,000; and

WHEREAS, after discussion with the Transportation Advisory Board and MnDOT all parties have
agreed that this is an efficient and effective approach to minimizing the costs for delivering locally led
federal projects; and

WHEREAS, Hennepin County commits to deliver the CSAH 46 (46" Street East) bridge
replacement project in the designated 2016 program year under the State Aid process and it will comply
with permits and environmental requirements as a State Aid Project; and

Page | 1 Updated 03/2014



Hennepin County Board Action Request Draft

www.hennepin.us

WHEREAS, if a scope change from the application submitted for the CSAH 46 (46" Street East)
bridge replacement project is needed, all parties understand that the Transportation Advisory Board
policy on Scope changes will apply; and

WHEREAS, MnDOT State Aid staff will monitor the CSAH 46 (46" Street East) bridge
replacement project to ensure consistency with the project’s application, project schedule to meet
program year requirements and field monitor final construction for consistency with the plans; and

WHEREAS, Hennepin County understands that failure to deliver the CSAH 46 (46 Street East)
bridge replacement project within the application scope or the program year could result in the need to
repay a portion or all of the federal money back to the region for distribution to other regional projects;
and

WHEREAS, Hennepin County understands that the grant funds for the CSAH 53 (66" Street)
reconstruction project will remain in program year 2016 and will not be advanced by Hennepin County;
and

WHEREAS, Hennepin County has provided project schedules that demonstrate its ability to
deliver both projects by the timelines that Metro State Aid requires for federal-aid projects; and

WHEREAS, the CSAH 53 (66" Street) reconstruction project will be delivered by Hennepin
County using the local Federal Aid Delegated Contract Process; and

WHEREAS, all parties commit to assisting Hennepin County with this delivery schedule for the
CSAH 53 (66" Street) reconstruction project and will ensure that this arrangement for funding transfer
is incorporated in the 2016-2019 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program and MnDOT
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Commissioners in and for the County of Hennepin
Minnesota hereby commits to this understanding with the Transportation Advisory Board and the
Minnesota Department of Transportation regarding the transfer of the CSAH 46 (46" Street East)
bridge replacement project grant funds to the CSAH 53 (66" Street) reconstruction project; and

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board of Commissioners request that the Transportation
Advisory Board approves this request by formal action at its ,20__ meeting.

Section 3:Background

History:

Current Request:

Page | 2 Updated 03/2014



Hennepin County Board Action Request Draft

www.hennepin.us

Impact/Outcomes:

APEX contract description (limit 30 characters)

Section 4:Refer to Excel Financial Template

Have funds been included in the budget? NA

Did you obtain a Substitute W-9 (required in most cases)? NA

Section 5 : Other Information

Contact Person Wayne Loos
Contact Phone Number 612-596-0380

Request Immediate (No)
Certified Copy Needed (Yes)

Section 6 : Add Additional Readers
Abeba Abebe, Dushani Dye, Kariann Gottesman, Allen P. Rezac

Page | 3 Updated 03/2014



Proposal: To place federal funds on one large Hennepin County project being delivered in 2016.

Federal dollars from a smaller Hennepin County project, the Godfrey Bridge Replacement, selected in
the 2011 solicitation would be transferred to the CSAH 53 reconstruction project. The Godfrey Bridge
Replacement project will be delivered in the original TIP program year as a County or State Aid project

rather than a federal aid project.

In 2011 Hennepin County was selected for the following federal funds in the STP category:

Project Road Project Name Allocation Funding Federal Funding for | Federal Funding for Funding
Number Year Requested Allocation Year Allocation Year Source
(Current) (Proposed)
027-646-007 CSAH 46 | Godfrey Bridge Replacement 2016 $ 1,600,000 S 1,792,000 S 0 STP/BIR
027-653-021 CSAH 53 CSAH 53 Reconstruction 2016 $ 7,000,000 S 7,840,000 S 9,632,000 STP

Hennepin County seeks to transfer federal funds from the Godfrey Bridge Replacement Project to the

CSAH 53 Reconstruction Project. Both projects will remain in the 2016-2019 TIP. With inflation; the
federal STP funding for the CSAH 53 Reconstruction will be $9,632,000. The total construction cost is
estimated at $40,000,000 (uninflated), thus the transfer of funds results in a CSAH 53 Reconstruction
Project in which 24 percent or less of the preliminary construction estimate is federal aid.




CP 2101100 - CSAH 53 - Reconstruct 66th St from Xerxes Ave S to Cedar Ave S
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CP 2111700 - CSAH 46 - Replace bridge over Godfrey Road

: 45TH ST E
ngps » % D » [
S /) | ‘
w w i L > S 3 )
> <>£ > > < e Q 3
< a < < L T D 9
[a) T T = =R\ =
Z e = b < ~ EV
] < = < b
A
%
& % Ramsey
GOD\:R?:{Q G
MISSISSIPPI
. RIVER
o
MINNEAPOLIS =
Z >
Z <
Z m
< )
KS
7
2/ MINNEHAHA
7 CREEK

Hennepin County Public Works ﬁ




Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

ACTION TRANSMITTAL No. 2015-47

DATE: November 24, 2015

TO: Technical Advisory Committee

FROM: TAC Funding and Programming Committee

PREPARED BY: Joe Barbeau, Senior Planner (651-602-1705)

SUBJECT: 2016-2019 TIP Amendment for Hennepin County: Defederalization
REQUESTED Hennepin County requests an amendment to the 2016-2019
ACTION: Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to move $1,792,000 in

STP funds from its Godfrey Bride Replacement (SP# 027-646-007)
to its CSAH 53 Reconstruction (SP# 027-653-021) in exchange for

local funds.
RECOMMENDED Recommend that the Transportation Advisory Board adopt the
MOTION: amendment into the 2016-2019 TIP to move $1,792,000 in STP

funds from the Godfrey Bride Replacement (SP# 027-646-007) to its
CSAH 53 Reconstruction (SP# 027-653-021) in exchange for local
funds.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF ACTION: Hennepin County wishes to re-allocate
its federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) funding from the Godfrey Bridge
replacement (SP# 027-646-007) to its CSAH 53 reconstruction (SP# 027-653-021) in
exchange for local funds. This transfer of $1,792,000 leaves the former with no federal
funds and increases the proportion of federal funds in the latter from 19.6% to 24.0%,
which is well below the STP program limit of 80%.

RELATIONSHIP TO REGIONAL POLICY: Federal law requires that all transportation
projects that will be funded with federal funds must be in an approved TIP and meet the
following four tests: fiscal constraint; consistency with the adopted regional
transportation plan; air quality conformity; and opportunity for public input. It is the TAB’s
responsibility to adopt and amend the TIP according to these four requirements. This
action would change the federal and local funding amounts for the CSAH 53
reconstruction and remove the Godfrey Bridge project from the TIP, as it would be
without federal funds.

STAFF ANALYSIS: The TIP amendment meets fiscal constraint because the federal
and local funds are sufficient to fully fund the project. This amendment is consistent with
the Metropolitan Council Transportation Policy Plan, adopted by the Metropolitan
Council on January 14, 2015 with FHWA/FTA conformity determination established on
March 13, 2015. The Minnesota Interagency Air Quality and Transportation Planning
Committee determined that the project is exempt from air quality conformity analysis.
Public input opportunities for this amendment are provided through the TAB’s and
Council’s regular meetings.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS AND ACTION: At its November 19, 2015, meeting, the TAC
Funding and Programming Committee unanimously recommended approval of this TIP
amendment.

390 North Robert St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1805 (651) 602-1000 Fax (651) 602-1739



ROUTING

TO

ACTION REQUESTED

DATE COMPLETED

TAC Funding & Programming
Committee

Review & Recommend

11/19/2015

Technical Advisory Committee

Review & Recommend

Transportation Advisory Board

Review & Recommend

Transportation Committee

Review & Recommend

Metropolitan Council

Review & Release




Please amend the 2016-2019 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to adjust the funding
sources for the below two projects:

PROJECT 1 IDENTIFICATION:

SEQ # STATE (A | D ROUTE PROJECT AGENCY DESCRIPTION MILES
FISCAL | T | | | SYSTEM NUMBER include location,
YEAR |P | S (S.P. #) description of all work, &
T (Fed # if city (if applicable)
available)
1470 2016 M| M| SSAH46 027-646- Hennepin | CSAH46{46th St East)over -
007 County Godfrey-Pkwy-in-Mpls-
Replace BR 90585 (New
Bridge 27884}
PROG TYPE OF PROP TOTAL FHWA AC FTA TH OTHER
WORK | FUNDS $ $ $ $ $ $
BR Bridge SH $5:440:000 $1,792,000 - - - | $3.348,000
Replace

PROJECT 2 IDENTIFICATION:

SEQ # STATE (A | D ROUTE PROJECT AGENCY DESCRIPTION MILES
FISCAL | T | | | SYSTEM NUMBER include location,
YEAR | P | S (S.P. #) description of all work, &
T (Fed # if city (if applicable)
available)
1471 2016 M| M| CSAH 53 027-653- Hennepin | CSAH 53, from Xerxes Ave S -
021 County | to Richfield Parkway in
Richfield-Roundabout, turn
lanes, bike/ped facility
PROG TYPE OF PROP TOTAL FHWA AC FTA TH OTHER
WORK | FUNDS $ $ $ $ $ $
RD Grade STP $40,000,000 | $7840,000 - - - | $32,160,000
and
Surface $9,632,000 $30,368,000




PROJECT BACKGROUND:

1. Briefly describe why amendment is needed (e.g., project in previous TIP but not completed;
illustrative project and funds now available; discretionary funds received; inadvertently not
included in TIP).

An amendment is needed to adjust the federal funding for these two projects. Project 1 will
be funded entirely with local funds. Project 2 will use the FHWA funds from Project 1 and
use less local funding. The scopes of these projects are not changing.

2. How is Fiscal Constraint Maintained as required by 23 CFR 450.216 (check all that apply)?

e New Money

e Anticipated Advance Construction

e ATP or MPO or MnDOT Adjustment by deferral of other projects

e Earmark or HPP not affecting fiscal constraint

e Other X

Cumulative federal and local funds are not changing for these two projects. The $1,792,000 in
federal funding from Project 1 will be eliminated and the local funding will be increased by
$1,792,000. The federal funding for Project 2 will be increased by $1,792,000 and the local
funding will be reduced by $1,792,000. These federal and local funds are sufficient to fully fund
the projects; therefore, fiscal constraint is maintained. Because it will be devoid of federal
funds, Project 1 will no longer be included in the TIP.

CONSISTENCY WITH MPO LONG RANGE PLAN:

This amendment is consistent with the Metropolitan Council Transportation Policy Plan,
adopted by the Metropolitan Council on January 14, 2015 with FHWA/FTA conformity
determination established on March 13, 2015.

AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY:
e Subject to conformity determination
o Exempt from regional level analysis X
e N/A (not in a nonattainment or maintenance area

Project 2 (SP 027-653-021) is subject to conformity determination - A20.

Because this is an exchange of funds involving no change to the projects, no conformity
determination is needed.



Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

Information Item

DATE: November 24, 2015

TO: Technical Advisory Committee

PREPARED BY: Joe Barbeau, Senior Planner (651-602-1705)

SUBJECT: Draft Policy and Process to Defederalize TAB-Selected Projects

In recent months, two recipients of TAB-awarded STP funding have approached Council
staff about the possibility of “defederalizing” projects. In each case, the applicants
wanted to move federal funds from a smaller project to a larger project, leaving the
former free of federal funding. This provides several advantages in terms of local
expense and staff time.

A work group was established to work with the applicants on their requests and to
establish a long-term policy and process for future requests. Members addressed
concerns that all projects must be completed on time and as applied for in the Regional
Solicitation application. Any time a TAB-selected project is not completed, the amount of
federal funds programmed to it will be returned to the region. All defederalized projects
are subject to the Council’s scope change and program year policies.

Attached are a draft policy/process and a table, supplied by MnDOT Metro District State
Aid, highlighting federal versus state requirements.

390 North Robert St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1805 (651) 602-1000 Fax (651) 602-1739



POLICY AND PROCESS TO DEFEDERALIZE TAB-SELECTED
PROJECTS

OVERVIEW

Projects selected through the TAB Regional Solicitation and HSIP processes are awarded federal
funds and are therefore subject to federal requirements that can cost an agency considerable time and
money. When conditions are right, an agency may consider “defederalizing” a project.
Defederalization entails transferring federal funds from one project (“defederalized project”) to
another project already subject to federal requirements (“receiving project”), allowing the former
project to proceed without adherence to some federal requirements.

POLICY

Project Sponsors:

e Project sponsors must voluntarily agree to participate in the defederalization of a project, be it
their own or another sponsor’s.

e One sponsor may defederalize one or more of its projects by shifting federal funds to one or
more of its other projects.

e One sponsor may defederalize one or more of its projects by working with other sponsor(s) to
absorb federal funds in exchange for local funding.

e TAB will not recognize agreements for “future consideration” (i.e., TAB will not enforce an
agreement for one sponsor to “return the favor” to another sponsor at a future time).

e All sponsors involved with a defederalization request must provide a resolution agreeing to be
responsible for the project, the project’s timing, and the risks.

Funding:

e All federally funded projects must maintain the federally required minimum local match
(usually 20%, but 10% for Highway Safety Improvement Program).

e All funds transfers should be one-to-one in terms of funding amount. A sponsor may not
“purchase” defederalization by exchanging federal funds for a lesser amount of local funding.

e All transferred funds must be eligible to be used on the project they are proposed to fund.

e Defederalized funds may only be transferred to a project that is eligible to receive those funds.
In cases in which the funds are not eligible to the project proposed to receive funds, the
Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) Metro District State Aid office may “flex”
funds though the USDOT.

o If federal funds are transferred to a project with an earlier program year, the sponsor must
advance construct (AC) the project and be reimbursed in the year to which the funds are
assigned in the TIP. A TIP amendment is required to reflect the use of AC.

e Federal funds cannot be transferred to a future year, as this would put a burden on TAB to
redistribute funds.

e If State Aid funds are to be exchanged for federal aid funds, transfers can only occur county-to-
county or city-to-city.

Defederalized Projects:
e Defederalized projects must be completed with all elements, and in the time frame, shown in the
original application for funding. MnDOT Metro District State Aid or Metropolitan Council



Transit Grants, depending on the project, will continue to monitor all TAB-selected projects to
assure that they are completed consistent with policy.

e Defederalized projects are subject to TAB’s Scope Change Consultation and Evaluation
processes. Project sponsors must consult with MnDOT Metro District State Aid or
Metropolitan Council Transit Grants, depending on the project, in order to seek permission to
deviate from the approved scope.

e Defederalized projects are subject to TAB’s Program Year Policy.

e Should a TAB-selected project be withdrawn or otherwise unable to be completed, the project
sponsor must return its federal funding to the region. If the federal funding has already been
committed to a local project, the sponsor must provide local funds to TAB. This will be
reflected in the resolution provided by the sponsor.

PROCESS

1. Applicant submits a project defederalization request. Requests must be made by December 31 of
the state fiscal year prior to the program year associated with the earliest-programmed project
involved in the transfer. For example, defederalization of a project programmed in fiscal year 2018
must be requested by December 31, 2016.

2. Applicant provides a proposal to Metropolitan Council and MnDOT Metro State Aid. The proposal
must include the following:
e Description and funding table showing proposed defederalized project(s) and receiving
project(s) will absorb the federal funds. Amount and source of funds must be shown as well.
e Resolution(s) from the governing board of any agencies involved with the defederalization. The
resolution must include:

o Identification of any proposed defederalized project(s) and receiving project(s).
Amounts must be included

o Source(s) of non-federal funds.

o Commitment to authorizing all TAB-selected projects in the program year identified in
the TIP.

o Acknowledgement that all TAB-selected projects will comply with all MnDOT State
Aid or Metropolitan Council Transit Grants project requirements.

o Acknowledgement that all TAB-selected projects will be completed with the scope and
timing proposed in the original application and that MnDOT State Aid and/or
Metropolitan Council Transit Grants will monitor the project to assure that this happens.

o Acknowledgement that all TAB-selected projects are subject to TAB’s scope change
policy.

o Guarantee that should they fail to deliver part or all of the TAB-funded projects, federal
funding will be turned back to the region for distribution to other regional projects.

o Acknowledgment of any project advancement and advanced construction that needs to
occur.

o Guarantee that the project will be delivered using the local State Aid process or
Metropolitan Council Transit Grants process.



Federal and State Aid Requirements

Task

State Aid
Funding

Federal Aid
Funding

Project in the STIP (State Transportation Improvement Program)

X

PPMS (MnDOT Scheduling Software)

X

Project of Divisional Interest (PODI) - if applicable

- required full FHWA oversight/approvals of environmental, construction

plans and construction

X

Kickoff Meeting (project sponsor & State Aid)

X

Advance Construct (AC) Agreement if applicable

X

DCP Agency Agreement

X

Environmental Impacts

X (State
Process)

X (Federal
Process)

Environmental Document Preparation/Review (Environmental
Assessment or Project Memorandum)

(1)

X

- Public Involvement

(1)

- Cultural Resources/SHPO

- Threatened and Endangered Species

- Noise Analysis

- 4 (f)/6 (f)

- Environmental Justice

Delegated Contract Process (DCP)

Construction Plans

- Design complies with State Aid Rules

- ADA Compliance

(1)

- Traffic Control Plan

(1)

- Erosion Control Plan

(1)

XX [ X[ X|X|X|X[X|[X|X|X|X

- State Aid Force Account for work by local forces

- Federal Aid Force Account for work by local forces
- requires review/approval and federal funding
authorization by FHWA prior to the work being done.

Right of Way Acquisition

(1)

Right of Way Review/Certificate

Utility Relocation Certificate

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE)/On the Job Training (OJT)
Goals/Determination

Specifications/Proposal Preparation

Specifications Review

- Federal documents included

- Federal Wage Rates

- State Wage Rates

- Schedule of Materials Control

- Buy America

XIX|X|X|X|X|X| X [X|X]|X




State Aid | Federal Aid

Task Funding Funding
Proprietary Items X
- Proprietary Items not allowed unless a Public Interest Statement is X
provided/approved
Local Hiring Preferences X
- Local Hiring Preferences not allowed X
Required Permits (DNR, COE, NPDES, etc.) X
Federal Authorization of funding by FHWA X
Advertisement for Bid
- Ad language Review/Approval (required federal language) X
- local agency publishes advertisement X X
Bid Opening X X
- Project Sponsor consults with State Aid to set bid opening date (must X
follow federal requirements)
- DBE Review/Clearance from Office of Civil Rights X
- Bid Abstract Review X
- Bid Justification Review/Approval if bids +/- 10% of Engineers Estimate X
Project Award X X
- Project Award Concurrence X
POST- AWARD
Payment Requests submitted X X
- 95% of bid paid following contract award and required documentation X
- Federal funds are reimbursed up to the participation level as costs are X
incurred.
Independent Assurance Testing X
DBE/OJT Monitoring X
Supplemental Agreement (SA) and Change Order (CO)

. . X X
Submittals/Review/Approval
Materials Exception Summary Review/Approval by MnDOT Materials X
Final Inspection X X

(1) Project sponsor follows local process. Not reviewed by State Aid or FHWA.




Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

ACTION TRANSMITTAL 2015-49

DATE: December 2, 2015

TO: Technical Advisory Committee

FROM: Technical Advisory Committee — Planning

PREPARED BY: Russell Owen (651) 602-1724

SUBJECT: Review of Metropolitan Airports Commission 2016-2022 CIP
Capital Improvement Program (CIP)

REQUESTED MAC requests that the Metropolitan Council review the 2016-2022

ACTION: MAC CIP as required by MN Statutes 473.181 and 473.621

RECOMMENDED Recommend acceptance of the analysis below concerning the

MOTION: MAC 2016-2022 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and forward

these comments to the Metropolitan Council for its consideration.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF ACTION:

The MAC annually prepares a CIP for projects at MSP International Airport and their six
General Aviation reliever airports. Under state statutes 473.181 and 473.621 the Council
must:

« Determine adequacy of public participation in the CIP process,

« Approve CIP projects meeting certain dollar thresholds, 5 Million at MSP and 2 Million
at all reliever airports and “significant effects” criteria (referenced in Table 4, A-H),

« Review and comment on all projects for consistency with the Transportation Policy Plan
(TPP), including planning and environmental concerns.

In order to allow letting of projects early enough for construction to start in the spring, the
Council has agreed to utilize the draft CIP document released in September to expedite
the review. The MAC will take action on December 21st to adopt the final 2016-2022 CIP;
any changes from the draft will be incorporated into the 2016 CIP review report that goes
forward to the Met Council in January. Any changes identified after the MAC Commission
action will be reported to TAB. Any comments provided by TAC/TAB will be included for
consideration with the final review report submitted by staff for Council action. Following
the TAC- Planning meeting, MAC staff reported that there are a few projects that are
moving between the 2016 and 2017 years. The projects moving from 2017 to 2016 include
the Hotel Skyway project, while the DHL cargo building addition is moving from 2016 to
2017.

RELATIONSHIP TO REGIONAL POLICY:

The Metropolitan Council is required by state law to annually review of the MAC CIP to
ensure consistency of proposed projects with regional plans. Although state law doesn’t
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require TAC/TAB to review the MAC CIP, staff traditionally has sought TAC/TAB
comments in the review process.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

Analysis confirms that an Assessment of Environmental Effects (AOEE) has been
prepared for 2016 projects with potential environmental effects, and MAC has in place
an adequate public participation process for development and review of its AOEE and
CIP. MAC held a public hearing on the AOEE on November 2nd, at 10:30 AM at the
Planning, Development and Environment Committee meeting at the MSP Conference
Room.

The following 2016 projects meet the dollar threshold levels but do not meet the other
“significant effects” criteria to trigger project approval:

- MSP - Mezzanine HVAC/AHU Replacements — $ 16.7M

- MSP - Vertical Circulation Improvements - $34.2M

- MSP - Terminal 1, Parking Ramp - Northwest Grade Separation - $15.5M

- MSP - Terminal 1, Parking Ramp - Cargo and Stores Building - $10.5M

- MSP - Terminal 1, Parking Ramp - Roadway and Plaza Relocation - $100M

- MSP - Terminal 1, Parking Ramp - Parking Structure and RAC Facility - $24M
- St. Paul - Runway 14/32 Pavement Rehabilitation - $4M

Federal, state and MAC funding has been identified by the MAC for most projects in the
2016 CIP.

All projects in the 2016 CIP appear consistent with the Transportation Policy Plan (TPP).
All of the 2016 MSP projects were evaluated in the 2020 EA for MSP, that received a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) in March of 2013 from the Federal Aviation
Administration. Initial analysis of the future years (2017-2022) of the CIP shows that
many projects will meet the dollar threshold of review but do not appear to meet the
significant effects criteria. These projects will be re-evaluated on an annual basis. An
EAW was prepared for the Hotel Skyway project in 2017, since this project was not
included in the 2020 EA. The Terminal 1 parking ramp project is under a planning and
development phase. This project will have large expenditures in the future years.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS AND ACTION:

ROUTING
TO ACTION REQUESTED DATE COMPLETED
TAC - Planning Review and Recommend 11/12/2015

Technical Advisory Committee Review and Recommend

Transportation Advisory Board Review and Recommend

Metropolitan Council Review and Approve
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MAC 2016 - 2022 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The MAC 2016 — 2022 Capital Improvement Program material included in this memorandum
reflects the actions of the Commission’s PD&E Committee on Sep. 14, 2015. Final action by the
Commission is expected at their December 21, 2015 meeting. Any changes made on December
7t PDE Committee Meeting that may affect the CIP review would be reported at the December
16" Transportation Advisory Board.

The overall review schedule for the CIP is listed below. Materials for the TAC - Planning review
are included in the following summaries:

® MAC 2016 CIP Public Review Schedule
(See Attachment 1)

® 2016 Projects Requiring an Assessment of Environmental Effects (AOEE)
(See Attachment 2)
No projects meet criteria for environmental review.

® Projects Meeting $5M and $2M Thresholds 2016-2022
(See Attachment 3)
A number of projects potentially meet the threshold dollar levels.

® Projects Meeting Statutory Review Criteria & Requiring Approval
(See Attachment 4)
A few projects in 2016 meet the dollar threshold levels, but do not meet the criteria requiring
project “approval’.
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Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

1) MAC PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS:

MAC - 2016 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

RESPONSIBILITY

SCHEDULE

PROJECTS DEFINITION
Initial CIP Discussions

Requests for CIP Projects to Airport Development
Develop Projects Scopes, Costs, and Prioritization

Develop Draft Preliminary CIP

MAC Airport Development
MAC Departments

MAC Dept’s & Airport Dev.
Airport Development

January 2015
January 1st - June 1st
January 18t — May 13t
Feb. 1st - July 31st
Feb. 18t - July 31st

PROJECTS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Prepare AOEEs and EAWs as required
Notice of September PD&E Meeting mailed to Affected Municipalities

Recommendation by PD&E Committee to Commission of Preliminary CIP for Environmental

Review/Authorization to Hold Public Hearing on AOEEs and EAWs
Minutes of September PD&E Committee Meeting and Notice of September Commission Meeting
mailed to Affected Communities

Approval of Preliminary CIP by Commission for Environmental Review/Authorization to Hold

Public Hearing on AOEEs and EAWSs
Preliminary CIP Mailed to Affected Communities

AOEEs and EAWSs to EQB

Minutes of September Commission Meeting mailed to Affected Communities

Public Hearing Notice Published in EQB Monitor, starting the 30-Day Comment Period---------------

Public Hearing on AOEEs and EAWSs at November FD&E Committee Meeting

Thirty-Day Comment Period on AOEEs and EAWSs ends

Final Date for Affected Municipalities Comments on Preliminary CIP to MAC
Metro Council TAC Planning Review
Metro Council — TAC

Notice of December PD&E Committee Meeting mailed to Affected Communities
Recommendation by PD&E Committee to Commission of Final CIP

Minutes of December PD&E Committee Meeting and Notice of December Commission Meeting
mailed to Affected Communities

Metro Council — TAB Policy Committee & TAB

Environment
Airport Development

Airport Development
Airport Development

Airport Development
Airport Development
Environment
Environment

Airport Development
Environment
Environment
Affected Communities
TAC-Planning

TAC

Airport Development
Airport Development

Airport Development
TAB

July 31 — Oct. 7t
August 28"

September 3rd
September 11th

September 16t
September 17t
October 7th
October 14th
October 22nd
November 2nd
November 12th
November 12th
November 12th
December 2
November 28t
December 7t

December 11th
December 16t
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PROJECTS PLANNING and FINANCIAL REVIEW

Approval of Final CIP by Commission

Notification of Commission action to EQB
CIP Distributed to MAC Departments, Met Council, State Historical Society and Affected

Municipalities

Metro Council — Committee Action

Metro Council — Council Action

Minutes of December Commission Meeting mailed to Affected Communities

Airport Development
Airport Development

Airport Development
Transportation Committee
Metro Council

Airport Development

December 21st
December 21st

December 21st
January 4th
January 18t
January 22" | 2016

Note: 1) All dates are tentative and subject to change. 2) Shaded items represent actions/dates which pertain to the Affected Communities as defined in
Minnesota Statutes § 473.621, Subd. 6, as amended. 3) MAC = Metropolitan Airports Commission 4) PD&E = MAC Planning, Development and Environment
Committee 5) AOEE = Assessment Of Environmental Effects 6) EAW = Environmental Assessment Work Sheet 7) EQB = [MN] Environmental Quality Board
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2) PROJECTS REQUIRING AN ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS (AOEFE’s):

Project Are the Environmental Categories Affected by the Project
Description Effects of
X‘gd‘?;f :é Air _ Compatible Fi§h FIo_od- Hazar_dous Histqrical, Ligr_mt _ Parks Noise Wate_r Wet Infra- Farm Erosion
in an Quality Land Use Wlld- plains Mater!als, Archltecture}l, Emissions & Quality lands structure land and. )
Approved life and PoIIqup Archaeological apd Rec. (Storm, and ) Sedimentation
EAW. EA and Flood- Prevention and Visual Areas Waste Publl_c
or Elé’7 Plants ways and Cultural Effects and and Services
' Solid Waste Resources Trails Ground
Water)
MSP AIRPORT PROJECTS
MSP 2020
No EA or EIS Environmenta No
Required for | Assessment Effects
2016 projects findings.
RELIEVER PROJECTS
No Projects N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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3) MAC PROJECTS ANTICIPATED TO MEET THE $5M AND $2M THRESHOLDS FROM 2016 — 2022:

Airport

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

MSP
Environmental

Noise Mitigation

Noise Mitigation

Noise Mitigation

MSP -Recarpeting Program | -Recarpeting Program - | -Recarpeting Program - | - Checkpoint Expansion - Checkpoint Expansion
Terminal 1 -Mezzanine -Baggage Claim -$6.83M $6.83M $6.83M -$10.5M -$25.1M
Lindbergh HVAC/AHU Expansion - $33.4 M
Replacements — $ -Taxiway D -ARFF #2 Facility - -Baggage Claim -Replacement of Jet -Concourse E
16.7M -Outbound Baggage | Reconstruction - $10.5M Expansion - $41.4 M Bridges $5M Remodeling - $41.5M
System -$15.2M $9.5M
-Vertical Circulation -FIS Operational -Ticket Lobby -CBP Primary Relocation | --Folded Plate Repairs -
Improvements - -Ticket Lobby -Ticket Lobby Improvements -$8.4M Operational Gates G8-9-$51M $8.9M
$34.2 M Operational Operational Improvements -
Improvements - Improvements - $20M | -Baggage Claim $16.5M -Concourse G
-Terminal 1, Parking $15.7M Expansion - $23.7 M --Folded Plate Repairs - | Rehabilitation $5M
Ramp, Northwest -Vertical Circulation --Folded Plate Repairs | $8.9M
Grade Separation - -Concourse A/G Improvements - -Ticket Lobby -$8.9M
$15.5M Connector Bridge $25.2 M Operational -Concourse G
Phase 1-$20 M Improvements - -Concourse G Rehabilitation $5M
-Terminal 1, Parking -Lower Level $19.4M Rehabilitation $5M
Ramp, Cargo and -Parking, Orange Curbside Expansion -
Stores Building - Ramp Additional $12.1M -East Curbside Upper
$10.5M Elevators - $293 M Level Check-In-
-Concourse G $14,8M
-Terminal 1, Parking -Concourse G Rehabilitation -$5M
Ramp, Roadway and | Rehabilitation - -Taxiway C
Plaza Relocation - $6.5M Construction -$5.5M
$100 M
-Freight Building -Folded Plate Repairs -
-Terminal 1, Parking Remodel for DHL - $8.9M
Ramp, Parking $5M
Structure and RAC -Police, Safety and
Facility - $24 M Ops Center -$35M*
MSP
Airfield
- Public Safety Facility- -T2 North Gate
MSP $35M — this is not a T2 Expansion Design Fees-
Terminal 2 project. lItis $5M
Humphrey considered to be under

the Police cost center.
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Lake EImo Runway 04/22 Runway 14/32
Airport Pavement Replacement- $7M
Rehabilitation - $4M
Airfield Modifications -
$3M
Airlake South Building Area Runway 12/30
Airport Development Phase 1- Reconstruction $ 3.5M
$3.2M
Runway 12/30
Extension - $8M
Flying Cloud Taxiway D Pavement | Equipment Storage Electrical Vault Runway 10R/28L Runway 10L/28R
Airport Rehabilitation - $1M Building - $2.5M Modifications - $1.5M Pavement Rehabilitation | Overlay Pavement
- $1.3M Rehabilitation - $2M
Anoka County- South Service Road Building Area Building Area

Blaine Airport

and &East Landside
Road Pavement
Reconstruction - $1M

Development & Xylite
Relocation — $1M

Development — 2.4M

St. Paul
Downtown
Airport

St. Paul Runway
14/32 Pavement
Rehabilitation - $4M

Storm Sewer
Improvements -
$1.5M

MAC Building
Improvements - $2M

St. Paul Runway 13/31
Safety Area
Improvement -$4.5M

LED Lighting Upgrades
-$1.5M

Runway 14/32
Reconstruction - $5M

Runway 14/32
Reconstruction - $5M

Admin Building Apron
Pavement Rehabilitation
-$1.4M

Crystal Airport

Runway 14R/32L &
Taxiway E
Modifications - $2M
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Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

4) 2016 PROJECTS MEETING STATUTORY REVIEW CRITERIA AND REQUIRING APPROVAL:
Prior Reviews/Actions Capital Review Criteria *
2016 CIP LTCP AOEE*** (A) (B) © (D) (E) F (©) (H)*
PROJECTS
e Review Action e EA-EAW Prepared Project Loc. New A Runway New or Land Project
¢ EIS Reviewed meets of a Runway | Runway Strengthening | Expanded Acquisition information
e NPDES Approved Dollar New at an Extension | other than Passenger | associated made
AIRPORT/ e Legislative threshold | Airport | Existing | atan routine Handling with the other | available
PROJECT Requirement at: Airport Existing Maintenance. | or Parking | criteria, or that | by the MAC
e Regulatory Airport Facilities would cause to affected
Requirement MSP for 25% relocation of cities for
o Legal Requirement = $5M or more residential or review.
Relievers capacity business
=$2M Increase. Activities.

MSP International
Airport
2015 Program:

e 2030 LTCP
Update Approved
in 2010

390 North Robert St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1805 (651) 602-1000 Fax (651) 602-1739




ST. PAUL e 2025LTCP None
Approved in 2010
DOWNTOWN
MAC-City Agreement
FLYING CLOUD e 2025LTCP concluded; FAA review
Approved in 2010 | of Agreement & R.O.D. None
on FEIS completed as
part of MAC/Airline
Agreement. 2010 Plan
being implemented.
e 2025LTCP None
CRYSTAL Approved 2008
e 2025LTCP None
ANOKA CO. Approved in 2010
-BLAINE
e 2025LTCP (EA completed for None
LAKE ELMO Approved 2008 proposed new East
Building Area).
e 2025LTCP (negotiations on sewer None
AIRLAKE Approved 2008 & water service).

* Criteria as defined under MS 473.

** Requirements defined under MS 473.
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Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

Information Item

DATE: November 25

TO: Technical Advisory Committee

PREPARED BY: Joe Barbeau, Senior Planner (651-602-1705)
SUBJECT: 2016 Regional Saolicitation Update

Today’s regional solicitation discussion will include a review of potential changes to be
made to the Transit, TDM, and non-motorized applications.
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Transit Expansion - Prioritizing Criteria and

Measures

Definition: A transit project that provides new or expanded transit service/facilities. Routine facility

maintenance and upkeep is not eligible.

Examples of Transit Expansion Projects:

e Operating funds for new or expanded transit service
e Transit vehicles for new or expanded service

e Transit shelters, centers, stations, and platforms for

Minimum Federal Award: $500,000

new or expanded service along a route Maximum Federal Award: $7,000,000

e Park-and-ride facilities

Scoring:
Criteria and Measures Points % of Total
1. Role in the Regional Transportation System and Economy 100 10%
Measure A - Connection to Jobs and Educational Institutions,Manufacturing / 33
Measure B - Existing population within 0.25 mile (bus stop) or 0.5 mile 33
(transitway)
Measure C — RidershipAverage number of dailyweekday-ef transit reutes-trips 34
directly connected to the project
2. Usage 350 35%
v ~C ot ol - 105
Measure SA - Servico-loneriing sasialffectivencsefarefecnornavriderNew
annual-riders +75330
3. Equity and Housing Performance 200 20%
Measure A - Connection to disadvantaged populations and project’s benefits, 130
impacts, and mitigation
Measure B - Housing Performance Score 70
4. Emissions Reduction 200 20%
Measure A - Total emissions reduced 133200
3¢ focti . ¢ armissi ; -
5. Multimodal Facilities and Connections 100 10%
Measure 2-A - Multimodal elements of the project and existing connections 56100
6. Risk Assessment 50 5%
Measure A - Risk Assessment Form 50
Sub-Total 1,000 100%
7. Cost-Benefit Ratio TBD
Measure A — Cost-benefit ratio (total project cost/total points awarded) TBD
TBD

Transit Expansion - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures




1. Role in the Regional Transportation System and Economy (100 Points; 10 Percent
of Total Points) - Tying regional policy (Thrive MSP2040) to the Regional Solicitation, this criterion
measures the regional significance of the project, including the project’s connections to jobs, Educational
Institutions (as defined in ThriveMSP 2040),-lecalactivitycenters, population centers, and the project’s
ability to provide regional transit system connections (measured through the annual—transit

ridershipnumber of -of connecting, weekday transit trips).

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Regional Economy” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. Report the existing employment and educational institution enrollment
within 1/4 mile of the project’s bus stops or within 1/2 mile of the project’s transitway
stations. Existing employment will be measured by summing the employment located in the
TAZ's that intersect the 1/4-mile or 1/2-mile buffers. Enrollment at public and private post-
secondary institutions will also be measured. Applications for projects that include “last mile”
service provided by employers or educational institutions can get credit for the employment
and enrollment, respectively, if a commitment letter is provided guaranteeing service for

three years. (33 Points)

Upload the “Regional Economy” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Data from the “Regional Economy” map):

e Existing Employment:

e  Existing Post-Secondary Enrollment:

e Existing Employment outside of the %- or %.mile buffer.to be served by shuttle service
(Letter of commitment required):

e Existing Post-Secondary Enrollment outside of the %- or % mile buffer to be served by
shuttle service (Letter of commitment required):

EXPLANATION of last-mile service (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

Transit Expansion - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures



Note: Transitways offer travel time advantages for transit vehicles, improve transit service
reliability, and increase the convenience and attractiveness of transit service. Transitways are
defined in the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan to include commuter rail, light rail, highway
and arterial bus rapid transit. Eligible transitway projects are those that have a mode and
alignment identified in the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan.

If the project includes construction of a park-and-ride facility, employment and eligible
educational institutions only include those directly connected by the transit routes exiting the
facility.

SCORING GUIDANCE (33 Points)

The applicant with the highest combined total employment and post-secondary education enrollment
will receive the full 33 points for this measure. Remaining projects will receive a proportionate share
of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had 1,000 workers/students within 1/4
mile and the top project had 1,500 workers/students, this applicant would receive (1,000/1,500)*33
points or 22 points. Using the Metropolitan Council model, all census blocks that are included within
or intersect the buffer area around the project.

Using the Metropolitan Council model, all Census blocks groups that are included within or intersect
the buffer area around the project will be included in the analysis.

B. MEASURE: Reference the “Population Summary” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. Report the existing population within 1/4 mile of the project’s bus stops
or within 1/2 mile of the project’s transitway stations. Existing population will be measured
by summing the population located in the Census block that intersect the 1/4-mile or 1/2-
mile buffers. (33 Points)

Upload the “Population Summary” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Data from the “Population Summary” map):
e Existing Population:

SCORING GUIDANCE (33 Points)

The applicant with the highest population will receive the full points. Remaining projects will receive a
proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had 1,000 people
within 1/4 mile and the top project had 1,500 people, this applicant would receive (1,000/1,500)*33
points or 22 points.

Transit Expansion - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures



Using the Metropolitan Council model, all Census blocks that are included within or intersect the buffer
area around the project will be included in the analysis.

C. MEASURE: Reference the “Transit Connectivity” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. List the transit routes directly connected to the project to help determine

the transit these connecting routes , as depicted on the
“Transit Connectivity” map. Metropolitan Council staff will provide
for each connecting route.
transitway
(34 Points)

Upload the “Transit Connectivity” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Data from the “Transit Connectivity” map):

e  Existing transit routes directly connected to the project: (24 Points)

e Planned transitways directly connect to the project (mode and alignment determined and
identified in the TPP): (10 Points)

SCORING GUIDANCE (34 Points)
The applicant with route connections having the highest

will receive the full points (as shown above). Remaining projects will receive a
proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had connecting
ridership of 100 trips and the top project had 150 trips, this applicant would receive (100/150)*24
points or 16 points.

Any project with a connection to a planned transitway station should be awarded 10 points.

After each of the above scores are tabulated the top total score will be adjusted to 34 with all other
projects adjusted proportionately. For example, if the top application scored 28 points, it would be
adjusted to 34. A project that scored 19 points would be awarded (19/28)*34, or 23 points.
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2. Usage (350 Points; 35 Percent of Total Points) - This criterion quantifies the project’s impact

by estimating the annual transit ridership of the project-te-cetermine the overallcost-effectivenessper
eker,

A. MEASURE: This measure will calculate the project’s tetalnew riderscesteffectiveness per
rider. Based on the service type, estimate and provide the tetalnew annual transit ridership

Lesdstinglosrevridearshisd that is produced by the new prOJect in the third year of service

cost Effact] £ T i hin— T : / :
Select the service type and provide the annual transit ridership, based on the methodology
listed below

For Express Route Projects to Minneapolis and St. Paul Only:

e Use the 2020 forecast from the park-and-ride demand estimation model in the 2030
Regional Park-and-Ride Plan (Appendix B) to develop a ridership estimate. The market will
be defined using the prescribed site location criteria in the plan and demand estimates
determined by the TAZs in the express bus route market area. If possible, the applicant
will use the ridership figures provided for an existing or planned facility.

The 2030 Regional Park-and-Ride Plan forecasts 2020 demand to downtown Minneapolis
and downtown St. Paul based off 2008 data. If the applicant wants to use more up-to-
date data than 2008, then they must follow the methodology and equations from the
Park-and-Ride Plan and clearly describe the methodology and assumptions used to
estimate annual ridership.

Note: Any Express routes not going to these downtown areas should follow the peer route
methodology described in the “For Urban and Suburban Local Routes and Suburb-to-
Suburb Express Routes Only” section.
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For Transitways Projects Only:

e Use most recent forecast data to estimate ridership for the third year of service. Forecast
data for the transitway must be derived from a study or plan that uses data approved by
Metropolitan Council staff. This includes the most up-to-date estimates from plans that
have been already adopted. Describe the methodology and assumptions used to estimate
annual ridership.

Note: Transitways offer travel time advantages for transit vehicles, improve transit service
reliability, and increase the convenience and attractiveness of transit service. Transitways are
defined in the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan to include commuter rail, light rail, highway
and arterial bus rapid transit. Eligible transitway projects are those that have a mode and
alignment identified in the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan.

For Urban and Suburban Local Routes Only:

e Use peer routes that are currently in service to develop a ridership estimate for the third
year of service. Applicants must use the most recent annual ridership figures that are
available. To select the peer routes, the applicant should identify routes in the same
transit market area (as defined in the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan), or routes that
serve locations with similar development patterns. Applicants must use the average
passengers per service hour of at least three peer routes to apply a rate of ridership for
the proposed service project. Additionally, describe how a peer route was selected in the
response and any assumptions used.

RESPONSE:
e Service Type:
Annual Ridership

. 2,800

SCORING GUIDANCE ( Points)

The applicant with the highest annual ridership will receive the full points. Remaining projects
will receive a proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had
ridership of 1,000,000 riders and the top project had a ridership of 1,500,000 riders, this applicant
would receive (1,000,000/1,500,000)*350 points or 233 points.

For urban and suburban local bus service and suburb-to-suburb express service, applicants should use
peer routes from the same Transportation Policy Plan market area or peer routes that serve locations
with similar development patterns. Points are scored based on sound methodology and clear
relationship to the peer routes.

For all service types, 50 percent of points can be deducted if the applicant provides no methodology. If
a methodology is provided, then points should only be deducted if the estimation methodology is not
sound.
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3. Equity and Housing Performance (200 Points; 20 Percent of Total Points) -- This
criterion addresses the project’s positive and negative impacts to low-income populations, people of
color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly. The criterion also evaluates a community’s
efforts to promote affordable housing.

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Socio-Econ” map generated at the beginning of the application
process. Identify the project’s location from the list below, as depicted on the “Housing
Equity” map. Describe the project’s positive benefits, and negative impacts, and mitigation
for low-income populations; people of color; children, people with disabilities, and the
elderly. A project’s service must stop in one of the eligible areas to qualify as a direct
connection. In addition, a direct connection is one that does not require a transfer.
Geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive the full points listed below. In order to
receive the maximum points, the response should address the benefits, impacts, and
mitigation for the populations listed above. (130 Points)

Upload the “Socio-Econ” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Select one, based on the “Socio-Econ” map):

e Project’s service directly connects to Racially Concentrated Area of Poverty: [1 (0 to 130
Points)

e Project’s service directly connects to Concentrated Area of Poverty: [1 (0 to 104 Points)

e Project’s service directly connects to census tracts that are above the regional average
for population in poverty or population of color: (1 (0 to 52 Points)

e Project’s service directly connects to a census tract that is below the regional average for
population in poverty or populations of color, or includes children, people with

disabilities, or the elderly: (1 (0 to 37 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (130 Points)

Based on the “Socio-Econ” map’s output, the applicant will select the appropriate option from the
above bullets. However, geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive full points. The applicant
must fully describe the positive benefits and negative impacts (with mitigation to address the issue) for
those identified groups (200 words or less). Each project will first be graded on a 10-point scale, not
accounting for geography. Each score from the 10-point scale will then be adjusted to the appropriate
geography. The project with the most positive benefits and appropriate mitigation for negative impacts
will receive the full points relative to its maximum geographic sub-area defined above. Remaining
projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. This response is intended to be
qualitative. Metropolitan Council staff will score this measure.

Note: Due to the geographic adjustment to scores, it is possible that the above process will result in no
project receiving the maximum allotment of 130 points. In this case, the highest-scoring application
for this measure will be adjusted to receive the full 130 points. Remaining projects will receive a
proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had 50 points and the
top project had 100 points, this applicant would receive (50/100)*130 points or 65 points.
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B. MEASURE: Metropolitan Council staff will award points to the project based on the 2015
Housing Performance Score for the city or township in which the project’s stops are located.
The score includes consideration of affordability and diversification, local initiatives to
facilitate affordable workforce housing development or preservation, and density of
residential development. If the project includes express service with no reverse commute
trips, the applicant should only report the number of stops and corresponding jurisdictions in
which the inbound service originates. If the project has stops in more than one jurisdiction,
the points will be awarded based on a weighted average using the length of the project in
each jurisdiction. If a project’s stops are located in a city or township with no allocation of
affordable housing need (either there is no forecasted household growth or the area does not
have land to support sewered development), then the project will not be disadvantaged by
this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as a result. (70 Points)

RESPONSE (Affordable Housing Score completed by Metropolitan Council staff):
e City/Township:
e Number of Stops within City/Township:

SCORING GUIDANCE (70 Points)

The applicant with the highest 2015 Housing Performance Score will receive the full points. Remaining
projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. Note: Metropolitan Council staff will score
this measure.

Projects will use the city Housing Performance Score based on the project location. If a project is located
in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based on a weighted average of the city or
township scores for the project location based on the length of the project in each jurisdiction. If a
project is located in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered development), then
the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as
aresult.

If this is the case, then the total points possible in the application will be 930 instead of 1,000. The total
points awarded through the rest of the application (900 as a hypothetical example) will be divided by
930, then multiplied by 1,000. Therefore, a project scoring 900 out of 930, will equate to 968 points on
a 1,000-point scale.

If a portion of the project is located in a city with an affordable housing allocation and the other portion
is located in a township with no affordable housing allocation, then a combination of the weighted
average and no affordable housing methodologies should be used. This will result in a total score that
will be somewhere between 930 and 1,000; then the score will need to be adjusted to fit a 1,000-point
scale.
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4. Emissions Reduction (200 Points; 20 Percent of Total Points) — This criterion measures
the impact that the project’s implementation will have on air quality as measured by reductions in CO,
NOy, COz., PM;s, and VOC emissions. Applications for transit operating, vehicle or capital funds must
calculate the benefit for the third year of service.

A. MEASURE: The applicant must show that the project will reduce CO, NOx, CO2e, PM2.5, and/or
VOC due to the reduction in VMT. Calculate and provide the number of new daily transit riders
and the distance from terminal to terminal in miles to calculate VMT reduction. The emissions
factors will be automatically applied to the VMT reduction to calculate the total reduced
emissions. (133 Points)

Daily VMT Reduction = New Daily Transit Riders multiplied by Distance from Terminal to
Terminal

Emissions Factors
e CO reduced = VMT reduced * 2.39
e NOy reduced = VMT reduced * 0.16
e COy reduced = VMT reduced * 366.60
e PM;sreduced = VMT reduced * 0.005
e VOCs reduced = VMT reduced * 0.03

RESPONSE (Total reduced emissions will automatically calculate):
o New Daily Transit Riders:
e Distance from Terminal to Terminal (Miles)

SCORING GUIDANCE (200 Points)

The applicant with the greatest daily reduction in emissions due to VMT reduction will receive the full
points. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. For example, if the
application being scored reduced emissions by 3 kilograms and the top project reduced emissions by 5
kilograms, this applicant would receive (3/5)*200 points or 120 points.
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5. Multimodal Facilities and Connections (100 Points) — This criterion measures how the
project improves the travel experience, safety, and security for other modes of transportation,
provides strong connections, and addresses the safe integration of these modes.

MEASURE: Discuss any bicycle; or pedestrian elements that are included as part of
the total project and how they improve the travel experience, safety, and security for users
of these modes. Also, describe the existing bicycle; and pedestrian facilities and
accommodations . Furthermore, address
how the proposed project safely integrates all modes of transportation (i.e., transit, vehicles,
bicyclists, and pedestrians). Applicants should also identify supporting studies or plans that
address why a mode may not be incorporated into the project.

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (100 Points)

The project that results in the most comprehensive connectivity to non-motorized modes (via existing

or added elements), as addressed in the required response (400 words or less), will receive the full

points. Remaining projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. Example
improvements are listed below:

e Improves the safety and security of the pedestrian or bicyclist (e.g., pedestrian-scale lighting,
removing obstructions to create safe gathering spaces, leading pedestrian signal phasing, traffic
calming, bike facilities separated from pedestrians)

e Improves the quality of the travel experience (e.g., pavement improvements, public art, benches,
wayfinding)
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e Improves the pedestrian network near the transit stop/station

e Improves the bicycle network near the transit stop/station

e Uses roadway shoulders or MnPASS lanes for faster service

e Connects to transit stops accessible via bike

e Connects to transit tops with safe / comfortable areas for pedestrians to walk or wait
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6. Risk Assessment (50 Points; 5 Percent of Total Points) - This criterion measures the
number of risks associated with the project and the steps already completed in the project
development process. These steps are outlined in the checklist in the required Risk Assessment.
The Risk Assessment only needs to be completed for construction projects. All other projects do
not need to complete this form. Projects that only involve transit operating assistance will receive
all possible points under this criterion if the project meets funding requirements.

Facility Projects:

A. MEASURE: Applications involving construction must complete the Risk Assessment. The Risk
Assessment includes activities completed to-date, as well as an assessment of risks (e.g., right-
of-way acquisition, proximity to historic properties, etc.)

RESPONSE (Complete Risk Assessment):

SCORING GUIDANCE (50 Points)

The applicant will receive up to the full points based on the eight Risk Assessment elements. A project
that is not required to complete the checklist will receive full points . Remaining projects will
receive a proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had 40 points
and the top project had 70 points, this applicant would receive (40/70)*50 points or 29 points.
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7. Cost Effectiveness (100 Points) — This criterion will assess the project’s cost-benefit based
on the total annual project cost and total points awarded.

A. MEASURE: Calculate the cost effectiveness of the project. The Scoring Committee will divide
the total project cost by the total number of points awarded in the previous criteria.

Estimate and provide the annualized capital cost of the project and the annual operating

cost of the project; the sum of these cost components equals the total annual project cost.

The annualized project cost is derived from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

guidelines on useful life.

Total annual project cost is the lump sum total project cost divided by the FTA “years of

useful life” as listed here. As noted in the useful life table, operating costs should also be

annualized. If the project has two or more components with differing years of useful life,

annualize each component. If the proje o€ is not listed in'the document, use most

similar project type or provide supp ocumentation on useful life value used.

Applicants should include all operating and capital costs associated w plementing the

entire project, even though- applicant may only be applying for part o se costs as

part of the solicitation.

Project Type ears of Useful Life

Operating 3
4
5
12
14
Park & Ri ce Lot 20
mLRide — Structured 50
Transit Center/Station/Platform 70
Transit Shelter 20
Light Rail Vehicles 25
Commuter Rail Vehicles 25
Land Purchase 100

e Cost-Benefit Ratio= total TAB-eligible project cost/total number of points awarded in
previous criteria

RESPONSE (This measure will be calculated after the scores for the other measures are
tabulated by the Scoring Committee):

e Total Annual Operating Cost:
e Total Annual Capital Cost of Project:
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SCORING GUIDANCE (100 Points)

The applicant with the lowest dollar value per point earned in the application (i.e., the benefits) will
receive the full points for the measure. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full
points. For example, if the top project had 35,000 and the application being scored had 70,000, this
applicant would receive (35,000/70,000)*100 points or 50 points.

TOTAL: 1,100 POINTS
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Transit System Modernization - Prioritizing Criteria

and

Measures

Definition: A transit project that makes existing-existing transit more attractive to existing and future
riders by offering faster travel times between destinations, improving the customer experience, or
reducing operating costs for the transit provider. Routine facility maintenance and upkeep is not eligible.
Projects associated with new or expanded service/facilities such as the purchase of new buses should

apply in

the Transit Expansion sub-category.

Examples of Transit System Modernization Projects:

Improved boarding areas, lighting, and passenger waiting facilities

e Real-time signage
o Heated facilities or weather protection; safety and security equipment
e New transit maintenance and support facilities/garages or upgrades to existing facilities
e ITS measures that improve reliability and the customer experience
e Improved fare collection systems
e Multiple eligible improvements along a route Minimum Federal Award: $100,000
Maximum Federal Award: $7,000,000
Scoring:
Criteria and Measures Points % of Total
1. Role in the Regional Transportation System and Economy 100 10%
Measure A - Connection to Jobs, Manufacturing/Distribution, Educational Institutions 33
Measure B - Existing population within 0.25 mile (bus stop) or 0.5 mile (transitway) 33
Measure C - Ridership-ettTransit routes directly connected to project 34
2. Usage 300 30%
Measure A - Costeffectiveness-of projectpertotalriderTotal existing annual riders 216300
2—CSepdecteseratingcostoffosthronessatorejostnorney s o9
3. Equity and Housing Performance 150 15%
Measure A - Connection to disadvantaged populations and project’s benefits 80
Measure B - Housing Performance Score 70
4. Emissions Reduction 100 10%
Measure A — Description of emissions reduced 100
5. Service and Customer Improvements 150 15%
Measure A - Percent reduction in passenger travel time 75
Measure B - Percent reduction in operating & maintenance costs 38
Measure C - Project improvements for transit users 37
6. Multimodal Facilities and Connections 100 10%
Measure A - Bicycle and pedestrian facilities and connections 56100
Measure B—Multimodalelementsof the project 50
7. Risk Assessment 100 10%
Measure A - Risk Assessment Form 100

Sub-Total 1,000 100.0%
8. Cost-Benefit Ratio TBD

Measure A — Cost-benefit ratio (total annual project cost/total points awarded) TBD
Total TBD

Transit System Modernization - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures
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November 4, 2015

1. Role in the Regional Transportation System and Economy (100 Points; 10
Percent of Total Points) - This criterion measures the regional significance of the project,
including the project’s connections to or within Job Concentrations, Manufacturing/Distribution
Locations and Educational Institutions, as defined in ThriveMSP 2040, local activity centers,
population centers, and the project’s ability to provide regional transit system connections
(measured through the annual transit ridership of connecting transit routes).

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Regional Economy” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. lIdentify the project’s connections to the Job Concentrations,
Manufacturing/ Distribution Locations and Educational Institutions as defined in ThriveMSP
2040, and depicted in the “Regional Economy” map. If the project does not provide a
connection to a Job Concentration, Manufacturing/Distribution Location, or Educational
Institution, but provides a connection to a local activity center, reference the adopted county
or city plan identifying this area. (33 Points)

Upload the “Regional Economy” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Select all that apply, based on the “Regional Economy” map):

e Direct connection to or within 1/4 mile (bus stop) or 1/2 mile (transitway station) of a Job
Concentration: [] (33 Points)

e Direct connection to or within 1/4 mile (bus stop) or 1/2 mile (transitway station) of a
Manufacturing/Distribution Location: [] (33 Points)

e Direct connection to or within 1/4 mile (bus stop) or 1/2 mile (transitway station) of an
Educational Institution:[] (33 Points)

e Project provides a direct connection to or within 1/4 mile (bus stop) or 1/2 mile
(transitway station) of an existing local activity center identified in an adopted county or
city plan:[] (20 Points)
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Note: Transitways offer travel time advantages for transit vehicles, improve transit service
reliability, and increase the convenience and attractiveness of transit service. Transitways are
defined in the 2030 Transportation Policy Plan to include commuter rail, light rail, highway
and arterial bus rapid transit, and express bus with transit advantages. Eligible transitway
projects are those that have a mode and alignment identified in the 2030 Transportation
Policy Plan.

RESPONSE (Limit 700 characters; approximately 100 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (33 Points)

The applicant will receive the points shown for the type of connection made by the project (see above).
The applicant can only score 33, 20, or 0 points for this measure. If the project provides a connection
to a local activity center, the applicant must describe the adopted county or city plan identifying this
area to receive points.

B. MEASURE: Reference the “Population Summary” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. Report the existing population within 1/4 mile of the project’s bus stops
or within 1/2 mile of the project’s transitway stations. Existing population will be measured
by summing the population located in the TAZ's that intersect the 1/4-mile or 1/2-mile
buffers. (33 Points)

Upload the “Population Summary” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Data from the “Population Summary” map):
e  Existing Population (Integer Only):

SCORING GUIDANCE (33 Points)
The applicant with the highest population will receive the full points. Remaining projects will receive a
proportional share of the full points.

Using the Metropolitan Council model, all traffic analysis zones that are included in or intersect the
buffer area around the project will be included in the analysis.

C. MEASURE: Reference the “Transit Connectivity” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. List the transit routes directly connected to the project to help determine
the annual transit ridership of these connecting routes, as depicted on the “Transit
Connectivity” map. Potential connections include transitway stations (existing transitways or
planned transitways with a mode and alignment determined in the 2030 TPP), high-frequency
express and local stations/stops, and other non-high-frequency fixed-route stations/stops.
Metropolitan Council staff will provide annual ridership for each connecting route. (34 Points)

Upload the “Transit Connectivity” map used for this measure.
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Note: Transitways offer travel time advantages for transit vehicles, improve transit service
reliability, and increase the convenience and attractiveness of transit service. Transitways are
defined in the Transportation Policy Plan to include commuter rail, light rail, highway and arterial
bus rapid transit, and express bus with transit advantages. Eligible transitway projects are those
that have a mode and alignment identified in the Transportation Policy Plan

RESPONSE (Data from the “Transit Connectivity” map):

e Existing transit routes directly connected to the project: (24 Points)
e Planned transitways directly connect to the project (mode and alignment determined and
identified in the TPP): (10 Points)

SCORING GUIDANCE (34 Points)
The applicant with route connections having the highest annual transit ridership will receive the full
points (as shown above). Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points.
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2. Usage (300 points; 30 Percent of Total Points) - This criterion quantifies the project’s
impact by estimating the annual transit ridership of the project to determine the overall cost-
effectiveness per rider.

A. MEASURE: This measure will calculate the cost effectiveness of the project per rider.
stimate and provide the total annual transit ridership (existing plus new
ridership) that is produced by the new project in the third year of service. Total annual transit
ridership will be used as an input to calculate cost effectiveness.

In addition to ridership estimation, estimate and provide the annualized capital cost of the

project and the annual operating cost of the project; the sum of these cost components

equal the total annual project cost.. The annualized project cost is derived from the Federal

Transit Administration (FTA) guidelines on useful life. Annualized project cost is the lump
sum total project cost divided by the FTA “years of useful life” as listed . If the
project has two or more components with differing years of useful life, annualize the
components If the project type is not listed .
use most similar project type or provide supporting documentation on useful life value used.

e Cost Effectiveness of Total Ridership = Total annual project cost / total annual transit
ridership.

RESPONSE (Cost effectiveness will be automatically calculated):

e Total Annual Operating Cost {3re-Year}:

e Total Annual Capital Cost :

Total Annual Ridership

Select the service type and provide the annual transit ridership, based on the methodology
listed below. (210 Points)
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Express Routes

e Use the 2020 forecast (equivalent to the third year of ridership) from the park-and-ride
demand estimation model in the 2030 Regional Park-and-Ride Plan to develop a ridership
estimate. The market will be defined using the prescribed site location criteria in the plan
and demand estimates determined by the TAZs in the express bus route market area. If
possible, the applicant will use the ridership figures provided for an existing or planned
facility.

Transitways

e Use forecast data (current year and 2030) to estimate ridership for the third year of
service. Forecast data for the transitway must be derived from a study or plan that uses
data approved by Metropolitan Council staff. This includes the most up-to-date estimates
from plans that have been already adopted.

Note: Transitways offer travel time advantages for transit vehicles, improve transit service
reliability, and increase the convenience and attractiveness of transit service. Transitways are
defined in the 2030 Transportation Policy Plan to include commuter rail, light rail, highway
and arterial bus rapid transit, and express bus with transit advantages. Eligible transitway
projects are those that have a mode and alignment identified in the 2030 Transportation
Policy Plan.

Urban and Suburban Local Routes

e Use peer routes that are currently in service to develop a ridership estimate for the third
year of service. Applicants must use the most recent annual ridership figures that are
available. To select the peer routes, the applicant should identify routes in the same
transit market area (as defined in the 2030 Transportation Policy Plan), or routes that
serve locations with similar development patterns. Applicants must use the average
passengers per in service hour of at least three peer routes to apply a rate of ridership for
the proposed service project. Additionally, describe how a peer route was selected in the
response.

RESPONSE (Cost effectiveness will be automatically calculated):
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SCORING GUIDANCE (210 Points)

The applicant with the lowest project cost per rider, equal to total annual project cost divided by total
annual ridership, will receive the full points. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the
full points.

For urban and suburban local bus service, applicants should use peer routes form the same
Transportation Policy Plan market area or peer routes that serve locations with similar development
patterns. Points are scored based on sound methodology and clear relationship to the peer routes. Fifty
percent of points should be deducted if the applicant provides no methodology. If a methodology is
provided, then points should only be deducted if the estimation methodology is not sound.

B. MEASURE: This measure will calculate the Operating Cost Effectiveness of the project, which
is the new annual operating cost of the project per annual rider in the third year of service.

Estimate the new annual transit ridership that is produced by the new project in the third year
of service. New annual transit ridership will be used as an input to measure cost effectiveness.
Additionally, provide the new annual operating cost consists of the additional annual
operating cost that will result from this project’s implementation.

e Operating Cost Effectiveness = New annual operating cost of the project / new annual
transit ridership

Respond to one type of transit service (i.e., Express Routes, Transitways, or Urban and
Suburban Routes) in order to determine new annual transit ridership. (90 Points)

Express Routes

o Use the 2020 forecast (equivalent to the third year of ridership) from the park-and-ride
demand estimation model in the 2030 Regional Park-and-Ride Plan to develop a ridership
estimate. The market will be defined using the prescribed site location criteria in the plan
and demand estimates determined by the TAZs in the express bus route market area. If
possible, the applicant will use the ridership figures provided for an existing or planned
facility.
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Transitways

e Use forecast data (current year and 2030) to estimate ridership for the third year of
service. Forecast data for the transitway must derived from a study or plan that uses data
approved by Metropolitan Council staff. This includes the most up-to-date estimates from
plans that have been already adopted.

Note: Transitways offer travel time advantages for transit vehicles, improve transit service
reliability, and increase the convenience and attractiveness of transit service. Transitways are
defined in the 2030 Transportation Policy Plan to include commuter rail, light rail, highway
and arterial bus rapid transit, and express bus with transit advantages. Eligible transitway
projects are those that have a mode and alignment identified in the 2030 Transportation
Policy Plan.

Urban and Suburban Local Routes

e Use peer routes that are currently in service to develop a ridership estimate for the third
year of service. Applicants must use the most recent annual ridership figures that are
available. To select the peer routes, the applicant should identify routes in the same
transit market area (as defined in the 2030 Transportation Policy Plan), or routes that
serve locations with similar development patterns. Applicants must use the average
passengers per in service hour of at least three peer routes to apply a rate of ridership for
the proposed service project. Additionally, describe how a peer route was selected in the
response.

RESPONSE (Cost effectiveness will be automatically calculated):
e New annual

SCORING GUIDANCE (90 Points)

The applicant with the lowest project operating cost per new rider, equal to total annual project-related
operating cost divided by total annual new ridership, will receive the full points Remaining projects will
receive a proportional share of the full points.

For urban and suburban local bus service, applicants should use peer routes form the same
Transportation Policy Plan market area or peer routes that serve locations with similar development
patterns. Points are scored based on sound methodology and clear relationship to the peer routes. Fifty
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percent of points should be deducted if the applicant provides no methodology. If a methodology is

provided, then points should only be deducted if the estimation methodology is not sound.

Transit System Modernization - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures

28



3. Equity and Housing Performance (150 Points; 15 Percent of Total Points) -- This
criterion addresses the project’s positive and negative impacts to low-income populations, people
of color, children, people with disabilities, and the elderly. The criterion also evaluates a
community’s efforts to promote affordable housing.

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Socio-Econ” map generated at the beginning of the application
process. Identify the project’s location from the list below, as depicted on the “Housing
Equity” map. Describe the project’s positive benefits, and negative impacts, and mitigation
for low-income populations; people of color; children, people with disabilities, and the
elderly. A project’s service must stop in one of the eligible areas to qualify as a direct
connection. In addition, a direct connection is one that does not require a transfer.
Geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive the full points listed below. In order to
receive the maximum points, the response should address the benefits, impacts, and
mitigation for the populations listed above. (80 Points)

Upload the “Socio-Econ” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Select one, based on the “Socio-Econ” map):

e Project’s service directly connects to Racially Concentrated Area of Poverty: [ (0 to 80
Points)

e Project’s service directly connects to Concentrated Area of Poverty: [1 (0 to 64 Points)

e Project’s service directly connects to census tracts that are above the regional average
for population in poverty or population of color: [1 (0 to 48 Points)

e Project’s service does not directly connect to one of these identified geographic areas
listed in 1-3; however, people of color or low-income populations are included in the
project service area in lower concentrations, or children, people with disabilities, or the

elderly are included in the project service area: [ (0 to 32 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (80 Points)

Based on the “Socio-Econ” map’s output, the applicant will select the appropriate option from the
above bullets. However, geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive full points. The applicant
must fully describe the positive benefits and negative impacts (with mitigation to address the issue) for
those identified groups (200 words or less). Each project will first be graded on a 10-point scale, not
accounting for geography. Each score from the 10-point scale will then be adjusted to the appropriate
geography. The project with the most positive benefits and appropriate mitigation for negative impacts
will receive the full points relative to its maximum geographic sub-area defined above. Remaining
projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. This response is intended to be
qualitative. Metropolitan Council staff will score this measure.

Note: Due to the geographic adjustment to scores, it is possible that the above process will result in no
project receiving the maximum allotment of 130 points. In this case, the highest-scoring application
for this measure will be adjusted to receive the full 130 points. Remaining projects will receive a
proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had 50 points and the
top project had 100 points, this applicant would receive (50/100)*130 points or 65 points.
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B. MEASURE: Metropolitan Council staff will award points to the project based on the 2014
Housing Performance Score for the city or township in which the project’s stops are located.
The score includes consideration of affordability and diversification, local initiatives to
facilitate affordable workforce housing development or preservation, and density of
residential development. If the project includes express service with no reverse commute
trips, the applicant should only report the number of stops and corresponding jurisdictions in
which the inbound service originates. If the project has stops in more than one jurisdiction,
the points will be awarded based on a weighted average using the length of the project in
each jurisdiction. If a project’s stops are located in a city or township with no allocation of
affordable housing need (either there is no forecasted household growth or the area does not
have land to support sewered development), then the project will not be disadvantaged by
this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as a result. (70 Points)

RESPONSE (Affordable Housing Score completed by Metropolitan Council staff):
e City/Township:
e Number of Stops within City/Township:

SCORING GUIDANCE (70 Points)

The applicant with the highest 2014 Housing Performance Score (calculated from the Summer 2014
survey with the 2012 calculation methodology) will receive the full points. Remaining projects will
receive a proportional share of the full points. Note: Metropolitan Council staff will score this measure.

Projects will use the city Housing Performance Score based on the project location. If a project is located
in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based on a weighted average of the city or
township scores for the project location based on the length of the project in each jurisdiction. If a
project is located in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered development), then
the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as
aresult.

If this is the case, then the total points possible in the application will be 930 instead of 1,000. The total
points awarded through the rest of the application (900 as a hypothetical example) will be divided by
930, then multiplied by 1,000. Therefore, a project scoring 900 out of 930, will equate to 968 points on
a 1,000-point scale.

If a portion of the project is located in a city with an affordable housing allocation and the other portion
is located in a township with no affordable housing allocation, then a combination of the weighted
average and no affordable housing methodologies should be used. This will result in a total score that
will be somewhere between 930 and 1,000; then the score will need to be adjusted to fit a 1,000-point
scale.
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4. Emissions Reduction (100 Points; 10 Percent of Total Points) - This criterion measures
the impact that the project’s implementation will have on air quality as measured by reductions in
CO, NOy, CO3¢, PM; 5, and VOC emissions. Projects can include improvements to rolling stock, increases
in travel speed, facility modernization, and systemwide upgrades that reduce congestion and improve
energy efficiency.

A. MEASURE: Describe how the project will reduce CO, NOx, CO,e, PM3 5, and/or VOC due to the
reduction in SOV trips, reduction in VMT, reduction in idling time, and/or an increase of
speeds. The applicant should also describe capital improvements that will reduce emissions
and energy consumption.

Most projects will reduce CO, NOx, CO2e, PM2.5, and/or VOC due to the reduction in VMT
that comes about from adding new daily transit riders (computed in the third year of service).
As part of the response, applicants may want to indicate the daily emissions reductions by
using the formula and emissions factors below.

Daily VMT Reduction = New Daily Transit Riders multiplied by Distance from Terminal to
Terminal

Emissions Factors
e COreduced = VMT reduced * 2.39
e  NOyreduced = VMT reduced * 0.16
e COj reduced = VMT reduced * 366.60
e PM,sreduced = VMT reduced * 0.005
e  VOCs reduced = VMT reduced * 0.03

RESPONSE: (Limit 2,100 characters; approximately 300 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (100 Points)

The applicant should describe improvements to rolling stock, increases in travel speed, facility
improvements, and systemwide upgrades that will reduce congestion and/or improve energy
efficiency. The application will be scored based on the improvements that are being made. Projects will
receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. (200 words or less).
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5. Service and Customer Improvements (150 Points; 15 Percent of Total Points) -
Measures under this criterion assess how the overall quality of transit service is improved, and how
the regional transit system will operate more efficiently as a result of this project. An improvement
that makes transit more attractive to future and existing riders is offering faster travel times between
destinations. Additionally, the modernization of a transit facility should present a savings in operating
costs for the transit provider. Projects can also offer improvements to facilities that offer a better
customer experience, and attract riders to transit facilities.

A. MEASURE: Provide the existing and proposed travel times to calculate the percent reduction
in transit passenger travel time due to the project. The applicant should provide the existing
passenger travel time from the project site to the transit route’s terminal.

If the project
benefits multiple routes, the applicant can take an average of the passenger travel times.
Applicants must also provide the proposed travel time from the project site to the terminal.
The percent reduction in travel time that will result from the project’s implementation will be
calculated automatically. (75 Points)

RESPONSE (Percent reduction will be automatically calculated)
e Current Travel Time (Minutes):
e Proposed Travel Time (Minutes):

SCORING GUIDANCE (75 Points)
The applicant with the greatest reduction in travel time will receive the full points. Remaining projects
will receive a proportional share of the full points.

B. MEASURE: Identify the current annual transit operating costs and proposed annual transit
operating costs that will result from this project. Operating and maintenance costs are
external to the project, and do not include costs associated with the construction or
procurement of facilities, vehicles, or equipment. The percent reduction in operating and
maintenance costs will be calculated automatically.

(38 Points)

RESPONSE (Percent reduction will be automatically calculated):
e Current Annual Transit Operating Costs:
e Proposed Annual Transit Operating Costs:

SCORING GUIDANCE (38 Points)
The applicant with the greatest reduction in operating and maintenance costs will receive the full
points. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points.
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C. MEASURE: Discuss how the project will improve transit service to the users. Proposed
improvements and amenities can include, but are not limited to the following (37 Points):

Improved boarding area

Improved passenger waiting facilities

Real-time signage

Heated facilities or weather protection

Safety and security equipment

Improved lighting

ITS measures that improve reliability and the customer experience
Transit advantages

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (37 Points)

The applicant should describe improvements included in the project that will make transit service more
attractive and improve the user experience. The project will be scored based on the quality of the
responses. Projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion.
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6. Multimodal Facilities and Connections (100 Points; 10 Percent of Total Points) - This
criterion measures how the project improves the travel experience, safety, and security for other
modes of transportation, provides strong connections, and addresses the safe integration of these
modes.

Multimodal Connections (50 Points)

A. MEASURE: Identify the pedestrian and bicycle connections to the project, describe these
existing facilities, and discuss how the project provides a direct connection to an existing high
pedestrian-traffic area (e.g., commercial, mixed-use, or entertainment nodes/districts; town
or village centers) identified in an adopted county or city plan or study. Applicants should also
discuss any bicycle and pedestrian connections that will be constructed before the completion
of the proposed project, or planned future connections. If the bicycle or pedestrian
connection is planned, also describe the timing of the project and the adopted county or city
plan or study that identifies this facility.

RESPONSE (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (50 Points)

The project with the most extensive connections to other modes will receive the full points. Remaining
projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. The scorer will weigh the
project’s connections to bikeways, high-traffic pedestrian areas (e.g., commercial, mixed-use, or
entertainment nodes/districts; town or village centers) as detailed in the required response (200 words
or less), and other pedestrian facilities. A higher value will be placed on connections present at the time
of project construction over planned future connections.

Multimodal Facilities (50 Points)

B. MEASURE: Discuss any roadway, bicycle, or pedestrian elements that are included as part of
the total project and how they improve the travel experience, safety, and security for users
of these modes. Also, describe the existing roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities and
accommodations. Furthermore, address how the proposed project safely integrates all modes
of transportation (i.e., transit, vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians). Applicants should also
identify supporting studies or plans that address why a mode may not be incorporated into
the project.

RESPONSE (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (50 Points)

The project with the most comprehensive enhancements to the travel experience and safe integration
of other modes, as addressed in the required response (200 words or less), will receive the full points.
Remaining projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. The project score
will be based on the quality of the improvements, as opposed to being based solely on the number of
modes addressed. Projects that include the bicycle or pedestrian elements as part of the project should
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receive slightly more points than existing or planned multimodal facilities on parallel routes, consistent
with the supporting plans and studies. Example improvements are listed below:

Improves the safety and security of the pedestrian or bicyclist (e.g., pedestrian-scale lighting,
removing obstructions to create safe gathering spaces, leading pedestrian signal phasing, traffic
calming, bike facilities separated from pedestrians)

Improves the quality of the travel experience (e.g., pavement improvements, public art, benches,
wayfinding)

Improves the pedestrian network near the transit stop/station

Improves the bicycle network near the transit stop/station
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7. Risk Assessment (100 Points; 10 Percent of Total Points) —This criterion measures the
number of risks associated with the project and the steps already completed in the project
development process. These steps are outlined in the required Risk Assessment.

A. MEASURE: Applications involving construction must complete the Risk Assessment. The Risk
Assessment includes activities completed to-date, as well as an assessment of risks (e.g.,

right-of-way acquisition, proximity to historic properties, etc.)

RESPONSE (Complete Risk Assessment):

SCORING GUIDANCE (100 Points)
The applicant will receive up to the full points based on the eight Risk Assessment elements. A project
that is not required to complete the checklist will receive full points.

TOTAL: 1,000 POINTS
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Travel Demand Management (TDM) - Prioritizing
Criteria and Measures

Definition: An innovative project that reduces the congestion and emissions during the peak period.
Similar to past Regional Solicitations, base-level TDM funding for the Transportation Management
Organizations (TMOs) and Metro Transit will be not part of the competitive process.

Examples of TDM Projects:

e Bikesharing

e (Carsharing

e Telework strategies
e Carpooling

e Parking management Minimum Federal Award: $75,000
e Managed lane components Maximum Federal Award: $300,000
Scoring:

Criteria and Measures Points % of Total

1. Role in the Regional Transportation System and Economy . 100 10%
Me A Man 50
Measure B-A — Ability to capitalize on eExisting regional transportation 50100
facilities and resources -

2. Usage 100 10%
Measure A - mw ~ 100

3. Equity and Housing Performance 150 15%
Measure A - Connection-and-pProject’s benefits, impacts, and mitigation to 80
disadvantaged populations
Measure B - Housing Performance Score 70

4. Congestion Reduction/Air Quality 400 40%
‘Measure A - Congestm»adways in project area 200
Measure B - Emissions reduced 200

5. Innovation 200 20%
Measure A - Project innovations or new geographic area 100200

- Measure B—Newgeographicarea 100

6. Risk Assessment 50 5%
Measure A - Technical capacity of applicant's organization 1525
Measure B - Continuation of project after initial federal funds are expended 2025
Measure C-Risk-Assessment-Form 15

Sub-Total 1,000 100%

7. Cost-Benefit Ratio TBD
Measure A — Cost-benefit ratio (total project cost/total points awarded) TBD

Total TBD
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November 12, 2015

1. Role in the Reglonal Transportatlon System and Economy (100 Points) - This criterion
measures the g i

d-in .H-lAl e "

LeeaJ—aetmty—eenteps#hs—emerme—measwes—the-emstmg reglonal transportation resources that can

be capitalized on as part this project.

B-A. MEASURE: |dentify the existing regional transportation facilities and resources on which the project
will capitalize (transit stations, key roadways, bikeways, etc.). (56-100 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (55-100 Points)
The applicant will receive points based on the quality of the response. Projects that effectively use
existing regional infrastructure will receive the most points. The applicant with the top score will receive
full points. Remaining projects will receive a share of the full points.

L . o cilitios: 6 Poi

. lestrian facilitios- 6-Poi

. it facilitios: 7 Poi

ictine ITS hnological ing & o
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2. Usage (100 Points) - This criterion quantifies the project’s impact by estimating the number of
direct users of the TDM

A. MEASURE: Calculate and provide the users of the project
. A direct project user is
someone who will participate in the TDM program or project; and not one who receives an
indirect benefit from the project. For example, if the project involves teleworking, a user
would be the individual that is teleworking, not the roadway users that benefit from reduced
congestion. Applicants must describe their methodology for determining the number of
project users. (100 Points)

RESPONSE (Cost Effectiveness will be automatically calculated):

. Users:

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (100 Points)

The applicant with the most users will receive the full points. Remaining projects will receive a
proportional share of the full points. For example, if the top project had 90 users and the application
being scored had 50, this applicant would receive (50/90)*100 points or 56 points.

Fifty percent of points can be deducted if the applicant provides no methodology. If a methodology is
provided, then points should only be deducted if the estimation methodology is not sound.
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3. Equity and Housing Performance (150 Points) -- This criterion addresses the project’s
positive and negative impacts to low-income populations, people of color, children, people with
disabilities, and the elderly. The criterion also evaluates a community’s efforts to promote affordable
housing.

the prOJect s p05|t|ve benefits, and negative |mpacts and mitigation for Iow -income
populations; people of color; children, people with disabilities, and the elderly. Geegraphic
proximity-aloneishotsufficienttoreceive thefullpointslisted-below-In order to receive the
maximum points, the response should address the benefits, impacts, and mitigation for low-
income populations; people of color; children, people with disabilities, and the elderly. As part
of the response, reference the “Socio-Econ” map generated at the beginning of the

application process to identify if the project is located in Racially Concentrated Area of
Poverty, Concentrated Area of Poverty, or.census tracts above the regional average in poverty
or populations of color. (80 Points)

“u B ”

" N ”

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (80 Points)

ge_egwt_a&tThe pro;ect wuth the most positive benefits and approprlate mltlgatlon for negative impacts
will receive the full points—relative toiis maximum geographic subareadefined abeve. Remaining

projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. This response is intended to be
qualitative. Metropolitan Council staff will score this measure.
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B. MEASURE: Metropolitan Council staff will award points to the project based on the 2015
Housing Performance Score for the city or township in which the project is located. The score
includes consideration of affordability and diversification, local initiatives to facilitate
affordable workforce housing development or preservation, and density of residential
development. If the project is in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based
on an average score of the jurisdictions. If a project is located in a city or township with no
allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no forecasted household growth or the
area does not have land to support sewered development), then the project will not be
disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as a result. (105
Points)

RESPONSE (Affordable Housing Score completed by Metropolitan Council staff):
e City/Township: (Cities and Townships entered by applicant)
e Housing Score:

SCORING GUIDANCE (70 Points)

The applicant with the highest 2015 Housing Performance Score will receive the full points. Remaining
projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. Note: Metropolitan Council staff will score
this measure.

Projects will use the city Housing Performance Score based on the project location. If a project is located
in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based on a weighted average of the city or
township scores for the project location based on the length of the project in each jurisdiction. If a
project is located in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered development), then
the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as
a result.

If this is the case, then the total points possible in the application will be 930 instead of 1,000. The total
points awarded through the rest of the application (900 as a hypothetical example) will be divided by
930, then multiplied by 1,000. Therefore, a project scoring 900 out of 930, will equate to 968 points on
a 1,000-point scale.

If a portion of the project is located in a city with an affordable housing allocation and the other portion
is located in a township with no affordable housing allocation, then a combination of the weighted
average and no affordable housing methodologies should be used. This will result in a total score that
will be somewhere between 930 and 1,000; then the score will need to be adjusted to fit a 1,000-point
scale.
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4. Congestion Reduction/Air Quality (400 Points) - This criterion measures the project’s ability
to reduce congestion during the peak period in an area or corridor. This criterion also measures the
impact that the project’s implementation will have on air quality as measured by reductions in CO, NOy,
COze, PM35, and VOC emissions.

A. MEASURE: Describe the congested roadways in the geographic area of the project and how
this project will address or alleviate those issues by reducing congestion and/or single

occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips. (200 Points)

RESPONSE: (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (200 Points)

The applicant with best response will receive the full points. Remaining projects will receive a share of
the full points at the scorer’s discretion.

e The project is located in an area of traffic congestion: 60 Points

e The project will reduce congestion and/or SOV trips in the project area: 140 Points

B. MEASURE: The applicant must show that the project will reduce CO, NOx, CO2e, PM2.5,
and/or VOC due to the reduction in VMT. Calculate and provide the number of one-way
commute trips reduced and the average commute trip length to calculate VMT reduction. The
emissions factors will be automatically applied to the VMT reduction to calculate the total
reduced emissions. Applicants must describe their methodology for determining the number
of one-way trips reduced. (200 Points)

e VMT reduced = Number of one-way commute trips reduced * 12.1

(12.1 is the regional average commute trip length in miles as determined by the 2011 Travel
Behavior Inventory, conducted by Metropolitan Transportation Services. You may use a
number other than 12.1 if you know the commute length of your targeted market area).

Emissions Factors
e (O reduced = VMT reduced * 2.39
e NOyreduced = VMT reduced * 0.16
o (COgz reduced = VMT reduced * 366.60
e PM;;sreduced = VMT reduced * 0.005
e VOCs reduced = VMT reduced * 0.03

RESPONSE (Emissions reduction will be automatically calculated):
e Number of One-Way Commute Trips Reduced:
e Average Commute Trip Length (Default 12.1):

RESPONSE: (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):
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SCORING GUIDANCE (200 Points)

The applicant with the greatest reduction in emissions will receive the full points. Remaining projects
will receive a proportional share of the full points. For example, if the top project reduced 5 kg and the
application being scored reduced 4 kg, this applicant would receive (4/5)*200 points or 160 points.

Fifty percent of points can be deducted if the applicant provides no methodology. If a methodology is
provided, then points should only be deducted if the estimation methodology is not sound.

Travel Demand Management - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures

43



5. Innovation (200 Points) —This prioritizing criterion measures how well the project introduces new
concepts to the region. Innovative TDM projects may involve the deployment of new creative
strategies for the region, expand the geographic scope of a project to a new geographic area, serve
populations that were previously unserved, or incorporate enhancements to an
existing program.

A. MEASURE: Describe how the project is innovative. ( Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (100 Points)

The applicant will receive the full points shown for each of innovation categories based on the quality
of the response. The applicant with the top score will receive full points. Remaining projects will receive
a proportional share of the full points.

e Project introduces a new policy, program, or creative strategy: Points

significantly enhances an existing program: Points
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6. Risk Assessment (50 Points) - This criterion

measures the technical capacity of the
applicant and their long-term strategy to sustain their proposed projects beyond the initial funding
period.

MEASURE: Describe the technical capacity of the applicant’s organization and what makes
them well suited to deliver the project. ( Points)

RESPONSE (200 words or less):

SCORING GUIDANCE ( Points)

The applicant will receive a maximum of the points listed below, based on the quality of their response
(200 words or less). Highest scoring projects will be led by agencies with staff expertise in TDM,
experience in the field, and adequate resources to deliver the project in a timely manner. The applicant
with the top score will receive full points. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the
full points.

¢ Organization has experience implementing similar projects: Points
e Organization has adequate resources to implement the project in a timely manner: Points

MEASURE: Describe if the project will continue after the initial federal funds are expended.
Identify potential future sources of funding, if needed, to continue the project. (215 Points)
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Applicant has identified potential funding sources that could support the project beyond
the initial funding period: [] (15 Points)

Applicant has not identified funding sources to carry the project beyond the initial funding
period: [] (0 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (15-25 Points)

The applicant will receive a maximum of the points shown below based on the quality of their response.
Applicants that receive the highest scores will have a financial plan in place to continue the project after
the initial funding period. The applicant with the top score will receive full points. Remaining projects
will receive a proportional share of the full points. For example, if the top project had 15 and the
application being scored had 0, this applicant would receive (0/15)*25 points or 0 points.

o—Proie adine—seo e e—identified-and-se ed to-continue-the proieet o he
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. Cost (X Points) =This criterion will assess the project’s cost-benefit based on the
total TAB-eligible project cost and total points awarded in the previous 6 criteria. Calculations must be
based on the total project cost of TAB-eligible expenses. Any eligible dollars allocated to noise walls
should be excluded from this measure because of the uncertainty of needing them at this stage of the
project development cycle.

A. MEASURE: Calculate the cost-benefit ratio of the project. The Scoring Committee will divide
the total project cost by the total number of points awarded in the previous criteria (1-6).

e Cost-Benefit Ratio= total TAB-eligible project cost/total number of points awarded in
previous criteria (1-6)

RESPONSE (This measure will be calculated after the scores for the other measures are
tabulated by the Scoring Committee):

e Total Project Cost (entered in Project Cost Form):

SCORING GUIDANCE (X Points)

The applicant with the lowest dollar value per point earned in the application (i.e., the benefits) will
receive the full points for the measure. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full
points. For example, if the top project had 35,000 and the application being scored had 70,000, this
applicant would receive (35,000/70,000)*X points or 50 points.

TOTAL: 1,000 POINTS
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Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities - Prioritizing
Criteria and Measures

Definition: A project that benefits bicyclists (or bicyclists and other non-motorized users). All projects
must have a transportation purpose (i.e., connecting people to destinations). A facility may serve both a

transportation purpose and a recreational purpose. Multiuse trail bridges or underpasses should apply in

this sub-category instead of the Pedestrian Facilities sub-category given the nature of the users and the

higher maximum award amount.

Examples of Multiuse Trail and Bicycle Facility Projects:

* Multiuse trails Minimum Federal Award: $250,000

e Trail bridges/underpasses Maximum Federal Award: $3,500,000

e On-street bike lanes
e Filling multiple gaps, improving multiple crossings, or making other similar improvements along
a trail corridor

Scoring:

Criteria and Measures Points % of Total

1. Role in the Regional Transportation System and Economy 200 20%
Measure A - Identify location of project relative to Regional Bicycle Transportation 200
Network

2. Potential Usage 200 20%
Measure A - Costeffectiveness perpPopulation and employment 200

3. Equity and Housing Performance 120 12%
Measure A - Connection to disa_dvantaged porFlations and project’s benefits, 50
impacts, and mitigation
Measure B - Housing Performance Score 70

4. Deficiencies and Safety 250 25%
Measure A — Gaps closed, barriers removed, and/or continuity between jurisdictions 100
improved by the project
Measure B - How project will correct deficiencies or address safety problem 150

5. Multimodal Facilities and Connections 100 10%

25

Measure A-C - Transit or pedestrian elements of the project; or connections 50100

6. Risk Assessment/Public Engagement 130 13%
Measure A - Risk Assessment Form 130

Sub-Total 1,000 100%

7. Cost Effectiveness TBD
Measure A-Cost-benefit ratio (Total project cost/total points awarded) TBD

Total TBD
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October 23, 2015

1. Role in the Regional Transportation System and Economy (200 Points) - This criterion
measures the project’s ability to serve a transportation purpose within the regional transportation system
and economy through its inclusion within or direct connection to the Regional Bicycle Transportation
Network (RBTN), as established in the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan (2015).

A. MEASURE: Reference the “RBTN Evaluation” map generated at the beginning of the
appllcatlon process. Identlfy the location of the pro;ect relative to the RBTN—a&dep+eted—en
“" ” . If

Upload the “RBTN Evaluation” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Select one, based on the “RBTN Evaluation and Major Barriers” map):

e Tier 1, Priority RBTN Corridor (200 Points)

e Tier 1 RBTN Alignment (200 points)

e Tier 2, RBTN Corridor (168175 Points)

e Tier 2, RBTN Alignment (175 Points)

e Direct connection to an RBTN Tier 1 corridor or alighment-e+TFer2): (£20-150 Points)
e Direct connection to an RBTN Tier 2 Corridor.or Alignment (125 Points)

OR

e Project is not located on or directly connected to the RBTN, but is part of a local system
and identified within an adopted county, city, or regional parks implementing agency plan
(26-50 Points)

SCORING GUIDANCE (200 Points)
The applicant will receive the points shown in the above bullets based on the location of the project
relative to the RBTN.

RBTN Projects (Tier 1/Tier 2 corridors and alighments)
To receive the available points associated with Tier 1 and Tier 2 corridors and alighments, a project
must accomplish one of the following:

e Improve a segment of an existing Tier 1 or Tier 2 alignment beyond a simple resurfacing of the
facility:

e Implement a currently non-existing segment of a Tier 1 or Tier 2 alignment; within and along a
Tier 1 or Tier 2 corridor; OR

e Connect directly to a specific Tier 1 or Tier 2 corridor or alignment of the RBTN.

* Note: if connecting to a RBTN corridor, the project must connect to a roadway or to the

planned terminus of a trail in a way that makes possible a future connection to a potential
RBTN alignment for the corridor.

Projects that include both on-RBTN and off-RBTN improvements
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Projects will be scored based on the proportion of the project that is within and along a RBTN corridor

or along a designated RBTN alignment as shown on the RBTN map. Specifically:

Tier 1 projects with 50% or more of the project’s length within and along a Tier 1 corridor or

alignment will receive 200 points.

Tier 2 projects with 50% or more of the project’s length within and along a Tier 2 corridor or

alignment will receive 175 points.

A project with less than 50% of its length within and along a Tier 1 corridor or alignment will

be considered a Tier 1 direct connection and will receive 150 points for providing the direct

connection.
A project with less than 50% of its length within and along a Tier 2 corridor or alignment will

be considered a Tier 2 direct connection and will receive 125 points for providing the direct

connection.

A project with less than 50% of its length within and along a Tier 1 or Tier 2 corridor or along a

Tier 1 or Tier 2 alighment, but with 50% o re of its length within.-and along a combined

Tier 1/Tier 2 corridor or alighment will e the number of points corresponding to the Tier

level with the higher proportion of project length. \
Note: Due to tiered scoring, it is possible that no, or multiple, projects will receive the maximum

allotment of 200 points.
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2. Usage (200 Points) - This criterion quantifies the project’s potential
existing population and employment . Metropolitan Council staff will
calculate the of the project using the Metropolitan Council model

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Population Summary” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. Report the existing population and employment within one mile, as
depicted on the “Population Summary” map.

Upload the “Population Summary” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Data from the “Population Summary” map):

e Existing Population within 1 Mile
e  Existing Employment within 1 Mile

SCORING GUIDANCE (200 Points)

The applicant with highest population will receive the full 100 points, as will the applicant with the
highest number of jobs. Remaining projects will receive a proportionate share of the full points for
population and jobs, respectively. As an example for population, projects will score equal to the existing
population within 1 mile of the project being scored divided by the project with the highest population
within 1 mile multiplied by the maximum points available for the measure (100). For example, if the
application being scored had 1,000 people within 1 mile and the top project had 1,500 people, this
applicant would receive (1,000/1,500)*100 points or 67 points.

e Existing population: 100 Points
e Existing employment: 100 Points

Using the Metropolitan Council model, all traffic analysis zones that are included within or intersect the
buffer area around the project will be included in the analysis.

The highest-scoring application for this measure will be adjusted to receive the full 200 points.
Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application
being scored had 80 points and the top project had 190 points, this applicant would receive
(80/190)*200 points or 84 points.
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3. Equity and Housing Performance (120 Points) - This criterion addresses the project’s
positive and negative impacts to low-income populations, people of color, children, people with
disabilities, and the elderly. The criterion also evaluates a community’s efforts to promote affordable
housing.

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Socio-Econ” map generated at the beginning of the application
process. Identify the project’s location from the list below, as depicted on the map. Describe
the project’s positive benefits, and negative impacts, and mitigation for low-income
populations; people of color; children, people with disabilities, and the elderly. Geographic
proximity alone is not sufficient to receive the full points listed below. In order to receive the
maximum points, the response should address the benefits, impacts, and mitigation for the
populations listed above. (50 Points)

Upload the “Socio-Econ” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Select one, based on the “Socio-Econ” map):

e Project located in Racially Concentrated Area of Poverty: [1 (0 to 50 Points)

e Project located in Concentrated Area of Poverty: [ (0 to 40 Points)

e Project’s census tracts are above the regional average for population in poverty or
population of color: [1 (0 to 30 Points)

e Project located in census tract that is below the regional average for population in poverty

or populations of color, or includes children, people with disabilities, or the elderly: (1 (0
to 20 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (50 Points)

Based on the “Socio-Econ” map’s output, the applicant will select the appropriate option from the
above bullets. However, geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive full points. The applicant
must fully describe the positive benefits and negative impacts (with mitigation to address the issue) for
those identified groups (200 words or less). Each project will first be graded on a 10-point scale, not
accounting for geography. Each score from the 10-point scale will then be adjusted to the appropriate
geography. The project with the most positive benefits and appropriate mitigation for negative impacts
will receive the full points relative to its maximum geographic sub-area defined above. Remaining
projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. This response is intended to be
qualitative. Metropolitan Council staff will score this measure.

Note: Due to the geographic adjustment to scores, it is possible that the above process will result in no
project receiving the maximum allotment of 50 points. In this case, the highest-scoring application for
this measure will be adjusted to receive the full 50 points. Remaining projects will receive a
proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had 20 points and the
top project had 40 points, this applicant would receive (20/40)*50 points or 25 points.

B. MEASURE: Metropolitan Council staff will award points to the project based on the 2014
Housing Performance Score for the city or township in which the project is located. The score
includes consideration of affordability and diversification, local initiatives to facilitate
affordable workforce housing development or preservation, and density of residential
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development. If the project is in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based
on a weighted average using the length of the projectin each jurisdiction. If a project is located
in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered
development), then the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s
total score will be adjusted as a result. (70 Points)

RESPONSE (Affordable Housing Score completed by Metropolitan Council staff):

e City/Township:
e Length of Segment within City/Township:

SCORING GUIDANCE (70 Points)

The applicant with the highest 2015 Housing Performance Score will receive the full points. Remaining
projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. Note: Metropolitan Council staff will score
this measure.

Projects will use the city Housing Performance Score based on the project location. If a project is located
in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based on a weighted average of the city or
township scores for the project location based on the length of the project in each jurisdiction. If a
project is located in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered development), then
the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as
a result.

If this is the case, then the total points possible in the application will be 930 instead of 1,000. The total
points awarded through the rest of the application (900 as a hypothetical example) will be divided by
930, then multiplied by 1,000. Therefore, a project scoring 900 out of 930, will equate to 968 points on
a 1,000-point scale.

If a portion of the project is located in a city with an affordable housing allocation and the other portion
is located in a township with no affordable housing allocation, then a combination of the weighted
average and no affordable housing methodologies should be used. This will result in a total score that
will be somewhere between 930 and 1,000; then the score will need to be adjusted to fit a 1,000-point
scale.
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4. Deficiencies and Safety (250 Points) - This criterion addresses the project’s ability to
overcome barriers or network gaps through the completion of Critical Bicycle Transportation Links, as
defined in the 2040 TPP. Critical Bicycle Transportation Links encompass several types of barriers that
can disrupt the connectivity of the Regional Bicycle Transportation Network (RBTN) and isolate
communities from key destinations. In addition to providing critical links, projects will be scored on
their ability to correct deficiencies and improve the overall safety/security of an existing facility, or
expand safe biking opportunities with a future multiuse trail or bicycle facility.

Note: Routine maintenance activities on a multiuse trail or bicycle facility are not eligible for funding.
As defined by the FHWA, examples of routine maintenance activities include shrub and brush removal
or minor drainage improvements. In order to be eligible for funding, reconstruction projects must be
replacing a facility at the end of its useful life or include improvements to the facility (e.g., ADA, safety,
other deficiencies). Resurfacing of a facility is eligible only if other improvements to the facility are also
included in the proposed project.

A. MEASURE: Discuss how the project will close a gap, cross or circumvent a physical barrier,
and/or improve continuity or connections between jurisdictions. The applicant should include
a description of barriers and gap improvements for the project. If the project is crossing or
circumventing a barrier (e.g., river, stream, railroad corridor, freeway, or multi-lane highway),
the applicant should describe the magnitude of the barrier (number of lanes, average daily
traffic, posted speed limit, etc.) and how the proposed project will improve travel across or
around that barrier. The description should include the distance to and condition of the
nearest parallel crossing of the barrier, including the presence or absence of bicycle facilities,
number of lanes, average daily traffic, and posted speed limit. (100 Points)

RESPONSE (Check all that apply):

e Closes a transportation network gap and/or provides a facility that crosses or
circumvents a physical barrier [1 (0-90 Points):
Gap improvements can be on or off the RBTN and may include the following:
e Providing a missing link between existing or improved segments of a regional (i.e.,
RBTN) or local transportation network;
e Improving bikeability to better serve all ability and experience levels by:
0 Providing a safer, more protected on-street facility;
O Improving crossings at busy intersections (signals, signage, pavement
markings); OR
0 Improving a bike route or providing a trail parallel to a highway or arterial

roadway along a lower-volume neighborhood collector or local street.
Barrier crossing improvements (on or off the RBTN) can include crossings (over or under)

of rivers or streams, railroad corridors, freeways, or multi-lane highways, or enhanced
routes to circumvent the barrier by channeling bicyclists to existing safe crossings or grade
separations. (For new barrier crossing projects, data about the nearest parallel crossing
(as described above) must be included in the application to be considered for the full
allotment of points under this criterion).
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e Improves continuity and/or connections between jurisdictions (on or off the RBTN)
including extending a specific bikeway facility treatment across jurisdictions to improve
consistency and inherent bikeability/convenience for all bicyclists}: [ (0-10 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (90 Points)

The applicant will receive up to 90 points if the response shows that the project closes a gap and/or
crosses or circumvents a physical barrier and up to 10 points if it improves continuity and/or
connections between jurisdictions. The project that the most meets the intent of each of the three
criteria will receive the maximum points (e.g., 90 points for the project that best overcomes a gap or
barrier). Remaining projects will receive a portion of the maximum points based on the response.
Projects that do not check the box or whose description does not fulfill the intent of the criteria, will
receive 0 points.

The highest-scoring application for this measure will be adjusted to receive the full 100 points.
Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. For example, if the application
being scored had 80 points and the top project had 90 points, this applicant would receive (80/90)*100
points or 89 points.

B. MEASURE: Discuss how the project will correct existing deficiencies or address an identified
safety or security problem on the facility. The applicant should also include any available
project site-related safety data (e.g., crash data, number of conflict points to be eliminated
by the project by type of conflict (bicyclist/pedestrian, bicyclist/vehicle, pedestrian/vehicle,
and vehicle/vehicle)) to demonstrate the magnitude of the existing safety problem. Where
available, use of local crash data for the project length is highly encouraged. Crashes involving
bicyclists and pedestrians should be reported for - . As part of the
response, demonstrate that the project improvements will reduce the crash potential and
provide a safer environment (by referencing crash reduction factors or safety studies) and/or
correct a deficiency. (150 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (150 Points)

The applicant will receive the points shown below, based on the magnitude of the deficiencies or safety

issues and the quality of the improvements, as addressed in the response. The scorer will first place

each project into one of the two categories below based on if crash data is cited as part of the response.

The project with the most extensive improvements will receive the full points for each category.

Remaining projects will receive a share of the full points as listed below.

e Forapplicants that provide actual bicycle and pedestrian crash data to demonstrate the magnitude
of the existing safety problem only. Project also demonstrates that the project will reduce the crash
potential and provide a safer environment and/or correct a deficiency. The project that will reduce
the most crashes will receive 150 points. The other projects in this category will receive a
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proportional share between 101 and 150 points (i.e., a project that reduces one-half of the crashes
of the top project would receive 125 points): 101 to 150 Points

e For applicants that do not provide actual bicycle and pedestrian crash data. However, the applicant
demonstrates the project’s ability to reduce the risk for bicycle and pedestrian crashes with the
reduction of modal conflict points (bike/pedestrian, bike/vehicle, pedestrian/vehicle, and
vehicle/vehicle), safety improvements that address these modal conflicts, or the project’s ability to
correct deficiencies. The top project will receive 100 points while other projects will receive a
portion of the 100 points based on the quality of the project and response: 0 to 100 Points

Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures

56



5. Multimodal Facilities and Connections (100 Points) - This criterion measures how the
project improves the travel experience, safety, and security for other modes of transportation, provides
strong connections, and addresses the safe integration of these modes.
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Multimodal Facilities ( Points)
MEASURE: Discuss any transit or pedestrian elements that are included as part of the project
and how they improve the travel experience, safety, and security for users of these modes.

Also, describe the
existing transit and pedestrian accommodations. Furthermore, address how the proposed
bikeway project safely integrates all modes of transportation (i.e., bicyclists, transit,
pedestrians, and vehicles). Applicants should note if there is no transit service in the project
area and identify supporting studies or plans that address why a mode may not be
incorporated in the project.

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately words):

SCORING GUIDANCE ( Points)

The project with the most comprehensive enhancements to the travel experience and safe integration
of other modes, as addressed in the required response, will receive the full points. Remaining projects
will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. The project score will be based on the
quality of the improvements, as opposed to being based solely on the number of modes addressed.
Projects that include the transit or pedestrian elements as part of the project should receive slightly
more points than existing or planned multimodal facilities on parallel routes, consistent with the
supporting plans and studies.
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6. Risk Assessment (130 Points) - This criterion measures the number of risks associated with the

project and the steps already completed in the project development process. These steps are outlined in
the checklist in the required Risk Assessment.

A. MEASURE: Applications involving construction must complete the Risk Assessment. This
checklist includes activities completed to-date, as well as an assessment of risks (e.g., right-
of-way acquisition, proximity to historic properties, etc.).

RESPONSE (Complete Risk Assessment):

SCORING GUIDANCE (130 Points)

The applicant with the most points on the Risk Assessment (more points equate to less project risk) will
receive the full points for the measure. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full
points. For example, if the application being scored had 40 points and the top project had 70 points,
this applicant would receive (40/70)*75 points or 43 points.
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7. X Points) - This criterion will assess the project’s cost-benefit based on the

total TAB-eligible project cost and total points awarded in the previous 6 criteria. Calculations must be
based on the total project cost of TAB-eligible expenses.

A. MEASURE: Calculate the cost-benefit ratio of the project. The Scoring Committee will divide
the total project cost by the total number of points awarded in the previous criteria (1-6).

e Cost-Benefit Ratio= total TAB-eligible project cost/total number of points awarded in
previous criteria (1-6)

RESPONSE (This measure will be calculated after the scores for the other measures are
tabulated by the Scoring Committee):

e Total Project Cost (entered in Project Cost Form):

SCORING GUIDANCE (X Points)

The applicant with the lowest dollar value per point earned in the application (i.e., the benefits) will
receive the full points for the measure. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full
points. For example, if the top project had 35,000 and the application being scored had 70,000, this
applicant would receive (35,000/70,000)*X points or 50 points.

TOTAL: 1,100 POINTS
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Pedestrian Facilities (Sidewalks, Streetscaping, and
ADA) - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures

Definition: A project that primarily benefits pedestrians as opposed to multiple types of non-motorized

users. Most non-motorized projects should apply in the Multiuse Trail and Bicycle Facilities sub-

category. All projects must relate to surface transportation. A facility may serve both a transportation

purpose and a recreational purpose; a facility that connects people to recreational destinations may be

considered to have a transportation purpose. Multiuse trail bridges or underpasses should apply in the

Multiuse Trail and Bicycle Facilities sub-category instead of this sub-category given the nature of the

users and the higher maximum awards.

Examples of Pedestrian Facility Projects:

Scoring:

Sidewalks

Minimum Federal Award: $250,000
Maximum Federal Award: $1,000,000

Streetscaping
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) improvements

Making similar improvements in a concentrated geographic area, such as sidewalk gap closure

throughout a defined neighborhood or downtown area

Criteria and Measures

Points % of Total

1. Role in the Regional Transportation System and Economy 100 10%
Measure A - Connection to Jobs and -Cencentrations Manufacturing/Distribution 100
Loeations-Educational Institutions,end-lecalactivity-centers

2. Potential Usage 200 20%
Measure A - CesteffectivenessperpPopulation and employment 200

3. Equity and Housing Performance 120 12%
Measure A - Connection to disadvantaged populations and project’s benefits, 50
impacts, and mitigation
Measure B - Housing Performance Score 70

4, Safety 300 30%
Measure A - Barriers overcome, gaps filled, or system connections 120
Measure B - Deficiencies correct or safety problems addressed 180

5. Multimodal Facilities and Connections 150 15%

5
Measure C - Transit or bicycle elements of the project #5150

6. Risk Assessment 130 13%
Measure A - Risk Assessment Form 130

Sub-Total 1,000 100%

7. Cost-Benefit Ratio TBD
Measure A — Cost-benefit ratio (total project cost/total points awarded) TBD

Total TBD
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November 4, 2015

1. Role in the Regjional Transportation System and Economy (100-150 Points) - Tying
regional policy (Thrive MSP2040) to the Regional Solicitation, this criterion measures the regional
significance of the project, including the project’s connections to jobs and Educational Institutions, as
defined in ThriveMSP 2040.

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Regional Economy” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. Report the existing employment and educational institution enrollment
within 1/2 mile of the project. Existing employment will be measured by summing the
employment located in the TAZ’s that intersect the 1/2-mile buffer. Enrollment at public and
private post-secondary institutions will also be measured. (150 Points)

Upload the “Regional Economy” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Data from the “Regional Eéonomy” map):

e Existing Employment:
e Existing Post-Secondary Enroliment:

SCORING GUIDANCE (126-150 Points)

The applicant with the highest employment will receive the full 150 points for the employment portion
of this measure. Remaining projects will receive a proportionate share of the full. For example, if the
application being scored had 1,000 workers within 1/4 mile and the top project had 1,500 workers, this
applicant would receive (1,000/1,500)*150 points or 100 points. Using the Metropolitan Council
model, all traffic analysis zone that are included within or intersect the buffer area around the project.

For the connection to educational institutions portion of this measure, the applicant with the highest
post-secondary enrollment will receive the full 150 points. Remaining projects will receive a
proportionate share of the full points. For example, if the application being scored had 1,000 students
within 1/4 mile and the top project had 1,500 students, this applicant would receive (1,000/1,500)*150
points or 100 points.

The scorer will assess if the applicant would score higher with the employment part of the measure or
the school enrollment part of the measure, and give the applicant the higher of the two scores out of a
maximum of 289150 points.
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2. Potential Usage (260-150 Points) - This criterion quantifies the project’s potential impact usage
fee—based on the eX|st|ng populatlon adjacent to the prolectaﬁel—em-plewqqen% Me%wpeh%aﬂ—éeuﬁeﬂ

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Population Summary” map generated at the beginning of the
application process. Report the existing population and-empleyment-within 1/2-mile, as
deplcted on the ”Populatlon Summary map Me#epeh-tan—@euﬂed—staﬁ—\m#eaema%e-ﬂqeeest

RESPONSE (Data from the “Population Summary” map):

e Existing Population within 1/2 Mile:
Existina Ernsl thin TV W

SCORING GUIDANCE (260-150 Points)

The applicant with the highest population will receive the full 150 points, as will the applicant with the
highest number of jobs. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. For
example, if the application being scored had 1,000 people within 1/2 mile and the top project had 1,500

people, th|s appllcant would receive (1,000/1, 500)*150 pomts or 100 points.

Using the Metropolitan Council model, all trafflc analysis zones that are included within or intersect the
buffer area around the prOJect W|II be mcluded in the analy5|s Gest—eﬁ-eet—u-veqess—eaJeu-La%@qs—mast—be
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3. Equity and Housing Performance (120 Points) - This criterion addresses the project’s
positive and negative impacts to low-income populations, people of color, children, people with
disabilities, and the elderly. The criterion also evaluates a community’s efforts to promote affordable
housing.

A. MEASURE: Reference the “Socio-Econ” map generated at the beginning of the application
process. Identify the project’s location from the list below, as depicted on the
map. Describe the project’s positive benefits, and negative impacts, and mitigation
for low-income populations; people of color; children, people with disabilities, and the
elderly. Geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive the full points listed below. In
order to receive the maximum points, the response should address the benefits, impacts, and
mitigation for the populations listed above. (50 Points)

Upload the “Socio-Econ” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Select one, based on the “Socio-Econ” map):

e Project located in Racially Concentrated Area of Poverty: [ (0 to 50 Points)

e Project located in Area of Concentrated Poverty: [1 (0 to 40 Points)

e Project’s census tracts are above the regional average for population in poverty or
population of color: [ (0 to 30 Points)

e Project located in census tract that is below the regional average for population in
poverty or populations of color, or includes children, people with disabilities, or the
elderly: I (0 to 20 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (50 Points)

Based on the “Socio-Econ” map’s output, the applicant will select the appropriate option from the
above bullets. However, geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive full points. The applicant
must fully describe the positive benefits and negative impacts (with mitigation to address the issue) for
those identified groups (200 words or less).

The project with the most positive benefits and appropriate mitigation for negative impacts
will receive the full points . Remaining
projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. This response is intended to be
gualitative. Metropolitan Council staff will score this measure.

B. MEASURE: Metropolitan Council staff will award points to the project based on the
Housing Performance Score for the city or township in which the project is located. The score
includes consideration of affordability and diversification, local initiatives to facilitate
affordable workforce housing development or preservation, and density of residential
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development. If the project is in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based
on a weighted average using the length of the project in each jurisdiction. If a project is located
in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered
development), then the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s
total score will be adjusted as a result. (70 Points)

RESPONSE (Affordable Housing Score completed by Metropolitan Council staff):

e City/Township:
e Length of Segment within City/Township:

SCORING GUIDANCE (70 Points)

The applicant with the highest 2015 Housing Performance Score will receive the full points. Remaining
projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. Note: Metropolitan Council staff will score
this measure.

Projects will use the city Housing Performance Score based on the project location. If a project is located
in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based on a weighted average of the city or
township scores for the project location based on the length of the project in each jurisdiction. If a
project is located in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered development), then
the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as
a result.

If this is the case, then the total points possible in the application will be 930 instead of 1,000. The total
points awarded through the rest of the application (900 as a hypothetical example) will be divided by
930, then multiplied by 1,000. Therefore, a project scoring 900 out of 930, will equate to 968 points on
a 1,000-point scale.

If a portion of the project is located in a city with an affordable housing allocation and the other portion
is located in a township with no affordable housing allocation, then a combination of the weighted
average and no affordable housing methodologies should be used. This will result in a total score that
will be somewhere between 930 and 1,000; then the score will need to be adjusted to fit a 1,000-point
scale.
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4. Deficiencies and Safety (300 Points) — This criterion addresses the project’s ability to improve
the overall safety of an existing or future pedestrian facility. This includes how the project will
overcome physical barriers or system gaps, correct deficiencies, and/or fix a safety problem.

Note: Routine maintenance activities on a pedestrian facility are not eligible for funding. As defined by
the FHWA, examples of routine maintenance activities include shrub and brush removal or minor
drainage improvements. In order to be eligible for funding, reconstruction projects must be replacing
a facility at the end of its useful life or include improvements to the facility (e.g., ADA, safety, other
deficiencies). Resurfacing of a facility is eligible only if other improvements to the facility are also
included in the proposed project.

A. MEASURE: Reference the “RBTN Evaluation and Major Barriers” map generated at the
beginning of the application process. Discuss how the project will overcome barriers (i.e.,
bridge or tunnel), fill gaps, or connect system segments in the pedestrian network. The
applicant should include a description of barriers and gap improvements for the project. If the
project is crossing or circumventing a barrier (e.g., river, stream, railroad corridor, freeway,
or multi-lane highway), the applicant should describe the magnitude of the barrier (number
of lanes, average daily traffic, posted speed, etc.) and how the proposed project will improve
travel across or around that barrier. The description should include distance to and condition
of the nearest parallel crossing of the barrier, including the presence or absence of pedestrian
facilities, number of lanes, average daily traffic, and posted speed limit. (120 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (120 Points)
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B. MEASURE: Discuss how the project will correct existing deficiencies or address an identified
safety or security problem on the facility. The applicant should also include any available
project site-related safety data (e.g. crash data, number of conflict points to be eliminated by
the project by type of conflict (bicyclist/pedestrian, bicyclist/vehicle, pedestrian/vehicle, and
vehicle/vehicle)) to demonstrate the magnitude of the existing safety problem. Where
available, use of local crash data for the project length is highly encouraged. Crashes involving
bicyclists and pedestrians should be reported for 2009-2013. As part of the response,
demonstrate that the project improvements will reduce the crash potential and provide a
safer environment (by referencing crash reduction factors or safety studies) and/or correct a
deficiency. (180 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (180 Points)

The applicant will receive the points shown below, based on the magnitude of the deficiencies or safety
issues and the quality of the improvements, as addressed in the response. The scorer will first place
each project into one of the two categorles below based on if crash data is C|ted as part of the response.
y — The project with the
most extensive improvements will receive the full points for each category. Remaining projects will
receive a share of the full points as listed below.

e For Aapplicant that provides actual bicycle and pedestrian crash data to demonstrate the
magnitude of the existing safety problem only. Project also demonstrates that the project will
reduce the crash potential and provide a safer environment and/or correct a deficiency. The
project that will reduce the most crashes will receive 180 points. The other projects in this category
will receive a proportional share between 121 and 180 points (i.e., a project that reduces one-half
of the crashes of the top project would receive 150 points): 121 to 180 Points

e For applicants that do not provide actual bicycle and pedestrian crash data. However, the applicant
demonstrates the project’s ability to reduce the risk for bicycle and pedestrian crashes with the
reduction of modal conflict points (bike/pedestrian, bike/vehicle, pedestrian/vehicle, and
vehicle/vehicle), safety improvements that address these modal conflicts, or the project’s ability to
correct deficiencies. Scorerwillratetheprojectsinthiscategoryattheirown-discretien: The top
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project will receive a portion of the 120 points based on the quality of the project and response

while ctherprojectswill be-evenly distributed acrossthe range: 60610 to 120 Points

The highest-scoring application for this measure will be adjusted to receive the full

180

points. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points. For example, if the

application being scored had 80 points and the top project had 160 points, this applicant would receive

(80/160)*180 points or 90 points.

Pedestrian Facilities - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures

68




5. Multimodal Facilities and Connections (150 Points) - This criterion measures how the
project improves the travel experience, safety, and security for other modes of transportation,
provides strong connections, and addresses the safe integration of these modes.
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Multimodal Facilities (150 Points)

MEASURE: Discuss any transit or bicycle elements that are included as part of the project and
how they improve the travel experience, safety, and security for users of these modes.

Also, describe the
existing transit and bicycle accommodations. Furthermore, address how the proposed
pedestrian facility project safely integrates all modes of transportation (i.e., pedestrians,
transit, bicyclists, and vehicles). Applicants should note if there is no transit service in the
project area and identify supporting studies or plans that address why mode may not be
incorporated into the project.

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE ( 50 Points)

The project with the most comprehensive enhancements to the travel experience and safe integration
of other modes, as addressed in the required response, will receive the full points. Remaining projects
will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. The project score will be based on the
quality of the improvements, as opposed to being based solely on the number of modes addressed.
Projects that include the transit or bicycle elements as part of the project should receive slightly more
points than existing or planned multimodal facilities on parallel routes, consistent with the supporting
plans and studies.
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6. Risk Assessment (130 Points) - This criterion measures the number of risks associated with the
project and the steps already completed in the project development process. These steps are outlined
in the checklist in the required Risk Assessment.

PROJECT SCORING: Projects selected through this solicitation will be programmed for
construction in 2017/2018/2019. The region must manage the federal funds in each year of the
TIP. Projects are expected to be authorized in their program year in accordance with TAB’s
Regional Program Year Policy. Projects that do not have many risks and have already completed
some of the work are more likely to be ready for funding authorization in the program year.

A. MEASURE: Applications involving construction must complete the Risk Assessment. This
checklist includes activities completed to-date, as well as an assessment of risks (e.g., right-
of-way acquisition, proximity to historic properties, etc.).

RESPONSE (Complete Risk Assessment):

SCORING GUIDANCE (130 Points)

The applicant with the most points on.the Risk Assessment (more points equate to less project risk) will
receive the full points for the measure. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full
points. For example, if the application being scored had 40 points and the top project had 70 points,
this applicant would receive (40/70)*130 points or 74 points.
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7. —Cost-Benefit Ratio (100 Points) — This criterion will assess the project’s cost-benefit based on

the total TAB-eligible project cost and total points awarded in the previous 6 criteria. Calculations must
be based on the total project cost of TAB-eligible expenses.

A. MEASURE: Calculate the cost-benefit ratio of the project. The Scoring Committee will divide
the total project cost by the total number of points awarded in the previous criteria (1-6).

e Cost-Benefit Ratio= total TAB-eligible project cost/total number of points awarded in
previous criteria (1-6)

RESPONSE (This measure will be calculated after the<scores for the other measures are
tabulated by the Scoring Committee):

e  Total Project Cost (entered in Project Cost Form):

SCORING GUIDANCE (100 Points)
The applicant with the lowest dollar value per p arned in the application (i.e., the benefits) will
receive the full points for the measure. Remaining projects will.receive a propor share of the full
points. For example, if the top project had 35,000 and the application being score d 70,000, this
applicant would receive (35,000/70,0! oints or 50 points.

TOTAL: 1,660-100 POI
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Safe Routes to School Infrastructure - Prioritizing
Criteria and Measures

Definition: An infrastructure project that is within a two-mile radius and directly benefiting a primary,
middle, or high school site. A Safe Routes to School Plan (SRTS) must be established prior to applying for
this infrastructure funding.

Examples of Safe Routes to School Infrastructure Projects:

e Sidewalks benefiting people going to the school Minimum Federal Award: $150,000
e  Multiuse trails benefiting people going to the school Maximum Federal Award: $1,000,000

e Improved crossings benefiting people going to the school
e  Multiple improvements

Scoring:
Criteria and Measures Points % of Total
1. Relationship between Safe Routes to School Program Elements 250 25%
Measure A - Describe how project addresses 5 Es* of SRTS program 250
2. Usage 200250 2025%

Measure A - Average share of student population that bikes, walks, or

uses transit 120130
Measure B - Student population within school's walkshed 80100
3. Equity and Housing Performance 120 12%
Measure A - Connection to disadvantaged populations and project’s 50
benefits, impacts, and mitigation
Measure B - Housing Performance Score 70
4. Safety 250 25%
Measure A - Barriers overcome, gaps filled, or system connections 100
Measure B - Deficiencies corrected or safety or security addressed 150
5 Multimodal Facilities (T ) and C - 50 5%
v Y o of : : : 5o
65. Public Engagement/Risk Assessment 130 13%
Measure A - Public engagement process 45
Measure B - Risk Assessment Form 85
Sub-Total 1,000 100%
6. Cost Effectiveness TBD
Measure A — Cost-benefit ratio (total project cost/total points awarded) TBD
Total TBD

* The 5 E’s of Safe Routes to School include Evaluation, Engineering, Education, Encouragement, and
Enforcement.

Safe Routes to School - Prioritizing Criteria and Measures
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November 23, 2015

1. Relationship between Safe Routes to School Program Elements (250 Points) - This
criterion assesses the program’s ability to integrate the Safe Routes to School Program elements:
Engineering, Education, Enforcement, Encouragement, and Evaluation (the 5 E’s).

A. MEASURE: Describe how the SRTS program associated with the project addresses or
integrates the 5 E’s. The response should include examples, collaborations or partnerships,
and planned activities in the near-term (within five years) to further illustrate the
incorporation of the 5 E’s into the SRTS program associated with the project.

MnDOT Safe Routes to School guidance defines these elements as follows:

e Engineering - Creating operational and physical improvements to the infrastructure
surrounding schools that reduce speeds and potential conflicts with motor vehicle traffic,
and establish safer and fully accessible crossings, walkways, trails, and bikeways. (0-50
points)

e Education - Teaching children about the broad range of transportation choices,
instructing them in important lifelong bicycling and walking safety skills, and launching
driver safety campaigns in the vicinity of schools. (0-50 points)

o Enforcement - Partnering with local law enforcement to ensure traffic laws are obeyed in
the vicinity of the schools (this includes enforcement of speeds, yielding to pedestrians,
and proper walking and bicycling behaviors) and initiating community enforcements such
as a crossing guard program. (0-50 points)

e Encouragement - Using events and activities to promote walking and bicycling. (0-50
points)

e Evaluation - Monitoring and documenting outcomes and trends through the collection of
data before and after the project(s). (0-50 points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (250 Points)

The applicant will receive up to 50 points for each of the five sub-measures based on the program’s
ability to demonstrate the incorporation of each of the 5 E’s through activities completed or to be
implemented in the near-term (within five years). Applicants will receive up to the full points for each
element at the scorer’s discretion. The project that most meets the intent of each of the sub-measure
will receive the maximum points (e.g., 50 points for the project that best meets the engineering
element). Remaining projects will receive a portion of the maximum points based on the response.
Projects that do not check the box or whose description does not fulfill the intent of the criteria, will
receive 0 points.

e Engineering: 0-50 Points

e Education: 0-50 Points

e Enforcement: 0-50 Points

e Encouragement: 0-50 Points
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e Evaluation: 0-50 Points

The highest-scoring application for this measure will be adjusted to receive the full 250
points. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points relative to the proportion
of the full points assigned to the highest-scoring project. For example, if the application being scored
had 100 points and the top project had 200 points, this applicant would receive (100/200)*250 points
or 125 points.
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2. Usage ( Points) - This criterion quantifies the project’s potential impact to existing
population.

A. MEASURE: Average percent of student population that currently bikes or walks to school, as
identified on the Safe Routes to School student travel tally worksheet. As part of the required
attachments, applicants should attach copies of all original travel tally documentation. (

Points)

RESPONSE:

e Average percent of student population:

SCORING GUIDANCE (120 Points)
The applicant with the highest average share of student population that currently bikes or walks to
school will receive the full points. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full points.

B. MEASURE: Student population within one mile of the elementary school,

middle school, or high school served by the project. ( Points)
RESPONSE:
e Student population within one mile of the school:

SCORING GUIDANCE (80 Points)
The applicant with the highest student population within one mile of the school
will receive the full points. Remaining projects will receive

a proportional share of the full points.
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3. Equity and Housing Performance (120 Points) — This criterion addresses the project’s
positive and negative impacts to low-income populations, people of color, children, and people with
disabilities. The criterion also evaluates a community’s efforts to promote affordable housing.

A.  MEASURE: Reference the “Socio-Econ” map generated at the beginning of the application
process. ldentify the project’s location from the list below, as depicted on the
map. Describe the project’s positive benefits, and negative impacts, and mitigation
for low-income populations; people of color; students, people with disabilities, and the
elderly. Geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive the full points listed below. In
order to receive the maximum points, the response should address the benefits, impacts,
and mitigation for the populations listed above. (50 Points)

Upload the “Socio-Econ” map used for this measure.

RESPONSE (Select one, based on the “Socio-Econ” map):

e Project located in Racially Concentrated Area of Poverty: [J (0 to 50 Points)

e Project located in Concentrated Area of Poverty: [ (0 to 40 Points)

e Project’s census tracts are above the regional average for population in poverty or
population of color: [1 (0 to 30 Points)

e Project located in census tract that is below the regional average for population in poverty
or populations of color, or includes students, people with disabilities, or the elderly: (1 (0
to 20 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (50 Points)

Based on the “Socio-Econ” map’s output, the applicant will select the appropriate option from the
above bullets. However, geographic proximity alone is not sufficient to receive full points. The applicant
must fully describe the positive benefits and negative impacts (with mitigation to address the issue) for
those identified groups (200 words or less). Each project will first be graded on a 10-point scale, not
accounting for geography. Each score from the 10-point scale will then be adjusted to the appropriate
geography. The project with the most positive benefits and appropriate mitigation for negative impacts
will receive the full points relative to its maximum geographic sub-area defined above. Remaining
projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion. This response is intended to be
gualitative. Metropolitan Council staff will score this measure.

Note: Due to the geographic adjustment to scores, it is possible that the above process will result in no
project receiving the maximum allotment of 50 points. In this case, the highest-scoring application for
this measure will be adjusted to receive the full 50 points. Remaining projects will receive a
proportional share of the full points equal to the points. For example, if the application being scored
had 20 points and the top project had 40 points, this applicant would receive (20/40)*50 points or 25
points.

B. MEASURE: Metropolitan Council staff will award points to the project based on the 2014
Housing Performance Score for the city or township in which the project is located. The score
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includes consideration of affordability and diversification, local initiatives to facilitate
affordable workforce housing development or preservation, and density of residential
development. If the project is in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based
on a weighted average using the length of the project in each jurisdiction. If a project is located
in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered
development), then the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s
total score will be adjusted as a result. (70 Points)

RESPONSE (Affordable Housing Score completed by Metropolitan Council staff):

e City/Township:
e Length of Segment within City/Township:

SCORING GUIDANCE (70 Points)

The applicant with the highest 2014 Housing Performance Score (calculated from the Summer 2014
survey with the 2012 calculation methodology) will receive the full points. Remaining projects will
receive a proportional share of the full points. Note: Metropolitan Council staff will score this measure.

Projects will use the city Housing Performance Score based on the project location. If a project is located
in more than one jurisdiction, the points will be awarded based on a weighted average of the city or
township scores for the project location based on the length of the project in each jurisdiction. If a
project is located in a city or township with no allocation of affordable housing need (either there is no
forecasted household growth or the area does not have land to support sewered development), then
the project will not be disadvantaged by this measure and the project’s total score will be adjusted as
a result.

If this is the case, then the total points possible in the application will be 930 instead of 1,000. The total
points awarded through the rest of the application (900 as a hypothetical example) will be divided by
930, then multiplied by 1,000. Therefore, a project scoring 900 out of 930, will equate to 968 points on
a 1,000-point scale.

If a portion of the project is located in a city with an affordable housing allocation and the other portion
is located in a township with no affordable housing allocation, then a combination of the weighted
average and no affordable housing methodologies should be used. This will result in a total score that
will be somewhere between 930 and 1,000; then the score will need to be adjusted to fit a 1,000-point
scale.
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4. Deficiencies and Safety (250 Points) - This criterion addresses the project’s ability to improve

the overall safety of the proposed project area. This includes how the project will overcome physical
barriers or system gaps and/or fix a safety problem.

A. MEASURE: Reference the “RBTN Evaluation and Major Barriers” map generated at the
beginning of the application process. Discuss how the project will overcome barriers (i.e.,
bridge or tunnel), fill gaps, or connect system segments in the pedestrian/bicycle network
serving a K-12 school. The applicant should include a description of barriers and gap
improvements for the project in context with the existing bicycle or pedestrian network
serving the school(s). If the project is crossing or circumventing a barrier (e.g., river, stream,
railroad corridor, freeway, or multi-lane highway), the applicant should describe the
magnitude of the barrier (number of lanes, average daily traffic, posted speed, etc.) and how
the proposed project will improve travel across or around that barrier. The description should
include distance to and condition of the nearest parallel crossing of the barrier, including the
presence or absence of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, number of lanes, average daily traffic,
and posted speed limit. (100 Points)

10

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (100 Points)

The applicant will receive up to 100 points if the response shows that the project overcomes a physical
barrier or system gap. The project that the most meets the intent will receive the maximum points.
Remaining projects will receive a portion of the maximum points based on the response. Projects that
do not check the box or whose description does not fulfill the intent of the criteria, will receive 0 points.

B. MEASURE: Discuss how the project will correct existing deficiencies or address an identified
safety or security problem on the facility or within the project site. Address how these
improvements will make bicycling and walking to the school a safer and appealing
transportation alternative. Include any available project site-related safety data (e.g. crash
data, number of conflict points to be eliminated by the project by type of conflict
(bicyclist/pedestrian, bicyclist/vehicle, pedestrian/vehicle, and vehicle/vehicle)) to
demonstrate the magnitude of the existing safety problem. Where available, use of local crash
data for the project length is highly encouraged. Crashes involving bicyclists and pedestrians
should be reported for 2011-2015. As part of the response, demonstrate that the project
improvements will reduce the crash potential and provide a safer environment (by
referencing crash reduction factors or safety studies) and/or correct a deficiency. Qualitative
data from parent surveys, other internal survey data, or stakeholder engagement supporting
the safety/security improvements or deficiencies should also be addressed. (150 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 2,800 characters; approximately 400 words):

‘ SCORING GUIDANCE (150 Points)
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The applicant will receive the points shown below, based on the magnitude of the deficiencies or safety
issues and the quality of the improvements, as addressed in the response. The scorer will first place
each project into one of the two categories below based on if crash data or other qualitative data is
cited as part of the response. Improvements that are supported by crash reduction factors, safety
studies, survey data, and/or stakeholder engagement should be scored highest. The project with the
most extensive improvements will receive the full points for each category below. Remaining projects
will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s discretion.

e Forapplicants that provide actual bicycle and pedestrian crash data to demonstrate the magnitude
of the existing safety problem only. Applicant also demonstrates that the project will reduce the
crash potential and provide a safer environment and/or correct a deficiency, supported by crash
reduction factors, safety studies, survey data, and/or stakeholder engagement

: 101 to 150 Points
. applicant
demonstrates the project’s ability to reduce the risk for bicycle and pedestrian crashes with the
reduction of modal conflict points (bike/pedestrian, bike/car, pedestrian/car, and vehicle/vehicle)
safety improvements that address these modal conflicts

to 100 Points
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5. Public Engagement/Risk Assessment (130 Points) - This criterion measures the planned
public engagement, the number of risks associated with the project, and the steps already completed

in the project development process. These steps are outlined in the checklist in the required Risk
Assessment.

A. MEASURE: Describe the public engagement process that will be used to include partners and
stakeholders (e.g., schools parents, law enforcement, road authorities, and other impacted
community members) and build consensus during the development of the proposed project.
The number and types of meetings to be held, notices or other notification distributed,
stakeholder contacts, adoption of the SRTS plan by the community and school district, and
any additional descriptive information should be included in the discussion of the
engagement process. As part of the required attachments, copies of all parent survey results
must also be attached to the application. The applicant should note if parent surveys were
not collected as part of the SRTS planning process. (45 Points)

RESPONSE (Limit 1,400 characters; approximately 200 words):

SCORING GUIDANCE (45 Points)

The applicant will be scored on the comprehensiveness and quality of the planned public engagement
activities. Additionally, applicants with a project selected through a public engagement process should
score higher than projects without this engagement step. Community support, as displayed through
parent surveys, stakeholder contacts, and/or adoption of the SRTS plan by the community and school
district, should also be considered in the scoring. Note: parent surveys are attached for MnDOT
informational purposes only.

The project with the most extensive near-term engagement process (current year through project
construction year), including any completed engagement activities for the proposed project, will
receive the full points. Remaining projects will receive a share of the full points at the scorer’s
discretion.

B. MEASURE: Applications involving construction must complete the Risk Assessment. This
checklist includes activities completed to-date, as well as an assessment of risks (e.g., right-
of-way acquisition, proximity to historic properties, etc.). (85 Points)

RESPONSE (Complete Risk Assessment):

SCORING GUIDANCE (85 Points)

The applicant with the most points on the Risk Assessment (more points equate to less project risk) will
receive the full points for the measure. Remaining projects will receive a proportional share of the full
points. For example, if the application being scored had 40 points and the top project had 70 points,
this applicant would receive (40/70)*85 points or 49 points.
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6. Cost Effectiveness_(X Points) — This criterion will assess the project’s cost-benefit ratio based on

the total TAB-eligible project cost and total points awarded in the previous five criteria. Calculations
must be based on the total project cost of TAB-eligible expenses.

A. MEASURE: Calculate the cost-benefit ratio of the project. The Scoring Committee will divide
the total project cost by the total number of points awarded in the previous criteria (1-6).

e Cost-Benefit Ratio= total TAB-eligible project cost/total number of points awarded in
previous criteria (1-6)

RESPONSE (This measure will be calculated after the<scores for the other measures are
tabulated by the Scoring Committee):

e  Total Project Cost (entered in Project Cost Form):

SCORING GUIDANCE (X Points)
The applicant with the lowest dollar value per p arned in the applicatio
receive the full points for the measure. For example, if the top project had 35,0
being scored had 70,000, this applican uld receive (35,000/70,000)*X points or

i.e., the benefits) will
the application

TOTAL: 1,000 POINTS
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Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

ACTION TRANSMITTAL No. 2015-50

DATE: December 1, 2015
TO: Technical Advisory Committee

PREPARED BY: Joe Barbeau, Senior Planner (651-602-1705)
Steve Peterson, Planning Analyst (651-602-1819)
Elaine Koutsoukos, TAB Coordinator (651-602-1717)

SUBJECT: Regional Solicitation Applications
REQUESTED Recommend to TAB the final list of application categories for the
ACTION: 2016 Regional Solicitation.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF ACTION: The 2014 Regional Solicitation included
10 application categories, arranged under three modal categories, as follows:
e Roadways including Multimodal Elements
1. Roadway Expansion
2. Roadway Reconstruction and Modernization
3. Roadway System Management
4. Bridges
e Transit and Travel Demand Management (TDM)
5. Transit Expansion
6. Transit System Modernization
7. Travel Demand Management (TDM)
a. Innovative TDM
b. Base-Level TDM Set-Aside
e Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
8. Multiuse Trails and Bicycle Facilities
9. Pedestrian Facilities
10. Safe Routes to School

To keep the 2016 Regional Solicitation process on schedule, at this stage of updating
the solicitation, TAB should determine whether the above categories should remain and
whether any other applications should be added.

In response to post-2014 Regional Solicitation input, two potential new applications have
been discussed: railroad crossing safety projects and new roadways.

Railroad Crossing Safety Projects

This possible need stems from the increase in Twin Cities freight rail traffic and the
resulting impacts on highway safety and mobility at at-grade crossings. Rail-highway
grade separation projects are eligible for Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds,
but do not score well in the current scoring system. This is due in large part to the
inability of the railroad crossing safety projects to score well in the crash reduction
measure, which is geared toward roadway intersection crashes, as well as a lack of
guidance in the congestion reduction measure.
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Options discussed at November 4 TAC meeting:

1.  Create a separate “railroad crossing safety” application category. A new category
would ensure that at least one railroad crossing safety project is funded. Note that
only two such projects were submitted in 2014.

2.  Adjust the crash reduction measure to allow for proactive safety elements at
railroad crossings, as well as provide clear guidance in the congestion reduction
measure as to how to fill out the response.

3.  Make no changes.

Recommendation: Option 2 — Adjust the crash reduction measure to allow for proactive
safety elements at railroad crossings, as well as provide clear guidance in the
congestion reduction measure as to how to fill out the response.

New Roadways

During the 2014 Regional Solicitation, new roadway projects created some scoring
difficulties as adequate guidance was not given to applicants on how to fill out measures
for new roadway projects. A new application category would create an expectation of a
new roadway being funded. Five new roadway projects were submitted during the 2014
Regional Solicitation and one was funded.

Options discussed at November 4 TAC meeting:

1.  Create a separate “new roadway” category. A new category would ensure that at
least one new roadway project is funded.

2.  Adjust measures to better accommodate new roadways. These include:

Current daily person throughput

Heavy commercial traffic

Infrastructure age

Congestion reduction

Emissions reduction

. Crash reduction

3. Make no changes.

0 Q0T

Recommendation: Option 2 — Adjust measures to accommodate applications for new
roadways.

RELATIONSHIP TO REGIONAL POLICY: The Regional Solicitation is a key
responsibility of the TAB. Through this process, federal funds can be directed to a
variety of locally-initiated projects that address transportation needs and help implement
regional transportation and development policies. The Regional Solicitation is part of the
Metropolitan Council’s federally required continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative
transportation planning process for the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.

ROUTING

TO ACTION REQUESTED DATE COMPLETED

Technical Advisory Committee Review & Recommend

Transportation Advisory Board Review & Adopt




Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

ACTION TRANSMITTAL No. 2015-51

DATE: December 1, 2015
TO: Technical Advisory Committee

PREPARED BY: Joe Barbeau, Senior Planner (651-602-1705)
Steve Peterson, Planning Analyst (651-602-1819)
Elaine Koutsoukos, TAB Coordinator (651-602-1717)

SUBJECT: Regional Solicitation Funding by Roadway Functional Classification
REQUESTED Request policy guidance from TAB regarding competiveness of all
ACTION: A-minor roadway classifications in the 2016 Regional Solicitation.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF ACTION: Prior to 2014, roadway applications in
the Regional Solicitation were divided by Roadway functional classifications (Principal
Arterial and the four A-minor classifications: Augmentor, Connector, Expander, and
Reliever). This allowed same-classification roadways to compete with each other,
resulting in funding for at least one project in each of the A-minor classifications.

The 2014 Regional Solicitation rearranged roadway project applications into new
categories: Expansion, and Reconstruction/Modernization. Within these categories,
projects from all classifications competed against each other in either the Expansion or
Reconstruction/Modernization application categories. As a result of these changes,
three of the four classifications were funded in the 2014 Regional Solicitation with no
Connector projects funded. Five Connector projects applied in the Roadway
Reconstruction/Modernization category. Of 21 applications in that category, the five
Connector projects ranked 14th, 18th, 19th, 20th, and 21st. The 2014 Regional
Solicitation survey results indicated a desire to revisit the issue to consider whether all
parts of the A-Minor system should be funded.

Options discussed:

1. Guarantee that a minimum of one project will be funded in each A-minor classification.
In 2014 this would have entailed funding the 14"-ranked Roadway
Reconstruction/Modernization project, “leap-frogging” five projects with higher scores.

2. Adjust the scoring to better equalize the classifications. This could be done by scoring
projects only against their own classification in several measures related to traffic
volumes and population, allowing for multiple projects to receive maximum scores.

3. Make no changes in the solicitation application with TAB making a decision after
project applications have been received, scored, and ranked as to whether it will fund
a project in each A-minor classification.

Recommendation: Request policy guidance from TAB on funding decisions by roadway
classification.

RELATIONSHIP TO REGIONAL POLICY: The Regional Solicitation is a key
responsibility of the TAB. Through this process, federal funds can be directed to a
variety of locally-initiated projects that address transportation needs and help implement
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regional transportation and development policies. The Regional Solicitation is part of the
Metropolitan Council’s federally required continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative
transportation planning process for the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.

ROUTING

TO ACTION REQUESTED DATE COMPLETED

Technical Advisory Committee Review & Recommend

Transportation Advisory Board Review & Adopt




Transportation Advisory Board
of the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities

ACTION TRANSMITTAL No. 2015-52

DATE: December 1, 2015
TO: Technical Advisory Committee

PREPARED BY: Joe Barbeau, Senior Planner (651-602-1705)
Steve Peterson, Planning Analyst (651-602-1819)
Elaine Koutsoukos, TAB Coordinator (651-602-1717)

SUBJECT: Addition of a Cost Effectiveness Criterion to Regional Solicitation
Applications

REQUESTED Recommend to TAB adding a separate cost effectiveness criterion

ACTION: to each application category in the 2016 Regional Solicitation.

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF ACTION: During the Regional Solicitation
Evaluation cost effectiveness was frequently mentioned as an important criteria but it was
never determined how and if it should be included in each of the application categories.
In the final application, cost effectiveness was included as a stand-alone criteria in only
the Bridge application category. Other application categories included cost effectiveness
within certain criteria and measures. For example the transit expansion application
included within the Usage criteria a measure of cost per new rider while three Roadway
applications included cost per peak hour kilograms of emissions reduced within their
Congestion Reduction criterion.

Including cost effectiveness within other criteria created scoring complications during the
2014 Regional Solicitation and did not allow for a clear comparison of a project’s cost
effectiveness (i.e., does cost per new rider measure usage or cost effectiveness?).
Additional concern with not having a cost effectiveness criteria and measure for each
application category also comes from two issues that have surfaced in past scope change
requests: a) a cost effectiveness measure can be recalculated if a project requests a scope
change due to project cost increases and the request can then be considered relative to
how the project would have scored against other projects in the same solicitation and b)
defining a cost effectiveness measure will provide direction on whether locally-funded
project ancillary elements, such as utility work should be included in the project’s cost
effectiveness calculations and whether the addition of these locally funded elements
should affect approval of a scope change request.

Options discussed at the November 4 TAC meeting:

1. Eliminate cost effectiveness from other criteria and measures and add an overall cost
effectiveness criteria and measure for each application category.

2. No change: Continue to allow each application category to include a cost effectiveness
criteria and/or measures or not, as in the 2014 Regional Solicitation.

Recommendation: Option 1 - Eliminate cost effectiveness from other criteria and
measures and add a new cost effectiveness criterion for every application category.

390 North Robert St., St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1805 (651) 602-1000 Fax (651) 602-1739



If Option 1 is adopted by TAB on December 16, then TAC Funding and Programming at
its December 17 meeting and TAC at its January 6 meeting will need to consider and
recommend how to measure the cost effectiveness criteria and also how to weight and
apply the criterion within the scoring system for each application category.

RELATIONSHIP TO REGIONAL POLICY: The Regional Solicitation is a key
responsibility of the TAB. Through this process, federal funds can be directed to a variety
of locally-initiated projects that address transportation needs and help implement regional
transportation and development policies. The Regional Solicitation is part of the
Metropolitan Council’s federally required continuing, comprehensive, and cooperative
transportation planning process for the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.

ROUTING

TO ACTION REQUESTED DATE COMPLETED

Technical Advisory Committee Review & Recommend

Transportation Advisory Board Review & Adopt
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