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Notice of Nondiscrimination Rights and Protections to Beneficiaries 

Federal “Title VI/Nondiscrimination” Protections  

The Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) operates its programs, services, 
and activities in compliance with federal nondiscrimination laws including Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI), the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, and related statutes and 
regulations. Title VI prohibits discrimination in federally assisted programs and requires that no 
person in the United States of America shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin 
(including limited English proficiency), be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving 
federal assistance. Related federal nondiscrimination laws administrated by the Federal 
Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, or both prohibit discrimination on 
the basis of age, sex, and disability. These protected categories are contemplated within 
MassDOT’s Title VI Programs consistent with federal interpretation and administration. 
Additionally, MassDOT provides meaningful access to its programs, services, and activities to 
individuals with limited English proficiency, in compliance with US Department of Transportation 
policy and guidance on federal Executive Order 13166.   

State Nondiscrimination Protections  

MassDOT also complies with the Massachusetts Public Accommodation Law, M.G.L. c 272 §§ 
92a, 98, 98a, prohibiting making any distinction, discrimination, or restriction in admission to or 
treatment in a place of public accommodation based on race, color, religious creed, national 
origin, sex, sexual orientation, disability, or ancestry. Likewise, MassDOT complies with the 
Governor’s Executive Order 526, section 4 requiring all programs, activities, and services 
provided, performed, licensed, chartered, funded, regulated, or contracted for by the state shall 
be conducted without unlawful discrimination based on race, color, age, gender, ethnicity, 
sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, religion, creed, ancestry, national 
origin, disability, veteran's status (including Vietnam-era veterans), or background.  

Additional Information  

To request additional information regarding Title VI and related federal and state 
nondiscrimination obligations, please contact:  
 

Title VI Specialist 
MassDOT, Office of Diversity and Civil Rights  
10 Park Plaza 
Boston, MA 02116 
857-368-8580 
TTY: 857-368-0603 
MASSDOT.CivilRights@state.ma.us  
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Complaint Filing  

To file a complaint alleging a violation of Title VI or related federal nondiscrimination law, 
contact the Title VI Specialist (above) within 180 days of the alleged discriminatory conduct.  

To file a complaint alleging a violation of the state’s Public Accommodation Law, contact the 
Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination within 300 days of the alleged discriminatory 
conduct at:  

Massachusetts Commission Against Discrimination (MCAD)  
One Ashburton Place, 6th Floor 
Boston, MA 02109 
617-994-6000 
TTY: 617-994-6196 

 

Translation 
English: If this information is needed in another language, please contact the MassDOT Title VI 

Specialist at 
857-368-8580. 

 
Portuguese: Caso esta informação seja necessária em outro idioma, favor contar o Especialista em 

Título VI do MassDOT pelo telefone 857-368-8580. 

Spanish: Si necesita esta información en otro idioma, por favor contacte al especialista de MassDOT del 
Título VI al 857-368-8580. 

Chinese Simplified: (mainland & Singapore): 如果需要使用其它语言了解信息，请联系马萨诸塞州交通

部（MassDOT）《民权法案》第六章专员，电话857-368-8580。 

Chinese Traditional: (Hong Kong & Taiwan): 如果需要使用其它語言了解信息，請聯繫馬薩諸塞州交通

部（MassDOT）《民權法案》第六章專員，電話857-368-8580。 

Russian: Если Вам необходима данная информация на любом другом языке, пожалуйста, 
свяжитесь со cпециалистом по Титулу VI Департамента Транспорта штата 
Массачусетс (MassDOT) по тел: 
857-368-8580. 

Haitian Creole: Si yon moun vle genyen enfòmasyon sa yo nan yon lòt lang, tanpri kontakte Espesyalis 

MassDOT Title VI la nan nimewo 857-368-8580. 

Vietnamese: Nếu quý vị cần thông tin này bằng tiếng khác, vui lòng liên hệ Chuyên viên Luật VI của MassDOT 

theo số điện thoại 857-368-8580. 

French: Si vous avez besoin d'obtenir une copie de la présente dans une autre langue, veuillez contacter 

le spécialiste du Titre VI de MassDOT en composant le 857-368-8580. 

Italian: Se ha bisogno di ricevere queste informazioni in un’altra lingua si prega di contattare lo 
Specialista MassDOT del Titolo VI al numero 857-368-8580. 

Khmer: ប្រសិនបរើបោក-អ្នកប្រូវការរកប្ប្រព័រ៌មានបនេះ សូមទាក់ទកអ្នកឯកបទសប ើជំពូកទី6 ររសM់assDot តាមរយៈប ខទូរស័ពទ 857-368-8580 

-Arabic: 857-368 إن كنت بحاجة إلى هذه المعلومات بلغة أخرى، يُرجى الاتصال بأخصائي الفقرة السادسة على الهاتف

8580  
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Executive Summary 

 

Introduction 

The Project Selection Advisory Council (the Council) was established by Section 11 of Chapter 

46 of the Acts of 2013 (the Act, see Appendix 1) and, “charged with developing a uniform 

project selection criteria to be used in the development of a comprehensive state transportation 

plan.” 

The eight members of the Council have worked for 18 months developing project selection 

criteria, holding public hearings across Massachusetts, listening to public testimony and input, 

and incorporating the legislatively recommended elements into this report. 

The importance of investing strategically and transparently in our transportation network—

nationally, as well as here in Massachusetts—is more critical today than it has ever been. Every 

resident, business and visitor of the Commonwealth is a customer of the Massachusetts 

transportation system, and MassDOT’s ability to make capital investment decisions 

transparently is essential to building its credibility as a good steward of public resources. Given 

our aging transportation infrastructure, changing demographics, and evolving travel 

preferences, there needs to be a way to strategically prioritize our investments in order to 

achieve Commonwealth policy goals.  

The recommendations documented in this report are a work in progress. The Council members 

have committed to continue to advise and monitor the implementation of these 

recommendations, and to suggest incremental improvements as MassDOT moves forward with 

the Council recommendations.  

Project Priority Formula Recommendations 

Applicability of the Project Priority Formula  

The full universe of projects considered through the comprehensive state transportation 

planning process is very diverse, in terms of project scope, type (from routine operations and 

maintenance to billion dollar capital investments), mode, and cost. The Council strived to 

develop a project selection process that can be applied to as many of these project types as 

possible, while recognizing that – at least initially – certain categories of investments (for 

example, those prioritized through MassDOT’s well-established and data-driven bridge and 

pavement systems) may warrant continued evaluation through their current processes. The 

Council’s recommendations focus on the following broad classes of projects: 

Modernization Projects are defined as those where the primary goal is to rehabilitate or 

replace existing assets in poor condition that have outlived their useful lives, but that need is 

then leveraged to “modernize” the asset to the greatest extent practicable.  

Capacity Projects are those that add new connections to, or expand, the existing 

transportation network. 
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Criteria/Goals 

The Council defined a set of overarching goals or “criteria” to guide transportation investment 

decision-making. These goals are as follows: 

 

Scoring Systems 

The Council came to recognize that developing a single scoring system that could accurately 

and appropriately evaluate every project would likely have a number of unintended 

consequences, including potentially disadvantaging certain important project types such as 

those advanced by Regional Transit Authorities (RTAs). Another challenge was that different 

project types – modernization vs. capacity – help advance different sets of goals. The Council 

ultimately recognized that the creation of separate scoring systems for different project 

categories would be necessary to fairly and effectively prioritize projects.  

These six scoring system categories are as follows: 

• Roads and Paths1 Modernization 
• Roads and Paths Capacity 
• MBTA Modernization 
• MBTA Capacity 
• Regional Transit2 Modernization 
• Regional Transit Capacity 

 

                                                
1 
Roads and Paths projects are those that are funded at least in part through MassDOT’s Highway Division and include road, bridge, 

and multi-use path projects. 
2
 Regional Transit projects are those funded through the Rail and Transit Division, excluding MBTA projects. 
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Weights 

In determining how best to create a project prioritization formula based on the recommended 

goals/criteria for each of the scoring categories, the Council worked to adhere to the following 

principles: 

 Focus on criteria that differentiate between projects  

 Limit redundancy 

 Maximize simplicity 

To address these principles, the Council recommends applying different weights when scoring 

different types of projects. Table 1 provides an overview of the project priority formula with the 

goals/criteria and weights for each scoring system.  

Table 1: Project Priority Formula Summary Table 

Goals/Criteria 

Roads & 
Paths 

Modernization 

MBTA/Regional 
Transit 

Modernization3 

Roads & 
Paths 

Capacity 
MBTA/Regional 
Transit Capacity 

Cost Effectiveness  15 20 20 25 

Economic Impact 10 
 

15 20 

Environmental & Health 
Effects  10 5 10 10 

Mobility 10 30 25 25 

Policy Support 10 10 10 10 

Safety 10 10 10 
 Social Equity 

  
10 10 

System Preservation  35 25 
  Total 100 100 100 100 

  

Recommendations for Implementation 

Framework 

The Council’s focus has been the development of a project priority formula that can effectively 

evaluate relative project merit. However, the formula represents only one step in the 

development of a balanced transportation investment program. A funding allocation by mode 

and asset category will be determined based on state of good repair needs, performance 

targets across modes, and the flexibility of available funding. A preliminary plan will then be 

developed based on the project priority ratings within each scoring system, project readiness, 

and the types of funding available. Next, the anticipated outcomes from the preliminary plan will 

be compared against the established performance targets and will also be reviewed for regional 

                                                
3
 While the MBTA and Regional Transit scoring systems have the same set of measures and weights, those projects will not be 

directly compared against each other. 
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and social equity considerations. In cases where the program falls short of targets for 

investment levels in a particular asset category or mode, or where the distribution of funding 

appears unduly imbalanced by region, MassDOT may rebalance the program of investments. 

For example, if an asset falls short of its performance target, the highest scoring project not 

already in the plan that would improve that asset could replace the lowest scoring project of 

another asset.  

Implementation Process 

The Council anticipates the establishment of an Implementation Committee to be responsible 

for developing guidance for scoring projects and overseeing the initial implementation of the 

proposed framework as a whole. While the Implementation Committee will be led by MassDOT 

staff, its work will be informed by a Stakeholder Advisory Committee comprised of 

representatives from key external stakeholder groups. Both of these committees should be 

temporary, with their work considered complete once the initial implementation of the new 

project prioritization system has occurred.  

The Council understands that these recommendations will, over time, transform the way 

MassDOT has selected and planned projects for many years. For that reason, the Council 

intends to monitor progress and adjust its recommendations over time. The work already 

completed, and the implementation work which begins with the submittal of this report to the 

Legislature, represent merely the first steps in a longer journey towards a transparent, data-

driven approach to prioritizing investment decisions. And though much hard work remains to be 

done, the Council believes the implementation of the recommendations outlined in this report 

will place MassDOT on a much firmer foundation from which to strategically invest in the 

transportation needs of the Commonwealth.  
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Establishment and Purpose of the Project Selection Advisory Council  
 

The Project Selection Advisory Council (the Council) was established by Section 11 of Chapter 

46 of the Acts of 2013 (the Act, see Appendix 1) and was “charged with developing a uniform 

project selection criteria to be used in the development of a comprehensive state transportation 

plan...” Among other requirements, the Act directs that the criteria developed by the Council, 

“shall include a project priority formula or other data-driven process that shall include, but not be 

limited to, the following factors: engineering; condition of existing assets; safety; economic 

impact; regional priorities; and the anticipated cost of the project.”  The eight members of the 

Council have worked for 18 months to respond to the requirements of the Act: developing 

project selection criteria; holding public hearings across Massachusetts; listening to public 

testimony and input; and incorporating all of the legislatively recommended elements into this 

report (See Appendix 2 for a listing of Council meetings and public hearings). 

The recommendations in this report go beyond assets owned by MassDOT to all capital 

investments that are funded in whole or part by MassDOT. This includes Commonwealth-

funded MBTA investments, and municipal and Regional Transit Authority (RTA) investments 

funded through the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) federal-aid process that require 

state matching funds.4 

1.2 Why a New Approach? 
 

The importance of investing strategically in our transportation network—nationally, as well as 

here in Massachusetts—is more critical today than it has ever been, for the reasons described 

below:    

Transparent Decisions Build Public Confidence. Every resident and visitor of the 

Commonwealth is a customer of the Massachusetts transportation system. In pursuit of an 

efficient and reliable experience for these customers, MassDOT makes significant investments 

in its capital assets every year. The need to do so transparently and in a way that can be simply 

communicated to the public and elected officials is essential to building the credibility of the 

transportation agencies as good stewards of our public resources.  

Redefining and Maximizing the Return on our Investments. Transportation is not an end in 

itself, but an investment where the return is the advancement of other shared goals: a strong 

and sustainable economy; a high quality of life; equal access to jobs and opportunity; 

environmental stewardship; public health and safety. Throughout its work, the Council has 

acknowledged that taking these factors into account when prioritizing transportation investments 

                                                
4
 Excluding Chapter 90 assistance. 
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is the only effective and responsible path to achieving these goals and maximizing the return on 

our transportation infrastructure investments. 

A Network in Need. Large portions of our transportation network do not currently meet the 

standards for modern, well-maintained infrastructure. Whether it is the $6.7 billion “State of 

Good Repair backlog” at the MBTA or our 446 structurally deficient bridges across the 

Commonwealth, and despite measurable progress made in the last decade, the extent of our 

capital transportation needs is daunting. For the foreseeable future, state of good repair 

investments will dominate the comprehensive transportation plan. In FY 2016, approximately 

two-thirds of MassDOT’s Highway capital program is going towards maintaining our existing 

system.  

However, despite the need to be good stewards of our existing transportation infrastructure 

system, Massachusetts is growing and demographics and preferences are changing. The 

Commonwealth cannot solely rebuild the same transportation system it had decades ago. Any 

investments that are made to modernize our infrastructure or expand capacity must be strategic 

to maximize the return on the dollars we are able to spend on such investments. Using a data-

driven project prioritization system will maximize the likelihood that we are selecting the right 

projects, at the right times, to meet our most pressing needs. The Council is aware that 

MassDOT has not yet developed all of the data-sets to compliment the scoring system that is 

being recommended, but that it is a priority of the agency, and that personnel have been 

dedicated to the task, including the identification of an Assistant Secretary charged with 

coordinating data collection efforts.  

Prioritized Decision-Making. The combination of our aging transportation system, stagnant 

federal funding, and the long-term uncertainty from revenue sources like the fuel tax underscore 

the need to spend our capital dollars prudently, thoughtfully, and in service of established policy 

goals. Advancing projects simply because they are “next in line” and not because of merit can 

no longer be how business gets done. 

Despite the progress represented by this report, the Council’s recommendations are still a work 

in progress. The Council recognizes that some issues remain unresolved and that the scoring 

system developed needs to be monitored and tested. Assuming no objection from its appointing 

authorities, the Council intends to remain in place, to initially meet quarterly to monitor progress 

in implementing these recommendations, and to recommend improvements toward its goal of 

establishing the best project selection process in the nation. The Council’s next meeting is 

anticipated to occur by October 2015, after MassDOT representatives have had an opportunity 

to consider and work with these recommendations. 

1.3  About this Report  
 

This report represents only the first step in the transition to the Act’s goal of an easy to 

understand, transparent, data-driven, cross-modal approach to prioritizing transportation 

investments. During the course of its work, the Council gained an appreciation for the 

complexity inherent in developing a single tool capable of ranking all potential investments, 
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regardless of mode, scale, or location. Regional diversity, inflexible funding programs, existing 

asset management systems, legal mandates, diverging programming schedules, and the ever-

present tension between modernizing and repairing our existing system and strategically 

expanding system capacity all pointed to the need for a more comprehensive prioritization 

process than a single, ‘one-size-fits-all’ scoring system.  

In recognition of this complexity, this report describes additional steps beyond this project 

prioritization system to ensure that MassDOT pursues an equitable, diverse, and strategic 

investment program. These additional steps – to ensure regional and socioeconomic equity, a 

modally balanced program, and the most cost-effective use of scarce funding – must, like the 

project prioritization system itself, be both data-driven and transparent.  

Chapter 2 identifies the universe of projects that should be evaluated using project prioritization 

criteria. Chapter 3 explains the set of criteria and the scoring systems recommended to be used 

for various project types. Chapter 4 outlines plans for implementation and illustrates how the 

project priority formula fits into the larger context of program development in furtherance of the 

goal toward a regionally- and modally-balanced transportation investment program.  

The Council understands that the Baker-Polito Administration, through Secretary of 

Transportation Stephanie Pollack (who serves as Council Chair), is committed to using the 

recommendations from this report in the development of the FY2017-FY2021 MassDOT and 

MBTA programming documents. Work on those documents will begin soon, so the output from 

the Council process and the completion of this report represent the beginning of a 

comprehensive and iterative implementation effort to shape our fundamental capital investment 

practices.  

 

2 Projects for Selection 

2.1 Applicability of the Project Priority Formula to the Universe of Projects 
 

The full universe of projects considered through the comprehensive state transportation 

planning process is very diverse, in terms of project scope, project type (from routine operations 

and maintenance to billion dollar capital investments), mode, and cost. Project origins are 

equally varied. Those originating from within MassDOT or the MBTA can evolve out of needs 

identified in a technically complex asset management program, from a regional effort toward an 

identified need, or from a corridor planning process with an extensive civic engagement 

campaign. Additional projects are proposed by other entities, including bridge, roadway, path 

and transit project requests from the Commonwealth’s 351 cities and towns or Regional Transit 

Authorities (RTAs) that are funded through the Metropolitan Planning Organization federal-aid 

process, and require state matching funds.  

Consistent with the requirements of the Act, the Council strived to develop a project selection 

process that can be applied to as many of these project types as possible, while recognizing 
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that certain categories of investments may warrant evaluation through their current process, at 

least in the initial rollout of the recommendations in this report.  

2.1.1 Investments Subject to the Scoring System 

The Council believes the value of the project priority formula is to help guide those decisions 

where MassDOT leadership has real choices—about where and how to invest in changes to the 

transportation system—and where those choices can be expected to have the greatest impact 

on quality of life and economic competitiveness. Moreover, MassDOT already has existing 

systems in place for prioritizing some categories of routine state of good repair investments. For 

these reasons, the Council recommends that, in its initial application, the project priority formula 

apply only to those capital investments that modernize or expand capacity of the 

Commonwealth’s existing transportation system.  

Modernization Projects are defined as those projects where the primary goal is to rehabilitate 

or replace existing assets in poor condition that have outlived their useful lives. But that need 

should be leveraged to “modernize” the asset to the greatest extent practicable. These 

improvements can include incorporating new technology or making other enhancements to 

support economic development, improve mobility, reduce environmental impacts, or increase 

safety.  

Capacity Projects are those that add new connections to, or expand, the existing 

transportation network. While capacity projects may start with assets that are currently part of 

the Commonwealth’s transportation system, the purpose of capacity projects is to add new 

assets to the system in order to meet increased or new demand, such as a new lane, roadway 

link, bridge, transit station, service or line, or multi-use path.  

2.1.2 Investments Prioritized Outside of the Scoring System 

Unlike modernization and capacity projects that make some change to the transportation 

system, some MassDOT-funded capital activities, such as programmatic contracts for particular 

purposes, are maintenance or basic state of good repair investments that fulfill baseline 

requirements for a safe and well-functioning system. The need significantly outweighs the 

funding available for state of good repair projects, so a mechanism by which to prioritize these 

investments is just as important as it is for modernization or capacity projects. However, unlike 

modernization and capacity projects, the scope of many maintenance and state of good repair 

investments is much more straightforward, making comparisons with other project types less 

instructive.  

Many of these investments – such as the pavement and bridge programs, or certain MBTA state 

of good repair projects – are prioritized through established and rigorous evaluation and asset 

management systems (see Appendix 3). These asset management systems inform decision 

makers about the optimal set of projects to work towards asset performance targets given a 

certain funding level. The most recent federal transportation bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in 

the 21st Century (MAP-21), as well as state law, has put a greater emphasis on the development 

of more strategic asset management planning, target setting, and the prioritization of activities 

that improve the condition of the existing network. Considerable work has been done outside of 



  

5 
  

the Council activities to integrate systems and improve the effectiveness of asset management 

within MassDOT and the MBTA. 

The Council has debated considerably over whether and how to fairly integrate projects that 

arise from the existing systems designed to optimize asset management decisions into a 

uniform project evaluation system that is focused on evaluating improvements to the system. 

While the Council agrees that basic maintenance contracts do not rise to the level of an 

investment that should be screened by a project priority formula, some of the projects prioritized 

through asset management programs go beyond basic state of repair and actually modernize 

the existing system.  

 

The Performance and Asset Management Advisory Council (PAMAC), has been charged by the 

Legislature5 to advise MassDOT on how to improve its asset management processes in 

accordance with state and federal regulations. The Council will continue to work with PAMAC 

and MassDOT asset managers to determine how to best define a subset of projects originating 

from these asset management systems that should be considered modernization projects and 

therefore subject to the project priority formula. 

 

The graphic below illustrates how the various types of investments fit in to the process being 

recommended by the Council.  

 

                                                
5
 M.G.L. Chapter 46 of the Acts of 2013, Section 12 
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 Figure 1: Purpose of Investment and Inclusion in Project Priority Formula 

 

 
 

 

While MassDOT’s bridge and pavement asset management programs adhere to the U.S. DOT 

definition of asset management6, asset management systems for other MassDOT assets or 

projects receiving state funding have not been fully vetted by the Council. Until the Council has 

had an opportunity to better understand these systems, investments prioritized through them 

should be subject to the project priority formula as a secondary screen to determine the 

appropriateness of a state funding commitment. As project initiators continue to work towards 

meeting state and federal requirements for asset management, these projects may become 

excluded from the project priority formula review. 

 

As will be outlined in Chapter 4, even those investments that come out of asset management 

systems that will not be subject to the project priority formula should still be incorporated into the 

                                                
6
 The US Department of Transportation defines asset management as follows: Asset Management is a strategic and systematic 

process of operating, maintaining, and improving physical assets, with a focus on engineering and economic analysis based upon 
quality information, to identify a structured sequence of maintenance, preservation, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement actions 
that will achieve and sustain a desired state of good repair over the lifecycle of the assets at minimum practicable cost. (23 U.S.C. 
101(a)(2), MAP-21 § 1103) 
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broader project selection framework recommended by the Council. Incorporating these projects 

into this framework will lend fairness and transparency to decisions about how much funding to 

allocate to these asset programs, representing an improvement over current practice.  

 

3 Project Priority Formula 

This chapter provides an overview of the recommended criteria against which projects should 

be evaluated; describes six scoring systems designed specifically to ensure that like projects 

can be fairly compared against each other; reviews the specific criteria and weights applied to 

each scoring system; and highlights the major data needed for the proposed formula to be 

effective.  

3.1 Goals/Criteria 
 

The first step taken by the Council was to define the set of overarching goals or criteria that 

should guide transportation investment decision-making. The Act requires that at a minimum the 

following considerations be incorporated into the uniform project prioritization system:  

 Condition 

 Engineering 

 Anticipated Cost 

 Economic Impact 

 Safety 

 Regional Priorities 

The Council incorporated these factors, in addition to others, into its recommended set of 

project selection goals/criteria, as described below. The Council recognizes the challenge 

inherent in reducing the broad scope of transportation investment benefits to seven 

goals/criteria. At the same time, it would be impossible to design a prioritization system that 

captured every potential project benefit or burden without reducing the importance of the 

recommended criteria listed above. For that reason, the Council identified the following 

goals/criteria as the key principles by which proposed investments should be judged.  

System Preservation (Condition7): Projects should contribute to the overall state of good 

repair of the transportation system.  

The functioning of our existing system is critical to the economic health and livability of the 

Commonwealth. The Council’s goal was to develop a prioritization system that places significant 

emphasis on state of good repair issues, and does so in a way that favors proactive and cost-

effective investments in existing assets rather than reliance on a reactive approach to 

                                                
7
 The terms in parentheses reflect the language in the Act. The Council had been using alternative language through much of the 

process, but wanted to note where they correspond to what was requested in the Act. 



  

8 
  

preservation. This goal/criterion will contribute to other asset management targets as set by 

MassDOT or the U.S. DOT.8   

Mobility (Engineering): Projects should provide modal options efficiently and effectively.  

Mobility is the core of transportation – the ability to get people and goods to their destination 

safely and reliably, in a reasonable amount of time and in a cost-effective manner. The Council 

embraced the principle that moving people and goods is key to successful and sustainable 

mobility. This idea represents a fundamental shift away from the conventional focus of 

transportation engineers solely on the movement of vehicles, regardless of the number of 

people carried in each vehicle.  

Cost Effectiveness (Anticipated Cost): Given limited resources, projects should result in 

benefits commensurate with costs and should be aimed at maximizing the return on the public’s 

investment. 

The Council believes the cost effectiveness of proposed solutions is of critical importance. The 

Council also believes that a project’s cost is not a factor that can be divorced from a project’s 

merit.  

Economic Impact: Projects should support strategic economic growth in the Commonwealth.  

Transportation infrastructure increases economic activity by increasing access. It may also 

increase the attractiveness of the region to residents and for investment. The Council believes it 

is important to target transportation investments strategically to support local economic 

development plans in order to maximize our returns. 

Safety: Projects should contribute to the safety and security of people and goods in transit and 

the safety and security of the system itself. 

While any safety-critical issues should always be addressed expeditiously, the Council believes 

it is important to prioritize projects that address identified safety concerns, such as high crash 

locations on the roadway network. 

Social Equity & Fairness: Projects should equitably distribute both benefits and burdens of 

investments among all communities. 

The Council’s recommended criteria are intended to help prioritize spending that ensures 

equitable investing.  

Environmental & Health Effects: Projects should maximize the potential positive health and 

environmental aspects and minimize any negative environmental impacts and/or health 

consequences of the transportation system. 

MassDOT has a legal obligation to reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation 

sector in the Commonwealth and to incorporate project-level impacts into project selection. 

                                                
8
 M.G.L. Chapter 46 of the Acts of 2013, Section 4 
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Beyond this legal commitment, transportation projects can have a significant impact on public 

health, as well as on the health of our wetlands, water supply, and wildlife. MassDOT must take 

all of these factors into consideration when evaluating transportation investments.  

Policy Support (Local, Regional, or State Priorities): Projects should get credit if they 

support local or regional policies or plans; or state policies not addressed through the other 

criteria. This may include adherence to American with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance 

planning, addressing resiliency plans for severe weather, supporting housing creation plans, or 

other clearly defined plans or policies. 

3.2 Creation of Multiple Scoring Categories 
 

As the Council worked to translate these broad goals/criteria into a project prioritization system, 

it was confronted with a challenge. The Council shares MassDOT’s focus on multi-modalism 

and on the importance of identifying the most appropriate and cost-effective mobility solutions, 

regardless of mode. This outlook initially suggests that projects should be evaluated against 

each other and across modes, particularly as a large portion of transportation funding is flexible 

and not restricted to a single mode or project type. This is particularly true given MassDOT’s 

multi-modal mandate and the widespread support of the “one transportation agency” concept 

that resulted in the creation of MassDOT in 2009. 

However, the Council came to recognize that developing a single scoring system that could 

accurately and appropriately evaluate every project would likely have a number of unintended 

consequences, including potentially disadvantaging certain important project types. As an 

example, by separating out transit projects from roadway and multi-use path projects, MassDOT 

can ensure that the best projects from both categories will be included in the final program. It 

was also feared that the scope and scale of MBTA projects would frequently dwarf Regional 

Transit Authority projects. So, these projects will also initially be looked at separately. 

Another example of this challenge of comparing all projects against the same set of criteria 

came with the application of the System Preservation criterion. Modernization projects, whose 

primary rationale is to rehabilitate or replace existing assets in poor condition, should obviously 

have their merits determined largely on their ability to meet system preservation goals. Applying 

the System Preservation criterion in the same manner to Capacity projects would only serve to 

discount some of the primary goals of those projects – new or expanded access in pursuit of 

improved mobility and economic development, for example.  

The Council ultimately recognized that a separate set of metrics was necessary to fairly and 

effectively evaluate projects by type: Roads and Paths vs. MBTA vs. Regional Transit; as well 

as by goal: Modernization vs. Capacity. For these reasons, the Council accepted the legislative 

requirement to categorize projects for the purposes of scoring, with each category representing 

a set of measures and weights most appropriate for the category. The Council believes that 

dividing projects in this manner affirms, rather than discounts, the multimodal needs of the 

Commonwealth by ensuring that all modes and goals are given due consideration and that 

projects of various types are fairly evaluated and ranked as MassDOT balances its program and 
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develops the statewide plan. As will be described in Chapter 4, the Council is also proposing 

recommendations for a broader project selection framework that will ensure that funding 

decisions across scoring categories are based on a unified understanding of the tradeoffs in 

investment decisions across modes.  

The six scoring system categories are: 

 
 
Roads and Paths projects included in the framework refer to all capital investments that are 

funded at least in part through the MassDOT Highway Division, including bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities, roadway, and bridge projects. These include municipally proposed projects on 

municipal assets requiring state funding. 

MBTA projects refer to all capital investments related to MBTA service. This would include any 

projects related to the vehicles, track, stations, transit stops, signals, and power, as well as 

maintenance facilities that support the functioning of the transit service.  

Regional Transit projects refer to non-MBTA transit service including Regional Transit 

Authority (RTA) capital projects, intercity bus service, statewide paratransit projects, and non-

MBTA rail service.  

3.3 Project Scoring System by Category 
 

In determining how best to create a project prioritization formula based on the recommended 

goals/criteria for each of the scoring categories, the Council worked to adhere to the following 

principles: 

Focus on criteria that differentiate between projects  
In recommending goals/criteria and then applying weights to the various scoring categories, the 

Council strived to ensure that each criterion would have the potential to differentiate among 

projects. For example, if a MassDOT or federal policy effectively enshrined certain goals into 

project design such that all projects would score positively for that criterion, the Council de-

emphasized that criterion. As an example, all transit expansion projects are inherently designed 

with safety as a top priority, rendering that criterion unhelpful to differentiate among competing 

projects. 

Roads and Paths Modernization 

Roads and Paths Capacity 

MBTA Modernization 

MBTA Capacity 

Regional Transit Modernization 

Regional Transit Capacity 
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Limit redundancy 
Many criteria are inter-related. For example, improving safety can improve mobility and 

improving mobility has an economic impact. To reduce redundancy in the prioritization process, 

the Council worked to develop measures that focused as much as possible on the specific 

criterion, with the understanding that any overlapping benefits would be captured collectively by 

the full set of criteria. 

Maximize simplicity 
Making the project selection process more understandable and transparent is one of the most 

important reasons for the creation of the Council. Given the variety of project types, operating 

entities, system needs, and project purposes, developing a system that is easy to understand is 

a very challenging task. The Council worked hard to simplify the proposed process so that it can 

be most easily applied and understood by as broad an audience as possible to foster the 

greatest participation and level of acceptance.  

Figure 2 provides an overview of the project priority formula with the criteria and weights for 
each scoring system.  
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Figure 2: Project Priority Formula Summary Table 

Goals/Criteria 

Roads & 
Paths 

Modernization 

MBTA/Regional 
Transit 

Modernization 

Roads & 
Paths 

Capacity 

MBTA/Regional 
Transit 

Capacity 

Cost Effectiveness  15 20 20 25 

Economic Impact 10 
 

15 20 

Environmental & Health 
Effects  10 5 10 10 

Mobility 10 30 25 25 

Policy Support 10 10 10 10 

Safety 10 10 10 
 Social Equity 

  
10 10 

System Preservation  35 25 
  Total 100 100 100 100 

 

The sections below explain the rationale for each scoring system as well as the anticipated data 
needs for each scoring system. The italicized data-sets in the tables are those that may not be 
consistent across project types within that scoring system. Examples of inconsistencies include 
asset management inventory, condition, and maintenance data on non-state owned or 
maintained roadways. Another example is the limited data on bicycle and pedestrian usage or 
demand.  

3.3.1 Roads and Paths Modernization 

Figure 3:  Roads and Paths Modernization Scoring System  

Criteria Weight Objectives Data Needs 

Cost 
Effectiveness  

15  Minimize public cost per persons 
served 

 

 Current number of road/path 
users 

 Anticipated number of 
road/path users as a result of 
the project 

 Capital cost of the project 

 Future maintenance costs of 
the project 

 Availability and amount of 
private or municipal funding, or 
certain types of federal funding 
which are restricted to the 
specific project in question 
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Economic 
Impact 

10  Support local, regional, and state 
economic development plans 
and strategies 

 Investment priority areas 
defined by EOHED9 

 Corridor development plans 

 Local or regional plans 

 Documentation on how project 
could support development 

 

Environmental 
& Health 
Effects  

10  Reduce health and 
environmental impacts of criteria 
air pollutants and greenhouse 
gas emissions 

 Reduce impact to natural and 
cultural resources 

 Transportation demand 
modeling outputs 

 Federally required air quality 
analysis modified to incorporate 
greenhouse gases 

 GPS data of environmental 
resource areas 

Mobility 10  Improve persons per hour 
throughput in a congested area 

 Strategically improve bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit access 
and connectivity 

 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 

 Transit trips and ridership along 
the corridor 

 Bicycle and pedestrian usage in 
the area 

 Bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 
planning documents 

 Travel demand model output 
 

Policy Support 10  Support local, state, or regional 
policies or goals not accounted 
for in other criteria.  

 Existing written documentation 
on policies or goals and how 
project will contribute. 

Safety 10  Reduce fatalities and severe 
injuries 

 

 Vehicle crash data (property, 
injury, fatality), bicycle and 
pedestrian crash data 

 

System 
Preservation  

35  The extent to which the project 
meets a need identified in an 
asset management plan, fulfills 
asset management goals, and is 
supported by asset management 
data. 

 The extent to which expensive 
ongoing maintenance is required 
unless the capital project is 
completed.  

 

 Asset condition 

 Ideal treatments and timing 

 Current and anticipated 
maintenance costs on 
corridor as a result of 
delaying the project 
 

 

Given the enormous need for repair and upgrade within our roadway network, the Roads and 

Paths Modernization scoring system puts significant emphasis on selecting projects that 

contribute to System Preservation goals.  

                                                
9
 As of the release of this document, EOHED has only defined priority areas for certain regions, but plans to coordinate with all 

regions to develop priority areas statewide. 
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Other policy benefits of Modernization projects receive roughly equal weight. Social Equity is not 

included in this scoring category because the Council believes that equity is less relevant on a 

project level basis for modernization projects, as opposed to capacity projects that result in 

major changes to mobility or access. This is also an example of the Council’s intent when it 

created the Policy Support criterion, as those Modernization projects deemed to be beneficial to 

social equity would get credit under Policy Support.  

The Environmental & Health Effects criterion, while important, was not weighted more heavily 

because there was consensus among the Council that this factor would not be a significant 

differentiator. In addition to being a national leader in this area, MassDOT is subject to rigorous 

federal and state laws and regulations related to environmental impacts and greenhouse gas. 

Projects that would set MassDOT backwards in achieving its greenhouse gas reduction goals, 

or that would cause significant harm to the environment or public health, should be eliminated 

from consideration prior to initiation. 

3.3.2 Roads and Paths Capacity 

Figure 4:  Roads and Paths Capacity Scoring System 

Criteria Weight Objectives Data Needs 

Cost 
Effectiveness  

20  Minimize public cost per persons 
served 

 

 Current number of road/path 
users 

 Anticipated number of 
road/path users as a result of 
the project 

 Capital cost of the project 

 Future maintenance costs of 
the project 

 Availability and amount of 
private or municipal funding, or 
certain types of federal funding 
which are restricted to the 
specific project in question 

Economic 
Impact 

15  Support local, regional, and state 
economic development plans 
and strategies 

 Investment priority areas 
defined by EOHED 

 Corridor development plans 

 Local or regional plans 

 Documentation on how project 
could support development 
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Environmental 
& Health 
Effects  

10  Reduce health and 
environmental impacts of criteria 
air pollutants and greenhouse 
gas emissions 

 Potential impacts to natural and 
cultural resources 

 Transportation demand 
modeling outputs 

 Federally required air quality 
analysis modified to incorporate 
greenhouse gases 

 GPS data of environmental 
resource areas 

Mobility 25  Improve persons per hour 
throughput in a congested area 

 Strategically improve bicycle, 
pedestrian, and transit access 
and connectivity 

 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 

 Transit trips and ridership along 
the corridor 

 Bicycle and pedestrian usage in 
the area 

 Bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 
planning documents 

 Travel demand model output 
 

Policy Support 10  Supports local, state, or regional 
policies or goals not accounted 
for in other criteria 

 Existing written documentation 
on policies or goals and how 
project will contribute 

Safety 10  Expected reduction in fatalities 
and severe injuries 

 Vehicle crash data (property, 
injury, fatality), bicycle and 
pedestrian crash data 

Social 
Equity/Fairness 

10  Project provides mobility and/or 
environmental benefits to 
residents of Title VI or 
environmental justice 
communities 

 Title VI community has 
demonstrated support for the 
project 

 GPS data on environmental 
justice and Title VI communities 
 

 

Although the Roads and Paths Capacity and Modernization scoring systems are similar, a 

greater emphasis was given to Mobility and Economic Impact for capacity projects than for 

modernization projects.  

Cost Effectiveness is also given a greater weight in order to ensure that the Commonwealth’s 

investments in new transportation infrastructure are strategic in terms of impact and cost.  

Although all projects will be designed with safety as the number one priority, Safety is included 

as a criterion and differentiator in this category because some Roads and Paths Capacity 

projects will be able to address existing safety concerns in a corridor or at a particular location. 
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3.3.3 MBTA and Regional Transit Modernization 

 

Figure 5: MBTA and Regional Transit Modernization Scoring Systems 

Criteria Weight Objectives Data Needs 

Cost 
Effectiveness  

20  Minimize public cost 
per persons served 

 Minimize net impact on 
operating costs 

 

 Current number of users on facility 

 Anticipated number of users as a 
result of the project and other growth 

 Capital cost of the project 

 Future maintenance costs of the 
project 

 Availability and amount of private or 
municipal funding, or certain types of 
federal funding which are restricted to 
the specific project in question. 

Environmental & 
Health Effects  

5  Potential to reduce 
pollution and 
consumption of natural 
resources 

 Potential to promote 
mode shift 

 Transportation demand modeling 
outputs 

 Federally required air quality analysis 
to incorporate greenhouse gases 

 GPS data of environmental resource 
areas 

Mobility 30  Potential to improve 
persons per hour 
throughput, reliability, 
efficiency, accessibility, 
or service quality 

 Types of improvements 

 User demographics 

Policy Support 10  Supports local, state, or 
regional policies or 
goals not accounted for 
in other criteria.  

 Existing written documentation on 
policies or goals and how project will 
contribute. 

Safety 10  Project is specifically 
intended to address 
significant identified 
safety threat. 

 Project is specifically intended to 
address identified safety threat. 

System 
Preservation  

25  The extent to which the 
project meets a need 
identified in an asset 
management plan, 
fulfills asset 
management goals, 
and is supported by 
asset management 
data. 

 The extent to which 
maintenance is 
required.  

 Asset condition 

 Ideal treatments and timing 

 Current and anticipated maintenance 
costs as a result of delaying the 
project 

 



  

17 
  

The MBTA already utilizes a prioritization process that is generally in line with the investment 

priorities agreed to by the Council. Consequently, the recommendation here strikes a balance 

between the MBTA’s existing scoring concepts and framework, and certain adjustments and 

additional criteria deemed necessary by the Council.  

The additional criteria include Cost Effectiveness, Safety, and Policy Support. The Safety 

criterion was included due to the concern that the existing MBTA scoring system could 

potentially undervalue projects with justifiable safety benefits that do not reach the point of being 

safety critical.  

As with Road and Path Modernization, MBTA Modernization does not include Social Equity as a 

separate project selection criterion.  

The Council recommends applying the same criteria and weights for Modernization to both the 

MBTA and Regional Transit scoring systems. Although the project scopes may differ, a good 

transit project should have the same types of benefits.  

3.3.4 MBTA and Regional Transit Capacity 

Figure 6:  MBTA and Regional Transit Capacity Scoring System 

Criteria Weight Objectives Data Needs 

Cost 
Effectiveness  

25  Minimize public cost per persons 
served 

 Minimize net impact on operating costs 
 
 

 Current number of users 
on the facility 

 Anticipated number of 
users as a result of the 
project and other growth 

 Capital cost of the 
project 

 Future maintenance 
costs of the project 

 Availability and amount 
of private or municipal 
funding, or certain types 
of federal funding which 
are restricted to the 
specific project in 
question. 

Economic Impact 20  Support local, regional, and state 
economic development plans and 
strategies 

 Investment priority areas 
defined by EOHED 

 Corridor development 
plans 

 Local or regional plans 

 Documentation on how 
project could support 
development 
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Environmental & 
Health Effects  

10  Potential to reduce pollution and 
consumption of natural resources 

 Potential to promote mode shift 
 

 Transportation demand 
modeling outputs 

 Federally required air 
quality analysis modified 
to incorporate 
greenhouse gases 

 GPS data of 
environmental resource 
areas 

Mobility 25  Potential to improve persons per hour 
throughput, reliability, efficiency, 
accessibility, or service quality 

 Types of improvements 

 User demographics 

Policy Support 10  Supports local, state, or regional 
policies or goals not accounted for in 
other criteria 

 Existing written 
documentation on 
policies or goals and 
how project will 
contribute. 

 

The Council recommends that both MBTA and Regional Transit Capacity projects also be 

evaluated against the same set of criteria (although, again, MBTA projects will not be directly 

compared to Regional Transit projects). As with the Roads and Paths Capacity scoring system, 

more points are allocated to Mobility and Economic Impact as they are often the primary 

impetus for capacity projects.  

Cost Effectiveness is given more weight under these scoring systems than Roads and Paths 

Capacity. The Council felt that cost effectiveness is a more important differentiator for transit 

projects than it is for Roads and Paths projects.  

Safety is not included in these scoring systems because unlike Road and Path Capacity 

projects, it is not a differentiator for transit capacity projects. Because of the nature of transit 

capacity projects, the Council could not envision a case where a new transit asset would result 

in a clear safety improvement along the existing network. And as with Road and Path Capacity 

projects, all transit capacity projects should be designed with safety as the number one priority.  

 

4 Implementation 

4.1 Process for Implementation 
The Council’s focus has been the development of a project priority formula that can effectively 

evaluate relative project merit, as described in Chapter 3. However, the formula represents only 

one step in the development of a balanced program. The Commonwealth needs to meet state 

and federal performance goals in a manner that is both regionally balanced and socially 

equitable – an outcome that can’t be secured solely through an assessment of merit at the 

project level. The Council proposes the following framework, of which the project priority formula 
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is the centerpiece, in order to ensure transparency and technical rigor in the development of the 

comprehensive statewide transportation plan and MassDOT’s capital program.  

The Council anticipates the establishment of an Implementation Committee to be responsible 

for developing the guidance for scoring projects and for the implementation of the proposed 

framework as a whole at MassDOT. While the Implementation Committee will be led by 

MassDOT staff, its work will be informed and supported by a Stakeholder Advisory Committee 

that will include representatives from key external stakeholder groups including other state 

agencies such as the Executive Office of Housing and Economic Development, metropolitan 

planning organizations, RTAs, municipalities, advocacy organizations and other stakeholder 

groups. The role of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee should be temporary (during the initial 

implementation period of the Council’s recommendations) and should focus on the mechanics 

of how to apply various criteria and other specific details of implementation – not on revisiting 

the Council’s broader recommendations. Figure 7 illustrates the relationships between these 

entities and the Council, which will provide oversight and advise the work of the Implementation 

Committee. From time to time, the Council anticipates that it will supplement this report with 

additional recommendations.  

Figure 7:  Structure for Implementation Activities 

  

 

This Implementation Committee, under the oversight of the Council, should be responsible for 

implementing the recommendations of the Council and for determining what the Council has not 

explicitly determined in terms of the ‘who’ and ‘how’ of implementation, including addressing the 

following items not finalized by the Council: 

 Defining at what threshold projects should not advance past Step 1 of the framework 

laid out in Section 4.2.1. 

 Developing guidance for reviewing the existing backlog of projects that have not 

been funded or have not advanced significantly through the design process.  

 Identifying the best approach for considering MPO priorities that evolve out of their 

existing evaluation systems.  
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 Establishing who will be scoring which projects and the specific guidance for scoring. 

The Council recommends that the responsibility for scoring individual projects will lay 

with category-specific scoring committees comprised of relevant subject matter 

experts. These committees may include representatives from non-transportation 

agencies such as the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs or the 

Executive Office of Housing and Economic Development. All scoring results will be 

made publicly available to ensure transparency. 

 Developing a proposed calendar of the overall process so project proponents and other 

stakeholders understand what opportunities for public review and input exist and 

when they will occur.  

 Addressing data challenges for fair project evaluation. The Council identified gaps in 

data and data inconsistency between MassDOT- and municipally- owned roads, or 

across municipalities, as an issue that will need to be addressed. Work will need to be 

done to ensure that until data-sets are complete and robust, accommodations can be 

made to ensure the scoring is fair across projects. 

Beyond the establishment of initial guidance, the Implementation Committee will be responsible 

for monitoring the success of the process and recommending any adjustments that would 

improve upon the formula or framework. In addition to oversight by the Council, these 

recommendations will be made as part of a public process. MassDOT should develop and 

maintain a website dedicated to the project selection process and progress.   
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4.2 Project Selection Framework 
 

The four-step framework for capital program development can be summarized follows: 

  

4.2.1 Step 1: Project Evaluation 

The project priority formula recommended in Chapter 3 should be applied to projects at two 

different points in their development. The first time will be at project initiation. MassDOT will 

assign projects to one of the six scoring categories described in the previous chapter. Each of 

the six scoring categories will have their own scoring committee of subject matter experts. Only 

projects scoring above a (to be determined) minimum threshold would advance through the 

subsequent steps in this framework. These minimum thresholds may differ by scoring category 

and may change over time. Initial evaluation scores will be made available to the public.  

4.2.2 Step 2: Establish Program Targets 

The MassDOT Secretary will set the desired investment levels – across asset categories and 

modes—based on available funding for the comprehensive statewide transportation plan and 

taking into account consideration of legislative requirements and other legal mandates. A multi-

modal scenario-planning tool, like the MassDOT-developed Planning for Performance tool (see 

sidebar) should inform this decision, by advising MassDOT leadership of the potential program 

performance implications of various investment scenarios and permitting those decisions to be 

easily understood and discussed.  
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4.2.3 Step 3: Develop Preliminary Program 

Once funding targets are established, all projects 

under consideration for inclusion in the 

comprehensive statewide transportation plan will 

be evaluated (including those scored under pre-

existing scoring systems), and a recommended 

plan will be generated based on project scores and 

the program targets established in Step 2. Projects 

should be rescored on an annual base to ensure 

that any modifications to scope or cost are 

reflected in their score. Significant changes in a 

project score could have an impact on whether or 

what year it would be programmed for funding. 

4.2.4 Step 4: Comparison to Targets  

In this step, MassDOT should compare the 

proposed program developed in Step 3 against the 

targets established in Step 2. MassDOT should 

also consider whether the proposed program is 

regionally balanced and meets federal Title VI 

requirements for an equitable program, as 

described below. 

Modal and Asset Balance:  As described above, 

the Planning for Performance or a similar scenario-

planning tool will be used to assist MassDOT 

leadership in setting modal and asset-level 

performance targets relative to available funding. A 

comparison of the anticipated outcomes of the 

proposed program to the targets set in Step 2 will 

be determined and made available on the project 

selection process website.  

Regional Balance:  MassDOT is charged in its enabling legislation with ensuring “regional 

equity related to transportation planning, construction, repair, maintenance, capital 

improvement, development and funding.”10 Accordingly, one of the major considerations in the 

Council’s development of a project priority formula was to ensure that funding is distributed in a 

regionally balanced way across the Commonwealth.  

The Council considered using the Chapter 90 formula, which is distributed to municipalities for 

roadway improvement based on population (20.83%), employment (20.83%), and lane miles 

(58.33%), as a benchmark against which a proposed program of Road and Path projects could 

be measured. Since Chapter 90 is based on current population and employment, it may not be 

                                                
10 

M.G.L. Chapter 6C, Section 3 

Sidebar: Planning for Performance 

Tool Update 

In the Council’s review of existing tools and 

systems, the Council has found that the weMove 

Massachusetts’s Planning for Performance tool 

has the potential to allow for robust, data-driven 

decision making in the allocation of funding 

across modes and asset classes. The Planning 

for Performance tool can help inform MassDOT’s 

decisions on how to spend resources to 

maximize return on investment in terms of 

performance. The tool allows decision-makers to 

allocate funding to divisions and then to asset 

categories to understand the impact that a given 

funding level will have on performance for each 

asset category to help determine the most cost 

effective investment strategy. 

MassDOT is in the process of modifying the 

Planning for Performance tool to address the 

recommended framework for project 

prioritization. Modifications will introduce 

additional asset categories, adjust performance 

measures to better accommodate MAP-21 and 

MassDOT specific measures of performance, 

and better incorporate MassDOT specific data 

instead of national averages. Asset performance 

projections generated by the tool should be made 

publicly available. 
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the best barometer for programming funds in a way that addresses expectations for where 

future population and employment growth will occur. This feature makes it less useful for 

evaluating regional balance for Road and Path projects designed to expand system capacity 

and it is not applicable to transit projects of any type.  

However, the Council recommends that MassDOT use the Chapter 90 formula as one factor in 

evaluating the regional balance of the package of Road and Path capital investments 

recommended through the project priority formula. The Council is prepared to work with 

MassDOT, MPOs, and other partners going forward to identify new tools to better evaluate 

regional equity – not just for Road and Path projects but across modes – that reflects the long-

term needs of the Commonwealth’s regions and Massachusetts’ competitiveness as a whole.  

Socioeconomic Balance: Although Social Equity & Fairness is a criterion for evaluating 

capacity projects, the Council feels that it may also need to be considered on a program level to 

ensure that benefits and burdens of transportation projects are equitably distributed across 

community types. Assessing the distribution of projects between minority and non-minority, and 

low-income and high-income communities across the Commonwealth will ensure that MassDOT 

is meeting its Title VI and Environmental Justice commitments.  

In all of the areas described – proposed capital funding by mode or asset category, by region, 

and through the Title VI lens – coming up short in comparison to established targets may have a 

logical explanation. Major generational investments may tend to skew the dollars programmed 

for an asset class, or a region, within the brief five-year window of the capital program.  

In cases where the program falls short of goals for investment levels in a particular asset 

category or mode, or where the distribution of funding appears unduly imbalanced by region, 

MassDOT may rebalance the program of investments. For example, if the investment level in 

bridges falls short of the target established in Step 2, then the highest scoring bridge project not 

already included in the proposed program may replace the lowest scoring project from another 

asset category. The same rebalancing could occur at a regional level if it is determined that a 

particular area in the Commonwealth is receiving too little investment without a defensible 

explanation.  

In the final analysis, after the results from Steps 1 - 4 have been completed and publicized via 

the website and through public meetings with the required public notice and at the conclusion of 

a public comment period, MassDOT should publish the comprehensive statewide transportation 

plan or the five-year capital program.  

 

5 Conclusion 

The Commonwealth’s transportation system faces today, and will continue to face well into the 

future, an enormous backlog of state of good repair needs and a limited amount of resources 

with which to address them. A growing population and a strong economy will argue that we 

balance those priorities with new connections and expanded capacity to meet future demand. 

Yet, even with the considerable backlog of projects put forth internally by MassDOT and the 
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MBTA, by cities and towns, and by other stakeholders, there has historically been too little rigor 

and even less transparency in how major investment decisions are made. Worse, the system 

the Commonwealth has used has become so complex and hard to understand that even the 

most involved constituencies have expressed frustration and, at times, opted out. The Act 

mandates that we all must do better. 

In this context, the Project Selection Advisory Council’s work should be seen for what it is—a 

necessary and long overdue step on the path toward a more competitive and livable 

Commonwealth. The Massachusetts Legislature understood the importance of a better and 

more transparent approach to prioritizing transportation investments, and acted on this need 

through the creation of the Council in Chapter 46 of the Acts of 2013.  

The eight members of the Council have considered these issues carefully, participating in 18 

meetings over the course of the last year and half, reviewing documents, attending conferences, 

and exploring the efforts being advanced by other states. Each member of the Council 

undertook this work with the utmost commitment, seriousness, and – despite occasional 

differences in philosophy – a single-minded focus on creating a system that would facilitate the 

improvement of our transportation system and, by extension, Massachusetts.  

This report offers recommendations in pursuit of that shared goal. The project priority formula, 

based on a set of criteria closely aligned with our shared goals, will help MassDOT strategically 

modernize and expand our multimodal transportation system. A proposed project selection 

framework will ensure that these investments contribute to a modally balanced and regionally 

equitable program of improvements that moves us closer to meeting our state and federal 

system performance goals. A new Implementation Committee of internal subject matter 

experts, supported by an Advisory Committee of key external stakeholders, will translate those 

recommendations into action.  

These recommendations are, however, a work in progress. The Council understands that these 

recommendations will alter the very way much of MassDOT does its core business. For that 

reason, the Council endorses the immediate implementation of these recommendations while 

the Council monitors progress and adjusts its recommendations over time. The work already 

completed, and the efforts of the implementation and advisory committees which begins now, 

represent merely the first steps in a longer journey towards a transparent, data-driven approach 

to prioritizing investment decisions as incremental progress is made. The Council has 

committed to continue evaluating MassDOT progress in implementing these recommendations. 

But though much hard work remains to be done, the Council believes the implementation of the 

recommendations outlined in this report will place MassDOT on a much firmer foundation from 

which to strategically invest in the transportation needs of the Commonwealth.  
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Appendix 1: Section 11 of Chapter 46 of the Acts of 2013 

SECTION 11. Said chapter 6C is hereby further amended by inserting after section 11 the 

following section:- 

Section 11A. (a) There shall be a project selection advisory council which shall be charged with 

developing a uniform project selection criteria to be used in the development of a 

comprehensive state transportation plan as required by section 11. 

(b) The council shall consist of the following members: the secretary or the secretary’s 

designee, who shall serve as chair; 3 members to be appointed by the governor, 1 of whom 

shall have practical experience in transportation planning and policy, 1 of whom shall be a 

registered civil engineer with at least 10 years’ experience and 1 of whom shall be a member of 

a regional planning agency; 1 member to be appointed by the president of the senate, who shall 

be an expert in the field of transportation finance; 1 member to be appointed by the minority 

leader of the senate, who shall be a member of the construction industry; 1 member to be 

appointed by the speaker of the house of representatives, who shall be a representative of a 

transportation consumer organization or other public interest organization; 1 member to be 

appointed by the minority leader of the house of representatives, who shall be a member of a 

business association; and a representative of the Massachusetts Municipal Association. The 

department shall provide the council with qualified administrative staff and the regional planning 

agencies may provide qualified technical assistance to the council.  

(c) The project selection criteria developed under this section shall include a project priority 

formula or other data-driven process that shall include, but not be limited to, the following 

factors: engineering; condition of existing assets; safety; economic impact; regional priorities; 

and the anticipated cost of the project. The council may divide projects into several categories 

including, but not limited to: preservation and maintenance of existing assets; modernization of 

existing assets that improve safety; expansion projects that add to the existing system; and local 

construction. The factors chosen by the council may be weighted to prioritize specific factors 

and such weighting of factors may differ by project category as determined by the council. 

(d) The council shall conduct at least 6 public hearings, 1 in each of the department’s highway 

districts, before final approval of the project selection criteria. The council shall provide 

interested persons with an opportunity to submit their views orally and in writing and the 

department may create and maintain a website to allow members of the public to submit 

comments electronically and to review comments submitted by others. The council shall provide 

notice of each public hearing by publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the highway 

district in which the hearing is to be located in each of 2 successive weeks, the first publication 

to be at least 14 days before the day of the hearing and, if feasible, by posting a notice in a 

conspicuous place in the cities or towns within the highway district for at least 14 consecutive 

days immediately prior to the day of the hearing. 

  

https://malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleII/Chapter6C
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Appendix 2: Project Selection Advisory Council Meetings 

The Project Selection Advisory Council has met 18 times since January 2014, including a public 
hearing in each of the six Highway Districts, as required per the Act.  All meetings were publicly 
noticed and followed regulations and MassDOT policies with regards to open and public 
meeting laws.  
 
The Council also released a report of preliminary recommendations for public comment.  
 
Meeting agenda, summaries, and presentations have been made available throughout the 
process on the Project Selection Advisory Council website at: 
http://www.mass.gov/massdot/projectselection. 

 
1. January 28, 2014: Boston 

2. March 13, 2014: Worcester  

3. April 1, 2014: Worcester  

4. April 16, 2014: Worcester  

5. April 29, 2014: Greenfield  

6. May 20, 2014 – District 1 Public Hearing: Pittsfield  

7. July 29, 2014 – District 6 Public Hearing: Boston 

8. September 16, 2014 – District 2 Public Hearing: Springfield  

9. September 24, 2014 – District 4 Public Hearing: Haverhill  

10. October 20, 2014 – District 5 Public Hearing: Barnstable  

11. November 12, 2014 – District 3 Public Hearing: Worcester  

12. February 18, 2015: Boston  

13. March 3, 2015: Boston 

14. March 18, 2015: Boston 

15. April 14, 2015: Boston 

16. April 30, 2015: Boston 

17. May 14, 2015: Boston 

May 20, 2015-June 5, 2015 Public Comment Period on Draft Report 

18. June 17, 2015: Boston 

  

http://www.mass.gov/massdot/projectselection
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Appendix 3: Asset Management Systems  
 

MassDOT’s bridge and pavement highway asset management systems utilize nationally 

recognized systems and strategies for asset management.  

In addition, the MBTA utilized Federal Transit Administration Transportation Asset Management 

Pilot Program funds to advance its asset management practices and publish a final 

Transportation Asset Management Plan in February 2014, putting it well ahead of other transit 

agencies. 

This appendix provides an overview of these asset management systems. More information can 

be found on the Project Selection Advisory Council website. 

 

 MassDOT Bridge Prioritization System: 

The MassDOT Bridge Program includes all bridges in the Commonwealth as MassDOT is 

responsible for all bridge inspections. The Bridge Program’s prioritization system uses three 

criteria to assess the association between a bridge’s condition and the potential risk posed 

to the transportation network by the current condition. The three factors are:  

 Condition Loss (CL): Based on the National Bridge Inspection Standards Condition 

Rating System 

 Change in Health Index (HI):  A composite measure of the condition of each element 

of a bridge. The change in HI is an estimate of the deterioration rate of a bridge. 

 Highway Evaluation Factor (HEF): A composite measure of the criticality of the 

bridge based on the following five factors:  

o Roadway classification 

o Detour length 

o Average daily traffic 

o Load carrying restrictions 

o Deck geometry deficiency  

The final bridge ranking formula is: 3 CL + .4 HI + .3 HEF = rank value, where a higher rank 

value equals higher priority.  

Priority bridges are currently selected in a manner that results in comparable average health 

indices across the six Highway Districts and also takes into consideration input from District 

Offices for such factors not included in the formula such as high costs to maintain, key 

destinations near the bridge, or safety concerns that are not apparent via the formula. 

Bridges are selected for rehabilitation, reconstruction, or replacement for the Transportation 

Improvement Program based on this system and then go through the design process where 

it is determined what types of improvements will be made in accordance with MassDOT 

policies. It is typically a two year period between bridge selection and when the construction 

project goes out to bid. 
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 MassDOT Pavement Management Prioritization System: 

The Highway Division uses the Deighton Total Infrastructure Management System (dTIMS) 

Pavement Management Software to manage pavement condition for all Interstates, State 

numbered routes, and most of the National Highway System. Potential projects are 

identified by two key factors – Pavement Condition through the Pavement Serviceability 

Index (PSI) and Ride Quality using the International Roughness Index. These two 

performance measures are the foundation of MassDOT’s Pavement Management Project 

Selection Process. The PSI composite index uses data for pavement distress, raveling, 

rutting and ride quality, which are collected using the semi-automated “Pathrunner” vehicle, 

which has full GPS and GIS integration.  

The Highway Division then uses dTIMS to determine the “ideal timing” and “ideal treatment” 

for the section under a given funding amount based on incremental benefit cost11. In 

developing a potential multi-year pavement program, the Highway Division considers safety 

projects, such as those projects in high crash locations, and sustainability factors before 

assigning a final ranking. 

 MBTA Project Prioritization System: 

The MBTA employs a State of Good Repair (SGR) database to help guide its capital 

decisions. Based on an inventory of all existing MBTA capital assets, the model allows the 

MBTA to track the capital investment needs for the MBTA’s existing infrastructure, and to 

develop scenarios for capital investment to maintain the system in a state of good repair. All 

MBTA proposed projects are scored using the SGR database rating and other factors as 

defined in the MBTA enabling legislation including operations impact (which includes 

mobility measures), environmental impact, and financial considerations.  

 

 

                                                
11

 IBC assesses the differences in the benefit/cost ratio of a series of alternatives, in this case the timing and treatment for each 
pavement section. 


