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" TASA Working Group Meeting #2 Agenda

» Review TASA Working Group Meeting #1 Feedback

» Review RGVMPO BPAC Survey TASA Feedback

» Discuss draft Scoring Criteria & solicit feedback via Mentimeter
» Project Readiness
» Safety Benefits
» Equity

» Connectivity



Please select your entity,. e

A Local Government
Regional Transportation authority
‘:\ transit agency
’A natural resource or public land agency

A school iistrict, local education agency, or school.
OA Tribal government

Strongly disagree
Strongly agree

DA nonprofit entity
Other
0

ro
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TASA Working Group Meeting #1 [12.19.22]

Agenda Please select your entity,.
» TxDOT - TA program guide review

A Local Government o

» RGVMPO - draft TASA program guide review & feedback Regional Transportation authority
()] q

» TxDOT - TASA Application review 2 Shonst s >

) ) . '8 A natural resource or public land agency 8’

» RGVMPO - draft Application review and feedback © - ‘ >
%, A school district, local education agency, or school. =

» TxDOT - scoring criteria & timeline of actives review é A Tribal government %
(0p]

> RGVMPO - draft scoring criteria & timeline of activities A nonprofit entity

) Other
review and feedback



TASA Working Group Meeting #1 Feedback

Most useful in the RGVMPO TASA Program
Guide?

What did you find was helpful from the TxDOT TASA
Application?

Project Evaluation and

Scoring Criteria

Eligible Project Activities
znd _ Ond Allowable COStS

- budget breakdown
3rd Bt
- detailed and easy to fill
ath i

Definitions and
Sth _ Terminologv

What would you change/add to the Draft RGVMPO
TASA Program Guide?

Helpful websites for information or Area to upload
documents documentation/references attached

_ | o

Visual with explanation of evaluation
and scoring criteria




TASA Working Group Meeting #1 Feedback

What did you find was helpful from the TxDOT TASA
Program Guide?

was very helpful and the

Including in RGVMPO TASA ,
program important dates

Program Guide revision

Discussing today!

Developing for Mtg. #3

start to finish map

easy to reag scoring criteria

» . S —— P
criteria measure ‘W

. cities would benefit
terminology flow charts i

possible program issues

educative

refined




TASA Working Group Meeting #1 Feedback

What would you like to change/add to the Draft RGVMPO
TASA scoring criteria & timeline of activities?

Please consider changing how project Evais amazing. | trust her. extended technical assistance for cities with
information is shared with members. populations less than 10/20K?
‘ Guided scoring criteria with examples and flow
It's a lot of info to process, but well described. timeline Timeline is doable. The scoring criteria will help us
identify the best project to submit, so once that is

finalized, well dissect it on our end as

What did you find was helpful from the TxDOT TASA applications.
Scoring Criteria & Timeline of Activities?

criteria definition
scoring community support

how to prove connectivity




- RGVMPO BPAC TASA Survey Feedback -

— 9. TASA Evaluation Feedback:
8. In regards to the FY2021-2022 TASA Call for Projects, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the

More Details {J Insights
following:
Latest Responses
More Details —I 3 “Im not involved much with TASA and have no feedback for this.”
Responses "It is clear that staff are making great efforts to improve the TASA Call of Pr...

i o Q 5 s = s : i "I think it would be good for the MPO to send a letter awarding the project a...
B Very dissatisfied W Somewhat dissatisfied B Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied B Somewhat satisfied W Very satisfied

Funding available -— 7 respondents (54%) answered projects for this question.
Call for Projects Timeline ._ projects with the applicates similar call for projects extenﬂ-ed m gating =
et e A e
-
ASA Call of Projects time projects best projects and the process
TASA workshop l meeting will be to review

+ area projects project application information in the application

BPAC meetings stronger projects amounts of projects
Project application

Project presentations

12. Would you support dedicating more than 10% of available TASA funds for planning projects?

coring criteria
More Details

@ v 9

® No 1

@ Maybe 6

@ Other 2 ‘
100% 0% 100%

Evaluation process

30-day public involvement period

Award notice




- RGVMPO BPAC TASA Survey Feedback -

10. In regards to the TASA scoring criteria, which factor(s) need(s) to be considered for revision:

More Details

11. TASA Scoring Criteria Evaluation Feedback: M Leave ‘Asls’ M Criteria Description B Maximum Points M Evaluation Method B Consider Eliminating

Latest Responses SAF ETY _-
1 3 "Possibly provide more points to connections to parks and rec areas as well ...
Responses "The criteria is fine. However, | think the evaluation method needs improvem... CO N N ECTIVITY _-
"I think it should be more consistent. It seems like it changes from year to ye... L and Bicycle Design
SAFETY ddprastid HE B
7 respondents (54%) answered project for this question. P ROJ ECT R EAD I N ESS _-
percentage of match CONNECTIVITY & and Activity _-

project evaluationsamenity project scoring project Location of project

forms * 5 5 . -
Cinded score pro’ect criteria cliFfent projects EQU ITY d (Environmental Justice) Areas _.
oint .
use of an over-match local match match funding P .completf! prjects Local Match _-
criteria answers match amounts match category project readiness
PROJECT READINESS I B

PROJECT READINESS e

SAF ETY s safe passing ordinance _l
100% 0% 100%

More Details £ Insights




Rio Grande Valley Metropolitan Planning Or,

Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside Program

Lo mar g s
2023-2024 TASA PROGRAM CALL SCORING CRITERIA
Note: FY 2003 & FY 2004 fusds will be comnbimed for o el

| COMS TRUCTION of d and o fe for [PLANNING AND DESIGN of on-roed and off-roed trefl faciities
| pedeatrian, bicycint. and other non rotorsed form of for pedeats wn, byt end other non-motorsed forma of
tramaportaton.
[PERCENT OF TASA FUNDING ALLOCATED £ > 3%
e v For o rorts
*
x
x
~
~
onst 0 oring
Lraiuaticn (rters Maxmu= Ports Eraustan Method

[+ PTS ROW acqubition a 9% complete or not requred
¢ PTS. PSAL b ot leest J0% Compiete

PT3 f funding cempletes project

s

To be determined:

[+ P13 Tramgortation Altemative Reafiency Flas
o PTS- Complete Streets Plan
[+ T3 Biycie & Pedestrian Master Plan
o PTS- Project f eavbsliny Study
[ FTS. Predevinary Engineering. Environmental: Sarveying
Conceptsal
[+ PT3- Corstruction / Exglrmering Plan
Scoring Criteria D ipti e
Provides saber ard for [« PTS o with high 8 of creshes within &
coring Lriteria pescription e e e e o L
with high rumbers of (e, This ol imgroved ¢ PTS- improves mobility for elderty, dnabled, end/or youth
cronsing, snalzation, trefic calming end other sfety | Shvadvestaged sopulaticn)
M . P . o PTS- improves visiilty of nos-driven to vehicular trafic
[+ P13 Provdes deaign enharcements
ey
[+ TS Frovides tralheads, stagi eres and parking
(* PT3 #f locetion hes wfe peing ordnerce

Evaluation Method s e

Criteria Weights

Froesde area with [+ FT3- improves mobilty for elderly, dasbied and/ee youth
crowng street bannure, bile | idhadvantaged populaticn|

Equity rachs. of Mghting hich encourages pedests ian end cydsts to| e PT3-dmaroves scoes 1o areas of commerce withis or
utilse ates, thun providing health esd esvirormental (adacent to $0% of househoidh bebm poverty rate, @ definad
benefits oy Lernn
Proviie scoma 1o mrajr entertaiment deatnetion, parka | PT3- ingroves vabilty of nen-driven 1o vebiader treffic
& recreation rewdencie, and general bk e G lige P13 Conrmcts other dties/ reighborboods
numben of revdents end/or empioyee. imgroves PTY Conrmcta to schooly/publc bulldrg

cithea, trenat serviem,
bicycie faciiten, or schoois. This can be <
|kap chosiren, extenuon of regomal facimses, Inking =

-
o
-
+ PT3- Exterch exating vpstern (b, sed/trarit)
o PIS- Elimisates
[+ PT3 dmproves access to commercial areas
accens 1o raf stations, bus steps, [« PTS. improves scces 1o parks and recrestionsl areas
& Sicyde facites v trah and sdewala Connecting to ¢ PTS irmgroves scoess 1o sducations] e eas
Empioyment, Houeholds, and Actiity Casten. [+ PT3. Conrmets to schely/puble buldry
Cormectvity o
g
.
0
.
B
.

FT3- Eatards eesting vyviem (bice/sed/trarai)

P13 Elim ikayped/t "

PT3- « il
TS 35wl
T3 S 10m
PT3- 1015l
TS 30 18wl
F3-1Semi

ADA Eriancernents”

tvaliation (reers Marmum Foits.
TOTAL:
* Borus Points for ADA erhancements




To help determine Criteria \Weights, please rank the
following scoring criteria in order of priority.

1st Connectivity
Project
and Readiness

3rd Safety Benefits

4th Equity

i Mentimeter

s
a




Rio Grande Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization
Transportation Alternatives Set-Aside Program

Lase Edie: 1/18/2023

2023-2024 TASA PROGRAM CALL SCORING CRITERIA
Note: FY 2023 & FY 2024 funds will be combined for project call:

CONSTRUCTION of on-road and off-road trail facilities for PLANNING AND DESIGN of on-road and off-road trail facilities
PROJECT TYPE pedestrian, bicyclist, and other non-motorized forms of for pedestrian, bicyclist, and other non-motorized forms of

transportation. transportation.

PERCENT OF TASA FUNDING ALLOCATED 90% > 10%

Criteria Category Criteria Weights Maximum Points

Project Readiness %

Safety Benefits %

Equity %

Connectivity %

ADA Enhancements*® %

Total




Should the Criteria Weights remain the same for Planning ~ #Ventmete
Projects? Please share your thoughts.

For simplicity’s sake, | think it should weigh the
same.

Hmm, what are they now?

Safety, equity and connectivity remain very
important. Readiness depends on project

No, project readiness Is not a big factor for
planning projects. Equity and safety concerns are
paramount, as is connectivity.

Criteria should be different for planning projects
because have a creative element to them in
certain cases.

No, project readiness should weight less for
planning.

They should weigh the same.

The same

No, planning project should not rank as high as a
project that has plans completed for construction

No, there should be priority for some more than
others, specifically project readiness

Where would environmental impact fall? For
example - projects that enhance or improve
stormwater Infrastructure

PS&E SROW SEA 3

12}
a




Project Readiness

Sl Criteria Description Criteria Measures Evalua.t S
Category Details
* Demonstrates the ability to advance the project to
construction immediately, if selected for funding Professional judgement rating of = Analysis of application
* |dentifies comprehensive, detailed construction cost | project constructability/feasibility responses
; Proiect Readi estimate
I e;'z::ra;em roject Readiness |, Meets and/or exceeds design criteria established
of Transportation by US Access Board, FHWA, AASHTO, TxDOT, and/or Professional judgement ratingof  Analysis of application
NACTO shovel readiness responses
= Past project sponsor performance on previous

_ The RGVMPO would like to significantly increase the weight of the Project
In the FY2020-2021 Program Call, a total of 3 points could Readiness criteria. A total of 25 points could be given using the following
be given for Project Readiness using the following evaluation method:

evaluation method: Up to 10 pts: Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E)
1 pt: ROW acquisition is 90% complete or not required
Up to 5 pts: Environmental Documentation
2 pts: PS&E is at least 90% complete
Up to 5 pts: Right-of-Way (ROW)

Up to 5 pts: Railroad Impacts & Utility Coordination



Which evaluation method(s) should be given ~ “*™
more points?

Ptc:nsI Sﬁcificctions & Estimates @
Environmental Documentati%
Rﬁ' hts-of-Wax @

Railroad Impcz'.;s & Utility Coordination

»B



Additional Feedback on Project Readiness

LGP 101 training

|

Form looks good and detailed.

d Mentimeter

Done right, project readiness very Training
important

We need funding for planning and design
for projects. There should not be extra
points for project ready projects.

e
-




Safety Benefits

Criteria Evaluation
— Criteria Description Criteria Measures
Category Details
Non-motorized crash count TxDOT GIS analysis
» Demonstrates need for safety improvement and Non'motorized erash fote TXDOTGIS analysis
- appropriate safety countermeasures. Documented safety hazards Anatysrssoﬁzzgcatlon
Safety * Provides safer and/or less intimidating - : i P S
Texas ) ) . Professional judgement of Analysis of application
Department accommodations for walking, bicycling, and other .
of Transportation i countermeasure appropriateness responses
non-motorized travel . I
Analysis of application

Proposed infrastructure elements

responses
In the FY2020-2021 Program Call, a total of 29 points could be given The RGVMPO would like to reduce the weight of the Safety
for Safety Benefits using the following evaluation method: Benefits criteria. A total of 25 points could be given using the
13 pts: improves safety in area with high number of crashes following evaluation method:
within a block (300 ft.) Up to 5 pts: Non-motorized crash count/rate
8 pts: improves mobility elderly, disabled, and/or youth Up to 10 pts: Proposed safety countermeasures

nderserved populations .
(u ved populations) Up to 10 pts: Proposed infrastructure elements

8 pts: improves visibility of non-drivers to vehicular traffic



i Mentimeter

\Which evaluation method(s) should be given
more points?

Non-motorized crash muntlrute
Proposed safety countermeasures m
ProEsed infrastructure elements @

» 0



Additional Feedback on Safety Benefits ™

Safety should mean both vehicles and
non drivers with improved visibility
and awareness.

0
a




Equity

Criteria Evaluation
Criteria Description Criteria Measures .
Category Details

Average percent zero car ‘
- R _ ) household TxDOT GIS analysis
= ) . . ances. vability by 'mP’OV'”g active o Average percent unemployed TxDOT GIS analysis

Geographic Equity |transportation access and improves mode choice in S .
v » Average percent minority TxDOT GIS analysis

Depariment underserved communities A t disabled TXDOT GIS analvsi
i verage percent disa X analysis
Average percent elderly TxDOT GIS analysis

The RGVMPO would like to increase the weight of the Equity
criteria. A total of 25 points could be given using the following
evaluation method:

In the FY2020-2021 Program Call, a total of 10 points could be
given for Equity using the following evaluation method:

10 pts: improves access to areas of commerce within or
adjacent to 50% of households below poverty rate, as
defined by Census. Up to 5 pts: Average percent disabled

Up to 5 pts: Average percent elderly

New BIL requirements state the competitive process used by Up to 5 pts: Average percent zero car household
MPQOs must prioritize project location & impact in high-need
areas as defined by the State, such as low-income, transit-

dependent, rural or other areas (23 U.S.C. 133 (h)(4)(D)). Up to 5 pts: Within a historically disadvantaged tract

Up to 5 pts: Percentage living below the poverty line



\Which evaluation method(s) should be given ~ “*™™*
more points?

Averuﬁ ﬁrcent elderlz @
Avercge Ercent disabled @
Average Ercent zero car @usehold

Percentage living below the povertye""ne

Within a historicallx disadvant%d tract

"o



Additional Feedback on Equity B

Schools and Public Buildings/Parks
should hold some weight in these
types of projects.

@
a




Connectivity

Criteria . . o . Evaluation
Criteria Description Criteria Measures
Category Details
Connects to bicycle, pedestrian, Analysis of application
= Improves active transportation access to and/or transit infrastructure responses
destinations of interest such as business dlStI’ICtS, Connects to active transportation AnaiYSiS of application
downtown, centers of business activity, high density | destinations responses
Texas : residential, and/or employment centers . s
Lﬁgﬁ;ﬁgﬁon Connectivityd |, Supports multi-modal connections Eliminates barriers S gy
Accessibility i ool

* Eliminates barriers to pedestrians, bicycle riders,
and wheelchair users

Along long-distance bike route

Analysis of application

responses
= Supports investments in local/interregional Population density* TXDOT GIS analysis
tourism, especially Texas Bicycle Tourism Trails :
Employer density* TxDOT GIS analysis
In the FY2020-2021 Program Call, a total of 24 points
could be given for Connectivity using the following The RGVMPO would like to reduce the weight of the Connectivity criteria. A total
evaluation method: of 25 points could be given using the following evaluation method:
6 pts: connects other cities/neighborhoods Up to 5 pts: Implements local/regional active transportation plans.
6 pts: connects to school/public buildings Up to 5 pts: Connects to existing transportation systems (bike/ped transit).
6 pts: extends existing systems (bike/ped/transit) Up to 5 pts: Connects to public buildings and parks or 5-10 miles in length.
6 pts: eliminates gaps in system (bike/ped/transit) Up to 10 pts: Multi-jurisdictional connections or 10+ miles in length.



Which evaluation method(s) should be given ~ “*™*
more points?

lmalements Iocol‘reﬁional active tm%on plans.
Connects to existina trcmﬁrtation astﬁ

Connects to public buildings and parks or 5-10 miles in

Ienath. @

Multi-jurisdictional co;:iections or 10+ miles in length.

(1 <)



i Mentimeter

Additional Feedback on Connectivity

Filing in gaps in networks or routes!! More points for connecting gaps in long pedestrion longer, multi-jursidictional trals ore mportont, but 1. there is

corridors not encugh funding availoble for huge projects, ond 2
smaller projects in critical areas can be much more
impactful in many instances. Too many points for big
projects in big areas

3}
a




d Mentimeter

(1)
a

Based on what was presented today, what would you
recommend changing on the draft scoring criteria? And

why?

Project readiness should not be a
factor for planning projects




d Mentimeter

Are there any Questions?

O questions
O upvotes




TASA Working Group Meeting #3
DRAFT Agenda

» Review revisions to the Program Guide
» Review revisions to the Project Application
» Review revisions to the Scoring Criteria

» Solicit feedback for FINAL changes

All revised documents will be uploaded to the

RGVMPO TASA webpage for review by February 29,



Please select the best date for the RGVMPO TASA i
Working Group Meeting #3.

Thursday - Feburary
st 16,2023 @ 1lam-12pm

Friday - Feburary 17,
4th 2023 ® 3pm-4pm

Thursday - Feburary
16,2023 @ 10am-11am

Friday - Feburary 17,
2023 @ 2pm-3pm

» B8



Draft RGVMPO TASA Timeline of Activites

March 1, 2023 RGVMPO FY2023-2024 TASA Call for Projects Opens (9 a.m.).
March 15, 2023 RGVMPO TASA Program Virtual Workshop (MicrosoftTeams).
March 31, 2023* Responses to TASA Workshop questions posted.

April 26, 2023 Deadline to request Technical Assistance (5 p.m.; more info. on page #).
May 31, 2023 Deadline to submit application/project proposals (5 p.m.).
June 2023 RGVMPO & TxDOT Staff application review (may seek clarification).
July 2023 Complete applications proceed to RGVMPO BPAC Voting Members for review.

August 2, 2023 Presentations to the RGVMPO Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC).

August 2023 Special RGVMPO BPAC Meeting for application evaluation and project scoring.
September 14, 2023 Recommendations presented to RGVMPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). @G‘LL\NDE i )
4 e
September 27, 2023* RGVMPO Transportation Policy Board (TPB) awards/programs TASA funds. = RGYMPG

*Target dates




