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The purpose of this TRS is to serve as a synthesis of pertinent completed research to be used for further study and 
evaluation by MnDOT. This TRS does not represent the conclusions of either CTC & Associates or MnDOT. 
 
Introduction 
MnDOT is interested in learning how other states align ownership with function, set standards and establish 
investment levels for state highway systems. MnDOT is also interested in how changes in the state highway 
system over time are reflected in funding priorities and modifications in ownership arrangements.  
 

Summary 
To gather information about state highway system ownership, classification and investment practices, we 
distributed an email survey to the members of the AASHTO Research Advisory Committee. To supplement these 
survey responses, we made individual requests of representatives from selected states with a similar population, 
transportation system size and climate as Minnesota.  
 
In Survey of Current Practice, we summarize the 12 responses to the survey in the topic areas of ownership, 
system size and density, highway standards and performance measures, funding allocation practices, operating 
and maintaining agency assets, and relevant documentation. 
 
Respondents reported a variety of methods to determine ownership of roadways in the state highway system, most 
commonly through state law and deed ownership. Functional class is also a factor in determining ownership for 
some states. Respondents most often cited construction of a new bypass, route or alignment as the reason for 
changing ownership of roadways. Several states have formal programs to effect ownership changes, including 
Pennsylvania DOT’s highway transfer, or turnback, program that provides funding for rehabilitation of roadways 
before and after transfer, and Missouri DOT’s formal change in route status process that is typically initiated at 
the district level. Legal agreements and deed conveyance are among the methods used to transfer ownership. 
 
For some respondents, state law plays a significant role in the ownership of roadways. The law in five states—
Colorado, Georgia, Iowa, Montana and Washington—addresses the jurisdictional authority or responsibility for 
roads in the state highway system. Laws in two states—Iowa and Kansas—limit the size of the state highway 
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system. Washington state law limits the number of nonaccess-controlled facilities and addresses the spacing of 
state highways. Classification is the most common determining factor in establishing performance measures for 
respondents. The few respondents noting how changes are made to highway standards or performance measures 
reported that such changes require a staff assessment or are tied to a change in functional classification.  
 
Relatively few respondents provided significant detail in their responses to questions related to funding. Roadway 
type is a primary or tangential factor in allocating funding for five states—Colorado, Michigan, Missouri, 
Montana and Washington. Contributing to variations in state highway system investment levels are engineering 
factors, local input, economic impact, custom prioritization processes, executive policies, condition assessment 
performance goals and functional classification. 
 
All but two respondents—Arkansas and Pennsylvania—share responsibility for operating and maintaining agency 
assets. Mechanisms for managing shared responsibilities include intergovernmental agreements (Iowa, Maryland, 
Missouri and Montana) and funding provided to local agencies to maintain state and U.S. routes that go through 
cities (Kansas). While all trunklines in the state are operated by Michigan DOT, maintenance of those roadways is 
the voluntary responsibility of two-thirds of the state’s counties. The significance of shared maintenance 
responsibility in Michigan is contrasted with Washington State DOT, which contracts out only 2 percent to 3 
percent of statewide maintenance of highway assets to private entities or local governments.  
 
To supplement survey responses, respondents provided documentation on a wide range of subjects, including 
legal citations, performance measures, funding allocation practices, jurisdictional transfers, intergovernmental 
agreements and classification practices. 
 
The Survey Results section of this report presents the full text of all survey responses. 
 

Survey of Current Practice 
MnDOT prepared and distributed an email survey to the members of the AASHTO RAC to gather information 
about how states align ownership with function, set standards and establish investment levels for state highway 
systems. The survey also addressed the ways in which changes in the state highway system over time are reflected 
in funding priorities and modifications in ownership arrangements.  
 
To supplement survey responses from RAC members, we provided the survey to representatives from eight states 
with a similar population, transportation system size and climate as Minnesota: Illinois, Kansas, Maryland, 
Michigan, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Tennessee. The survey consisted of the following questions: 

1. Please describe how your state determines ownership of roadways in your state highway system. For 
example, is ownership dependent on functional class? Other criteria?  

a. Please describe the circumstances under which changes are made to roadway ownership.  
b. What processes are in place to execute the ownership change? 

2. Please describe how your state varies its highway system density and sets highway standards and 
performance measures based on highway function or demand.  

a. Please describe the circumstances under which changes are made to highway system density, 
standards and performance measures.  

b. What processes are in place to execute these changes? 
3. Does your state law permit or require: 

a. Ownership of certain roads? 
b. A certain size for the state highway system?  
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4. Please describe your state’s funding formula or program that allocates funding for the state highway 
system across jurisdictions, including:  

a. How much is spent per mile by roadway type. 
b. Whether investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance. 

5. Do you have documentation you can share related to your state’s: 
a. Classification and determination of ownership of roadways in the state highway system?  
b. Practices in allocating funding across the state highway system? 
c. Processes or criteria for making changes to roadway ownership or highway system density, 

standards and performance measures? 
6. Does your state agency operate and maintain all of its own assets? If no, please describe how services are 

arranged or shared with other jurisdictions.  
7. Please provide us with the name, email and phone number of the appropriate contact person in your 

agency for follow-up questions. 
 
We received survey responses from 12 state transportation agencies: 

• Arkansas 
• Colorado 
• Georgia 
• Iowa  

• Kansas 
• Maryland  
• Michigan 
• Missouri 

• Montana 
• Pennsylvania 
• Washington 
• Wyoming 

 
See Survey Results beginning on page 14 for the full text of all survey responses.  
 
The survey gathered information in six topic areas related to classification and investment in the state highway 
system: 

• Ownership 
• System size and density 
• Highway standards and performance measures 
• Funding allocation practices 
• Operating and maintaining agency assets 
• Relevant documentation 

 
Key findings from the survey follow.  
 

Ownership 
We asked respondents to identify how ownership is determined for roadways in the state highway system, the 
circumstances that prompt an ownership change, how that change is processed, and whether state law prescribes 
or permits ownership of roadways in the system. 
 

Determining Ownership 
The table below summarizes the methods employed by respondent states in determining ownership of roadways 
in state highway systems. 
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Methods to Determine Ownership of State Highway System Roadways 

Method  State Description 

Colorado Various state and federal laws determine ownership of 
roadways. 

Iowa Ownership of state-owned roads is described in Iowa Code. 

Montana 
State law empowers the Montana Transportation Commission 
with the authority to designate which public roadways will be 
maintained as part of the state highway system. 

Law 

Washington Additions or deletions made to the state highway system by 
the state legislature are explicitly provided for in state law. 

Georgia 

Roadway ownership is determined by the party holding title 
to the property at the time of roadway construction, expressed 
in a land deed or title. 
Ownership is not dependent on functional classification. 

Deed 

Maryland 

Ownership of state-maintained roadways is determined by 
deed ownership or by mutual agreements with local (county, 
municipal) governments or other public or private entities.  
Ownership is not dependent on functional classification. 

Legislative approval Pennsylvania 

Legislative approval is required for the DOT to own a 
roadway. Otherwise, the roadway is adopted and owned by 
the local municipality.  
Ownership is not dependent on functional classification. 

Method not specified 
Kansas, Michigan, 
Missouri, 
Wyoming 

N/A 

No survey response Arkansas N/A 

 

Impetus for Ownership Changes 
The table below summarizes the reasons provided by respondents for changing ownership of roadways in state 
highway systems. Respondents most often cited new construction as the impetus for ownership changes. 
 

Circumstances Leading to Ownership Change 

Reason for 
Ownership 
Change 

State Description 

Case-by-case 
basis 

Montana, 
Wyoming 

• For system designation requests initiated by a local entity, the 
Montana Transportation Commission will require system mileage 
under that jurisdiction to remain constant; addition of new mileage 
requires removal of a similar amount of mileage (Montana).  

• Ownership changes typically require a transfer of mileage 
(Wyoming). 
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Circumstances Leading to Ownership Change 

Reason for 
Ownership 
Change 

State Description 

Construction 
(new bypass, 
route or 
alignment) 

Iowa, Kansas, 
Michigan, 
Missouri, 
Washington 

• Changes in state roadway ownership are infrequent (Iowa). 
• Some cities have taken over all county roads within their limits to 

permit local responsibility for road design and maintenance 
(Michigan). 

• The state transfers ownership to local governments when the state 
highway is moved to a new alignment (Washington). 

Highway 
transfer 
(turnback) 
program 

Pennsylvania 

• Transfers are completed on a cooperative and voluntary basis.  
• The turnback program provides for the rehabilitation, maintenance 

and transfer of state-owned highways identified as functionally local 
to the municipalities in which they are located.  

• Following the legal transfer of the highway to the municipality, 
Pennsylvania DOT provides the municipality with annual 
maintenance payments of $4,000 per mile.  

• See Pennsylvania DOT Publication 310, State Highway Transfer 
Policies and Procedures Manual, available at 
ftp://ftp.dot.state.pa.us/public/PubsForms/Publications/PUB%20310.
pdf, for additional information. 

Owner request 
or need 

Arkansas, 
Colorado N/A 

State law Iowa, 
Washington 

• State code prescribes designations such as the Commercial and 
Industrial Network, Area Service System, Farm-to-Market roads 
system and Park and Institutional roadways (Iowa). 

• Additions or deletions made to the state highway system by the state 
legislature are explicitly provided for in state law (Washington). 

 

Processes to Make Ownership Changes 
Below we summarize a range of approaches described by respondents to effect ownership changes on the state 
highway system: 

• Formal processes 
• Legal agreement or deed conveyance 
• State code 

 

Formal Processes 
• Arkansas DOT makes the ownership changes through Minute Orders, which are official decisions by the 

Arkansas Highway Commission. 
• In Iowa, changes are made to ownership through a formal process known as Transfer of Jurisdiction. 
• A 1992 Michigan law facilitates jurisdictional transfer, providing that the “revenue worth per mile” of 

each class of road is to be awarded to a jurisdiction assuming control of a road.  
• Missouri DOT’s “change in route status” is a formal process that facilitates the transfer of a section of 

road in or out of the state system.  
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o District offices typically initiate these changes by providing an explanation of the change request 
and a drawing showing the changes.  

o After review by various divisions in the department allowed to recommend changes, the Missouri 
Highways and Transportation Commission must approve the change in route status.  

• If a system designation/change is requested in Montana, Montana DOT will perform a functional class 
review in accordance with FHWA’s functional classification guidelines. 

o System designation changes are proposed for Montana Transportation Commission consideration.  
o Typically, if the system designation request was initiated by a local entity, the commission will 

require system mileage under that jurisdiction to remain constant, so if new mileage is added a 
similar amount of mileage is removed. 

 
Legal Agreement or Deed Conveyance 

• Colorado DOT employs a variety of processes to transfer ownership, including intergovernmental 
agreement, transfer of deed, land swaps, disposition of excess property and eminent domain. 

• Kansas DOT executes an agreement with the local entity that specifies any improvements to the old route 
before it is turned over to the local entity. 

• In Maryland, formal deed conveyance requires approval from the state Board of Public Works, which 
comprises the governor, the treasurer and the comptroller of the Treasury. 

• In Pennsylvania, highways are transferred to the municipalities through State Highway Transfer 
Agreements. 

o Pennsylvania DOT provides municipalities with funding to rehabilitate a turnback candidate 
roadway and/or structure into a satisfactory condition.  

o Following the legal transfer of the highway to the municipality, Pennsylvania DOT provides the 
municipality with annual maintenance payments of $4,000 per mile. 

• In Wyoming, ownership changes are accomplished with title transfer of easement. 
 
State Code 

• Georgia state codes specify the process for abandonment of a highway and disposal of the right of way.  
o If the right of way is to be used for public transportation purposes, such as continued use as a 

municipal road but off the state route system, Georgia DOT can convey it directly to a county or 
municipality by a quitclaim deed.  

o If completely abandoned for use as a highway, the right of way must be offered to the original 
owner or successor in title for purchase.  

• State laws from the Revised Code of Washington and regulations from the Washington Administrative 
Code specify the processing of jurisdictional transfers; the criteria for changes to the state highway 
system; and route jurisdiction transfer rules, regulations and requirements.  

 
State Law Permitting or Requiring Ownership 
The state law of five respondents—Colorado, Georgia, Iowa, Montana and Washington—addresses the 
jurisdictional authority or responsibility for roads in the state highway system as well as specifying which roads 
should be part of the system. 

• Colorado law specifies the “jurisdiction, control, and duty of the state, cities, cities and counties, and 
incorporated towns with respect to streets which are a part of the state highway system … .”  

• While Georgia state law does allow Georgia DOT to own a state route, the law does not require such 
ownership. Georgia state codes do define road classifications on the state highway system. 

• Iowa code specifies that: 
o The DOT has jurisdiction and control over primary roads.  
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o Jurisdiction and control over the secondary roads are vested in the county board of supervisors of 
the respective counties. 

o Jurisdiction and control over a farm-to-market extension or road within a city with a population 
of less than 500 are vested in the county board of supervisors of the respective county. 

o Municipal street systems are controlled by the governing bodies of each municipality; the DOT 
and the municipal governing body exercise concurrent jurisdiction over the municipal extensions 
of primary roads in all municipalities. 

• Montana law addresses maintenance responsibility and jurisdictional authority on state highways. 
• The Revised Code of Washington states which roadways should be part of the state highway system and 

which roadways may be part of the state highway system.  
 

System Size and Density 
• State law in two states—Iowa and Kansas—limits the size of the state highway system. 

o In Iowa, state code establishes a limit for the Commercial and Industrial System. This was 
originally set at 2,500 miles but increased to 2,600 miles by the 2012 Iowa Legislature. 

o In Kansas, the rural state highway system is limited to no more than 10,000 miles by state law. 
• In Washington, state law limits the number of nonaccess-controlled facilities in the same corridor as a 

freeway or limited access facility to one and addresses the spacing of state highways.  
• Other states indicated no formal process to limit or determine the appropriate density of the state highway 

system. 
o While Montana DOT has no formal process in place for limiting or determining density, 

functional classification is one consideration the DOT uses in reviews of the state highway 
system that indirectly relates to system density.  

o In Wyoming, while level of pavement performance is set by functional class, density is not. 
 

Highway Standards and Performance Measures 
We asked respondents to describe how highway system standards and performance measures are established and 
the circumstances under which changes to standards and measures are made.  
 

Establishing Highway Standards and Measures 
• Classification plays a role in establishing performance measures for several respondents. 

o The Colorado Transportation Commission has prescribed differing levels of performance for 
surface treatment for the Interstate, National Highway System Non-Interstate and non-NHS. 

o Kansas DOT classifies its highways according to their priority through the KDOT Route 
Classification System, which determines standards and sets performance measures for 
maintenance and operations. 

o The majority of Missouri DOT’s performance measures are tied to functional classification.  
• Montana’s long-range transportation plan—TranPlan21—provides Montana DOT policy direction for 

standards and performance. TranPlan 21 policy direction feeds into the DOT’s asset management 
system—Performance Programming Process, or P3—which has specific performance targets for each 
highway system.  

• In Georgia, highway standards are based on the AASHTO design standards at the time of addition to the 
state highway system.  

• Iowa DOT’s performance measures are dependent on various items including Pavement Condition Index, 
highway sufficiency rating, level of service and the International Roughness Index.  
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o The department is revising performance measures due to efforts to utilize asset management and 
to comply with new MAP-21 provisions.  

• While Michigan does not have a statewide performance measure or standard, Michigan law established 
the cross-jurisdictional Transportation Asset Management Council to provide a means of uniformly 
measuring and reporting system condition, and encouraging or enabling agencies to use asset 
management principles to guide expenditure decisions.  

 

Changing Standards and Measures 
• In Colorado, processes to execute changes to standards or measures are established by the Colorado 

Transportation Commission or policy directives. 
• Quarterly meetings held by Missouri DOT senior management and others review the progress on all 

performance measures and consider needed changes to these measures. 
• In Montana, changes or additions to performance measures are made based on staff assessment of the 

effectiveness of the measures. These assessments consider input from a number of sources, including 
outreach to transportation stakeholders and the public. 

• In Wyoming, changes to standards are typically associated with a change in functional classification. 

 

Funding Allocation Practices 
Below we summarize the more comprehensive responses to survey questions related to funding.  
 

State Funding Formulas 
• In Colorado, the principal state revenue resource for funding the state highway system is the Highway 

User Tax Fund. The fund consists of motor fuel tax, vehicle registration fees, surcharges and fees 
promulgated by Senate Bill 09-108, and other miscellaneous sources of revenue.  

o The fund is split into three classifications: The first stream consists of the first 7 cents of MFT, 
and the base fees for vehicle registrations and other miscellaneous sources; the second stream 
consists of the rest of the MFT, vehicle registration fees and other miscellaneous sources; and the 
third stream consists of surcharges and fees promulgated by Senate Bill 09-108.  

o Colorado DOT receives 65 percent of the first stream revenue after the off-the-top deductions for 
other state agencies, and 60 percent of the second and third streams. 

• Georgia law specifies that at least 80 percent of spending allocations for each of the 13 (soon to be 14) 
congressional districts must be equal. 

o If additional funding becomes available, the State Transportation Board may authorize a waiver 
of this requirement to the extent necessary to allow the expenditure of such funding. 

• In Kansas, the state transportation program T-WORKS requires that Kansas DOT spend at least $8 
million per county over the 10 years of the program.  

• Michigan has a complicated revenue-sharing formula for road-user fees. 
o Results of approximately 10 subformulas award 36 percent for state highways, 35 percent for 

county roads, 20 percent for city streets and 9 percent for transit.  
o The formulas dividing the county and city shares among 616 local jurisdictions are based heavily 

on the value of vehicles registered in each county and city population.  
• Montana DOT uses an asset management system to direct funds based on system needs for projects on the 

higher-level highway systems (Interstate, National Highway, State Primary). The DOT must also allocate 
funding on the State Primary system consistent with the state’s financial district law, which ensures 
distribution of funds across the state. 
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Amount Spent by Roadway Type 
• In Colorado, funding is distributed using the following categories: 

o Federal system designated type. Interstate, National Highway System (non-Interstate) and other 
federal highways. 

o Facility type. Freeway, expressway, divided not freeway or expressway and undivided. 
o Functional type. Freeway and expressway, other principal arterial, major collector, minor 

collector, minor arterial and local. 
• In Michigan, shares of state road-user fees are allocated to state trunklines ($66,000 per mile), county 

roads ($6,400 per mile), and city and village streets ($15,800 per mile). 
o Local funds and federal aid are added to these shares, with federal aid divided roughly as 

75 percent for state trunklines and 25 percent for local agencies. 
• Missouri DOT does not distribute funds by roadway type, with the exception of a statewide Interstate 

fund that dedicates a specific amount of money to maintaining the system. Remaining funds are used for 
major projects and regionally significant projects. 

• Montana DOT uses an asset management system to direct funds based on system needs for projects on 
higher-level highway systems. Distribution of funds for lower-level highway systems (State Secondary 
Roads and State Urban Routes) is based on formulas contained in state law.  

• Washington State DOT provided a spreadsheet that identified distribution of funding on the state highway 
system. (See Appendix H.) 

 

How Investment Levels Vary 
• Some respondents described how investment levels vary for projects on the state highway system.  

o In Kansas, selection of capacity projects in the state program is based in part on engineering 
factors that consider the state classification system, traffic and other factors including fatalities 
and accidents, local input and economic impact. 

 Engineering factors and local input are used to select modernization projects. 
 Preservation projects are selected based on engineering factors. 

o In Maryland, system preservation projects are developed and programmed using technical criteria 
and a prioritization process. 

o Pennsylvania DOT investment levels may vary based on executive policies or the state of an 
existing asset (for example, structurally deficient bridges).  

o Washington State DOT bases investment levels on condition assessment performance goals. 
o In Wyoming, investment levels for pavements are based on functional classification. Risk 

assessment is used to determine bridge investment, and crash history is used to allocate funds for 
safety-related projects. 

• Respondents from Colorado, Georgia, Michigan and Missouri reported no specific process by which 
investment levels vary. 

o Georgia DOT does not allocate funding by roadway type or function. 
o Funding formulas used by Michigan DOT do not depend on function, traffic volume or 

significance. However, investments closely correlate with all these factors at all levels of 
jurisdiction. 

o In Missouri, with the exception of Interstate roadways, there is not an investment level tied to 
route function.  

 



Prepared by CTC & Associates  10 

Operating and Maintaining Agency Assets 
• Only two states—Arkansas and Pennsylvania—reported operating and maintaining all of the agencies’ 

own assets. 
• The table below summarizes survey responses describing varying degrees of shared responsibility for 

operating and maintaining state assets.  

Note:  While Colorado DOT reports that it does not operate and maintain all of its own assets, 
details of the shared responsibilities were not available at the time the survey response was 
provided. 

  

Responsibility for Operating and Maintaining Agency Assets 

State Shared Responsibilities 

Georgia 

• The 18,000 miles on the state highway system is mostly maintained by Georgia DOT 
forces. Roads off the state highway system are maintained through local agreements 
with counties. 

• Contract labor is used to maintain some major assets such as I-95, rest areas and 
welcome centers as well as perform activities such as mowing. 

• Local governments are responsible for maintaining approximately 7,800 bridges on 
local roadways. 

Iowa  

• An intergovernmental agreement is prepared for sharing or taking responsibility of 
services for other jurisdictions (snowplowing or mowing).  

• The department has contracts in place for some maintenance activities such as cleaning 
rest areas on the Interstate system.  

Kansas 

• Kansas DOT operates and maintains all of the Interstate, state and U.S. routes in 
Kansas.  

• For city connecting links or portions of state and U.S. routes that go through cities, 
Kansas DOT provides the city $3,000 per mile to maintain the connecting link. In 
some circumstances, Kansas DOT maintains the connecting link through the city. 

Maryland 

• Generally, the Maryland State Highway Administration operates and maintains its own 
assets.  

• Agreements may be made with local governments for certain aspects of routine 
maintenance.  

• Some assets are maintained by the Maryland Transportation Authority, which has 
tolling rights. 

Michigan 
• All trunkline miles are operated by Michigan DOT.  

• Trunklines in about two-thirds of counties are maintained by county road 
commissions; this is optional, not required.  

Missouri 

• Maintenance agreements with other entities are in place for other agencies to maintain 
the state’s roadways or for Missouri DOT to maintain other entities’ roadways. 

• Maintenance agreements specify the extent of this relationship (for example, roadway 
only, signals only, snow removal, etc.). 



Prepared by CTC & Associates  11 

	
  
Responsibility for Operating and Maintaining Agency Assets 

State Shared Responsibilities 

Montana 

• Some state highways are maintained/operated by local government agencies.  

• Roles and responsibilities for maintenance and operation are described in maintenance 
agreements with these entities.  

• Montana DOT does not contract with private entities for maintenance or operation of 
its facilities. 

Washington 

• Washington DOT generally maintains all of its highway assets with state-employed 
workforces. 

• Contracting with either private sector companies or local governments to maintain 
highway assets is estimated at 2 percent to 3 percent of statewide maintenance program 
expenditures. 

• There are limited examples where Washington DOT hires contractors for specialized 
work that state workforces cannot perform.  

Wyoming • Towns with a population greater than 1,500 must do litter control and snow removal, 
and maintain curb, gutter, sidewalk, lighting and storm sewers. 

 
 
Relevant Documentation 
We asked respondents to provide documentation related to their agencies’ classification and determination of 
ownership of roadways in the state highway system; funding allocation practices; and the processes used to make 
changes to roadway ownership, system density, standards or performance measures.  
 
The table below summarizes the documentation provided by respondents by topic area. Relevant citations to state 
law, codes or regulations are reflected in the individual survey responses that begin on page 14 of this report and 
are not included in the table below.     

Documentation Provided by Respondents (excluding citations to state law, codes or regulations) 

Changing ownership 

Georgia 
Appendix C, The State Highway System: Background & Process of Revising the System  
(Part I) 

Appendix D, The State Highway System-Part II: Department Preconstruction 

Missouri 
236.14, Change in Route Status Report, Engineering Policy Guide, Missouri Department of 
Transportation, undated. 
http://epg.modot.mo.gov/index.php?title=236.14_Change_in_Route_Status_Report 

Pennsylvania 
Publication 310, State Highway Transfer Policies and Procedures Manual, Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation, June 2010. 
ftp://ftp.dot.state.pa.us/public/PubsForms/Publications/PUB%20310.pdf 

Washington Appendix G, Route Jurisdictional Transfer (RJT) Process Flow Chart 
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Classification 

Iowa 
FHWA Functional Classification Guidelines, FHWA, 1989. 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/functional_classification/index
.cfm 

	
  
	
  

Documentation Provided by Respondents (excluding citations to state law, codes or regulations) 

Classification  

Kansas KDOT Route Classification System, Kansas Department of Transportation, June 13, 2008. 
http://www.ksdot.org/burtransplan/maps/GISMaps/STP2008.pdf 

Michigan Federal-Aid Highways in Michigan, Michigan Department of Transportation, undated. 
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-9622_11033_11155---,00.html 

Montana 
A Guide to Functional Classification, Highway Systems and Other Route Designations in 
Montana, Montana Department of Transportation, January 2008. 
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/publications/docs/manuals/route_designations.pdf 

Pennsylvania Procedures for Revisions to Functional Classification and Federal-Aid Systems, undated. 
http://www.dot.state.pa.us/Internet/Bureaus/pdPlanRes.nsf/infoBPRFedFuncClassChange 

Washington 
Appendix I, Highway Construction Program 

Functional Classification, Washington State Department of Transportation, undated. 
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/mapsdata/travel/hpms/functionalclass.htm 

Funding allocation practices 

Iowa 

2013-2017 Highway Program Summary, Iowa Department of Transportation, June 2012. 
http://www.iowadot.gov/program_management/HighwayProgramSummaryBrochure.pdf  

Investing in Iowa’s Future: Development and Management of Iowa’s Five-Year 
Transportation Improvement Program, Iowa Department of Transportation, June 15, 2011. 
http://www.iowadot.gov/program_management/investing_in_iowas_future.pdf 

Kansas 

About T-WORKS, Kansas Department of Transportation, undated. 
http://kdotapp.ksdot.org/TWorks/About  

Doing Business with KDOT: How Highway Projects are Selected, Kansas Department of 
Transportation, undated. 
http://kdotapp.ksdot.org/TWorks/docs/doing-biz_project-selection.pdf 

Michigan 
Appendix E, MDOT Pavement Funding Allocation Process 

Appendix F, MDOT Highway Funding Allocation Process 

Missouri 

Estimated Financial Summary for the 2013-2017 Highway and Bridge Construction 
Schedule, Missouri Department of Transportation, undated. 
http://www.modot.mo.gov/plansandprojects/construction_program/STIP2013-
2017/documents/11_Sec05EstimatedFinancialSummary.pdf 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/functional_classification/index.cfm
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-9622_11033_11155---,00.html
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Montana 
Performance Programming Process: A Tool for Making Transportation Investment Decisions, 
Montana Department of Transportation, 2012. 
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/publications/docs/brochures/tranplanp3.pdf 

	
  
	
  
	
  

Documentation Provided by Respondents (excluding citations to state law, codes or regulations) 

Funding allocation practices 

Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania’s 2013 Transportation Program Financial Guidance, June 9, 2011. 
http://www.nepa-alliance.org/Docs/RPO-TIP/2013-16/2013%20Financial%20Guidance%20-
%20Final.pdf 

Pennsylvania’s 2013 Transportation Program General and Procedural Guidance, undated. 
See pages 2 through 10 of the PDF available at 
http://www.co.berks.pa.us/Dept/Planning/Documents/RATS/FFY2013-
2016_TIP/04_FFY2013-2016TIP_APP_A_DRAFT.pdf. 

Washington 
Appendix H, Program Structure Expenditures 

Appendix J, WSDOT Responses to Connecticut Survey of State Best Practices for 
Infrastructure Capital Programs 

Performance measures 

Colorado 
2011 Annual Performance Report and 2012 Transportation Deficit Report, Colorado 
Department of Transportation.  
http://www.coloradodot.info/library/AnnualReports 

Michigan 

2012 System Performance Measures Report, Michigan Department of Transportation, 
October 8, 2012. 
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/MDOT-
Performance_Measures_Report_289930_7.pdf 

Transportation Asset Management Council, State of Michigan, undated. 
http://tamc.mcgi.state.mi.us/MITRP/Council/Default_Council.aspx 
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Survey Results 
The full text of each survey response is provided below. For reference, we have included an abbreviated version 
of each question before the response; for the full question text, please see page 2 of this report. 

Arkansas 
Contact: Kassie Bornds, Planning and Research, Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department, 
kassie.bornds@arkansashighways.com, (501) 569-­‐2465. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: [No response.] 

1a. When ownership changes are made: At the requirement of the owner. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: The department makes the necessary changes through Minute 
Orders. [Minute Orders are official decisions by the Arkansas Highway Commission; see 
http://www.arkansashighways.com/minute_orders/minute_orders.aspx for additional information.] 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: [No response.] 

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: N/A. 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: The department is beginning to investigate performance measures. 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? Based on the wording of this question, the department is 
unsure of the answer that should be given.  

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? Based on the wording of this question, the 
department is unsure of the answer that should be given.  

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: [No response.] 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: Spending is not allocated in this manner. 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? [No response.] 

5. Documentation: None provided. 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? Yes. 

7.  Staff contact information: Elizabeth Mayfield-Hart, Staff Planning Engineer, Arkansas State Highway 
and Transportation Department, elizabeth.mayfieldhart@ahtd.ar.gov, (501) 569-2111. 

Colorado 
Contact: Roberto DeDios, Research Engineer, Colorado Department of Transportation, 
roberto.dedios@dot.state.co.us, (303) 757-9975. 
  
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: Various laws apply to ownership of a road. 

Answers to this and the below questions can be found in the attached documents. 
Colorado Revised Statutes Citations:  

• Ownership/title specifically noted §43-2-135(1)(j); see Appendix A 
• Abandonment §43-2-106; see 

http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO
&codesec=43-2-106&sessionyr=2012&Title=43&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0 

• Chief engineer’s authority to acquire property §43-1-111; see 
http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO
&codesec=43-1-111&sessionyr=2012&Title=43&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0 

 

http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO&codesec=43-2-106&sessionyr=2012&Title=43&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0
http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO&codesec=43-1-111&sessionyr=2012&Title=43&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0
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• Colorado Constitution – Section 15, right to acquire private property for public use with just 
compensation; see page 5 of Appendix B 

• State law that enacts the Colorado Constitution private land acquisition for public use §38-1-101; 
see 
http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO
&codesec=38-1-101&sessionyr=2012&Title=38&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0 

• Acquisition and disposal of state highways §43-1-210; see 
http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO
&codesec=43-1-210&sessionyr=2012&Title=43&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0 

• Freeway law §43-3-101; see 
http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO
&codesec=43-3-101&sessionyr=2012&Title=43&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0) 

Also, federal law is very important on the state ownership topic. [See 23 CFR Part 710, Right-of-Way and 
Real Estate, available at http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-
idx?c=ecfr&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title23/23cfr710_main_02.tpl, for the references below.] 

 Note: “STD” is the acronym for state transportation department. 

In Subpart B, Program Administration: 
§710.201 State Responsibilities: 
(b) Program oversight. The STD shall have overall responsibility for the acquisition, management, 
and disposal of real property on Federal-aid projects. 
(h) Use of other public land acquisition organizations or private consultants. The STD may enter into 
written agreements with other State, county, municipal, or local public land acquisition organizations 
or with private consultants to carry out its authorities under paragraph (b) of this section. Such 
organizations, firms, or individuals must comply with the policies and practices of the STD. 

In Subpart D, Real Property Management: 
§710.401 General 
This subpart describes the acquiring agency’s responsibilities to control the use of real property 
required for a project in which Federal funds participated in any phase of the project. … The State 
shall assure that local agencies follow the State’s approved procedures, or the local agencies own 
procedures if approved for use by the STD. 
§710.403 Management 

a. The STD must assure that all real property within the boundaries of a federally-aided facility is 
devoted exclusively to the purpose of that facility and is preserved free of all other public or 
private alternative uses, . . . 

1a. When ownership changes are made: Need dictates when/if a roadway ownership change occurs. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: Transfer of deed, land swaps, Intergovernmental Agreement, 
disposition of excess property, and eminent domain. 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: [No response.] 

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: The Colorado Transportation 
Commission has prescribed differing levels of performance for surface treatment for the Interstate (85% 
good/fair), National Highway System [NHS] Non-Interstate (70%), and non-NHS (55%). Snow and ice 
removal is not performed on low-volume rural state highways during certain nighttime hours. 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: These are established either by Colorado Transportation 
Commission or by policy directives that have established certain policies such as these. 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? Yes; see documents cited in 1. above. 

http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO&codesec=38-1-101&sessionyr=2012&Title=38&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0
http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO&codesec=43-1-210&sessionyr=2012&Title=43&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0
http://search.jurisearch.com/NLLXML/getcode.asp?userid=GUEST9&interface=NLL&statecd=CO&codesec=43-3-101&sessionyr=2012&Title=43&datatype=S&noheader=1&nojumpmsg=0)
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3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? No. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: The principal state revenue resource for funding the 
state highway system is the Highway User Tax Fund (HUTF). The fund consists of motor fuel tax (MFT), 
vehicle registration fees, surcharges and fees promulgated by Senate Bill 09-108, and other miscellaneous 
sources of revenue. The fund is split into three classifications: first stream, consisting of the first seven 
cents of MFT, and the base fees for vehicle registrations and other miscellaneous sources; second stream, 
consisting of the rest of the MFT, vehicle registration fees and other miscellaneous sources; and third 
stream, consisting of surcharges and fees promulgated by Senate Bill 09-108. The Colorado Department 
of Transportation (CDOT) receives 65 percent of the first stream revenue after the off-the-top deductions 
for other state agencies, and 60 percent of the second and third streams. 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: The following figures are based on FY 2012 projects with 
expenditures and based on total project budget [for] all phases [and] all years.  

Total Lane Miles 15,941.09  
Total Cost $3,442,948,419.12  
Cost/Lane Mile $215,979.51 

Federal System Designated Type:  
 I = Interstate $177,716.45  
 N = National Highway System Non-Interstate $307,440.77  
 O = Other Federal Highway $185,332.48  

Facility Type:  
 F = Freeway $215,028.63  
 E = Expressway $160,740.91  
 D = Divided Not Freeway or Expressway $299,066.42  
 U = Undivided $213,785.77  

 Functional Type:  
 F = Freeway and Expressway $207,579.45  
 P = Other Principle Arterial $225,763.71  
 C = Major Collector $226,067.42  
 R = Minor Collector $249,317.43  
 M = Minor Arterial $247,364.45  
 L = Local $243,180.99 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? Our investment levels will 
probably vary by function, demand or statewide significance. However, we do not have an official process 
in place to define these variances. 

5. Documentation: Related to performance measures, please see the 2011 Annual Performance Report and 
the 2012 Transportation Deficit Report at this location: 
http://www.coloradodot.info/library/AnnualReports.  

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? No; details need to be researched. 

7.  Staff contact information: Christine Rees, christine.rees@dot.state.co.us, (303) 757-9836 (survey 
questions 1, 3 and 5a); Laurie Freedle, laurie.freedle@dot.state.co.us, (303) 757-9171 (survey question 4); 
and Scott Richrath, scott.richrath@dot.state.co.us, (303) 757-9793 (survey questions 2 and 5c). 
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Georgia 
Contact: Tim Christian, Branch Chief, Data Reporting, Office of Transportation Data, Georgia Department of 
Transportation, tchristian@dot.ga.gov, (770) 986-1434. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: Ownership of roadway is expressed in a 

land deed or title. It is independent of functional classification. Ownership is determined by who initially 
held title to the property at the time of roadway construction, and if it were ever deeded over from one 
entity (public or private) to another.  

1a. When ownership changes are made: When a road is removed from the state highway system, 
notification is made to the GDOT Office of Right of Way’s Property Management Section of the need to 
research property ownership of the old State Route to ensure no deeds are held by the state transportation 
agency. If property is owned by the state, then an abandonment process is followed to quitclaim the 
property to the appropriate local government.  

1b. Processes to execute these changes: O.C.G.A. § 32-7-2, 3 and 4 (see citations below) specifically set the 
process for abandonment of a highway and disposal of the right of way. If the right of way is to be used 
for public transportation purposes such as continued use as a municipal road but off the state route system, 
GDOT can convey it directly to a county or municipality by a quitclaim deed. If completely abandoned for 
use as a highway, the right of way must be offered to the original owner or successor in title for purchase 
at the current market value which is determined by an appraisal. If the offer is not accepted, the property 
can be placed for public bid with the highest acceptable bid purchasing the property. According to the 
O.C.G.A. the transfer must be made using the quitclaim deed. We also abide by the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Section 710 to follow the regulations governing the disposition of property purchased 
with federal funds and/or located on a U.S. route or Interstate. 
Relevant citations: 

Note: To access the full text of the three Georgia codes listed below, go to 
http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/gacode/; click “OK – Close” and enter the code number in 
the “Search” box that appears at the top of the screen. Click the link for the code number to 
display the full text of the code. 

O.C.G.A. § 32-7-2 Procedure for abandonment  
O.C.G.A. § 32-7-3 Authority of department, counties, and municipalities to dispose of property no 
longer needed for public road purposes 
O.C.G.A. § 32-7-4 Procedure for disposition of property 
23 CFR Part 710, Right-of-Way and Real Estate 
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?c=ecfr&tpl=/ecfrbrowse/Title23/23cfr710_main_02.tpl 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: Georgia’s state 
highway system is established, modified and updated in order to support:  

1) Interregional traffic movement through a community. 
2) Key access between major population centers such as county seats. 
3) Provide for safe and efficient commercial truck traffic, both heavyweight and oversize tractors. 

Highway standards are based on the AASHTO design standards at the time of addition to the state 
highway system. 

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: Construction of new roadways causes 
revisions to the state highway system. Also, during a project’s preconstruction and construction activities, 
local roadways are placed on the system in order to secure state or federal funds for the purchase of rights 
of way. 
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2b. Processes to execute these changes: See Appendix C, The State Highway System: Background & 

Process of Revising the System (Part I), and Appendix D, The State Highway System-Part II: Department 
Preconstruction. 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? No requirement that GDOT owns a State Route, but it is 
permitted. Also this: 

Georgia State Codes 32-4-20 and 32-4-21 (see references) define what road classifications should be 
on the State Highway. There is no requirement for the department to actually own a roadway on the 
state highway system: it becomes a state-controlled route and state-maintained route when the State 
Transportation Board, or GDOT Commissioner, approves an Order of the Commissioner. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? No. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: By law, about 80% of spending allocations for each 
of the 13 (soon to be 14) Congressional districts must be equal; this is referred to as Congressional District 
Balancing. GDOT doesn’t allocate by roadway type or function. 
TITLE 32. HIGHWAYS, BRIDGES, AND FERRIES; CHAPTER 5. FUNDS FOR PUBLIC ROADS  
ARTICLE 3. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS  
O.C.G.A. § 32-5-30 (2012) 
§ 32-5-30. Allocation of state and federal funds; budgeting periods; authorization of reduction of funds 
allocated 
(a) (1) The total of expenditures from the State Public Transportation Fund under paragraphs (4), (5), and 
(6) of Code Section 32-5-21 plus expenditures of federal funds appropriated to the department, not 
including any federal funds specifically designated for projects that have been earmarked by a member of 
Congress in excess of appropriated funds, shall be budgeted by the department over two successive 
budgeting periods every decade. 

 (2) The first budgeting period shall commence immediately following redistricting of congressional 
districts and shall be for a duration of five years. The second budgeting period shall continue until the 
beginning of the budgeting period following the next redistricting of congressional districts after each 
decennial census; provided, however, if the congressional districts have been redrawn prior to a new 
decennial census, but after the approval of an existing map based on the last decennial census, the 
budgeting period shall include two successive budgeting periods. The first budgeting period shall end 
upon approval of the new redistricting and the second budgeting period shall commence from the date 
such redrawn congressional districts have been approved and shall continue until the next budgeting 
period following the next redistricting of congressional districts. The department shall budget such 
expenditures such that at the end of such budgeting period funding obligations equivalent to at least 80 
percent of such total for such budgeting period shall have been divided equally among the congressional 
districts in this state, as those districts existed at the commencement of such budgeting period, for public 
road and other public transportation purposes in such districts. 

(b) (1) The board may upon approval by two-thirds of its membership authorize a reduction in the share of 
funds allocated pursuant to this Code section to any such congressional district if such supermajority of 
the board determines that such district does not have sufficient projects available for expenditure of funds 
within that district to avoid lapsing of appropriated funds. 

(2) In the event that funding becomes available to the department which could not otherwise be allocated 
among congressional districts due to the allocation requirements of this Code section, the board may upon 
approval by a majority of its membership authorize a waiver of such allocation requirements to the extent 
necessary to allow the expenditure of such funding, and any project, projects, or portion thereof 
undertaken with such additional funding shall be in addition to those projects funded in accordance with 
the allocation requirements of this Code section in the fiscal year in which the additional funds became 
available or any subsequent year; provided, however, that any such waiver shall be valid only for the fiscal 
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year in which it is granted, and any funds budgeted pursuant to a waiver granted by this paragraph which 
were not obligated by the end of such fiscal year shall not be obligated in violation of the allocation 
requirements of this Code section in a subsequent fiscal year unless a majority of the board again 
authorizes a waiver of the allocation requirements in such subsequent fiscal year. 

(c) Provisions of this Code section may be waived pursuant to subsection (b) of Code Section 32-5-1 only 
upon approval by two-thirds of the membership of the board. 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: [See response to 4. above, including this: “By law, about 80% 
of spending allocations for each of the 13 (soon to be 14) Congressional districts must be equal; this is 
referred to as Congressional District Balancing.”] 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? [See response to 4. above, 
including this: “GDOT doesn’t allocate by roadway type or function.”] 

5. Documentation: O.C.G.A. § 32-4-20 and § 32-4-21 (see citations below) define what road classifications 
should be on the state highway system. There is no requirement for the department to actually own a 
roadway on the state highway system; it becomes a state-controlled route and state-maintained route when 
the State Transportation Board, or GDOT Commissioner, approves an Order of the Commissioner. 
Relevant citations: 

Note:  To access the full text of the Georgia codes listed below, go to 
http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/gacode/; click “OK – Close” and enter the code number in 
the “Search” box that appears at the top of the screen. Click the link for the code number to 
display the full text of the code. 

O.C.G.A. § 32-4-20 Composition of state highway system 
O.C.G.A. § 32-4-21 Designation of roads as part of state highway system 
Please see the business process summarized in Appendices C and D. 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? No. Georgia’s highway system consists of approximately 
122,000 miles of roadway. Of this amount, about 18,000 miles is on the state highway system and is 
mostly maintained by GDOT forces. The remaining roads are maintained through local agreements with 
counties throughout the state. As our employee numbers have dropped, GDOT has also used contract 
labor to maintain some of its major assets such as I-95, rest areas and welcome centers as well as activities 
such as mowing.  
Georgia also has more than 14,700 bridges. GDOT is responsible for maintaining about 6,600 state and 
federal bridges. Local governments are responsible for maintaining approximately 7,800 bridges on local 
roadways. 

7.  Staff contact information: Tim Christian, Branch Chief, Data Reporting, Office of Transportation Data, 
Georgia Department of Transportation, tchristian@dot.ga.gov, (770) 986-1434. Note: These questions 
were answered by several different people and compiled by Tim Christian. 

Iowa 
Contact: Craig Markley, Office of Systems Planning, Iowa Department of Transportation, 
craig.markley@dot.iowa.gov, (515) 239-1027. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: Ownership of state-owned roads is fully 

described in Iowa Code, Chapter 306.4 Highways and Waterways; see http://coolice.legis.iowa.gov/cool-
ice/default.asp?category=billinfo&service=iowacode&ga=83&input=306#306.4. 

1a. When ownership changes are made: A change in ownership may occur for any of several different 
reasons. An example may be through an agreement with a local jurisdiction when a bypass route is 
constructed and the previous State Route designation moves to the newly constructed facility. The 
agreement may then be for the original route ownership to be transferred to the local jurisdiction. Changes 
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in state roadway ownership do take place but not frequently. The Code of Iowa also identifies the ways 
some roadways have designations such as the Commercial and Industrial Network, Area Service System, 
Farm-to-Market roads system and Park and Institutional roadways (located in Iowa Code, Chapter 306 
Highways and Waterways).  
Additional information can be found in the Iowa Code, Chapter 306 Highways and Waterways; see 
http://coolice.legis.iowa.gov/cool-
ice/default.asp?category=billinfo&service=iowacode&ga=83&input=306. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: Changes are made to ownership through a formal process known as 
Transfer of Jurisdiction. 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: Performance 
measures are dependent upon various items including but not limited to Pavement Condition Index, 
Highway Sufficiency, Level of Service, and the International Roughness Index. The department is 
currently embarking on revising performance measures due to efforts to utilize asset management and to 
comply with new MAP-21 provisions.  

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: The Code of Iowa specifies the 
Commercial and Industrial Network, which has specific parameters for inclusion of highway network. 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: [No response.] 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? Yes. Iowa Code, Chapter 306.4, establishes these 
requirements; see http://coolice.legis.iowa.gov/cool-
ice/default.asp?category=billinfo&service=iowacode&ga=83&input=306#306.4. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? There is a limit established by the Code of 
Iowa for the Commercial and Industrial System (2,500 miles originally but increased to 2,600 miles by the 
2012 Iowa Legislature). 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: The state’s funding process is quite complex and 
extensive. The department has prepared various documents to help explain the funding process and is well 
summarized in the following documents:  

2013-2017 Highway Program Summary, Iowa Department of Transportation, June 2012. 
http://www.iowadot.gov/program_management/HighwayProgramSummaryBrochure.pdf  
Investing in Iowa’s Future: Development and Management of Iowa’s Five-Year Transportation 
Improvement Program, Iowa Department of Transportation, June 15, 2011. 
http://www.iowadot.gov/program_management/investing_in_iowas_future.pdf  

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: See funding brochures above. 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? See funding brochures above. 

5. Documentation: The department’s process for classification of roadways is identical to the federal 
classification process and is explained in the following document:  

FHWA Functional Classification Guidelines, FHWA, 1989. 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/functional_classification/index.cfm  

Funding allocation practices across the state highway system can be found in the following documents: 
2013-2017 Highway Program Summary, Iowa Department of Transportation, June 2012. 
http://www.iowadot.gov/program_management/HighwayProgramSummaryBrochure.pdf  
Investing in Iowa’s Future: Development and Management of Iowa’s Five-Year Transportation 
Improvement Program, Iowa Department of Transportation, June 15, 2011. 
http://www.iowadot.gov/program_management/investing_in_iowas_future.pdf 

Performance measures. See answers to question 1. Performance measures are dependent upon various 
items including but not limited to Pavement Condition Index, Highway Sufficiency, Level of Service, and 
the International Roughness Index. 
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6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? No. Typically, a 28E agreement is arranged for sharing or 
taking responsibility of services for other jurisdictions. Examples of these may be snow plowing or 
summer mowing activities. The department also has contracts in place for some maintenance activities 
such as for cleaning of rest areas on the Interstate system.  
Note:  See http://inrc.continuetolearn.uiowa.edu/IPA3/agreements.html for information about 

intergovernmental agreements executed to comply with Iowa Code, Chapter 28E. 
7.  Staff contact information: Craig Markley, Office of Systems Planning, Iowa Department of 

Transportation, craig.markley@dot.iowa.gov, (515) 239-1027. 

Kansas 
Contact: Chris Herrick, Director of Planning & Development, Kansas Department of Transportation, 
chrish@ksdot.org, (785) 296-2252. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: The KDOT maintains and operates all 

Kansas, U.S. and Interstate routes in Kansas. All other roads are the responsibility of the local 
governments. KDOT does provide federal formula funds to the locals for local roads and bridges. These 
funds can only be spent on eligible activities based on federal rules. 

1a. When ownership changes are made: Change in ownership most often occurs when KDOT builds a new 
alignment and turns the old alignment over to the local entity. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: KDOT executes an agreement with the local entity that specifies any 
improvements to the old route before it is turned over to the local entity. 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: KDOT has classified 
its highways according to their priority. The system is called the KDOT Route Classification System. It 
can be viewed at http://www.ksdot.org/burtransplan/maps/GISMaps/STP2008.pdf. This classification 
system is used to determine standards to be used and to set performance measures for maintenance and 
operations. 

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: None have been made since the system 
was put in place. 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: None exist. 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? Not aware of any requirements. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? The rural state highway system is limited to 
no more than 10,000 miles by state law. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: [See responses to 4a. and 4b. below.] 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: No such requirement. The state transportation program called 
TWORKS requires that KDOT spend at least $8 million per county over the 10 years of the program. In 
our current 10-year transportation program called TWORKS, we have three project categories: 
preservation, modernization and expansion. Projects were chosen from each category based on a selection 
process that involves some combination of engineering factors, local input and economic impact of the 
project. Spending ranges were set for each region of the state based on many variables decided on by 
KDOT for the expansion and modernization projects only.  

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? Capacity projects in the state 
program are selected based partly on engineering factors that consider the state classification system, 
traffic, and other factors including fatalities and accidents, local input and economic impact. 
Modernization projects in the state program are selected partly on engineering factors and local input. 
Preservation projects are selected based on engineering factors. 
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5. Documentation: 
Classification and determination of ownership. See KDOT Route Classification System available at 
http://www.ksdot.org/burtransplan/maps/GISMaps/STP2008.pdf.  
 
Funding allocation practices. See information available at: 

About TWorks, Kansas Department of Transportation, undated. 
http://kdotapp.ksdot.org/TWorks/About  
Doing Business with KDOT: How Highway Projects are Selected, Kansas Department of 
Transportation, undated. 
 http://kdotapp.ksdot.org/TWorks/docs/doing-biz_project-selection.pdf 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? No. KDOT operates and maintains all of the Interstate, 
Kansas and U.S. routes in Kansas. For city connecting links or portions of K and U.S. routes that go 
through cities, we give the city $3,000 per mile to maintain the connecting link. In some circumstances, 
KDOT maintains the connecting link through the city. 
For fiber, cameras and dynamic message boards, we have a contract with private vendors to maintain this 
equipment. We (KDOT and MoDOT) have a contract to maintain and operate the KC-Scout operations 
center in the Kansas City Metropolitan area.  

7.  Staff contact information: Chris Herrick, Director of Planning & Development, Kansas Department of 
Transportation, chrish@ksdot.org, (785) 296-2252. 

Maryland 
Contact: L’Kiesha M. Markley, Assistant Division Chief, Regional and Intermodal Planning Division, Maryland 
State Highway Administration, lmarkley@sha.state.md.us, (410) 545-5565. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: Ownership of state-maintained roadways is 

determined by deed ownership or by mutual agreements with local (county, municipal) governments or 
other public or private entities. Ownership is not dependent on functional classification. 

1a. When ownership changes are made: Maintenance and ownership of functioning roadways may be made 
by mutual agreement between the Maryland State Highway Administration and local governments or 
other state agencies. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: Formal deed conveyance (requiring approval from the state Board of 
Public Works, comprised of the Governor, the Treasurer and the Comptroller of the Treasury). 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: [No response.] 

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: [No response.] 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: [No response.] 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? SHA maintains roads and highways it builds or 
maintains. They may also own and maintain roads acquired through agreements. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? MD law does not permit or require a certain 
size for the state highway system. However, the state roadway system is planned based on the Constrained 
Long Range Plan (CLRP), which is maintained and updated through our metropolitan planning 
organizations (MPOs). The CLRP is also based on the Maryland Transportation Plan (MTP), which is 
Maryland Department of Transportation’s (MDOT’s) long-range vision for transportation in Maryland. 
The MDOT and modal agencies work with the MPOs, county and local governments to identify priorities 
for capital improvements to the highway system which become candidates for funding and inclusion in the 
Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP). The CTP is the state’s detailed listing with descriptions of 
the capital projects that are proposed for construction or development and evaluation along with system 
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preservation projects that are programmed during the next six-year period. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: [See responses to 4a. and 4b. below.] 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: In addition to our Capital Program or federal funding 
allocation, the state of Maryland shares state revenues received from state gasoline taxes with the local 
counties and the municipalities, including the city of Baltimore. The calculation is based on vehicle 
registration and mileages within each jurisdiction to arrive at an annual percentage to be used on their 
monthly allocation. 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? The CTP contains major 
capital projects as well as system preservation projects. Major projects are typically large in cost and 
scope and include projects such as new highway construction, major construction, interchanges and major 
bridges. These projects are must be +$10M, with the exception of bridges which can be + $5M to be a 
major project. 
System preservation projects include many categories to preserve or enhance the highway system, such as 
resurfacing, minor safety improvements, intersection improvements, installation of traffic signals, 
environmental mitigation, landscaping and noise barriers. The system preservation projects are developed 
and programmed using technical criteria and a prioritization process. 

5. Documentation: The SHA Highway Location Reference (HLR) lists all of the state-maintained roadways, 
derived from the Highway Management Information System database. [See 
http://www.roads.maryland.gov/pages/hlr.aspx?Pageid=832 for more information about the HLR.] 
The Office of Real Estate (ORE) categorizes land by three types of categories:  

Right of Way – Land used for road and support of road.  
Extra Land – Land currently not being used for road or support of road. 
Excess Land – Land currently available for sale.  

MD SHA’s ORE determines ownership through a process called records and research. The process starts 
with locating plats for the project or study area. On each plat, there should be [an] item number identifying 
all land purchased by SHA from others. Along with these item numbers may be a liber [book] folio [page] 
which will correspond with a deed that should be recorded onto MDlandrec.net. If there is no liber folio 
there may be a secretary’s number which corresponds with a local room that holds deeds. Item numbers 
each have an item file that will have more detailed information on the purchase.  
The Consolidated Transportation Program identified practices in allocating funding across the state 
highway system. 
If SHA transfers a roadway to a county or local municipality or vice versa, the roadway must be built to 
state standards then acquired through an agreement. The agreement also identifies the roles and 
responsibilities for each party in maintaining the roadway. 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? Generally, the SHA operates and maintains its own assets. 
Agreements may be made with local governments for certain aspects of routine maintenance. Depending 
on the roadways, bridges and other assets are maintained by the Maryland Transportation Authority, 
which has tolling rights. 

7.  Staff contact information: Vaughn Lewis, Functional Classification Coordinator, Maryland State 
Highway Administration, vlewis@sha.state.md.us, (410) 545-5673. 
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Michigan 
Contact: Christian Ovalle, Michigan Department of Transportation, ovallec@michigan.gov, (517) 241-1244. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: Roads in Michigan are under state, county 

road commission, or city and village jurisdiction. The 9,600 most important miles are state highways, 
although there is no particular system to establishing state trunklines. All non-trunkline roads outside city 
limits are county roads. Within city limits, most streets are under city jurisdiction, although county roads 
or state trunklines may also be present. 
Annually, counties and cities must certify their mileage to the state, as funds are distributed among 
counties and cities using road mileage as one of the factors. This is referred to as our Act 51 Mileage 
Certification process. 

1a. When ownership changes are made: If two agencies decide that it is logical to transfer jurisdiction, they 
may agree to make the change. There are no requirements that this ever be done. Historically, state 
trunklines were turned back to counties when supplanted by a new route, but this has become rare. Some 
cities have taken over all county roads within their limits, so as to be in charge of road design and 
maintenance. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: To facilitate jurisdictional transfer, a law was passed in 1992 
providing that the “revenue worth per mile” of each class of road be awarded to a jurisdiction assuming 
control of a road. Michigan’s road-aid distribution formula is heavily population-based, and state funds do 
not attach to each route-mile. 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: [See responses to 2a. 
and 2b. below.] 

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: Highway System Density: Other than 
freeway interchanges and occasional city bypass routes, system density has remained very stable for many 
years in Michigan with the exception of new subdivisions, and industrial/office/business developments 
which MDOT has little influence over. Our current funding levels are almost totally devoted to our 
attempt to maintain our highest level systems in good condition. The high-level systems are based upon 
the National Highway System (NHS) and National Functional Classification (NFC) designations. 
Standards and Performance Measures: Please refer to 5. below. 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: Standards and Performance Measures: Michigan law established a 
cross-jurisdictional Transportation Asset Management Council (TAMC) for the purpose of providing a 
means of uniformly measuring and reporting system condition and encouraging/enabling agencies to 
utilize asset management principles to guide expenditure decisions. So far, the Council has established a 
common pavement condition measure (PASER) for the federal aid system. This has not been extended to 
all public roads in the state. There is also no statewide performance measure or standard. 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? In the 1920s, the state trunkline system was authorized 
incrementally by legislation. Most of these routes remain under state jurisdiction, but since the 1930s, 
relocations and new routes are established administratively by Michigan DOT. All other roads are county 
roads or city streets. Township roads were consolidated into county roads after 1931.The state requires 
that each road agency ‘certify’ its ownership of roads under their jurisdiction. If they fail to certify, they 
will not receive their distribution of state funds. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? No. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: Michigan has a complicated revenue-sharing 
formula for road-user fees, which when the results of about 10 subformulas are summed, awards 36% for 
state highways, 35% for county roads, 20% for city streets, and 9% for transit. The formulas dividing the 
county and city shares among 616 local jurisdictions are based heavily on the value of vehicles registered 
in each county and city population. For more information, call Aarne Frobom, Bureau of Transportation 
Planning, (517) 335-2908. 
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4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: Shares of state road-user fees: 
State trunklines $635 million  9,617 miles  $66,000/mile 
County roads $568 million  89,174 miles  $6,400/mile 
City and village streets $325 million  20,500 miles  $15,800/mile 
To these shares are added local funds and federal aid. Federal aid is divided roughly 75% for state 
trunklines, 25% for local agencies. 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? Funding formulas do not 
depend on function, traffic volume or significance. However, investments closely correlate with all these 
factors, at all levels of jurisdiction. 
 

5. Documentation: 
Classification. We rely heavily upon the NHS/NFC designations. Detailed information regarding 
Michigan’s process for conducting statewide decennial reviews, as well as maps of our current 
classifications, can be found at the following website: http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-
9622_11033_11155---,00.html.  
Determination of highway jurisdiction. As specified in the answer to question 1, roads in Michigan are 
under MDOT, county road commission, or city and village jurisdiction. This is kept current through our 
Act 51 Mileage Certification process, mentioned above. 
State trunkline highways. Roads under MDOT jurisdiction are also referred to as state trunkline highways. 
MDOT Bureau of Transportation Planning Asset Management Division maintains state trunkline highway 
historic jurisdiction records in microfilm and paper format. When questions arise regarding state 
jurisdiction, MDOT Planning staff researches these records to confirm the MDOT jurisdiction limits. 
Local roads. Local roads can be under county or city and village jurisdiction. MDOT Bureau of 
Transportation Planning Asset Management Division administers the Act 51 local road certification 
process and maintains records and maps in microfilm and paper format of roads under each county, city, 
and village jurisdiction. When questions arise regarding local road jurisdiction, MDOT Planning Act 51 
staff review the Act 51 records. 
Changes in jurisdiction occur only when all involved agencies concur and provide documented evidence 
of the concurrence, together with detailed descriptions. 
Allocation of funding. See the files below that provide documentation on how MDOT allocates capital 
program funding across the state highway system: 

Appendix E, MDOT Pavement Funding Allocation Process 

Appendix F, MDOT Highway Funding Allocation Process 
Roadway ownership. Please refer back to question 1a. Changes in roadway ownership occur only upon 
request and all affected agencies must concur, providing written documentation verifying that 
concurrence. 
Highway system density. Please refer back to 2a. 
Standards and performance measures. We could not locate much written information relating to standards 
and performance measures except for the following two websites: 

2012 System Performance Measures Report, Michigan Department of Transportation, October 8, 
2012. 
http://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdot/MDOT-Performance_Measures_Report_289930_7.pdf 
Transportation Asset Management Council, State of Michigan, undated. 
http://tamc.mcgi.state.mi.us/MITRP/Council/Default_Council.aspx 

http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-9622_11033_11155---,00.html
http://www.michigan.gov/mdot/0,1607,7-151-9622_11033_11155---,00.html
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6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? All trunkline miles are operated by MDOT. Trunklines in 

about two-thirds of counties are maintained by county road commissions, but this is optional. Capital 
construction projects are by private contractors. 

7.  Staff contact information: Joyce Newell, Asset Management Division, Michigan Department of 
Transportation, newellj@michigan.gov, (517) 373-2237. 

Missouri 
Contact: Brian F. Reagan, Transportation Planning, Missouri Department of Transportation, 
brian.reagan@modot.mo.gov, (573) 526-2675. 
  
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: I am not aware of any specific criteria of 

why MoDOT owns a road. In general, we own and maintain roads that are necessary to provide a 
continuous transportation system to the public. 

1a. When ownership changes are made: Changes in ownership are almost always a result of a construction 
project (A good example would be the construction of a bypass where the original road is transferred to 
the city.) In general, MoDOT does not want the size of the state system to grow, so when doing expansion 
work we negotiate with local entities to take over existing roads. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: We have a process that is called “change in route status.” This is the 
formal process where a section of road can be transferred in or out of the state system. This process is 
usually initiated from our district offices. A letter is attached that explains why this change needs to be 
done. Also, a drawing showing the changes is included. These documents are reviewed by various 
divisions in the department who are allowed to recommend changes. After this review process, the 
[Missouri Highways and Transportation] Commission must approve the change in route status. Once 
approval has been granted by the Commission, the right of way division may proceed with transferring the 
deeds. 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: The majority of our 
performance measures are tied to functional classification. In Missouri, we identify all principal arterials 
and above as major roads. The remaining system is referred to as minor roads. 

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: Performance measures are changed 
when they are not providing any useful data or when standards must be increased to continue progress. 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: In Missouri we have quarterly meetings that review the progress on 
all performance measures. These meetings include senior management. Changes to performance measures 
can be addressed at this meeting. 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? No. We do have a state law that categorized roads into 
state primary and state supplementary. However, these routes may change “classification” or ownership 
based on the change in route status process identified in question 1. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? No. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: [See responses to 4a. and 4b. below.] 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: Money is not distributed by roadway type, with the exception 
of a statewide Interstate fund. Then a specific amount of money is dedicated to taking care of the system. 
The remaining funds are used for major projects and regionally significant projects.  

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? Excluding Interstate, there is 
not an investment level tied to route function. However, our performance measures stress the importance 
of major roads. 
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5. Documentation:  
Classification and determination of ownership. See 236.14, Change in Route Status Report, available at 
http://epg.modot.mo.gov/index.php?title=236.14_Change_in_Route_Status_Report. 
Funding allocation practices. Funding distribution information can be found on pages 5-15 thru 5-17 of 
the following document:  

Estimated Financial Summary for the 2013-2017 Highway and Bridge Construction Schedule, 
Missouri Department of Transportation, undated. 
http://www.modot.mo.gov/plansandprojects/construction_program/STIP2013-
2017/documents/11_Sec05EstimatedFinancialSummary.pdf 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? No. We can have maintenance agreements with other 
entities for them to maintain our roadways or us to maintain theirs. The maintenance agreements spell out 
the extent of this relationship. For example, roadway only, signals only, snow removal, etc. 

7.  Staff contact information: Brian F. Reagan, Transportation Planning, Missouri Department of 
Transportation, Brian.Reagan@modot.mo.gov, (573) 526-2675. 

Montana 
Contact: Jim Skinner, Chief, Planning & Policy Analysis Bureau, Rail, Transit & Planning Division, Montana 
Department of Transportation, jskinner@mt.gov, (406) 444-9233.  
 
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: Ownership is a very general term when 

referring to the highway system. In Montana, ownership could describe legal ownership of the right of 
way, jurisdictional authority for permitting and maintenance, or if the roadway is eligible to receive 
state/federal funding.  
State law empowers the Montana Transportation Commission with the authority to designate which public 
roadways will be maintained as part of the state highway system and eligible to receive state and federal 
funding. Right-of-way ownership varies based on how the roadway was originally developed, and came to 
be part of the state highway system. Changes in system designation are initiated on a case-by-case basis 
through the Transportation Commission.  
In general terms, functional classification is a measure used to determine which highways may be 
considered to be placed on a designated system eligible for federal funding. If a system 
designation/change is requested, MDT will perform a functional class review in accordance with FHWA’s 
functional classification guidelines and, depending on the outcome, propose a system designation change 
for the Transportation Commission consideration. Typically, if the system designation request was 
initiated by a local entity, the Commission will require system mileage under that jurisdiction to remain 
constant, so if new mileage is added a similar amount of mileage would be removed. 

1a. When ownership changes are made: [See response to question 1. above.] 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: [See response to question 1. above.] 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: There is no formal 
process in place for limiting or determining appropriate density of the state highway system. Functional 
classification is one consideration MDT uses in these reviews that indirectly relates to system density. 
Changes to the system are assessed on a case-by-case basis and are subject to Montana Transportation 
Commission approval.  

Montana’s long-range transportation plan, called TranPlan21, provides MDT policy direction for 
standards and performance. TranPlan 21 policy direction feeds into MDT’s asset management system 
(called the Performance Programming Process, or P3) which has specific performance targets for each 
highway system. The result of the asset management process is a prioritization of improvement type by 
system based on needs and optimization of resources available. Changes to or additions to measures are 
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made based on staff assessment of the effectiveness of the measures. These assessments consider input 
from a number of sources, including outreach to transportation stakeholders and the public.  

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: [See response to question 2. above.] 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: [See response to question 2. above.] 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? This depends on the definition of “ownership.” Montana 
state law does not define a requirement regarding ownership of highway right of way or place limits on 
the size of the state highway system. However, Montana law does address maintenance responsibility and 
jurisdictional authority on state highways. A link to Montana Code Annotated Title 60, Highways and 
Transportation, follows: http://data.opi.mt.gov/bills/mca_toc/60.htm. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? [See response to 3a. above.]  

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: MDT uses an asset management system to direct 
funds based on system needs for projects on the higher-level highway systems (Interstate, National 
Highway, State Primary). Along with this asset management process, MDT also must allocate funding on 
the State Primary system consistent with what we call the financial district law, which ensures distribution 
of funds across the state. A link to this law follows: http://data.opi.mt.gov/bills/mca/60/3/60-3-205.htm. 
For the lower-level highway systems (State Secondary Roads and State Urban Routes) funds are 
distributed based on formulas contained in state law. Links to those sections of state law follow: 

Secondary Roads: http://data.opi.mt.gov/bills/mca/60/3/60-3-206.htm 
Urban Routes: http://data.opi.mt.gov/bills/mca/60/3/60-3-211.htm 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: [See response to question 4. above.] 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? [See response to question 4. 
above.] 

5. Documentation: MDT has a booklet describing the Performance Programming Process at the following 
link: http://www.mdt.mt.gov/publications/docs/brochures/tranplanp3.pdf. Please note that we are in the 
process of updating this booklet so a new version will be available in the near future.  
The following Web link will take you to a brochure that describes functional classification and system 
designation in Montana. We don’t have a publication describing the process for changing system 
designation. However, all functional classification changes must be approved by the Montana 
Transportation Commission and FHWA must also approve any changes on the Interstate and NHS.  

A Guide to Functional Classification, Highway Systems and Other Route Designations in 
Montana, Montana Department of Transportation, January 2008. 
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/publications/docs/manuals/route_designations.pdf 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? No. Some state highways are maintained/operated by local 
government agencies. Roles and responsibilities for maintenance and operation are described in 
maintenance agreements with these entities. MDT does not contract with private entities for maintenance 
or operation of our facilities.  

7.  Staff contact information: Paul Johnson, Project Analysis, Montana Department of Transportation, 
paujohnson@mt.gov, (406) 444-7259. 

 



Prepared by CTC & Associates  29 

Pennsylvania 
Contact: Larry S. Shifflet, Director, Center for Program Development and Management, Pennsylvania 
Department of Transportation, lashifflet@pa.gov, (717) 787-2744. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: In order for the Department of 

Transportation to own a roadway, it requires legislative approval. Otherwise, the roadway is adopted and 
owned by the local municipality. If the roadway is not owned by the DOT or the municipality, it could be 
owned by the Turnpike Commission, another state agency or a federal agency. The DOT ownership of 
roads is not functional class-dependent.  

1a. When ownership changes are made: The Highway Transfer (Turnback) program provides for the 
rehabilitation, maintenance and transfer of state-owned highways identified as functionally local to the 
municipalities in which they are located. Transfer of these state highways is done on a cooperative and 
voluntary basis. Taking ownership of these highways provides municipalities an opportunity to improve 
their local transportation system, further develop their community, and positively impact the economic 
development of their municipality. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: Municipalities are provided rehabilitation funding from the DOT to 
rehabilitate a turnback candidate roadway and/or structure into a satisfactory condition. Highways are 
transferred to the municipalities through State Highway Transfer Legal Agreements. Following the legal 
transfer of the highway to the municipality, PennDOT provides the municipality with annual maintenance 
payments of $4,000 per mile. [See PennDOT Publication 310, State Highway Transfer Policies and 
Procedures Manual, available at ftp://ftp.dot.state.pa.us/public/PubsForms/Publications/PUB%20310.pdf, 
for additional information.] 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: Do not have anything 
in place to date related to highway system density.  

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: N/A 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: N/A 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? No. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? No. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: Please see attached financial guidance document 
[see 5. below] for detailed information in regards to funding formulas and distribution of funds. We work 
collaboratively with our metropolitan and rural planning organizations to establish formulas for 
distribution to our MPOs/RPOs. 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: Data not currently available. However, the department does 
now have an Asset Management Division that will focus on data collection and establishment of 
performance measures related to sound asset management. 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? Investment levels may vary 
based on executive policies and/or state of an existing asset (i.e., we had been one of the worst states in 
regards to SD [structurally deficient] bridges and a policy change was made to heavily invest in fixing our 
bridge problems.) Again, we work collaboratively with our MPOs/RPOs to establish general and 
procedural guidance that provides the overall policies for development of our capital program. See 
attached “General and Procedural Guidance” document attached [see 5. below] for more detailed 
information. 
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5. Documentation:  

Pennsylvania’s 2013 Transportation Program Financial Guidance, June 9, 2011. 
http://www.nepa-alliance.org/Docs/RPO-TIP/2013-16/2013%20Financial%20Guidance%20-
%20Final.pdf 
 
Pennsylvania’s 2013 Transportation Program General and Procedural Guidance, undated. 
See pages 2 through 10 of the PDF available at 
http://www.co.berks.pa.us/Dept/Planning/Documents/RATS/FFY2013-2016_TIP/04_FFY2013-
2016TIP_APP_A_DRAFT.pdf. 
 
Procedures for Revisions to Functional Classification and Federal-Aid Systems, undated. 
http://www.dot.state.pa.us/Internet/Bureaus/pdPlanRes.nsf/infoBPRFedFuncClassChange 
Note:    The following are additions to the legend appearing in the document above:  

When preparing a map with proposed urban functional classification revisions or additions, use the 
following colors to mark the road(s): 

  
Blue:  Proposed Interstate (Federal-aid system) 
YYYeeelll lllooowww:  Proposed Other Freeway/Expressway (Federal-aid system) 
Orange:  Proposed Other Principal Arterial (Federal-aid system) 
Green:  Proposed Minor Arterial (Federal-aid system) 
Brown:  Proposed Collector (Federal-aid system) 
Red:   Delete from System 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? Yes, the DOT operates and maintains all of its own assets. 

7. Staff contact information: Larry S. Shifflet, Director, Center for Program Development and 
Management, Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, lashifflet@pa.gov, (717) 787-2744. 

Washington 
Contact: Faris Al-Memar, Systems Analysis and Planning Manager, Washington State Department of 
Transportation, almemaf@wsdot.wa.gov, (360) 705-7956. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: [See responses to 1a. and 1b. below.] 

1a. When ownership changes are made: Additions or deletions made to state highway system by state 
legislature explicitly spelled out in state law; transfer of ownership to local governments when state 
highway is moved to a new alignment, e.g., when state replaces conventional highway with freeway or 
expressway. 

1b. Processes to execute these changes: State laws from the Revised Code of Washington and regulations 
from the Washington Administrative Code: 

RCW 47.01.425, Jurisdictional transfers 
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=47.01.425 
RCW 47.17.001, Criteria for Changes to [State Highway] System 
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=47.17.001  
WAC 468-710, Route jurisdiction transfer rules, regulations and requirements 
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=468-710 

2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: [See responses to 2a. 
and 2b. below.] 
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2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: RCW 47.17.001 item (4)(e)(ii) limits the 
number of non-access controlled facilities in the same corridor as a freeway or limited access facility to 
one. 
RCW 47.17.001 item (4)(f) also talks about the spacing of state highways. [See 1b. above for links to 
these codes.] 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: See Appendix G, Route Jurisdictional Transfer (RJT) Process Flow 
Chart. 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? RCW 47.17.001 states which roadways should be part of 
the state highway system and which roadways may be part of the state highway system. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? We are not aware of any size requirement for 
state highways. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: [See responses to 4a. and 4b. below.] 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: See Appendix H, Program Structure Expenditures, for a 
spreadsheet regarding distribution of funding on the state highway system. 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? Investment level is based on 
condition assessment performance goals. 

5. Documentation: 
Classification and determination of ownership. Information and links related to functional classification 
from WSDOT Internet site: http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/mapsdata/travel/hpms/functionalclass.htm. 
Highway classification description table. See Appendix I, Highway Construction Program. 
Funding allocation practices. See Appendix J, WSDOT Responses to Connecticut Survey of State Best 
Practices for Infrastructure Capital Programs. 
Performance measures. For roadway ownership changes, see links under 1b. above. 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? WSDOT generally maintains all of its highway assets with 
state-employed workforces. There are limited examples where we hire contractors for specialized work 
that our state workforces cannot perform. Additionally, there are some instances where we contract with 
local governments to maintain some highway assets. Examples include contracts with the city of Seattle 
and the city of Mercer Island for these cities to maintain the landscaped areas beside and above I-90. 
These instances of contracting either private sector companies or local governments to maintain highway 
assets will amount to an estimated 2 to 3 percent of our statewide maintenance program expenditures. 

7.  Staff contact information: Faris Al-Memar, almemaf@wsdot.wa.gov, (360) 705-7956; Pat Morin, 
morinp@wsdot.wa.gov, (360) 705-7141. 

Wyoming 
Contact: Martin Kidner, State Planning Engineer, Wyoming Department of Transportation, 
martin.kidner@wyo.gov, (307) 777-4412. 
   
1. How state determines ownership of state highway system: This is historical-based. For example, some 

roads were picked up by the state because there was a town and a school servicing an oil field. The oil 
field dries up, town goes away, but the state still owns the road. 

1a. When ownership changes are made: Case by case, and normally only with a swap of mileage.  

1b. Processes to execute these changes: Title transfer of easement. 
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2. How state varies system density and sets standards and performance measures: While level of 

pavement performance is set for functional class, density is not set. Node connection would be a closer 
description. 

2a. When density, standards and performance measures change: Normally standards only change with 
functional classification change. 

2b. Processes to execute these changes: Again, in Wyoming it is primarily a functional classification change 
which normally proceeds with concurrence of FHWA. 

3a. Permit or require ownership of certain roads? No. 

3b. Permit or require certain size for state highway system? No. 

4. State’s funding formula for state highway system: [No response.] 

4a. Amount spent per mile by roadway type: Not tracked. 

4b. Investment levels vary by function, demand or statewide significance? Functional classification for 
pavement, risk-based for bridges, crash history for safety. 

5. Documentation: None. 

6. State operate and maintain all of its assets? No. Towns greater than 1,500 must do litter control and 
snow removal, and maintain curb, gutter sidewalk, lighting and storm sewers. 

7.  Staff contact information: Martin Kidner, martin.kidner@wyo.gov, (307) 777-4412. 
 

 
 



43-2-135. Division of authority over streets. 

(1) The jurisdiction, control, and duty of the state, cities, cities and counties, and incorporated 
towns with respect to streets which are a part of the state highway system is as follows: 

(a) The city, city and county, and incorporated town shall exercise full responsibility for and 
control over any such street beyond and including the curbs and, if no curb is installed, beyond 
the traveled way, its contiguous shoulders, and appurtenances; except that the regulation and 
control of driveways shall be subject to the provisions of section 43-2-147. 

(b) The department of transportation has authority to prohibit the suspension of signs, 
banners, or decorations above the portion of such streets between the curbs or portion used for 
highway purposes up to a vertical height of twenty feet above the surface of the roadway. 

(c) The city, city and county, or incorporated town at its own expense shall maintain all 
underground facilities in such streets and has the right to construct such underground facilities as 
may be necessary in such streets. 

(d) The city, city and county, or incorporated town has the right to grant the privilege to open 
the surface of any such street, but all damages occasioned thereby shall promptly be repaired 
either by the city, city and county, or incorporated town itself or at its direction. 

(e) The city, city and county, or incorporated town at its own expense shall provide street 
illumination and shall clean all such streets, including storm sewer inlets and catch basins. 

(f) The department of transportation has the right to utilize all storm sewers on such 
highways without cost; and if new storm sewer facilities are necessary in construction of streets 
by the department of transportation, the cost of such facilities shall be borne by the state and 
municipality as may be mutually agreed upon between the department of transportation and the 
local governing body of the city, city and county, or incorporated town. 

(g) Cities, cities and counties, and incorporated towns shall regulate and enforce all traffic 
and parking restrictions on streets which are state highways, but all regulations adopted after 
December 31, 1979, shall be approved in writing by the department of transportation before 
becoming effective on such streets; except that such regulations shall become effective on such 
streets sixty days after receipt for review by the department of transportation if not disapproved 
in writing by said department during that sixty-day period. 

(h) The department of transportation shall erect, control, and maintain at state expense all 
route markers and directional signs, except street signs on those streets. 

(i) The department of transportation shall install, operate, maintain, and control at state 
expense all traffic control signals, signs, and traffic control devices on state highways in cities, 
the city and county of Denver, the city and county of Broomfield, and incorporated towns. No 
local authority shall erect or maintain any stop sign or traffic control signal at any location so as 
to require the traffic on any state highway to stop before entering or crossing any intersecting 
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highway unless approval in writing has first been obtained from the department of transportation. 
For the purpose of this paragraph (i), striping, lane-marking, and channelization are considered 
traffic control devices. 

(j) Rights-of-way for such street shall be acquired by either the city, city and county, or 
incorporated town or by the state as is mutually agreed upon. Costs of acquiring such rights-of-
way may be at the sole expense of the state or the city, city and county, or incorporated town, or 
both, as may be mutually agreed. Title to all rights-of-way so acquired shall vest in the city, city 
and county, or incorporated town, or the state, according to the agreement under which said 
rights-of-way were secured. 

(k) The department of transportation is authorized to acquire rights-of-way by purchase, gift, 
or condemnation for any such streets, highways, and bridges. Any such condemnation 
proceeding shall be exercised in the manner provided by law for condemnation proceedings to 
acquire lands required for state highways. Nothing in this section shall be construed as 
abrogating the rights of home rule cities to acquire lands for state purposes in the manner set 
forth in the charter of said cities. 

Source: L. 53: p. 526, § 35. CRS 53: § 120-13-35. C.R.S. 1963: § 120-13-35. L. 71: p. 202, § 
10. L. 74: (1)(i) amended, p. 358, § 1, effective July 1. L. 79: (1)(g) amended, p. 1598, § 2, 
effective May 18. L. 80: (1)(a) amended, p. 798, § 66, effective June 5. L. 91: (1)(b), (1)(f) to 
(1)(i), and (1) (k) amended, p. 1105, § 147, effective July 1. L. 2001: (1)(i) amended, p. 273, § 
27, effective November 15. 

ANNOTATION 

Municipal regulations relating to traffic and parking on highway-streets subject to approval by 
highway department. This section declares that cities, cities and counties, and incorporated towns shall 
regulate and enforce traffic and parking restrictions on all highway-streets within the municipal 
boundaries, but provides that all regulations shall be subject to approval of the department of highways 
before becoming effective. This section also purports to divide authority over streets which are part of the 
state highway system. It defines in detail the obligations of cities, cities and counties, and incorporated 
towns with respect to streets which are a part of the state highway system. City & County of Denver v. 
Pike, 140 Colo. 17, 342 P.2d 688 (1959). 

Where state has recognized right to regulate, no prior approval required. Where the right of a 
city to regulate speed on a freeway bisecting a city has been recognized by the state, allowing the city to 
post the highway and enforce its ordinances, it is not necessary for the city to obtain prior approval of its 
regulations before they could become effective. City & County of Denver v. Pike, 140 Colo. 17, 342 P.2d 
688 (1959). 

This section authorizes resort to agreement concerning the acquisition of property; however, it 
is only an optional method and is permissible as a substitute for proceedings in condemnation. Town of 
Greenwood Village v. District Court, 138 Colo. 283, 332 P.2d 210 (1958). 

Considering paragraphs (j) and (k) of subsection (1) together, paragraph (j) is permissive only 
and does not make consent of a town a prerequisite to condemnation of private property within its 
corporate limits, or to condemnation of public property already in use for street purposes, the fee title to 
which lies in a town. Town of Greenwood Village v. District Court, 138 Colo. 283, 332 P.2d 210 (1958). 



The department of highways can lawfully condemn public or private property within a 
municipality for the purpose of continuing state highways into or through cities or towns. The principle is 
identical as far as acquisition of park lands by the state is concerned. Welch v. City & County of Denver, 
141 Colo. 587, 349 P.2d 352 (1960). 

State not compelled to condemn where city and state have agreement. Where agreement was 
reached between the state and the city where the city granted the state the right to construct a highway 
on park land, the state was not compelled to institute condemnation proceedings. By enacting the 
ordinances authorizing the use of park lands for highway purposes, all was accomplished by agreement 
that would otherwise have had to be accomplished by condemnation proceedings. Welch v. City & 
County of Denver, 141 Colo. 587, 349 P.2d 352 (1960). 



Kim
Typewritten Text
APPENDIX B



































































































































 
Georgia State Code 32-4-1 establishes the state’s public road system into three categories: 1) County 
Roads; 2) City Streets; and 3) State Routes. While the first two systems fall under the jurisdictional 
responsibility and authority of local governments, Georgia DOT is responsible for the State System.  
 
Roads on the State System provide two primary operational functions. The first is the providing of an 
integrated road network for intra-regional and interstate travel. Secondly, the State Highway System is the 
primary means by which large commercial truck travel can legally navigate the State’s public road 
system. The State Highway System designation process heavily impacts the Department’s Construction 
Work Program in regard to supporting preconstruction activities: that business process is addressed in the 
next Fact Sheet “Part II: The State Highway System and Department Preconstruction Activities.” 
 
Because the State Highway System falls under the authority of the Georgia DOT, in regard to planning 
and designation, all administrative actions and reviews of proposed updates to the System both begin and 
end at the GDOT Commissioner’s Office; therefore, all internal and external requests should initially be 
submitted to the Commissioner’s Office. 
 
Upon receipt of the request, the Commissioner will pursue one of two courses of action. The first being to 
act without benefit of study or recommendation, to approve or deny the request and then direct the Office 
of Transportation Data to respond accordingly.  The second possibility would be the Commissioner 
directing OTD to take this matter under study and to develop a recommendation. 
 
If the latter course is decided OTD will advise the requesting party via correspondence that a response 
will be forthcoming within 90 days of said notification. OTD will then initiate all coordination activities 
with internal and external offices involved with the requested systems change.    
 
Often, local officials request that existing local roads be added to the State System, in those instances 
OTD will request the appropriate GDOT District Office to conduct an investigation of the roadway’s 
physical condition to determine if it meets the necessary standards for addition to the State System. The 
District Office will transmit its findings on the road’s condition and adequacy to OTD. The District office 
will also provide a preliminary cost estimate to bring the proposed road up to current standards if it does 
not meet them.  
 
After assembling all pertinent information, including the Division of Field Districts' input, OTD will 
proceed with development of a recommendation to the Commissioner.  If the proposal is found not 
feasible, accompanying the request will be a letter of response advising the requesting party of the 
Department's decision and supporting justification. There are three primary reasons for denying a local 
request for addition to the State System:  1) it is not cost effective to bring a requested roadway up state 
route standards, 2) the proposed roadway does not serve suitable statewide travel movement, or 3) the 
existing State Highway System already provides adequate service through the region of the requested 
roadway. 
 
If the study results in the development of a plan for updating the State System, then a "Notice of Intent" 
will be sent to the Commissioner for approval. This Notice will then be forwarded through OTD and the 
District Office to the affected local governments for coordination and sign-off. The Notice of Intent 
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allows the formal position of the Department to be coordinated with the local officials prior to actual 
execution. The Notice also communicates formally to the local officials the requirements for 
implementation such as: needed improvements to local roadways proposed to be added to the State 
System or a mandatory transfer of existing State Routes to local jurisdiction. It is the responsibility of 
OTD to manage this process and ensure all issues have been resolved or adequately addressed to facilitate 
local government response.  
 
Once this process has been completed, OTD will report back to the Commissioner’s Office the results of 
the Notice of Intent coordination process.  If all matters were resolved satisfactorily with the local 
officials, the final report from OTD will also include an Order of the Commissioner to implement the 
State Highway System revision plan. Finally it is the responsibility of OTD to broadcast approved State 
Highway System revisions to all internal and external stakeholders as well as to ensure the updating of the 
Department’s electronic records as well as its maps series. 
 
 



 
 
Georgia State Code 32-5-2 states that the Department cannot use State or federal-matching funds to 
purchase Rights of Way (ROW) off the State Highway System. This State Code means that three specific 
project types moving through the Department’s Construction Work Program and the Plan Development 
Process must have State Highway System coordination activities completed prior to Rights of Way 
acquisition beginning. These projects involve Georgia DOT:  
 

1. Utilizing State or Federal funds to purchase ROW on new location  
2. Reimbursing Local ROW activities with State or Federal funds  
3. Securing GRTA Bonds to reimburse ROW acquisition 

 
In order to ensure that the parallel activities of State System revision and Plan Development are done in 
concert, it is critical that proper level of communication and coordination take place between these 
offices:   
 

1. Office of Rights of Way  
2. Design Offices  within the Division of Preconstruction and District Preconstruction Units 

(Project Managers) 
3. Office of Financial Management 
4. Office of Transportation Data  

 
Below are the processes followed to revise the State Highway System concurrent with Project Plan 
Development activities. For the purpose of clarification these processes are divided up into two major 
“Cases.” 
 
Case I Major & Minor Projects 
These projects involve Georgia DOT buying ROW for new roadways. When the Office of 
Preconstruction transmits to the Office of Transportation Data(OTD) a Project Concept Report indicating 
that plans call for constructing a new Bypass (see example sketch map below) or another major State 
Route facility, OTD will monitor the project’s plan development until environmental approval has been 
secured.  At that time OTD will begin its initial highway systems coordination activities. These activities 
consist of establishing how the new facility will be designated as part of the existing State Highway 
System. In addition, it is determined what adjustments to the existing State Highway System will be 
proposed to ensure a balanced addition of new roadways to the State System while older, less-traveled 
State roadways are identified for transfer to local jurisdiction. After this study is completed, the Notice of 
Intent process (as outlined in the Fact Sheet: The State Highway System-Part I: Background & 
Process of Revising the System) is used to coordinate the proposed revision plan with local officials.  
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Case I Major 

 
If the Project Concept Report indicates only a minor relocation(s) of the State System (see example 
below), OTD tracks the project until the Preliminary Field Plans have been developed. From those plans 
OTD will determine if a local transfer of existing State Route roadway will need to be conducted as a part 
of the State Highway System revision process. Once the local government coordination phase for Case I 
Projects have been completed, an Order of the Commissioner is transmitted to the Commissioner for 
approval of the route designation. 
 

 
Case I Minor                                                                                  

Case II  
Often during project negotiation with local officials it is determined that the Department will utilize State 
funds, federal funds, or GRTA Bonds to participate in rights-of-way acquisition on off-System roadways 
(county roads or city streets). In those instances, the “temporary” State Route designation process is 
followed. The Office of Preconstruction notifies the Office of Financial Management to update a project’s 
information in TPRO. Once this information is noted in TPRO, an automated e-mail notification is sent to 
OTD advising them to begin the necessary State Route designation activities. OTD will coordinate with 
Department management and the principal local elected officials a Contract for Maintenance of 
Highways. By executing this Contract the local officials agree to maintain the roadway while designated 
as part of the State Highway System. In addition a maintenance resolution is executed by the local 
officials agreeing to accept maintenance responsibility of the temporary State Route once the project is 



completed.  Upon completion of these activities, an Order of the Commissioner is transmitted to the 
Commissioner for approval of the route designation.  

 
Case II 

Note: All highway systems administrative activities must be completed with an Order of the 
Commissioner being executed prior to Rights of Way activities beginning on projects involving the three 
noted preconstruction activities                                      



 1

MDOT 
Pavement Funding Allocation Process               

 
MDOT adopted a Pavement Rehabilitation and Reconstruction (R&R) formula which sub 
allocates the funding for this program into seven regions.  The formula weighs four overall 
factors including: pavement condition, eligible lane miles for pavement reconstruct and 
rehabilitation work, usage (average daily traffic volumes) and regional cost.  The formula is 
updated annually with pavement condition, traffic, cost and eligible lane mile information.   
 
Measures within each overall factor are weighted and include: 

 Pavement condition 
o  Surface condition and remaining service life lane miles by region.   

 Eligible lane miles for rehabilitation and reconstruction work 
o Totals miles by region of pavements that are eligible for R&R work under MDOT 

policy (pavements with a remaining service life of 2 or under at time of 
construction).   

o Lane miles on routes that are considered “Corridors of Highest Significance” in 
the state long range plan were given higher weighting among all eligible lane 
miles.   

 Usage 
o Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) on fair and poor condition pavements 

were utilized in the formula 
o Commercial Average Daily Traffic (CADT) on fair and poor condition pavements 

were also utilized since pavement longevity/fix life is heavily dependent upon 
commercial traffic.  

 Cost 
o Average costs for freeway and non freeway by region. 
o Measures for intangible costs associated with road construction within urban areas 

(drainage, ramps, depressed freeways, etc) compared with the less costly rural 
areas.   

 
The result of the formula allocation is R & R funding by region which represents a percentage of 
the overall statewide R & R target.  Each year the R & R targets are updated for each region 
based on new condition, cost, and traffic data. 
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Add in weights to add up to 100%
↓

weight Bay Grand Metro North Southwest Superior University Statewide

10%
 % Average Cost (RQFS cost tables) Freeway 14.7% 13.5% 23.6% 7.8% 15.4% 6.6% 18.4% 100.0%

5% % Average Cost (RQFS cost tables) NonFreeway 18.7% 11.8% 14.6% 12.6% 13.2% 10.1% 19.0% 100.0%
10% % Urban 50,000+ lanemiles 6.6% 7.2% 71.4% 0.0% 6.6% 0.0% 8.1% 100.0%

4% % Surface cond >= 3  -  Freeway lane miles 17.4% 12.5% 22.7% 9.5% 13.0% 2.7% 22.2% 100.0%

2% % Surface cond >= 3 -  Non Freeway lanemiles 16.2% 8.6% 12.1% 19.3% 13.2% 18.5% 12.2% 100.0%

4%
PASER<=6 Freeway lane miles 17.9% 13.8% 18.4% 11.0% 14.2% 2.9% 21.7% 100.0%

2%
PASER<=6 Non-Freeway lane miles 15.9% 8.4% 11.8% 20.0% 16.5% 15.2% 12.3% 100.0%

9% % RSL <=7  - Freeway lane miles 19.4% 9.8% 24.0% 8.3% 17.2% 2.8% 18.6% 100.0%

4% % RSL <=7  - Non Freeway lane miles 20.2% 7.6% 13.9% 19.7% 14.6% 12.3% 11.6% 100.0%

8%     % Surface Condition >=3 and COHS Nat/State lane mile 12.2% 9.8% 25.7% 14.8% 9.6% 11.0% 16.9% 100.0%
5%     % Surface Condition >=3 and COHS Reg/Local lane mile 19.9% 9.6% 6.9% 17.8% 15.9% 16.4% 13.5% 100.0%
8%     % RSL <=7 and COHS Nat/State lane miles 13.7% 8.2% 27.4% 14.7% 12.7% 9.0% 14.4% 100.0%
4%     % RSL <=7 and COHS Reg/Local lane miles 25.0% 8.2% 8.3% 18.0% 17.4% 10.3% 12.9% 100.0%

13% % RSL Cat I&II on Comm AADT 5000+ lanemiles 4.6% 2.6% 40.1% 0.0% 26.2% 0.0% 26.5% 100.0%

12%
%  RSL Cat I&II on AADT 50,000+ lanemiles 12.9% 5.2% 58.8% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 20.3% 100.0%

100.0%

Resulting 2018 New Target with updated data $52.1 $31.7 $121.0 $32.0 $51.4 $21.1 $65.9 $375.0
$375.0 13.9% 8.4% 32.3% 8.5% 13.7% 5.6% 17.6% 100.0%

2013 Base Target $48.4 $32.2 $142.5 $25.6 $46.9 $18.1 $61.4 $375.0
12.9% 8.6% 38.0% 6.8% 12.5% 4.8% 16.4% 100.0%

2017 Target approved and published in 2017 CFP $51.8 $31.1 $121.5 $32.0 $51.6 $21.6 $65.5 $375.0
13.8% 8.3% 32.4% 8.5% 13.8% 5.7% 17.5% 100.0%

Difference (2017 to 2018) $0.3 $0.5 ($0.5) ($0.0) ($0.2) ($0.4) $0.4 $0.0

Difference from 2013 Base to 2018 $3.7 ($0.5) ($21.5) $6.4 $4.5 $3.1 $4.5 $0.0

Usage

25
%

DRAFT
2018 R & R Target Allocation Formula

(2011 Sufficiency File Data, 2011 Pavement Condition File Data, 2010/2011 PASER)

Cost

25
%

3.0%

25
%

Size of System

25
%



 1

MDOT 
Highway Funding Allocation Process               

 
 
Template Development/Monitoring: 

 
The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) has developed a Template process to 
accomplish the effective usage of financial resources on Michigan’s Highway Capital program. 
This process allocates estimated financial resources to template categories or programs in order 
to achieve approved transportation improvement goals and allow for the ability to monitor that 
the program improvement strategies are constrained within the department’s available revenue. 
 
The process allocates a target amount to a template category annually based on its improvement 
strategy and needs. The amount indicates the level of obligation authority from federal aid and 
state revenues. Target changes due to the extra funds and/or target transfers between template 
programs are also administered throughout the year to fully utilize the approved obligation 
authority.  

 
The target development and monitoring process assists in setting the level of funding to achieve 
highway improvement goals and provides a tool to constrain the overall statewide program 
against available revenues. 
 
 
Financial resources: 

 Federal Source: 
o Annual obligation authority for state trunkline system (MDOT) excluding locals 

 State Source: 
o Distribution from Michigan Transportation Fund (MTF) based on Act51 formula 

to State Trunkline Fund (STF) 
o Available Bond proceeds 

 
Allocation of target amount: 

 Preservation of the Road and Bridge Programs: 
The target amounts are derived based on the funding needed to achieve pavement and 
bridge goals established by the State Transportation Commission.  
 

 Capacity Improvement & New Roads Programs: 
The target amounts are based on the estimated costs of projects which are reviewed 
and approved by the Department’s Program/Project Review Board (P/PRB). 
 

 Other: 
The recommendations of target levels are coordinated between transportation 
planners and program managers taking into considerations of the program goals, 
needs, and special funding allocations (ex: CMAQ, Enhancement, TEDF-A). 

 

Kim
Typewritten Text
APPENDIX F



FY 2013

REPAIR & REBUILD ROAD PROGRAM
Rehabilitation & Reconstruction $318.56
Capital Preventive Maintenance $93.60
Total Repair and Rebuild Roads $412.16

REPAIR & REBUILD BRIDGE PROGRAM
Rehabilitation & Reconstruction $125.43

Capital and Scheduled Preventive Maintenance $5.79
Big Bridges $18.25
Special Needs $6.00
Blue Water Bridge- Appropriated Capital Outlay Projects $3.00

Total Bridges $158.47

ROUTINE MAINTENANCE $273.40

TOTAL REPAIR & REBUILD ROADS AND BRIDGES $844.03

CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS AND NEW ROADS
Capacity Improvements $0.50
New Roads $125.89
TOTAL CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT & NEW ROADS $126.39

SAFETY AND SYSTEM OPERATIONS
Safety Programs $18.50
Safety Installations $38.80
RR Xings-Trunkline $4.40
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) $13.19
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) $40.40
Operations $15.34
Pump Station $4.00
Freeway Lighting $1.11
Commercial Vehicle Enforcement $1.00

TOTAL SAFETY AND SYSTEM OPERATIONS $136.74

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES
Non-Motorized/Streetscape Improvements $25.81
Safe Routes to Schools $0.00
Recreational Trails $2.85

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES* $28.66

ROADSIDE FACILITIES
Rest Areas $1.50
Wetland Pre-Mitigation $2.40
Noise Abatement $1.20

Preliminary Draft of FY 2013 Announcement Investment 
In millions



Carpool Parking Lot program $0.60
TOTAL ROADSIDE FACILITIES $5.70

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT $7.00

NON-FEDERALLY FUNDED PROGRAMS
TEDF - Category A $0.89
State Funded Required Programs $14.60
Program Development/Scoping $10.90

TOTAL NON-FEDERALLY-FUNDED PROGRAMS $26.39

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY PROG. & MAINTENANCE PROG. $1,174.91

Non-Federal & Non-State
New International Trade Crossing TBD 

*Includes $11.4M earmark for Detroit Riverwalk



State/City/Affected 

local jurisdiction  

request submitted 

prior to Feb. 1
st
 I/A/W 

WAC 468-710-040

RCW 47.01.425 

Route Jurisdictional Transfer (RJT) Process Flow Chart
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needed..
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DRAFT
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APPENDIX H 
 
Washington State DOT provided a spreadsheet that identified distribution of funding on 
the state highway system. This multiple tab Excel spreadsheet was provided separately to 
MnDOT staff, separate from this document. 
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  CONNECTICUT	
  ACADEMY	
  OF	
  SCIENCE	
  AND	
  ENGINEERING	
  
BENCHMARKING	
  CONNECTICUT’S	
  TRANSPORTATION	
  INFRASTRUCTURE	
  CAPITAL	
  PROGRAM	
  WITH	
  OTHER	
  STATES	
  
	
  

STATE	
  SURVEY:	
  PHASE	
  I	
  
	
  

Best	
  Prac@ce	
  States:	
  	
  Missouri,	
  Washington,	
  Vermont	
  
Benchmark	
  States:	
  	
  Maryland,	
  Massachuse6s,	
  New	
  Jersey	
  
	
  

General	
  Descrip@on:	
  
	
  

The	
  following	
  is	
  a	
  preliminary	
  request	
  for	
  informa>on.	
  	
  The	
  Connec>cut	
  Academy	
  of	
  Science	
  and	
  Engineering’s	
  Research	
  
Team	
  for	
  a	
  study	
  on	
  “Benchmarking	
  Connec>cut’s	
  Transporta>on	
  Infrastructure	
  Capital	
  program	
  with	
  Other	
  States”	
  is	
  
u>lizing	
  a	
  2-­‐phase	
  process	
  of	
  informa>on	
  gathering	
  to	
  make	
  the	
  most	
  efficient	
  use	
  of	
  >me	
  for	
  those	
  responding	
  to	
  the	
  
surveys.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  intent	
  of	
  the	
  first	
  phase	
  survey	
  is	
  to	
  collect	
  basic	
  budgetary	
  and	
  procedural	
  data	
  from	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  case	
  study	
  states	
  
that	
  will	
  guide	
  the	
  Research	
  Team	
  in	
  developing	
  significantly	
  be6er	
  and	
  more	
  specific	
  ques>onnaires	
  for	
  a	
  follow-­‐up	
  
interview.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  

(1) Short	
  Term	
  Capital	
  Plan	
  (equivalent	
  to	
  ConnDOT’s	
  5-­‐year	
  Capital	
  Plan)	
  

	
  

a. Does	
  your	
  state	
  maintain	
  a	
  document	
  or	
  process	
  within	
  which	
  short-­‐term	
  capital	
  programming	
  projects	
  are	
  planned	
  
in	
  detail?	
  	
  	
  
Yes	
  (Transporta>on	
  Execu>ve	
  Informa>on	
  System)

	
  

b.	
  Does	
  this	
  document/process	
  iden>fy	
  the	
  funding	
  amounts	
  and	
  sources	
  of	
  funding	
  for	
  the	
  projects?	
  	
  
Yes.	
  Project	
  es>mates	
  are	
  determined	
  parametric	
  es>ma>ng	
  tools.
	
  

c.	
  Is	
  there	
  any	
  specific	
  link	
  between:	
  	
  
	
  

i. The	
  capital	
  programming	
  document/process	
  and	
  the	
  high-­‐level	
  goals	
  of	
  the	
  long-­‐range	
  transporta>on	
  plan?	
  	
  	
  
Yes.	
  The	
  projects	
  in	
  the	
  capital	
  six	
  year	
  plan	
  come	
  from	
  long	
  range	
  transporta>on	
  plan.
	
  

ii. The	
  capital	
  program	
  and	
  performance	
  metrics?	
  
Yes.	
  The	
  capital	
  projects	
  address	
  system	
  deficiencies	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  performance.

	
  
(2) Statewide	
  Long-­‐Range	
  Transporta@on	
  Plan	
  (LRTP)	
  
	
  

a. What	
  are	
  the	
  primary	
  long-­‐	
  range	
  policy	
  goals	
  for	
  your	
  state’s	
  transporta>on	
  system	
  iden>fied	
  by	
  the	
  LRTP?	
  	
  	
  

Legisla>ve	
  transporta>on	
  policy	
  goals	
  include
1. Preserva>ons	
  of	
  exis>ng	
  assets
2. Conges>on	
  relief	
  and	
  reliable	
  transporta>on	
  >mes
3. Safety
4. Economic	
  Vitality
5. Environmental	
  retrofit
6. Stewardship

Please	
  visit	
  www.wsdot.wa.gov/accountability	
  for	
  detail	
  performance	
  repor>ng	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  above	
  stated	
  
transporta>on	
  policy	
  goals.

	
  

b. How	
  are	
  these	
  goals	
  used	
  to	
  guide	
  short	
  term	
  programming	
  and	
  planning	
  decisions?	
  

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/accountability
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• WSDOT	
  establishes	
  specific	
  objec>ves	
  under	
  each	
  goal	
  and	
  performance	
  metrics	
  to	
  achieve	
  them.
• Network	
  performance	
  data	
  is	
  used	
  to	
  iden>fy	
  system	
  needs.	
  Capital	
  projects	
  are	
  developed	
  to	
  fix	
  those	
  needs.	
  

Economic	
  analysis	
  is	
  performed	
  to	
  iden>fy	
  the	
  projects	
  that	
  make	
  the	
  greatest	
  improvement	
  to	
  the	
  dollar	
  spent	
  
(required	
  by	
  law)	
  	
  

	
  
(3) A	
  list	
  and	
  descrip@on	
  of	
  performance	
  measures	
  being	
  used	
  by	
  the	
  state	
  

	
  

a. Iden>fy,	
  or	
  provide	
  links	
  to	
  the	
  performance	
  measure	
  used	
  and	
  maintained	
  by	
  your	
  state?	
  
Please	
  visit	
  the	
  following	
  websites	
  for	
  detailed	
  performance	
  metrics
www.wsdot.wa.gov/accountability
h6p://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Accountability/GrayNotebook/SubjectIndex.htm
h6p://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Accountability/GrayNotebook/gnb_archives.htm
h6p://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Accountability/Conges>on/

	
  

b. How	
  are	
  these	
  measures	
  used	
  in	
  project	
  selec>on?	
  	
  	
  

See	
  the	
  answer	
  2.b.

	
  

c. How	
  do	
  these	
  measures	
  relate	
  to	
  the	
  LRTP	
  goals?	
  If	
  so,	
  in	
  what	
  way?	
  
These	
  performance	
  measures	
  were	
  established	
  to	
  determine	
  how	
  much	
  progress	
  is	
  made	
  in	
  reaching	
  the	
  legisla>ve	
  goals	
  
by	
  project	
  and	
  by	
  program.

	
  
(4) A	
  detailed	
  capital	
  program	
  budget	
  including	
  funding	
  sources	
  and	
  the	
  alloca@on	
  of	
  funding	
  to	
  specific	
  categories	
  of	
  
investment.	
  Please	
  provide	
  the	
  following	
  informa@on	
  and	
  answer	
  the	
  ques@ons	
  below:	
  

	
  

a. Capital	
  program	
  budget	
  for	
  the	
  next	
  3-­‐10	
  years	
  (depending	
  on	
  the	
  >me	
  frame	
  your	
  state	
  uses	
  as	
  a	
  short/medium	
  term	
  
planning	
  horizon)	
  
During	
  the	
  next	
  six	
  years	
  2013-­‐2019;	
  the	
  current	
  revenue	
  projec>on	
  for	
  the	
  capital	
  program	
  is	
  approximately	
  $7.72	
  
billion.	
  	
  
	
  

b. State/federal	
  breakdown	
  of	
  the	
  capital	
  program	
  budget	
  
$4.32billion	
  in	
  State	
  funds	
  /	
  $3.4	
  billion	
  in	
  federal	
  funds.
	
  

c. Correla>on	
  between	
  capital	
  program	
  budget	
  and	
  LRTP	
  goals	
  (or	
  performance	
  measures,	
  or	
  other	
  means	
  of	
  iden>fying	
  
the	
  policy	
  goals	
  of	
  the	
  expenditure)	
  
The	
  LRTP	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  specified	
  goal	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  performance	
  for	
  the	
  next	
  six	
  years.
	
  
d. Any	
  documents	
  describing	
  the	
  state’s	
  project	
  planning/selec>on/design	
  process.	
  
Highway	
  System	
  Plan.	
  Mobility	
  Project	
  Priori>za>on	
  Program.

h6p://www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/priori>za>on/default.htm

	
  
e. Describe	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  stability/certainty	
  associated	
  with	
  the	
  various	
  sources	
  of	
  funding	
  used	
  by	
  your	
  state	
  for	
  capital	
  
projects.	
  	
  What	
  strategies	
  does	
  your	
  agency	
  use	
  to	
  mi>gate	
  the	
  problems	
  caused	
  by	
  uncertainty	
  in	
  funding?	
  

	
  Nickel	
  and	
  TPA	
  gas	
  tax	
  and	
  fixed	
  fee	
  causes	
  uncertainty	
  in	
  the	
  revenue	
  asthe	
  vehicle	
  miles	
  traveled	
  is	
  vola>le	
  in	
  the	
  
current	
  environment.	
  

• Minor	
  adjustments	
  in	
  vehicle	
  user	
  fee.	
  
• Implemen>ng	
  tolling	
  on	
  major	
  routes	
  for	
  par>al	
  project	
  funding.
• Lower	
  cost	
  incremental	
  improvements	
  for	
  gaining	
  maximum	
  performance.
• Moving	
  Washington	
  h6p://www.wsdot.wa.gov/movingWashington/	
  	
  

	
  
(5) Documents	
  (or	
  a	
  descrip@on	
  of)	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  measuring	
  project	
  deliverability	
  and	
  its	
  role	
  in	
  the	
  capital	
  

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/accountability
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Accountability/GrayNotebook/SubjectIndex.htm
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Accountability/GrayNotebook/SubjectIndex.htm
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Accountability/GrayNotebook/gnb_archives.htm
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Accountability/GrayNotebook/gnb_archives.htm
%22http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Acc
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programming	
  process.	
  

Please	
  refer	
  to	
  Gray	
  Notebook	
  Project	
  Repor>ng	
  (Beige	
  Pages)	
  sec>on.
h6p://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Accountability/GrayNotebook/SubjectIndex.htm#beige	
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