
RTAP PROGRAM PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM

(100 Maximum Points)

PROJECT NAME:


APPLICANT: 


DATE:


DPW REVIEWER:


	A. Project location – County ROW 
	Feasibility score: two preliminary questions to determine if the project is ready for RTAP.

If the project scores zero in either category it cannot be recommended for the RTAP program; five or less points and it would not likely be recommended to proceed. Between 6-13 points, an evaluation should be made in #s 1-10 to determine whether or not the project ranks well enough to be recommended for other funding opportunities. Between 14-20 points and evaluation of #s 1-10 should proceed.

	B. Funding – Cash Match
	

	1 Neighborhood support
	Complete 10 questions with total possible score of 100.

	2 Serving the transportation disadvantaged
	

	3 Demonstrate need – audit/analysis
	

	4 Projects outcomes serve the need
	

	5 Complement existing plans
	

	6 Partnerships/Collaboration
	

	7 Increase safety – reduce crash risk
	

	8 Improve multi-modal access
	

	9 Enhance environmental and human health
	

	10 Improve access to key trip generators OR Improve access to key corridors and connections
	Project context: destination access or corridor access.


A. Is the project located in County ROW (10 points)
	Does the proposed project exist within County-owned right-of-way?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	The project is entirely in County ROW.
	10

	Partially in ROW with demonstrated support and willingness to donate/sell.
	5

	Completely outside of ROW with demonstrated support and willingness to donate/sell, and there is a clear agreement about maintenance responsibility.
	3

	Partially or completely outside of ROW without willingness to sell? 
	0 - CANNOT PROCEED


	Comments:

	

	

	


B. Matching Funds or In-kind Donations (10 points)
	Does the project have the in-kind donations or cash match necessary to complete it?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	County funding or support brings the project funding/needs to 100%.
	10

	County funding or support brings the project funding/needs to 80-99% and the project sponsor has demonstrated commitment to secure additional funding.
	6

	Applicant has demonstrated that project has some amount of cash match or in-kind donation – but even with projected county support will have less than 80%. In this case, if otherwise approved, the project will be placed hold until enough support is received via grant funding or other means. 
	3 

	Applicant has not addressed cash match or in-kind donations as a source of project funding.
	0 – CANNOT PROCEED


	Comments:

	

	

	


	TOTAL POINTS AWARDED:
	


1. Neighborhood Support (10 points cumulative)

	Does the project have a high level of community/ neighborhood support?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Project has demonstrated support of directly-adjacent landowners.
	3

	The project has demonstrated support of 66% or greater individuals and businesses in the area reasonably affected by the project. (May consider an expanded project area if in an urban context.)
	7

	The project has a lesser level of community support based on letters of support or signatures from individuals and businesses affected by the project.
	2

	The applicant has not demonstrated that the project has neighbor or community support.
	0


	Comments:

	

	

	


2. Serving the Transportation-Disadvantaged (10 points cumulative)
	Does the project serve a community with limited transportation options?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Serves low income and/or carless 
	2

	Serves disabled
	2

	Serves isolated population
	2

	Serves youth and/or seniors
	2

	Serves minorities 
	2

	The project does not notably serve disadvantaged populations.
	0


	Comments:

	

	

	


3. Description of Transportation Mobility/Accessibility/Safety Need (10 points)
	Has the project documented a safety or access need?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Detailed description of the tools and outcomes used to determine local needs – such as a Safety Audit, Walking Audit or School Site Assessment Form (note which below) – and results derived show the need is HIGH.
	10

	Detailed description of the tools and outcomes used to determine local needs and results derived show the need is MODERATE. 
	7

	Detailed description of the tools used to determine the local needs and results derived show the need is LOW.
	3

	Does not provide adequate documented determination of needs associated with the project. 
	0


Note: links to tools referenced above are provided in the RTAP Guide.

	Comments:

	

	

	


4. Proposed Outcomes (10 points)
	Do the project outcomes meet the identified needs?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Proposed outcomes will meet ALL of the critical needs documented in the project application and by county staff.
	10

	Proposed outcomes meet MOST of the critical needs documented in the project application and by county staff.
	7

	Proposed outcomes meet SOME of the needs, but lacks outcomes to address critical needs.
	3

	The proposed outcomes do not meet the need or the applicant does not provide documented determination of needs associated with the project. 
	0


	Comments:

	

	

	


5. Local/Regional Planning Objectives (10 points)
	Does the project complement relevant plans (e.g. transportation, land use, economic development, restoration) in the project area?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	The project is included in an existing local or regional planning document as a priority.
	10

	The project is included in an existing local or regional planning document as a future consideration.
	7

	The project is not included in an existing local or regional planning document, but is consistent with specific and applicable goals.
	5

	The project is not in any planning document and is not consistent with specific local goals.
	0


	Comments:

	

	

	


6. Community Partnerships & Collaboration (10 points)
	Does the project involve community partners?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Detailed description of consultations and collaboration with community groups/partners including their specific involvement in the process.
	10

	Some description of consultations with community groups – involvement not clearly defined.
	5

	Little or no documentation of collaboration or community partnership.
	0


	Comments:

	

	

	


7. Improved Safety – Reduced Crash Risks (10 points)

	Does the project address utilize proven FHWA countermeasures to address safety? (see below)

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Project uses ALL appropriate proven FHWA countermeasures to address safety needs and other standard safety measures where appropriate. Circle those addressed, below.
	10

	Project uses some FHWA proven countermeasures – but does not use all that are appropriate to the project. Circle those addressed, below.
	7

	Project does not use any FHWA proven countermeasures, but other measures are appropriate for the project. Circle those addressed, below. 
	7

	Project proposes safety measures which are unproven and appropriateness unknown. 
	2

	Project does not have a significant safety improvement component.  
	0


FHWA Countermeasures (with links to online resource information):
1. Road Safety Audits
2. Rumble Strips and Rumble Stripes
3. Median Barriers
4. Safety Edge
5. Roundabouts
6. Left and Right Turn Lanes at Stop-Controlled Intersections
7. Yellow Change Intervals
8. Medians and Pedestrian Refuge Areas in Urban and Suburban Areas
9. Walkways
	Comments:

	

	

	


8. Improve Multi-Modal Access – Build ‘Complete Streets’ Goals (10 points cumulative)
	Does the project address improve/address safety and access for all road users (motorists, transit, bicycles, pedestrians)?

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Increase access/safety for bicyclists 
	2

	Increase access/safety for pedestrians and transit users
	2

	Increase access/safety for the disabled 
	2

	Increase access/ safety for motorists/freight
	2

	Improves streetscape features for multiple users (lighting, trees, benches)  
	2


	Comments:

	

	

	


9. Environmental & Human Health Objectives (10 points)
	Does the project enhance environmental or human health objectives? 

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Provides detail regarding how the project enhances health or reduces impacts to the environment in 3 or more categories and has no negative impacts. Circle categories below.
	10

	Enhances health in 1-2 categories and has no negative impacts. Circle categories below.
	8

	Enhances health in at least one category, but has possible negative impacts. Circle category.
	3

	Does NOT enhance health and /or has possible significant negative impacts.
	0

	Provides no explanation of the impact on environmental or human health. 
	0


Environmental & Human Health Outcome Categories
	1. Enhance T&E species habitat or migration
	2. Reduce vehicle miles traveled and subsequent emissions

	3. Restore or improve wetland
	4. Increases options for physical activity

	5. Reduce erosion  and/or sedimentation potential
	6. Provide better stormwater management


	Comments:

	

	

	


Evaluate either 10a or 10b:  

10a. Improving Access to Key Destinations (10 points cumulative) 
	Does the project improve access to key trip generators? 

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Project is within a ½ mile of and improves access to commercial activity (retail and health services) and/or key transportation connections, such as a transit hub or multi-use path.  
	3

	Project is within a ½ mile of and improves access to a school and/or senior care facility. 
	3

	Project is within 1 mile of and improves access to employment centers with 100 or more employees.
	2

	Project is within a 1 mile of and improves access to open space (parks and trails) and recreation (community centers, public gathering spaces).
	2

	Project does not facilitate access to nearby trip generators.
	0


	Comments:

	

	

	


10b. Improving Access along a Connecting Corridor (10 points cumulative) 
	Does the project improve access along key corridors and to key connections? 

	Criteria
	Circle Points

	Project improves function, reliability, and safety on key access corridor.
	5

	Project provides new or significantly improved access to key transportation connections.
	5

	Project is not located on a key transportation corridor and/or does not increase connectivity.
	0


	Comments:

	

	

	


Criteria that need improvement before project will be considered for award: 

General Comments: 

	TOTAL POINTS AWARDED:
	


	Reviewer signature
	
	Date
	

	Reviewer name
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