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On November 17th and 18th the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) scoring 

committee met and scored 46 TAP project applications using Decision Lens Software.  The scoring 

was based on criteria and weighting developed by the TAP Advisory Committee.  Members of both 

committees are listed in Appendix 1. 

 

 The budget used for this round of TAP projects is approximately $6.55 million.  TAP funds 

are allocated with 50% of these funds available anywhere in the State (flex), and 50% broken up 

between 3 population regions.  The funding distribution is shown in the table below: 

 

 The population regions are based on a model and do not reflect actual populations of 

municipalities.  A map of the population regions is in Appendix 2. 

 

 The Transportation Alternatives Program Advisory Committee created criterion to be used to 

score the projects.  There were 5 main criterions, and 5 sub-criterions used to score the projects. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FISCAL YEAR

AVAILABLE FOR STATE 

SUBALLOCATION

FLEX AREAS > 200K 5K < AREAS < 200K AREAS < 5K

2017 $1,311,744 $311,000 $444,504 $556,240 $2,623,488

2018 $1,311,744 $311,000 $444,504 $556,240 $2,623,488

SUB-TOTALS $2,623,488 $622,000 $889,008 $1,112,480 $5,246,976

Overprogram round $1,300,000 - - - $1,300,000$1,112,480

TOTAL FOR ROUND $3,923,488 $622,000 $889,008 $1,112,480 $6,546,976

SUBALLOCATION BY POPULATION

TOTAL APPORTIONMENT

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM APPORTIONMENT

Criterion Sub-Criterion

Project Readiness and Support

Financial Readiness

Feasibility

Stress Analysis

Improve Safety Conditions

RPC/MPO Ranking

Potential for Success

Safety

Socioeconomic Benefits - providing access to and within Underserved  Communities

Project Connectivity - enable movement from origins to destinations



2016 - Transportation Alternatives Program 
Selection Process and Final Ranking 

2 
 

 

 

 

The Transportation Alternatives Program Advisory Committee assigned weightings to each of the 

criterions and sub-criterions and they are show below.   

 

A description of each criterion and the scale definition for that criterion is located in Appendix 3. 

 

 Criterion scores for each project were calculated in Decision Lens and totaled for a final 

project score.  Projects were then listed in order from highest score to lowest score.  This is shown in 

Appendix 4.  This appendix will show each project and the score received for each of the criterions. 

 

A running sum was calculated on the funding requested for each project and a line was drawn 

at the $6.55 million mark, which allowed for eleven projects to be funded.  Each population region 

was analyzed for these eleven projects, and no projects in the >200,000 region were ranked above 

the financial cut-off.  Because of this we had $622,000 in the >200,000 population region that wasn’t 

allocated to any project.   The last project above the line was in a 5,000 to 200,000 population region 

and could not be funded because only projects in the >200,000 region can use the $622,000 that was 

available. 
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For TAP funds sub allocated to urbanized areas with populations over 200,000, the 

metropolitan planning organization (MPO) representing the urbanized Transportation Management 

Area (TMA) has some authority for selecting TAP projects through a competitive process, in 

consultation with the State.  In New Hampshire, the Nashua Regional Planning Commission has this 

authority.  In order to allocate the funds in the >200,000 population region the Department chose the 

highest ranked project in the Nashua Regional Planning Commission area.  The project was in the 

town of Merrimack.  This project requested $520,000 and could be fully funded with the available 

funds in the >200,000 population region.   

 

An analysis of regional distribution was done and 8 of the 9 Regional Planning Commissions 

had a project funded.  Rockingham Planning Commission did not have a project funded. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

The Department made the decision to add the highest ranked project in the Rockingham 

Planning Commission boundaries into the funded category to balance Regional Priorities.  Moving 

this project into the funded category increases the amount needed for the round by approximately 

$462,000.  This allows allocation of funding to projects in all 9 Regional Planning Commissions.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUMMARY

RPC # PROJECTS RPC RANK TAP RANK

NORTH CC 2 2,3 2,7

UPPER VALLEY 1 1 6

LAKES 1 3 10

SOUTHWEST 1 2 5

CENTRAL 1 4 8

SOUTHERN 1 2,3 1

NASHUA 2 1,2 4,22

STRAFFORD 2 1,3 3,9

ROCKINGHAM 1 3 21

SUMMARY

RPC # PROJECTS RPC RANK TAP RANK

NORTH CC 2 2,3 2,7

UPPER VALLEY 1 1 6

LAKES 1 3 10

SOUTHWEST 1 2 5

CENTRAL 1 4 8

SOUTHERN 1 2,3 1

NASHUA 1 2 4

STRAFFORD 3 1,2,3 3,9,11

ROCKINGHAM 0 N/A N/A
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Summary: 

 

 The 2016 TAP funding round had 46 applications submitted requesting approximately $26.6 

million in federal funds.  The budget for the 2016 TAP round was $6.55 million and 11 projects 

were initially selected for funding.  Using the project rankings, none of the highest ranked projects 

were in the over 200,000 population region.   Because of the population distribution requirement 

$622,000 could not be assigned to any of the top ranked projects.  To ensure the entire amount of 

Transportation Alternatives Program funds were assigned to projects the highest ranked project in 

the Nashua Regional Planning Commission region with a population over 200,000 was selected.  

The project was in the town of Merrimack and was moved up to the funding category.    

 

  An analysis of the selected TAP projects revealed that eight out of the nine Regional 

Planning Commissions had a project selected within their boundaries.  The only Planning 

Commission to not have a project selected in their boundary was Rockingham Planning 

Commission.  To balance regional priorities the highest ranked project from the Rockingham 

Planning Commission boundary was selected and the Transportation Alternatives Program budget 

was increased to $6.9 million.  The project selected was in the town of Exeter.   

 

The 12 projects selected for funding are spread out over the 9 Regional Planning 

Commissions as well as the population regions defined by the Transportation Alternatives Program.  

The approved list of funded projects and final project rankings are in Appendix 5. 
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Appendix 1 
 
 
 
 
 
Transportation Alternatives Program Advisory Committee Members 
 

 
 
 
Transportation Alternatives Program Scoring Committee Members 
 

 
 

First Name Last Name Organization 

Thomas Jameson NHDOT Bureau of Planning & Community Assistance 

Tim Roache Nashua Regional Planning Commission 

Christopher Gamache Department of Resource and Economic Development 

Tim Blagden Bike Walk Alliance of NH 

Terry Johnson Foundation for Healthy Communities (HEAL NH) 

Felice Janelle Department of Environmental Services (Air Resource Division) 

Debra Samaha DHMC Injury Prevention Center 

Erik Paddleford NHDOT Dept. of Rail & Transit 

Michael Tardiff Central NH Regional Planning Commission 

Vacant  NHDHHS 

First Name Last Name Organization 

Felice Janelle Department of Environmental Services (Air Resource Division) 

Mike Dugas Bureau of Highway Design 

Christopher Gamache Department of Resource and Economic Development 

John Corrigan Bureau of Planning & Community Assistance 

Mike O'Donnell Bureau of Traffic 



1

2

3

4

7

6

5A

5B

5C

PITTSBURG

LINCOLN

ALTON

MILAN

LYME

ERROL

ALBANY

STARK

SANDWICH

BERLIN

OSSIPEE

WEARE

CONWAY

BETHLEHEM

BATH

BARTLETT

JACKSON

ODELL
STRATFORD

CANAAN

CONCORD

HILL

WARNER

UNITY

GILFORD

BOW

SUCCESS

BENTON

COLUMBIA

DIXVILLE

FRANCONIA

WARREN

ORFORD

KEENE

DUMMER

LOUDON

LEE

CARROLL

SUTTON

CAMPTON

TAMWORTH

DERRY

RINDGE

ENFIELD

HANOVER

GILMANTON

LITTLETON

RUMNEY

EPSOM

ANTRIM

STODDARD

GROTON

MILTON

DEERFIELD

CLARKSVILLE

PLAINFIELD

CORNISH

SWANZEY

HOLLIS

JAFFREY

THORNTON

GRAFTON

HENNIKER

ALSTEAD

LEBANON

NEWPORT

CAMBRIDGE

LANCASTER

LYMAN

ANDOVER

CANDIA

DUBLIN

SALEM

EATON

FREEDOM

PIERMONT

BARNSTEAD

CROYDON

DALTON

SALISBURY

SANBORNTON

EPPING

DEERING

WILTON

BEDFORD

PELHAM

COLEBROOK

BRADFORD

TROY

HANCOCK

NELSON

DURHAM

STEWARTSTOWN

CHESTER

CHATHAM

LIVERMORE

MEREDITH

HAVERHILL

WOLFEBORO

WOODSTOCK

MADISON

RANDOLPHJEFFERSON

STRAFFORD

WINCHESTER

DOVER

SHELBURNE

MILLSFIELD

DANBURY

WAKEFIELD

WALPOLE

NASHUA

EASTON

HOPKINTON
ACWORTH

NEWBURY

MOULTONBOROUGH

WILMOT

BARRINGTON

LISBON

ROCHESTER

NOTTINGHAM

GORHAM

TUFTONBORO

BEANS PURCHASE

AMHERST

CLAREMONT

WASHINGTON

ALEXANDRIA

RICHMOND

AUBURN

EFFINGHAM

HUDSON

HOOKSETT

SPRINGFIELD

BELMONT

MASON

CANTERBURY

RYE

DORCHESTER

NEW BOSTON

WATERVILLE VALLEY

WENTWORTH

NEW DURHAM

LANDAFF

CHESTERFIELD

LEMPSTER

LACONIA

FRANKLIN

RAYMOND

MARLOW

WEBSTER

GOFFSTOWN

FITZWILLIAM

WHITEFIELD

WINDHAMMILFORD

HILLSBOROUGH

TEMPLE

FARMINGTON

MERRIMACK

LONDONDERRY

ORANGE

MONROE

SUNAPEE

PLYMOUTH

GOSHEN

KILKENNY

HOLDERNESS

BRISTOL
NEW HAMPTON

EXETER

MANCHESTER

DUNBARTON

GRANTHAM

CHARLESTOWN

NEW IPSWICH

SURRY

HINSDALE

NORTHFIELD

PETERBOROUGH

NORTHWOOD

HEBRON

BOSCAWEN

GILSUM

WESTMORELAND

PITTSFIELD

GREENFIELD

KINGSTON

PEMBROKE

SULLIVAN

FRANCESTOWN

NORTHUMBERLAND

NEW LONDON

SHARON

BROOKFIELD

LYNDEBOROUGH

FREMONT

ELLSWORTH

BROOKLINE

TILTON

LANGDON

DIXS GRANT

CHICHESTER

SECOND COLLEGE GRANT

MIDDLETON

HARRISVILLE

ALLENSTOWN

BRIDGEWATER

SUGAR HILL

STRATHAM

HAMPTONSANDOWN

LITCHFIELD

MARLBOROUGH

BRENTWOOD

ASHLAND

ROXBURY

MADBURY

DANVILLE

PORTSMOUTH

SARGENTS PURCHASE

HAMPSTEAD
MONT VERNON

ATKINSON

NEWTON

HARTS LOCATION

NEWMARKET

GREENLAND

LOW - BURBANKS GRANT

PLAISTOW

NEWINGTON

CENTER HARBOR

KENSINGTON

WINDSOR

BENNINGTON

SEABROOK

CUTTS GRANT

NORTH HAMPTON
HAMPTON FALLS

WENTWORTHS LOCATION

BEANS GRANT

NEWFIELDS

SOMERSWORTH

EAST KINGSTON

GREENVILLE

ROLLINSFORD

THOMPSON - MESERVES PURCHASE

ATKINSON - GILMANTON ACADEMY GRANT

SOUTH HAMPTON

HADLEYS PURCHASE

CRAWFORDS PURCHASE

GREENS GRANT

PINKHAMS GRANT

MARTINS LOCATION

ERVINGS LOCATION

NEW CASTLE

HALES LOCATION

Legend

Approved

Urban Boundaries

> 200,000

5,000 to 200,000

< 5,000

 5A - CENTRAL NH PLANNING COMMISSION

2 - LAKES REGION PLANNING COMMISSION

5C - NASHUA REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

1 - NORTH COUNTRY COUNCIL

6 - ROCKINGHAM PLANNING COMMISSION

5B - SOUTHERN NH PLANNING COMMISSION

4 - SOUTHWEST REGION PLANNING COMMISSION

7 - STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

3 - UPPER VALLEY-LAKE SUNAPEE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMIS
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Criterion 

Name

Project 

Readiness and 

Support

Rating Value Scale Definition

Very High
1

High level of support is demonstrated in application.   Project is part of a regional or local planning document and 

project has been indorsed by multiple sources.  Number of planning documents and/or endorsements = 4 or more

High
0.8

Moderate level of support is demonstrated in application.   Project is part of a regional or local planning document 

and project has been endorsed by at least one source.  Number of planning documents and/or endorsements = 3 or 

more

Moderate
0.5

Moderate level of support is demonstrated in application.   Project is either part of a regional or local planning 

document or project has been indorsed by at least one source.  Number of planning documents and/or 

endorsements  = 2 or more

Low
0.2

Low level of support is demonstrated in application.  Number of planning documents and/or endorsements  = 1 or 

more

Very Low 0 Little to no support demonstrated.  Number of planning documents and/or endorsements  = 0

Criterion 

Name

Financial 

Readiness

Rating Value Scale Definition

Negligible Risk
1

Matching funds are available.   Project is part of a capitol improvement plan.  City/Town demonstrates a strong 

commitment to get approval from council or voters at town meeting in 2015.

Low Risk
0.8

Source of matching funds are discussed.  Project is part of a capitol improvement plan.  City/Town demonstrates 

commitment to get approval from council or voters at town meeting in 2015.

Criterion Definition

Is the project part of and local and regional plans and efforts, and has it been endorsed by local and regional bodies and 

 advocacy groups?  That is, did you build your case about the importance of this project to many constituents?eg - master plan, 

conservation commission, planning boards, other local groups, regional plans, RPC/TAC support

Criterion Definition

Is there a written commitment to bring this project forward for approval of funds at town meeting, through capital reserve funds, 

through inclusion in the capital improvement plan, etc. or are there funds already raised/appropriated and dedicated to this 
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Moderate Risk
0.5

Source of matching funds are discussed.  City/Town demonstrates commitment to get approval from council or 

voters at town meeting in 2015.

High Risk
0.2

No discussion of matching funds.  City/Town demonstrates minimal commitment to get approval from council or 

voters at town meeting in 2015.

Extremely High 

Risk 0
City/Town didn't demonstrate any financial commitment to project

Criterion 

Name

Feasibility

Rating Value Scale Definition

Very High
1

Environmental/Historical/Cultural investigation is specifically documented in application.  ROW ownership and 

potential need for acquisitions specifically documented in application.  Maintenance of improvement specifically 

documented in application

High
0.8

Environmental/Historical/Cultural investigation discussed in application.  ROW ownership and potential need for 

acquisitions discussed in application.  Maintenance of improvement discussed in application

Moderate
0.5

Minimal Environmental/Historical/Cultural investigation discussed.  Minimal ROW ownership and acquisitions 

discussed.  No maintenance of improvement discussed.

Low
0.2

Minimal Environmental/Historical/Cultural investigation discussed.  No ROW ownership discussed.  No maintenance 

of improvement discussed.

Very Low
0

No Environmental/Historical/Cultural investigation discussed.  No ROW ownership discussed.  No maintenance of 

improvement discussed.

Criterion 

Name

Stress Analysis

Rating Value Scale Definition

Full Impact 1 Difference in existing condition to proposed condition results in a 5 letter grade difference

Strong Impact 0.8 Difference in existing condition to proposed condition results in a 4 letter grade difference

Moderate 

Impact 0.6
Difference in existing condition to proposed condition results in a 3 letter grade difference

Positive impact
0.4

Difference in existing condition to proposed condition results in a 2 letter grade difference

Criterion Definition

The project application should address historic, cultural, environmental, maintenance and other related issues that may make 

Criterion Definition

Current stress level versus expected outcome based on straightforward format used by all applicants.  Stress level will be based 

on a Scale for the applicant to document as part of the application process.
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Minimal Impact
0.2

Difference in existing condition to proposed condition results in a 1 letter grade difference

No Impact 0 No difference in existing condition to proposed condition

Criterion 

Name

Improve Safety 

Conditions

Rating Value Scale Definition

Major 1 Major Safety Improvements

Moderate 0.5 Moderate Safety Improvements

Minimal 0.1 Low (Minimal) Safety Improvements

No 

Improvements 0
No improvements

Criterion 

Name

Project 

Connectivity - 

enable 

movement from 

origins to 

destinations

Rating Value Scale Definition

Critical 1 Project fills a vital gap in an existing transportation network.  Project is part of a phased plan or network.

Important
0.8

Project is part of a phased plan or network.  Project will connect to an existing facility or a future facility if project is 

the first phase of a multiphase project.

Moderate 0.5 Project is not part of a phased plan but will connect to a transportation network.

No Impact 0 Project doesn't connect to any other facility or transportation network

Criterion 

Name Criterion Definition

Criterion Definition

Improvement over existing safety conditions - are there very specific actions that are being taken to improve safety.  What 

specific safety improvements will be made and if there is objective information (road safety audit, corridor study, etc) to support 

Criterion Definition

Does the project fill a vital gap in an existing phased plan, provide a standalone new facility that did not exist previously, and/or 

link different destinations together.  Please quantify
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Socioeconomic 

Benefits - 

providing 

access to and 

within 

community

Rating Value Scale Definition

44 0

45 0.33

55 0.67

60 1

Criterion 

Name

RPC/MPO 

Ranking

Rating Value Scale Definition

5 0

4 0.25

3 0.5

2 0.75

1 1

The degree to which the project provides opportunities to enhance the quality of life to prompt economic development, increase 

property value, encourage tourism, and provide transportation options for under served communities.

Criterion Definition

Prioritization results from RPC prioritization process - to be entered as a number score

n46tej
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Generated By: tjameson@dot.state.nh.us on 01-09-2017 @ nhdot-dl3.decisionlens.com

FINAL TAP 2016 MODEL

Ratings below were determined by the following participants using the groups Criteria Weightings: All Participants' Ratings

This page provides the results of the Alternative ratings incorporating individual Criterion priorities to get an overall Alternative Value score

Project 

Readiness and 

Support

Financial 

Readiness
Feasibility

Stress 

Analysis

Improve Safety 

Conditions

Project 

Connectivity - 

enable movement 

from origins to 

destinations

Socioeconomic 

Benefits - 

providing access 

to and within 

community

RPC/MPO 

Ranking

Alternative Name Value 13.48% 18.43% 7.44% 13.91% 9.45% 19.04% 11.43% 6.81%

16-34TAP, Manchester 0.77 0.13 0.17 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.13 0.11 0.05

16-17TAP, Littleton 0.76 0.13 0.18 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.15 0.04 0.05

16-37TAP, Somersworth 0.75 0.11 0.15 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.13 0.11 0.07

16-10TAP, Brookline 0.73 0.12 0.15 0.06 0.09 0.09 0.17 0.00 0.05

16-07TAP, Hinsdale 0.71 0.08 0.16 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.13 0.11 0.05

16-25TAP, Lebanon 0.71 0.12 0.18 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.15 0.00 0.07

16-18TAP, Berlin 0.70 0.11 0.15 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.15 0.11 0.03

16-29TAP, Hillsborough 0.69 0.08 0.14 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.16 0.11 0.02

16-02TAP, Durham (UNH) 0.68 0.12 0.18 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.13 0.00 0.03

16-23TAP, Ashland 0.68 0.10 0.16 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.15 0.04 0.05

16-09TAP, Dover 0.68 0.11 0.18 0.06 0.08 0.04 0.15 0.00 0.05

16-35TAP, Bradford 0.67 0.12 0.15 0.06 0.08 0.05 0.15 0.00 0.05

16-19TAP, Concord 0.67 0.13 0.13 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.16 0.00 0.07

16-15TAP, Jaffrey 0.67 0.10 0.13 0.05 0.07 0.03 0.13 0.11 0.03

16-04TAP, Groveton 0.67 0.13 0.13 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.11 0.11 0.00

16-01TAP, Auburn 0.66 0.11 0.17 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.13 0.00 0.03

16-43TAP, Plymouth 0.66 0.10 0.16 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.14 0.08 0.02

16-38TAP, Keene 0.65 0.11 0.18 0.06 0.05 0.02 0.12 0.04 0.07

16-20TAP, Bristol 0.64 0.11 0.15 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.14 0.00 0.07

16-22TAP, New Ipswich 0.64 0.11 0.11 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.17 0.04 0.02

16-13TAP, Exeter 0.62 0.12 0.14 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.16 0.00 0.03

16-42TAP, Merrimack 0.61 0.09 0.15 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.14 0.00 0.07

16-11TAP, Peterborough 0.61 0.13 0.13 0.05 0.08 0.04 0.18 0.00 0.00

16-26TAP, Bedford 0.61 0.12 0.12 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.13 0.00 0.07

16-41TAP, Hampton 0.60 0.12 0.11 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.14 0.00 0.05

16-08TAP, Colebrook 0.60 0.12 0.14 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.11 0.00

16-28TAP, Conway 0.60 0.12 0.15 0.05 0.07 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.07

16-36TAP, Plaistow 0.60 0.09 0.14 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.14 0.00 0.07

n46tej
Typewritten Text
Appendix - 4

n46tej
Line

n46tej
Typewritten Text
11



16-47TAP, Jaffrey-2 0.59 0.09 0.14 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.12 0.11 0.00

16-40TAP, Windham 0.58 0.12 0.14 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.15 0.00 0.00

16-06TAP, Salem 0.58 0.12 0.14 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.00 0.00

16-33TAP, Goffstown 0.58 0.08 0.17 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.00 0.02

16-27TAP, Whitefield 0.57 0.08 0.11 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.10 0.11 0.00

16-45TAP, Moultonborough 0.57 0.08 0.13 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.15 0.00 0.03

16-32TAP, Pembroke 0.57 0.08 0.11 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.12 0.08 0.03

16-46TAP, Gorham 0.55 0.08 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.11 0.11 0.00

16-12TAP, Nashua 0.54 0.06 0.18 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.06 0.11 0.03

16-14TAP, Stratham 0.54 0.11 0.14 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.11 0.00 0.00

16-31TAP, New Castle 0.51 0.13 0.11 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.13 0.00 0.00

16-21TAP, Henniker 0.50 0.11 0.10 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.15 0.00 0.00

16-30TAP, Waterville Valley 0.45 0.12 0.11 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.10 0.00 0.00

16-39TAP, Londonderry 0.45 0.08 0.14 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.00 0.00

16-44TAP, Milford 0.44 0.11 0.11 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.02

16-03TAP, Freedom 0.41 0.10 0.09 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.11 0.00 0.02

16-16TAP, Portsmouth 0.40 0.06 0.09 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.00 0.02

16-05TAP, Harrisville 0.37 0.12 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.02 0.08 0.00 0.00
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