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Executive Summary 
 
The Michigan Legislature’s budget act for fiscal year 2010 (FY 2010) directed Michigan DOT to “conduct a study 
of the current statutory formulae for the distribution of state and federal revenue for surface transportation 
programs.” CTC & Associates LLC was contracted to assist Michigan DOT’s Office of Research and Best Practices 
in gathering relevant data to meet a specific element of this legislative request that relates to evaluating best 
practices and comparing Michigan’s distribution formulae with other state formulae.  
 
We began this research project by providing an online survey to state departments of transportation (DOTs) that 
included questions about specific funding allocations, recent changes to distribution formulae, transportation 
funding sources, distribution factors, program innovations and approaches to allocating transit funding. Twenty-five 
states responded to the survey.  
 
Based on Michigan’s interests and information mined from survey results, we selected six states for follow-up 
contacts to gather information to augment the survey responses. During discussions with staff from state DOTs in 
Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Montana and Ohio, we focused our attention on four key areas: 

• Transportation funding programs under review 
• Distribution factors, with a particular interest in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
• Transportation funding program innovations 
• Allocation of transit funding 

 
The following report contains a summary of survey results, the full text of survey responses, and highlights and 
details of the follow-up discussions with selected states. 
 
Most survey respondents provided a description of their state’s allocation of road-user fees in the form of 
percentages allocated to specific jurisdictions. This simple representation allows for a straightforward comparison of 
revenue allocations among state transportation funding programs. Survey questions designed to identify states that 
recently examined allocation of transportation revenue led us to several states, which we included in our plan for 
follow-up contacts. While further investigation led us to conclude that other states’ programwide assessments were 
focused on areas other than the funding allocation practices of interest in Michigan, the reviews conducted in Iowa, 
Kansas and Ohio may be beneficial to the analysis under way in Michigan. In the course of our follow-up 
discussions, we uncovered a more targeted project conducted in Iowa to replace a needs-based county allocation 
with an objective formula that provides a smaller-scale example of how distribution formulae are evaluated.    
 
Survey results did not point to one or two widely used distribution factors. Instead, we found a broad range of 
factors in use, including relatively esoteric factors such as Alaska’s local burden (ratio of lane miles to local agency 
population) and the equivalent property-damage-only accident rates used in Missouri. The general categories of 
functional class and road performance indicators are used as distribution factors by 50 percent and 46 percent of 
survey respondents, respectively. However, when we asked about functional class and road performance indicators 
in our follow-up discussions, we found that the states using these distribution factors were doing so to make project-
level decisions rather than to allocate systemwide funding.  
 
Michigan’s interest in the use of VMT as a distribution factor led us to discuss its use with DOT staff in Iowa, 
Kansas and Maine. Maine uses VMT with other factors when making project-level decisions. Both Iowa and Kansas 
use VMT as a distribution factor in determining funding for counties. In Kansas, VMT data is collected at traffic 
count stations located throughout the state and applied to an extensive computer model that estimates VMT in every 
sector of the transportation system, including city streets. 
 
Innovative practices cited by survey respondents dealt mostly with revenue streams. Asset management and 
weighting or scoring systems were the next most common type of innovation reported by survey respondents. An 
innovative process such as Montana’s Performance Programming Process (P3) asset management system could be 
used by other state DOTs to generate a funding level that best meets performance goals, provided the management 
system outputs are available. Implementing a system such as P3 allows for targeting investments to specific needs 
and provides a mechanism to demonstrate accountability to legislators and other stakeholders. 
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Almost half of survey respondents did not respond when asked about their state’s transit funding formulae. A few 
respondents provided significant detail and offered changes to update or expand on information about their state’s 
transit program in the recent American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
publication Survey of State Funding for Public Transportation, 2007. We examined the application of performance 
measures, of particular interest in Michigan, in a follow-up contact with a regional transportation agency in Maine. 
To further illustrate the use of performance-based measures, we identified an Ohio DOT document that describes a 
proposed performance-based allocation model for Ohio DOT’s rural transit program that was ultimately adopted. 
 
Based on our review, additional information to support Michigan’s review of the distribution of transportation 
revenue may come from further contacts with Iowa DOT - to discuss in greater detail the process and effects of 
implementing a new formula for allocating county transportation funding; with Kansas DOT - to gather detailed 
information about the state’s modeling program to estimate VMT; with Montana DOT - to consider how a process 
like P3 might be applied in Michigan; with MaineDOT - to delve deeper into the recent adoption of performance-
based allocation of transit funding; and with Ohio DOT - to discuss the state’s transition to performance-based 
distribution of rural transit funding. 
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1. Introduction 
 

In Michigan’s fiscal year 2010 budget act the Legislature directed Michigan DOT to “conduct a study of the current 
statutory formulae for the distribution of state and federal revenue for surface transportation programs.” Michigan 
DOT’s Intermodal Policy Division has asked the Office of Research and Best Practices (ORBP) to assist in 
gathering relevant data to meet a part of this legislative request, specifically regarding “comparisons to other states 
and an evaluation of best practices.”  
 
At ORBP’s request, CTC & Associates LLC undertook a project to gather this data. The objectives of this project 
are twofold: first, to gather information from state DOTs regarding distribution of transportation revenue, including 
the formulae used to allocate funding, the successes and challenges associated with each state’s funding program, 
program innovations and recent changes to the funding program, the use of distribution factors to allocate funding, 
with a particular interest in performance measures, and allocation of transit funding; and second, to follow up with 
telephone interviews of targeted states to gain further understanding of their practices regarding distribution of 
transportation revenue. 
 
 
2. Methodology 
 
This research project consisted of two main phases. In the first phase (Section 3), we developed and posted an online 
survey of state DOTs regarding distribution of transportation revenue. The second phase of the project (Section 4) 
involved follow-up discussions with selected survey respondents. We selected states for follow-up contacts to gather 
additional information about reviews under way in connection with transportation funding programs; the use of 
distribution factors, with a particular interest in VMT; innovative approaches to distribute or manage transportation 
revenue; transit funding program changes; and performance-based distribution of transit funding. 
 
 
3. Survey of State DOTs 
 
We provided a brief survey to the members of AASHTO’s Standing Committee on Finance and Administration 
December 21, 2009, and requested responses by January 8, 2010. (Two responses were received after the survey 
deadline.) The full text of all survey responses begins on page 25.  
 
 
3.1 Survey Questions 
 
The survey consisted of the following questions:  
 

1. Please briefly describe, in general terms, the formulae and factors that are used to distribute transportation 
funding in your state. 

2. Please indicate below the percentage allocation of road-user fees in your state. 
• State highways 
• County roads 
• City and village streets 
• Public transit 
• Other nontransportation uses 
• Other (please describe) 

3. Are there large sources of revenue other than road-user fees, such as general funds or other nonuser fees or 
taxes, that are used to fund your state’s transportation programs? 

4. Has your state made any recent significant changes to its distribution formula? 
5. Are any of the factors below being used or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution? 

• VMT to distribute state road aid among geographic areas 
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• VMT to distribute state road aid among road systems 
• Functional class 
• Road performance indicators 
• Transit agency performance indicators 

5a. Are there other factors not listed above that you are using or considering using? 
6. We are gathering information regarding the distribution of transit funding from the AASHTO publication 

Survey of State Funding for Public Transportation, 2007, available at 
http://www.transportation.org/sites/scopt/docs/SSFP-2.pdf. If your state uses one or more formulae at the 
legislative level and/or department level to distribute transit operating and/or capital funding, is it 
adequately described in the AASHTO publication? Please share any additional information regarding 
formulae used to distribute transit funding in your state that you feel would benefit our study. 

7. Are agencies other than the state DOT involved in distributing transit aid? 
8. Please describe the elements of your transportation funding system that you regard as especially innovative 

or effective. 
9. Is any part of your transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? 
10. Do any interests believe that any class of road or transit agency or geographic area is systematically 

underfunded by your state’s distribution formula? 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? 
12. Please provide contact information for a staff member in your agency to whom we could speak briefly about 

your state’s transportation funding distribution. 
13. Do you have a publication or Web page that describes the distribution of transportation spending in your 

state? 
14. Please use this space to provide additional comments. 

 
 
3.2 States Responding 
 
Twenty-five agencies responded to the survey:  

• Alaska 
• Arkansas 
• Delaware 
• Georgia 
• Illinois 
• Indiana 
• Iowa 
• Kansas 
• Maine 

• Maryland  
• Missouri 
• Montana 
• Nevada 
• New Jersey 
• North Carolina 
• Ohio 
• Oklahoma 

• South Carolina  
• Tennessee  
• Utah 
• Vermont 
• Washington 
• West Virginia 
• Wisconsin (two responses) 
• Wyoming 

 
 
3.3 Summary of Survey Results 
 
Not surprisingly, survey results indicate that state DOTs are employing a wide range of revenue sources and factors 
to determine the allocation of funding for their surface transportation programs. The most commonly reported 
problem associated with transportation funding systems is an overall lack of funding, not a systemic flaw in 
distribution formulae.  
 
While a few states share an innovative approach to funding - for example, Ohio and South Carolina use state 
infrastructure banks - other states have developed practices that, while unique to their funding systems, may provide 
inspiration for similar programs in other states. One of these states - Montana - developed an asset management 

http://www.transportation.org/sites/scopt/docs/SSFP-2.pdf�


State DOT Revenue Distribution Strategies 

CTC & Associates LLC 7 
      

system, Performance Programming Process, which uses outputs from various infrastructure management systems to 
develop recommended investment strategies.  
 
Just four states - Delaware, Kansas, Maine and Ohio - noted that their current funding formulae are under review. 
Rather than changing its current formula, Iowa reports that its current formula is augmented by a new roadway fund 
that is used to allocate funding under a different formula. 
 
Michigan DOT is interested in how VMT is used as a factor to determine allocation of transportation funding. Five 
states - Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Missouri and Utah - report using VMT to allocate funding among geographic areas or 
road systems.  
 
Survey responses with regard to transit were somewhat limited. Illinois reported major changes to its transit funding 
in 2008 and currently uses transit agency performance indicators as a determinant of funding distribution. 
 
Presented below are key findings from the survey in 10 topic areas:  

• Formulae and factors 
• Percentage allocation of road-user fees 
• Revenue sources 
• Recent changes to distribution formulae 
• Factors used to distribute funding 
• Funding program innovations 
• Transit funding 
• Problematic elements of transportation funding systems 
• Concerns about systematic underfunding 
• Current public debate 
 
 

3.3.1 Formulae and Factors 
 
Respondents provided varying levels of detail when asked to briefly describe the formulae and factors used to 
distribute transportation funding in their states. Highlights from those responses include: 

• State statute controls at least some of the transportation revenue allocation in 11 states - Alaska, Georgia, 
Indiana, Maryland, Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Washington and Wisconsin.  

• Transportation trust funds are used in Delaware, Maryland and New Jersey. 
• Project prioritization is used in Utah and Vermont. 

 
 
3.3.2 Percentage Allocation of Road-User Fees 
 
The survey asked respondents to indicate how their distribution formulae allocated road-user fees among: 

• State highways 
• County roads 
• City and village streets 
• Public transit 
• Other nontransportation uses 
• Other uses not noted above 

 
The table beginning on page 19 summarizes respondents’ answers. The table provides a reference to the full survey 
response provided later in this report in cases where responses could not be sufficiently truncated for tabular display.  
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In addition to reflecting survey responses, the table beginning on page 19 also includes data taken from a table 
included in the FHWA publication Highway Taxes and Fees 2008 - Table MF-106, Provisions Governing the 
Disposition of State Motor Fuel Tax Receipts. We reviewed Table MF-106 for states not participating in the 
Michigan DOT survey and include percentage allocations for seven states for which percentage allocations could be 
determined from Table MF-106 - Arizona, Kentucky, Minnesota, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon and Texas.  
 
Allocations of road-user fees for state highways ranged from 100 percent (West Virginia) to 25.37 percent 
(Oklahoma). For some states, percentage allocations differ based on the type of fee (motor vehicle registration 
(MVR) versus motor fuel tax (MFT), or gas versus diesel tax). The range of allocations for state highways is 
summarized below: 

• 75 percent to 100 percent: Arkansas, Delaware, Georgia, Maine, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, North 
Carolina and West Virginia 

• 50 percent to 74 percent: Arizona, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Minnesota, New Mexico, North Dakota, 
Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin and Wyoming 

• 25 percent to 49 percent: Illinois, Iowa, New Jersey, Ohio and Oklahoma 
 
County road allocations ranged from 40.5 percent (Kentucky) to zero percent (Georgia, Maine, North Carolina and 
West Virginia); city and village street allocations ranged from 30.5 percent (Arizona) to zero percent (Delaware, 
Texas and West Virginia). Where an allocation of road-user fees for public transit was noted, all but one of the 
percentage allocations is under 10 percent, ranging from six and four-tenths percent (Wisconsin) to zero percent 
(Illinois, Indiana and Ohio). At 43 percent, New Jersey’s percentage allocation for transit is a notable exception. 
Oklahoma’s allocation of 54.85 percent to “other nontransportation uses” was the highest reported by respondents in 
this category.  
 
 
3.3.3 Revenue Sources 
 
Almost two-thirds of respondents (60 percent) reported using large sources of revenue other than road-user fees to 
fund their transportation programs. These funding sources are summarized in the table below.  
 

State Fund Funding Source Transportation Purpose 

Alaska General Fund  Allocated by Legislature to named projects 

Illinois General Revenue Fund   

Supports operating assistance and debt 
service for transit-related expenses; also 
provides debt service for bonds issued for 
aeronautics and rail purposes 

Indiana  Indiana Toll Road lease

Agreement to transfer operational control of 
the Indiana Toll Road for 75 years to a 
private investment consortium; statute 
restricts use of funds to state and local 
roadway infrastructure investments and 
eligible local economic development 
investments 

Iowa Rebuild Iowa 
Infrastructure Fund Gambling revenues 

Supports passenger/freight rail, recreational 
trails, general/commercial vertical 
infrastructure, and public transit vertical 
infrastructure 

Kansas State Highway Fund State sales and use tax 
(12.26% of receipts) Not specified 
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State Fund Funding Source Transportation Purpose 

Maine General Fund  Occasional and limited funding for 
transportation improvements 

Maryland Highway User 
Revenue 

State corporate income 
tax Distribute to MDOT and local jurisdictions 

 Transit Trust Fund General sales and use 
tax Not specified 

 Transit, port and 
airport administrations 

Fares, rentals, parking 
and concessions Not specified 

New Jersey Transportation Trust 
Fund 

General sales tax 
related to new vehicle 
sales; highway toll road 
authorities 

Not specified 

Ohio State and federal bonds  Not specified 

 ODOT State 
Infrastructure Bank  Loan and bond revenue Not specified 

 
Federal Highway 
Administration 
(FHWA) user receipts 

 Not specified 

 General Revenue Fund  Transit and rail 

Oklahoma  Legislative allocations Not specified 

Tennessee Transportation Equity 
Fund 

Sales and use tax 
collections from air, 
rail and barge fuel sales 

Not specified 

Utah Critical Highway 
Needs Fund 

General Fund and sales 
tax State highway capacity projects 

 Transportation 
Investment Fund (TIF) General Fund State highway capacity projects 

 Centennial Highway 
Fund and TIF Sales tax Not specified 

  County-imposed local 
option sales tax State highway capacity projects 

Washington Multimodal 
Transportation Fund  

Used for high-capacity transit, aviation, 
passenger and freight rail, and new 
transportation technologies as well as for 
highway purposes 

 General Fund Nonearmarked state tax 
revenue General transportation purposes; limited use 

 Transportation Bond 
Fund 

Motor Vehicle Fund 
revenues 

Highway or ferry bond debt; debt service 
for highway, ferry and bonds for grants to 
local transportation agencies 

West 
Virginia  Sales tax on 

automobiles Not specified 
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State Fund Funding Source Transportation Purpose 

Wyoming General Fund  Counties use for rotomilled asphalt and 
industrial road funds 

 
While Table MF-106, Provisions Governing the Disposition of State Motor Fuel Tax Receipts, in the FHWA 
publication Highway Taxes and Fees 2008 addresses only revenue distributed from MFT receipts, information about 
alternative approaches to MFT collections may be of interest in Michigan’s review of transportation revenue 
distribution. Highlights of special tax-related provisions in states not responding to the survey include: 
 

• The variable fuel sales tax component of Florida’s state MFT (11.6 cents) is determined by annually 
adjusting the base rate of 6.9 cents by the change in the Consumer Price Index. The minimum amount of 
the variable tax is 6.9 cents per gallon. The variable fuel sales tax does not apply to alternative fuels. On 
gasoline and gasohol, counties may also impose a 1-cent tax referred to as the “ninth-cent tax.” The 
additional 1-cent tax may be imposed by referendum or by extraordinary (majority plus 1) vote of a 
county’s governing body. The tax is administered by the Department of Revenue. 

 
• In Idaho, owners of LP gas-powered vehicles may purchase an annual permit in lieu of paying excise tax. 

 
• Kentucky’s gasoline tax is a variable tax computed at nine percent of the average wholesale price of 

gasoline. Tax rates change quarterly and are the same for all types of motor fuel. The minimum tax is 12.1 
cents per gallon. A supplemental Highway User Motor Fuel Tax is also levied, and its rate is set at one-half 
of the increase in the average wholesale price of gasoline from the quarter beginning October 1, 1985, and 
each subsequent quarter beginning with July 1, 1986. This upward adjustment in the tax is limited to 5 
cents per gallon on gasoline, LP gas and gasohol, and to 2 cents per gallon on special fuel.  

 
• In Massachusetts, the variable tax is computed as 19.10 percent of the distributor’s selling price.  

 
• Nebraska’s MFT rates are composed of flat-rate taxes and a variable excise tax. The variable tax is 

determined semiannually by the Department of Roads by multiplying the statewide average cost of fuel 
(exclusive of any state and federal taxes) by the variable rate percentage. This percentage is set annually by 
the Department of Roads to ensure an adequate Highway Cash Fund.  

 
• In Virginia, an additional 19.5-cents-per-gallon tax is imposed on fuel purchased for vehicles weighing 

26,000 pounds or more or having three or more axles. A credit of 16 cents for all motor fuel or diesel, or 10 
cents for LP gas, is granted for fuel purchased in the state. 

 
 
3.3.4 Recent Changes to Distribution Formulae 
 
Almost three-quarters of respondents (72 percent) reported no recent changes to their distribution formulae. 
Respondents noting formula changes reported the following: 

• Illinois reported a major change in transit funding enacted early in 2008. An increase in motor vehicle 
registrations and fees generates funds that are dedicated to support spending on nontransportation purposes. 

• Iowa noted the creation of a new roadway fund that distributes funds with a different formula than the 
state’s existing formula. 

• Maine is currently revisiting how it allocates transportation funding. 

• Maryland reported that, beginning July 1, 2011, the distribution of revenues in the Gasoline and Motor 
Vehicle Revenue Account changes from 70 percent to MDOT and 30 percent to local jurisdictions to 71.5 
percent to MDOT and 28.5 percent to local jurisdictions. 

• Ohio last made changes to its distribution formula in 2004. 

• Utah modified its asset management for pavement preservation fund distribution due to limited funds. 
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• Washington reported that laws enacted in 2005 increased gas tax and various fees that will support bond 
sales for specific highway projects. Funds from additional fees can be used for nonhighway purposes. 

 
 
3.3.5 Factors Used to Distribute Funding 
 
We asked respondents to report on their use of specific factors as determinants of funding distribution. The factors 
currently used by the most respondents are road performance indicators (50 percent) and functional class  
(46 percent). The table below provides a summary of responses. 
 

Distribution Factor Currently Using Considering Using Not Considering 
Using 

VMT among geographic areas 12.5% 21% 67% 

VMT among road systems 12.5% 12.5% 75% 

Functional class 46% 4% 50% 

Road performance indicators 50% 12.5% 37.5% 

Transit agency performance indicators 29% 17% 54% 
 
States using or considering using these factors to distribute funding are presented in the table below. 
 

Distribution Factor Usage State 

VMT among geographic areas 

 Currently Using Iowa, Maine, Missouri 

 Considering Using Delaware, Georgia, Nevada, North Carolina, West Virginia 

VMT among road systems 

 Currently Using Kansas, Maine, Utah 

 Considering Using Delaware, Georgia, Nevada 

Functional class 

 Currently Using Alaska, Arkansas, Delaware, Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Nevada, 
South Carolina, Utah, West Virginia, Wisconsin 

 Considering Using Kansas 

Road performance indicators 

 Currently Using Alaska, Arkansas, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, 
Maine, Montana, Nevada, Ohio, Utah, Wisconsin 

 Considering Using Missouri, North Carolina, West Virginia 

Transit agency performance indicators 

 Currently Using Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Maine, North Carolina, 
Ohio 

 Considering Using Georgia, Kansas, Missouri, West Virginia 
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Other distribution factors not noted above that agencies are using or considering using are summarized in the table 
below. 
 

Distribution Factor State  Distribution Factor State 

Average daily traffic / 
annual average daily 
traffic / traffic volumes 

West Virginia / Utah / 
North Carolina  Land area Iowa 

Bridge sufficiency West Virginia  
Length of structures / 
square footage of bridge 
deck area 

Iowa / Missouri, West 
Virginia 

Capacity Wisconsin  
Local burden (ratio of 
lane miles to local 
agency population) 

Alaska 

Condition of facilities North Carolina, 
Wisconsin  Motor vehicle 

registrations 
Illinois, Indiana, 

Kansas, Maryland, Ohio 

Congestion measures North Carolina  Population / rural 
population 

Alaska, Illinois, Indiana, 
Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 
North Carolina / Iowa 

Economic development Kansas, Maine  Safety  Delaware, Wisconsin  

Eligible miles of 
roadway (lane miles) / 
paved lane miles 

Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Kansas, Maryland, 

Missouri, North 
Carolina / West 

Virginia 

 Safety index Utah 

Employment Missouri  Tax effort Illinois 

Equal share North Carolina  Township centerline 
miles Ohio 

Equivalent property-
damage-only accident 
rates 

Missouri  Transportation growth 
score Ohio 

International Roughness 
Index West Virginia  Volume / capacity ratio Utah  

 
Revenue distribution factors are reflected in a table included in the FHWA publication Highway Taxes and Fees 
2008 - Table MF-106, Provisions Governing the Disposition of State Motor Fuel Tax Receipts. We reviewed Table 
MF-106 for states not participating in the Michigan DOT survey and summarize in the table below the distribution 
factors used by these agencies. The two most commonly reported factors - mileage and population - appear at the 
bottom of the table. 
 

Distribution Factor State  Distribution Factor State 

Area / rural area Florida, Texas / 
Kentucky 

 Sales tax ratio Florida 

Collections in each 
county Florida  Same allocation as 

previous year Colorado, Pennsylvania 
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Distribution Factor State  Distribution Factor State 

Equal share Alabama, Idaho, 
Kentucky, Minnesota 

 Set amount California, Mississippi 

Fee-paid and exempt 
vehicles California  Snow removal costs California 

Functional class New Hampshire  Square footage of 
bridge deck area Colorado 

Motor fuel sales Arizona, New Mexico  Statutory allocation Mississippi 

Motor vehicle 
registrations / county 
MVR / rural MVR 

Colorado, Idaho, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, 

North Dakota / Oregon / 
Colorado, Nebraska 

 

Valuation New Hampshire 

Needs Minnesota  Value of farm products 
sold Nebraska 

Revenue-raising ability Florida    

Mileage  California, Colorado, Connecticut, Idaho, Kentucky, Minnesota, Nebraska, New 
Hampshire, New Mexico, Pennsylvania, Texas 

Population  
Alabama, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, 

Minnesota, Mississippi, Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Texas 

 
 
3.3.6 Funding Program Innovations 
 
Respondents reported a variety of innovations in their transportation funding programs, including: 

Taxes 
• Fuel tax adjusted with inflation (Maine) 

 
Bond Programs 

• Dedicated revenue bonding (Maine) 
• GARVEE bond program (North Carolina and Ohio) 
• Transportation Infrastructure Bond structure for potential revenue bonds (Vermont) 

 
Planning Processes or Systems 

• Asset management system (Wyoming) 
• Nationally known project scoring system (Alaska) 
• P3 (Montana) 
• Weighted criteria system (Utah) 

 
Infrastructure Banks 

• State Infrastructure Bank (Ohio) 
• Transportation Infrastructure Bank (South Carolina) 
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Partnerships 
• Project-specific public/public partnerships (Maine) 
• Public/private partnerships (Georgia, Maine) 

 
Other Innovations 

• Collection of fuel taxes at the pipeline distribution point (North Carolina) 
• Dedicated, integrated trust fund provides flexibility (Maryland) 
• High-occupancy toll lanes (Washington) 
• Legislation that ensures a dedicated and predictable revenue stream (Washington) 
• Toll road lease (Indiana) 
• Use of cash flow in lieu of issuing debt (Tennessee) 

 
 
3.3.7 Transit Funding 
 
Survey of State Funding for Public Transportation, 2007 
The AASHTO publication Survey of State Funding for Public Transportation, 2007 presents the results of 
AASHTO’s annual public transportation funding survey of the 50 states and the District of Columbia. The report 
reflects FY 2006 funding. 
 
Data from the AASHTO report indicates that the 51 transportation departments distributed $11.1 billion in state 
transit funding in 2006. Total state funding for transit ranged from zero dollars (three states - Alabama, Hawaii and 
Utah - do not provide state funding for transit) to $2.573 billion in state transit funding distributed by New York, 
followed by California’s $2.208 billion. Michigan ranked 12th in terms of total state transit funding with $201 
million, and 16th in terms of funding per capita based on the level of investment reported by all 51 departments. 
  
Of the $11.1 billion in total state transit funding, $2.288 billion (21 percent) funded capital expenses and $6.332 
billion (57 percent) funded operating expenses, $1.764 billion (16 percent) was identified as a mix of operating and 
capital expenditures, and $681 million (six percent) was classified as miscellaneous funding allocations.  
 
The AASHTO report categorizes funding distribution methods as discretionary, formula-based, local pass-through 
or other. Of the 34 states that reported funding allocations for capital expenditures, 13 (38 percent) use a 
discretionary method, nine (26 percent) apply a legislatively determined allocation, six (18 percent) use a mix of 
discretionary and formula-based allocations, two (six percent) use only formula-based distribution methods, two (six 
percent) use a local pass-through, and two (six percent) did not describe their distribution methods. Two-thirds of 
capital expenditures - $1.6 billion or 67 percent - are distributed using discretionary methods.  
 
Of the 37 states describing funding distribution methods for operating expenditures, eleven (30 percent) use a 
formula-based method, nine (24 percent) use discretionary methods, nine (24 percent) use a mix of discretionary and 
formula-based allocations, seven (19 percent) use legislatively mandated allocations, and one (three percent) 
allocates funding with a local pass-through. Of the 15 states allocating funds for either or both capital and operating 
expenditures, seven (47 percent) use a formula-based allocation, three (20 percent) use discretionary allocation, two 
(13 percent) use a mix of methods, and three (20 percent) apply legislatively mandated allocations or did not 
describe their distribution methods. Almost three-quarters of operating expenditures - $4.4 billion or 71 percent - are 
distributed using formula-based methods.  
 
Twenty-nine states reported the use of formula-based methods to distribute at least some transit funding. Responses 
ranged from the smallest amount of funding distributed by formula - $75,000 - reported by Montana, to New York, 
which uses formulae to allocate the largest amount of state transit funding - $2.573 billion. Eight states - Georgia, 
Illinois, Kentucky, Maine, New York, North Dakota, South Dakota and Texas - distribute 100 percent of state transit 
funding by formula. Montana and Rhode Island distribute the smallest percentage of total state transit funding by 
formula - 10.1 percent and 10.6 percent, respectively. With $178 million and 88.6 percent of state transit funds 
distributed by formula, Michigan ranks seventh in terms of dollars of state transit funding distributed by formula and 
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sixth in terms of the percentage of funds distributed by formula. (The eight states distributing 100 percent of funds 
by formula are counted as one state.) 
 
Of the 29 states using formula-based distribution methods, 23 provided additional information about the formulae in 
use. Highlights include:   

• In Arizona, funds for operating, capital and planning expenses are distributed to cities, towns and counties 
based on population.  

• Of the amount available for programming in California’s Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, 
75 percent is allocated to counties by population and 25 percent is retained by the state for interregional 
improvements. The State Transit Assistance Fund, which supports local transit in California, is allocated to 
operators by regional planning agencies based on population, prior year fares and local revenues.  

• In Georgia, state transit funding comes from the annual state budget appropriations process. The Urban 
Capital Program supports one-half the nonfederal share of capital projects in urbanized areas based on local 
Transportation Improvement Plans. Excess federal allocations are distributed by state formula based on 
ridership, farebox recovery, revenue vehicle miles and trips per capita. Georgia DOT supports 15 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) with a minimum allocation for each MPO based on 
population factors. A discretionary amount is reserved each year and distributed to MPOs for special 
planning studies. 

• In Maryland, the state Legislature allocates funding to each modal administration based on budget requests. 
Maryland’s Statewide Special Transportation Assistance Program allocates 60 percent of funds evenly to 
providers; 40 percent is distributed to local jurisdictions based on the elderly and disabled population. 

• In Nebraska, state operating support is provided on a deficit basis and limited to a cap determined by 
formula. Beginning in 2004, state funds are distributed to both rural and urban transit systems based on a 
percentage of the prior year’s allocation. 

• In FY 1975-76, the New York State Legislature enacted a permanent, ongoing Statewide Mass 
Transportation Operating Assistance (STOA) program with appropriations from the state’s General Fund. 
(See Section 18-b of the New York Code.) New York’s STOA provided under Section 18-b requires a 100 
percent local match. A portion of the appropriation is provided pursuant to a legislative line item in the 
state budget; another portion is based on a formula that uses revenue passengers and vehicle miles.  

• In North Dakota, a statutory formula distributes funds to each county for public transportation operators in 
that county based on population and a base funding amount. 

• Texas allocates 100 percent of state funds by formula - 80 percent needs and 20 percent performance. 
Effective FY 2005, a new formula for allocating state funds considers demographic and performance 
factors. 

 
Survey Results: Formulae 
We asked respondents if the AASHTO publication Survey of State Funding for Public Transportation, 2007 
adequately described their transit distribution formulae and to share any additional information regarding formulae 
used to distribute transit funding in their states.  
 
Four states - Georgia, Iowa, Oklahoma and West Virginia - indicated that the AASHTO publication adequately 
described their transit funding formulae. Ten states - Alaska, Delaware, Kansas, Maine, Missouri, Nevada, New 
Jersey, South Carolina, Vermont and Wyoming - did not respond to this survey question. Washington State DOT 
provided a link to a Web site that may provide additional information about its transit funding. 
 
Ten respondents provided clarification or additional detail about their transit funding formulae: 

• Arkansas distributes urban area funds according to Federal Transit Administration (FTA) allocations in the 
Federal Register. Rural area funds are distributed according to historical data and annual applications. 

• Illinois discusses a major revision to transit funding in January 2008 and provides updates to data included 
in the AASHTO publication. 
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• Indiana provides updates to various tables in the AASHTO document and describes the allocation of state 
transit funding, which is based on peer group and performance metrics that relate the number of passengers, 
miles of service and locally derived income to each dollar of operating expense. 

• Maryland notes that the AASHTO publication can be updated to show that Maryland statute has been 
changed to require recovery from fares and other operating revenues of at least 35 percent in both cases; the 
50 percent goal has been replaced with the requirement to annually report performance indicators. 

• Montana uses a formula for the distribution of FTA 5311 operating funding. All transit systems that 
provide more than 50,000 rides a year are provided funding based on ridership numbers. Mileage is 
weighted for those systems with less than 50,000 rides per year as most of those systems are demand-
response. Capital requests are competitive and presented to a Capital Assistance Review committee for 
prioritization. 

• North Carolina provides information from a 2007 publication that describes allocation formulae. The 
allocation formula for the program to assist the state’s fixed-route transit systems in urbanized areas 
includes a performance component. 

• Ohio questions some of the data in the AASHTO publication and offers a detailed discussion of its transit 
funding. 

• Tennessee notes that its formulae can also be based on population of service area, ridership and vehicles in 
service, which are not stated in the AASHTO publication. 

• Utah funds its transit program with local option taxes and not state funding. 

• Wisconsin notes that funding for transit aids is decided by the legislative biennial budget process, not 
formulae. Distribution of the funding to individual systems is based on a statutory tier structure, amount of 
funding available and a requirement that each system within a tier receives the same percentage of 
operating subsidy. 
 

Survey Results: Distribution 
Thirteen states - Alaska, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Maryland, Nevada, New Jersey, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Utah, Vermont, West Virginia and Wyoming - reported that no agencies other than the state DOT participate in the 
distribution of transit funding. 
 
Those states reporting that distribution of transit funds occurs outside the DOT noted the following: 

• Three states - Delaware, Georgia and Illinois - reported the participation of a transit corporation or regional 
transit authority. 

• Departments of health and human services distribute transit funding in three states - Maine, Montana and 
Tennessee. 

• Three states - Maine, Missouri and Wisconsin - noted that MPOs distribute some transit funding. 

• In Oklahoma, transit funding is distributed by Oklahoma and Tulsa counties. 

• Washington State DOT reported that agencies outside the DOT distribute transit funding and provided a 
link to a Web site that may offer further details.  

 

3.3.8 Problematic Elements of Transportation Funding Systems 
 
Almost two-thirds of respondents (64 percent) noted one or more elements of their transportation funding systems 
were a source of chronic trouble or complaint. Respondents reported the following: 

• Distribution of funds without regard to population, revenues or other locally significant factors (Arkansas) 

• Lack of sufficient funding (Alaska, Indiana, Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina and Vermont) 

• Pavement and bridge preservation programs struggling for adequate funding (Utah) 
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• Rural versus urban debate (Indiana, Iowa and North Carolina) 

• Secondary highway systems not built to modern standards (Maine) 

• Decreased funding making the congressional balancing process difficult, and some local governments 
feeling left out (Georgia) 

• Split of road-user fees and taxes between state and local governments (Indiana) 

• State versus local debate (Indiana) 

• Transit: 

o Funding dependent on General Fund, which can result in severe delays and limitations (Illinois) 

o Lack of state matching funds (West Virginia) 

• Trust fund running out of bonding capacity and new revenue needed (New Jersey) 
 
 
3.3.9 Concerns About Systematic Underfunding 
 
More than three-quarters of respondents (79 percent) reported that some interests feel a class of road or transit 
agency or a geographic area is systematically underfunded by the current distribution formula. Concerns reported by 
respondents include the following: 

• Seven states - Alaska, Indiana, Iowa, Montana, Ohio, South Carolina and Wisconsin - report that most, if 
not all, levels of jurisdictions or transit agencies feel underfunded.  

• More focused regional debates between heavily populated metro areas and less-populated portions of the 
state are noted by Georgia and Illinois.  

• In Arkansas, several population growth areas feel they should receive a larger share of transportation 
funding.  

• Systematic underfunding of transit is noted by Kansas and West Virginia. 

• In Delaware, state resources are strained by one county that has many roads which are ineligible for federal 
funding.  

• In North Carolina, the larger urban areas feel underfunded.  

• Nevada and Oklahoma DOTs report that counties are often unhappy with funding allocations.  
 
 
3.3.10 Current Public Debate 
 
Four states - Delaware, Kansas, Maine and Ohio - report that their current funding formulae are under review.  

• In Kansas, the state is currently reviewing the reauthorization and incremental funding options for a 
multiyear transportation program. Discussion includes allocation of funds to local units of government and 
to transportation sectors.  

• A public input and education component will be part of MaineDOT’s current approach to revise resource 
allocation and project selection. 

• Ohio’s blueprint for transportation priorities is documented in the January 2009 report of Ohio’s 21st 
Century Transportation Priorities Task Force, “Moving Ohio into a Prosperous New World,” available at 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/groups/tft/Documents/21stCenturyTransportationPrioritiesTaskForceReport-
Web.pdf. Lack of funding for nonhighway transportation is addressed on page 17 of the PDF. A detailed 
discussion of transportation funding sources begins on page 45 of the PDF.  

 
Other states reported some type of debate or activity with regard to their transportation funding formulae. For 
Illinois, the latest highway bond authorization requires that bond proceeds be spent on preservation projects that 
reflect the historical distribution of highway funds. In South Carolina, there is some discussion about indexing a 

http://www.dot.state.oh.us/groups/tft/Documents/21stCenturyTransportationPrioritiesTaskForceReport-Web.pdf�
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/groups/tft/Documents/21stCenturyTransportationPrioritiesTaskForceReport-Web.pdf�
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portion of the MFT to wholesale price. Alaska reports that distribution formulae are reviewed annually, and notes 
that Alaska’s organization of local governments has prepared reports that illustrate the real problem is the amount of 
funds - not how the funds are being distributed.  
 
Debates over the allocation of funds (state versus local) are starting to resurface in Indiana. In recent years, this 
discussion has been suppressed by the proceeds from the recent Indiana Toll Road lease and the time and energy 
devoted to major changes to Indiana’s property tax system. In North Carolina, the larger urban areas consistently 
lobby for changes to the Statewide Transportation Improvement Plan formula that they feel is skewed toward the 
rural areas. In West Virginia, where only 33 of the state’s 55 counties have public transit services, the need for more 
rural transit may require a change in funding policy. 
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State State 
Highways 

County 
Roads 

City and 
Village 
Streets 

Public 
Transit 

Other 
Nontrans. 

Uses 
Other Notes 

Alaska     100%  

Road-user fees go to General Fund and are 
not directed to any specific transportation 
purpose 

See the survey response on page 25 for 
details 

Arizona 
50.5% 

(See Notes) 
19% 30.5%    

Of the state allocation, a minimum of 
12.6% is reallocated to counties; of this 
allocation, 75% goes to counties with a 
population of 1.2 million or more; 25% to 
counties with a population of 400,000 to 
1.2 million; a maximum of $5 million is 
allocated to state parks; at least 15% of 
funds must be expended on controlled-
access highways located in counties of 
400,000 or more in population. Of the 
30.5% allocation to city and village 
streets, 27.5% goes to incorporated cities 
and towns, and 3% goes to cities over 
300,000 in population. 

Arkansas 88.0% 7.2% 4.8%     

Delaware 85% 10%  5%    

Georgia 76%  12% 2% 5% 5% “Other” includes 1% airport aid and 4% 
debt service 

Illinois 

45.6% of net 
MFT 

100% of net 
MVR 

50.9% of 
54.4% of net 

MFT 
0% of net 

MVR 

49.1% of 
54.4% of net 

MFT 
0% of net 

MVR 

0% 

By 
appropriation 

or by 
statutory 

dedication 

Grade 
crossing, 
vehicle 

inspection 
and 

recreational 
boating 

MFT = motor fuel tax; MVR = motor 
vehicle registration 

See the survey response on page 29 for 
details of “Other” allocation 
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State State 
Highways 

County 
Roads 

City and 
Village 
Streets 

Public 
Transit 

Other 
Nontrans. 

Uses 
Other Notes 

Indiana 52.5% 22% 11.5%   14% 

“Other” represents the road-user fees 
allocated to various transportation-related 
government functions (State Police, 
Bureau of Motor Vehicles, Dept. of 
Revenue Motor Fuel Tax Collection, etc.) 

Iowa 45% 28% 18% 1% 2% 6% 
“Other” includes allocations that support 
the road system, funding for state parks, 
and other programs  

Kansas 

66.37% 
(motor fuel) 

100% 
(registration 

fees) 

19.17% 
(motor fuel) 

14.46% 
(motor fuel)     

Kentucky 51.7% 40.5% 7.7%   .1% 

“Other” includes operation and 
management of the Transportation 
Center’s technical assistance and research 
programs 

Maine ~90%  ~10%    

Maine’s constitution prohibits using the 
State Highway Fund for transit 

Roughly 20% to 25% of Maine’s highway 
fund revenue supports the Department of 
Public Safety and Secretary of State, 
which do provide services to 
transportation 

Maryland       See the survey response beginning on 
page 36 for details  
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State State 
Highways 

County 
Roads 

City and 
Village 
Streets 

Public 
Transit 

Other 
Nontrans. 

Uses 
Other Notes 

Minnesota 
62% 

(Trunk 
Highway) 

29% 
(County-State 

Aid) 

9% 
(Municipal-
State Aid) 

   

5% of the Highway User Tax Distribution 
Fund goes to the Flexible Fund and is 
allocated as follows: 30.5% County-State 
Aid Fund; 16% County-State Aid 
Highway Fund; 8% Municipal-State Aid 
Street Fund; and 53.5% County-State Aid, 
Municipal-State Aid or Trunk Highway 
funds. The remaining 95% of the Highway 
User Tax Distribution Fund is allocated as 
indicated here; county allocation is for 
construction and maintenance of County-
State Aid roads, including roads in 
municipalities of less than 5,000 in 
population; city allocation includes roads 
in municipalities of 5,000 or more in 
population.  

Missouri 80.3% 8.3% 11.1%   .3% “Other” is the motor vehicle sales and use 
tax dedicated for multimodal purposes  

Montana 82.74% 2.43% 3.99% .13% 10.66% .04% “Other”: $100,000 for Montana LTAP in 
Bozeman 

Nevada 80% 19% Included with 
counties 1% 0%   

New Jersey 45% 5.5% 5.5% 43% 0% 1% 

Allocations are based on annual 
appropriation and not user fees 

“Other” includes aviation, rail freight and 
maritime capital investments 

New 
Mexico 70.3% 6.14% 23.18%   .36% 

State allocation is less $4.48 million, 
which is allocated to qualified tribes and 
the General Fund; “Other” includes 
allocations to state aviation and boating  
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State State 
Highways 

County 
Roads 

City and 
Village 
Streets 

Public 
Transit 

Other 
Nontrans. 

Uses 
Other Notes 

North 
Carolina 75.3%  3.5% 5.2% 13% 8.1% 

“Other” represents administration costs: 
45% is the Division of Motor Vehicles 
(licensing and registration); 55% is 
general DOT, including the Division of 
Highways 

North 
Dakota 63% 27% 10%    

Initial 37% allocation to cities and 
counties is suballocated as 73% to 
counties and 27% to incorporated cities 
based on population; special provisions 
are applied for counties having a city with 
a population of 10,000 or more 

Ohio 43.3% 22.4% 14.5% 0% 0% 19.8% 

Federal funding excluded from survey; see 
the survey response on page 45 for details 

“Other” includes township streets and 
roads: 6.4% ; other state agencies’ use for 
roads and bridges: 1.1%; Department of 
Public Safety/State Highway Patrol: 
11.1%; waterways: 0.7%; and 
miscellaneous transportation-related 
(admin, etc.): 0.5% 

Oklahoma 25.37% 17.17% 2.44% .09% 54.85% .1% “Other” includes rail and aeronautics 

Oregon 60.05% 24.38% 15.57%    

State allocation includes interest and 
redemption of state highway bonds, and 
repair and maintenance of city streets 
forming links to state primary and 
secondary road systems 

South 
Carolina       See the survey response beginning on 

page 47 for details 
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State State 
Highways 

County 
Roads 

City and 
Village 
Streets 

Public 
Transit 

Other 
Nontrans. 

Uses 
Other Notes 

Tennessee 61% 6% 1% 5%  27% 

“Other” includes administrative: 17%; 
mobile equipment purchases: 2%; capital 
improvements: .5%; highway planning 
and research: 1%; and aeronautics, water 
and rail: 7% 

Texas 

50% (gas) 
 75% (diesel) 

 75% (LP 
gas) 

25% (gas)     
Available School Fund takes 25% (gas); 
25% (diesel) and 25% (LPG); additional 
$7.3 million is allocated to counties 

Utah 70% 30% (cities 
and counties)      

Vermont       No response 

Washington 56% 9% 5% 3% 20% 7% “Other” includes grant programs for cities 
and counties 

West 
Virginia 100%      All county roads are maintained by the 

state 

Wisconsin 

50.6% all 
funds (state 
and federal) 
37.5% state 

No 
distinction 

between local 
jurisdictions/

classes 

5.1% all 
funds 

1.8% state 

6.4% all 
funds 

7.4% state 

1.7% all 
funds 

3.4% state 

36.2% all 
funds 

49.9% state 

“Other” includes local transportation aids: 
12.7% all funds and 24.8% state; 
department operations: 3.2% all funds and 
3.4% state; aeronautics: 3.7% all funds 
and 0.8% state; rail/harbors: 2.2% all 
funds and 0.4% state; Division of Motor 
Vehicles: 2.1% all funds and 4.2% state; 
State Patrol: 2.1% all funds and 3.3% 
state; other modes (bike/ped, CMAQ, 
etc.): 1.3% all funds and 0.3% state; and 
debt service: 8.6% all funds and 12.5% 
state 
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State State 
Highways 

County 
Roads 

City and 
Village 
Streets 

Public 
Transit 

Other 
Nontrans. 

Uses 
Other Notes 

Wyoming 
57.5% (gas) 
75% (diesel) 

27.5% (gas) 
 20% (diesel) 

15% (gas) 
5% (diesel) 

  State parks 

State parks receive revenue for motor 
boats, snowmobiles and off-road vehicles 
based on the number of registrations of 
these vehicles from gasoline tax revenue 
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3.4 Full Text of Survey Responses 
 
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 5. 
 
 
Alaska 
Contact: Jeff Ottesen, Alaska Department of Transportation, jeff.ottesen@alaska.gov, 907-465-6971. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: By statute our funds are subdivided into four major categories:  

• National Highway System (NHS): 48% 
• Alaska Highway System (AHS): 8%  
• Community Transportation Program (CTP): 39%  
• Transportation Enhancements: 2%  
• Flexible (any of above): 3%  

We use a scoring system to rank the CTP and enhancement projects; those projects on the AHS and NHS 
are selected by department managers based on active plans and management systems (pavement, safety, 
bridge, congestion). 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: N/A 
• County roads: N/A 
• City and village streets: N/A 
• Public transit: N/A 
• Other nontransportation uses: 100% 
• Other (please describe): N/A 

Road-user fees (state gas tax) go to General Fund and are not directed to any specific transportation 
purpose. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. General Fund appropriations vary 
tremendously by year, and range from less than $50 million per year to over $300 million per year. These 
funds are generally allocated by the Legislature to named projects. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Local burden, which measures the ratio of current lane 
miles to local agency population. Basically, the more lane miles per capita, the greater the score, among 
several scoring factors. We also use population. (These factors are used to determine how much of total 
funding is allocated to the two MPOs [Metropolitan Planning Organizations] within the state only.) 

6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 
response.] 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Our project scoring system has been 

positively evaluated by national reports. It even was reviewed by 9th Circuit Court of Appeals during a 
lawsuit over state project selection and found credible. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. The gap 

mailto:jeff.ottesen@alaska.gov�
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between what we can afford and what the public expects is so large that frustration is common. By some 
metrics, we are addressing only 1% to 2% of what is requested on annual basis, meaning that the “typical” 
project must wait 25 to 50 years for funding! 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? Yes. Pretty much a universal complaint from all classes of communities and geographic areas. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. Annually. However, some 
organizations such as the state organization of local governments have prepared reports that illustrate that 
the real problem is the amount of funds ... not how they are being distributed. 

12. Staff contact information: Jeff Ottesen, Alaska Department of Transportation, jeff.ottesen@alaska.gov, 
907-465-6971. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 
http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwdplng/cip_stip/stip10_13.shtml. [This Web page provides links to recent 
Statewide Transportation Improvement Plans.] 

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Arkansas 
Contact: Scott Bennett, Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department (AHTD), 
Scott.Bennett@arkansashighways.com, 501-569-2241. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: NHS [National Highway System], STP [Surface Transportation Program], 

Equity Bonus and CMAQ [Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality] (+ state match) and 100% state are split 
geographically around the state. Other allocated funds distributed by need with distribution across state 
considered. Transit [is based on] historical data combined with annual applications. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 88.0% 
• County roads: 7.2% 
• City and village streets: 4.8% 
• Public transit: N/A 
• Other nontransportation uses: N/A 
• Other (please describe): N/A 

Above percentages based on contracts let for FFYs 2007-2009 using funds administered by AHTD. 
3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Urban area 

funds are distributed according to Federal Transit Administration (FTA) allocations in the Federal Register. 
Rural area funds are distributed according to historical data and annual applications. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: [No response.] 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. 

Distribution of funds without regard to population, revenues produced or other locally significant factors. 

mailto:jeff.ottesen@alaska.gov�
http://www.dot.state.ak.us/stwdplng/cip_stip/stip10_13.shtml�
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Inadequate funds for maintenance and major capacity building programs. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. Several population growth areas feel they should get larger share. 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Scott Bennett, Assistant Chief Engineer - Planning, 

Scott.Bennett@arkansashighways.com, 501-569-2241. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? No. 
14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Delaware 
Contact: Kathy English, Delaware Department of Transportation, kathy.english@state.de.us, 302-760-2688. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: A Transportation Trust Fund was established in 1986. The revenues are 

received from motor fuel taxes, tolls and DMV (Division of Motor Vehicles) fees. All revenues are 
allocated to capital transportation projects and procurement through the authority of the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP). This plan is a coordinated effort with DelDOT and MPOs 
statewide. First priority is safety-related projects, then maximizing federal funding. Remaining balances are 
used for state-only projects (those that do not qualify for federal funding). 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 85% 
• County roads: 10% 
• City and village streets: [No response.] 
• Public transit: 5% 
• Other nontransportation uses: [No response.] 
• Other (please describe): [No response.] 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution: 

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Currently using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Safety. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 

response.] 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. Delaware Transit Corporation, a 

subsidiary of DelDOT. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Reduction in revenues and 

constraints on federal spending have constrained our capital program over the past five years. 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. One entire county in our state has many roads which are not eligible for federal funding. 
This puts a burden on the state resources. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. Distribution of federal funding is 
under review. 

mailto:Scott.Bennett@arkansashighways.com�
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12. Staff contact information: Kathy English, Director, Finance, kathy.english@state.de.us, 302-760-2688. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; our STIP is located 

on our Web site. [See http://deldot.gov/information/pubs_forms/ctp09-14/index.shtml for access to 
DelDOT’s Capital Transportation Program FY 2009-2014; the first four years of the Capital Transportation 
Program are the STIP.] 

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Georgia 
Contact: Alenka McElhaney, Georgia Department of Transportation, amcelhaney@dot.ga.gov. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: In Georgia, a state statute requires transportation funding to be distributed 

equally across congressional districts. A process we call “congressional balancing” takes place each year 
where projects are added and removed from the transportation plan based on available funding. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 100% 
• County roads: [No response.] 
• City and village streets: [No response.] 
• Public transit: [No response.] 
• Other nontransportation uses: [No response.] 
• Other (please describe): Georgia only has one road user fee applied to one state highway. The 

breakdown as it relates to all transportation funding is as follows:  
o State highways: 76%  
o Local roads/streets: 12%  
o Public transit: 2%  
o Nontransportation uses: 5%  
o Airport aid: 1%  
o Debt service: 4% 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. Motor fuel taxes are the major revenue 
source. Georgia has an excise tax of 7.5 cents per gallon and a 4% sales tax based on the retail price of 
gasoline. Of the 4% sales tax, 3% is dedicated to GDOT for transportation purposes and 1% is dedicated to 
the state general fund. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Funding is 

adequately described in AASHTO publication. 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. Georgia Regional Transportation 

Authority (GRTA); see www.grta.org. GRTA (pronounced gret-a) is the state of Georgia authority working 
to improve Georgia's mobility, air quality and land use practices. The governor and Legislature created 
GRTA as a catalyst to move the Atlanta region forward. 

8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: We have actively begun to solicit 
public/private partnerships in Georgia. 

mailto:kathy.english@state.de.us�
http://deldot.gov/information/pubs_forms/ctp09-14/index.shtml�
mailto:amcelhaney@dot.ga.gov�
http://www.grta.org/�


  State DOT Revenue Distribution Strategies 
  
 

CTC & Associates LLC 29 
    

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. With 
shrinking state transportation funds, it becomes increasingly difficult to perform our congressional 
balancing process without some local governments feeling left out. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? Yes. This is really a regional debate between the Atlanta metro area and the rest of the state. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Alenka McElhaney, Assistant Administrator, General Accounting, 

amcelhaney@dot.ga.gov. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; www.dot.ga.gov. 

[See below for directions to relevant documents.] 
14. Additional comments: For funding information, go to www.dot.ga.gov and navigate to Information Center 

>> Press Room >> Publications >> 2008-2009 Factbook. 
 
 
Illinois 
Contact: Jim Ofcarcik, Illinois Department of Transportation, jim.ofcarcik@illinois.gov, 217-782-0105. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Motor fuel tax (MFT) is distributed between state and local government -

locals by formula, state MFT combined with motor vehicle registrations (MVR) and fees plus federal and 
local reimbursements, investment income and miscellaneous fees; internal process used to determine 
financially feasible level of annual highway programs; all other modes by annual appropriation. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 45.6% of net MFT; 100% of net MVR 
• County roads: 50.9% of 54.4% of net MFT; 0% of net MVR 
• City and village streets: 49.1% of 54.4% of net MFT; 0% of net MVR 
• Public transit: -0- 
• Other nontransportation uses: By appropriation or by statutory dedication 
• Other (please describe): Grade crossing, vehicle inspection and recreational boating:  

o $42 million annually to dedicated grade crossing fund 
o $30 million annually for vehicle inspections in nonattainment regions 
o $5 million annually for boating projects in lieu of refunds on taxable MFT for recreational 

boating 
3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. Federal and local reimbursements for 

highway project expenses. General Revenue Fund supports operating assistance and debt service for transit-
related expenses and also provides debt service for bonds issued for aeronautics and rail purposes. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? Yes. Highway formulas have not changed much, but 
motor vehicle registrations and fees have been increased and dedicated to funds that support spending on 
nontransportation purposes. There was a major change in transit funding enacted early in 2008. 

5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution: 
• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Currently using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Currently using for local MFT distribution: population 
(municipal MFT); motor vehicle registrations (county MFT); eligible miles of roadway and tax effort 
(township MFT). 

6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Illinois 
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enacted a major revision to transit funding in January 2008; on page 2-43, change 55% to 65%; on page 2-
44, change 25% to 30%; Metro-East is no longer funded separately, now part of Downstate; change 55% to 
65%; change 2006 to 2008. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. RTA (Regional Transportation 
Authority serving the six-county region of Northeastern Illinois) receives state funds and distributes to the 
local service boards (Chicago and suburban bus systems, regional passenger rail system). 

8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Internal process to allocate state 
highway funds has allowed the program to avoid funding shortfalls experienced in the state’s main 
operating funds. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. Transit 
funding (both operating assistance and the debt service on general obligation bonds for transit purposes) is 
100% dependent on state’s General Revenue Fund financial condition; when that fund is in trouble, transit 
funding can experience severe delays/limitations. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? Yes. Perennial unease over the amount of highway and transit funding split between NE Illinois 
(two-thirds of state’s population in six-county area) and the rest of state (one-third of population in 96 other 
counties). 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. Latest highway bond authorization 
requires that bond proceeds be spent on maintenance projects that reflect the historical distribution of 
highway funds. (There has been a general understanding of “the split,” but this is the first time that 
reference has made it into state law, although there have been recent attempts to make more of an issue 
about it.) 

12. Staff contact information: Jim Ofcarcik, Manager, Fiscal Analysis Section, Bureau of Budget and Fiscal 
Management, jim.ofcarcik@illinois.gov, 217-782-0105. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? No. 
14. Additional comments: The Governor’s Office of Management and Budget puts the state budget online as 

soon as it is introduced. The Comptroller’s Office also puts appropriation and annual reports online. A good 
starting point is www.illinois.gov. 

 
 
Indiana 
Contact: John Weaver, Indiana Department of Transportation, jweaver@indot.in.gov, 317-234-2940. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Excluding a huge cash balance generated from an agreement transferring 

operational control of the Indiana Toll Road to a private consortium, the allocation/distribution of traditional 
transportation funding in Indiana is determined by a mixture of the following factors: statutory state/local 
revenue-sharing fixed percentages (enacted by the Indiana General Assembly); vehicle registrations by 
county; road miles by county; population by county, city and town; and direct appropriations of specific 
amounts for various transportation-related government functions (State Police, Bureau of Motor Vehicles, 
Department of Revenue motor fuel tax collection, etc.). 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 52.5% 
• County roads: 22% 
• City and village streets: 11.5% 
• Public transit: -- 
• Other nontransportation uses: -- 
• Other (please describe): 14%. This represents the road-user fees allocated to various 

transportation-related government functions (State Police, Bureau of Motor Vehicles, Department 
of Revenue motor fuel tax collection, etc.). 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. In 2006, Indiana secured $3.8 billion in 
private capital as a condition of an agreement to transfer operational control of the Indiana Toll Road for 75 
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years to a private investment consortium. By state law, use of these funds is restricted to: a) state and local 
roadway infrastructure investments; and b) some other eligible local economic development investments. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? Yes. The basic road-user fees distribution formula 
has been fundamentally UNCHANGED for decades, with the exception of tweaks to accommodate new 
taxes/fees enacted to fund road construction bonding programs. However, the proceeds from the operating 
lease of the Indiana Toll Road are shared between state and local government units. This additional money 
has significantly increased the funds available for roadway infrastructure improvements statewide. 

5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution: 
• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Currently using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Currently using vehicle registrations by county; road 
mileage by county; and population by county, city and town. 

6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? The 
information reported for Indiana in the AASHTO survey referenced above appears to suffer from a few 
minor flaws (possible due to misinterpretations of questions or data). Additionally, the major features 
summary for state transit funding in Indiana lacks any meaningful depth, which I will include below.  
Table 1.5: The $7,514,028 amount reported under “Other” uses is funding directed to the South Shore line, 
a commuter rail line from South Bend, Ind., to Chicago, Ill. The monies may be used as either capital or 
operating, but this commuter rail line is the only eligible recipient. So this amount could be reported under 
the “Either/Both” category or kept under the “Other” category with a better description explaining that the 
use of funds is restricted to commuter rail only.  
Table 1.6: The $32,700,000 amount reported under “Other” types should be included in the “Dedicated” 
category. All $40,214,028 reported as state transit funding for Indiana is derived from several dedicated 
accounts which each collect a small percentage share of the revenue (as set by Indiana law) generated by the 
state sales and use tax and/or the revenue generated by the state indefinite-situs tax.  
Table 1.7: The $7,514,028 amount reported under “Other” methods is funding directed to the South Shore 
line, a commuter rail line from South Bend, Ind., to Chicago, Ill. This commuter rail line is the only eligible 
recipient of the funds, but distribution must be first approved by the governor. So this amount could be 
reported under the “Discretionary” category or kept under the “Other” category with a better description 
explaining that only one (1) eligible recipient exists.  
To further illuminate how state transit funding is allocated in Indiana, all public transit systems (urban/rural; 
fixed-route/demand-response) are awarded funds based on a combination of three (3) performance metrics. 
First, each eligible transit system is assigned to one of four peer groups. Then available funding is allocated 
among peers based on an equal weighting of the following performance factors: 1) passengers per $1 of 
operating expense; 2) miles of service per $1 of operating expense; and 3) locally derived income per $1 of 
operating expense. 
Finally, the primary Indiana contact for state transit funding is Larry Buckel, not Stephanie Belch. His 
phone number is 317-232-5292; his email address is lbuckel@indot.in.gov. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: $3.8 billion of private capital, raised 

in 2006 by crafting a 75-year operating lease agreement for the Indiana Toll Road with a private investment 
consortium. Of this total, $2.9 billion was available immediately for improvements to state and local roads. 
This equals nearly three (3) years’ worth of Indiana’s traditional road-user taxes/fees revenues (which 
generate approx. $1.1 billion per year in revenue). $500 million of these lease proceeds was set aside in a 
trust to generate additional state roadway funding (from investment earnings) in perpetuity. The balance 
was to cover transaction costs associated with the deal (legal, financing, etc.) and to protect frequent toll 
road users from rate increases for ten (10) years. 
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9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. The 
structure of our road-user taxes/fees (i.e., fixed per-gallon fuel taxes and fixed per-vehicle registration fees) 
is not sufficiently dynamic to generate revenues necessary to maintain and improve the state’s transportation 
assets in the face of changing transportation technology, options and preferences. The split of road-user 
taxes/fees between state and local government units is frequently a source of public debate/complaint. The 
split of road-user fees between urban and rural areas is frequently a source of public debate/complaint. I’m 
certain these same issues are common stress points for most states. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? Yes. All interest groups (geographic, modal, governmental level) feel their needs are 
systematically underfunded by Indiana’s existing transportation funding structure. However, the proceeds 
from the Indiana Toll Road lease agreement have quelled many road funding complaints - for now. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. Road funding periodically rises to near 
the top of the legislative agenda in Indiana. In recent years, it has been suppressed by a couple of factors: 1) 
most notably, the proceeds from the Indiana Toll Road lease resolved many pressing concerns about 
adequacy of road funding in the near term; and 2) during recent legislative sessions, much time/energy has 
been devoted to major changes to Indiana’s property tax system, which has crowded out public debate on 
many other topics. As folks become accustomed to the elevated road funding levels provided by the Indiana 
Toll Road lease, debates over the allocation of funds (state versus local) are resurfacing. As federal 
actions/funding/focus on high-speed rail and intermodal connectivity build, we are also seeing more interest 
in these topics within the Indiana General Assembly. Finally, some legislative discussion is beginning to 
surface on the matter of what to do after the toll road lease proceeds have been exhausted. 

12. Staff contact information: Mark Ratliff, Economist, Office of the Chief Financial Officer, 
mratliff@indot.in.gov, 317-234-5204. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? PDF document will be 
sent directly to Chris Kline. [See Appendix B. The comments below relate to Appendix B and are provided 
by Jeffrey Spalding, Legislative Affairs, Indiana Department of Transportation, JSpalding@indot.IN.gov, 
317- 233-5145.] 

Beware, this chart is designed in such a way that reflects precisely how funds flow into and between 
various roadway funding accounts. Only a person with a relatively sophisticated understanding of 
Indiana’s roadway funding formula can decipher/extract the data necessary to accurately answer detailed 
questions about the allocation of road-user taxes/fees. For example, the $399 million for Major Moves 
presented as an inflow to the State Highway Fund comes from proceeds of a lease agreement (explained 
further in our survey response), not from road-user fees/taxes. Additionally, there are federal funds 
included in some of the flows represented. Some are clearly marked as such; others are hidden within 
other reported amounts. 

The bottom line is that it is difficult to recreate the allocation percentages reported for Indiana in 
Question 2 of your survey from the data provided on this diagram. Nonetheless, it remains a useful tool 
for illustrating the basic structure and complexity of Indiana’s existing roadway funding allocation 
formula. 

See Appendix C for an allocation of state road-user fees for FY 2009 provided by INDOT’s Jeffrey 
Spalding.  

14. Additional comments: Amounts used in calculating the percentage shares for Question 2 do NOT include 
proceeds for the Indiana Toll Road operating lease agreement because these funds were not generated 
directly from road-user taxes/fees, though it is true that these proceeds do represent, in large part, the private 
consortium’s ability to securitize future toll revenues. Indiana law also dedicates a small percentage of state 
sales tax revenues (< 1%) to support public mass transit and railroads. This generates: a) approximately $42 
million per year for operating financial assistance to local public transit systems statewide (including the 
South Shore line commuter rail system); b) approximately $7.5 million per year for general financial 
assistance to the South Shore line commuter rail system; and c) approximately $1.8 million per year for 
grants to short-line railroads for track improvements. These amounts are NOT included in calculating the 
percentage shares for Question 2 because they were not generated from road-user taxes/fees. Indiana law 
provides for a few county-optional taxes to finance roadway maintenance/improvements. They are:  
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• Vehicle excise surtax/wheel tax. Approximately $65 million per year collected by the 46 (of 92) 
Indiana counties that have adopted this local tax. Revenues are shared by the county government 
and all cities/towns within the adopting county.  

• County bridge fund property tax. Approximately $60 [million] per year in locally adopted property 
taxes is collected by Indiana’s 92 counties for maintenance and repair of bridges located within the 
county (excluding bridges on state roads and Interstate highways). 

 
 
Iowa 
Contact: Stuart Anderson, Iowa Department of Transportation, stuart.anderson@dot.iowa.gov, 515-239-1661. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: For purposes of this survey, I’m responding based on state-generated road 

funding called the Road Use Tax Fund (RUTF). After some off-the-top allocations (including some for 
public transit), it is divided by Code of Iowa-defined percentages into: 

• Primary Road Fund (Iowa DOT jurisdiction roads): 47.5% 
• Secondary Road Fund (county roads): 24.5% 
• Farm-to-Market Road Fund (county roads): 8% 
• City Street Fund (city streets): 20%  

The Secondary Road Fund and Farm-to-Market Fund are distributed to Iowa’s 99 counties using objective 
factors including miles of roads, rural population, land area, VMT and length of structures. The City Street 
Fund is distributed to Iowa’s 947 cities on a per capita basis.  

There is a relatively new roadway fund in Iowa called the TIME-21 [Transportation Investment Moves the 
Economy in the 21st Century] Fund that is distributed 60% to the Primary Road Fund; 20% to the 
Secondary Road Fund; and 20% to the City Street Fund. The allocations to the Secondary Road Fund and 
the City Street Fund are distributed to individual jurisdictions using the same formulas used for distributing 
RUTF revenue. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 45% 
• County roads: 28% 
• City and village streets: 18% 
• Public transit: 1% 
• Other nontransportation uses: 2% 
• Other (please describe): 6% 

The percentages above are based on estimates for SFY 2010 and reflect the combined impacts of off-the-
tops on distributions from both RUTF and TIME-21 funds. The “Other” category includes appropriations to 
the Iowa DOT for operations that support the entire public road system (e.g., motor vehicle enforcement), 
and other miscellaneous off-the-tops including funding for state parks and institution roads, traffic safety 
improvement program, living roadways program, etc. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. This depends on how “large” is defined, 
but we typically receive annual several-million-dollar appropriations from a Rebuild Iowa Infrastructure 
Fund (which is funded with gambling revenues) to support passenger/freight rail, recreational trails, 
general/commercial vertical infrastructure, and public transit vertical infrastructure. This last legislative 
session, a state stimulus package was implemented which resulted in a one-time $50 million appropriation 
to the Iowa DOT for bridge improvements funded with bond proceeds and a two-year, $45 million (total) 
Rebuild Iowa Infrastructure Fund appropriation to cities and counties (half to each) to make roadway 
improvements. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? Yes. While not a change to an existing distribution 
formula, the TIME-21 Fund was created and started generating funding in SFY 2009. Because the needs of 
all jurisdictions far exceed available revenue, it was decided that the existing formula for distributing RUTF 
to the DOT, cities and counties should not be changed but instead create this new fund (TIME-21) and any 
new funding generated is put in this new fund and distributed in a different formula (see answer to #1). 
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5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  
• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Currently using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Currently using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. See answer #1. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Yes, it is 

adequately described in the AASHTO report. 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: [No response.] 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. There is 

always a continuing rural versus urban debate in all of our funding formulas. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. Because no one is receiving the money they need to adequately maintain their system, every 
level of jurisdiction and transit agency feels they are systematically underfunded. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Stuart Anderson, Division Director, Planning, Programming and Modal 

Division, stuart.anderson@dot.iowa.gov, 515-239-1661. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes. Will follow up with 

e-mail to Chris. [See Appendix D.] 
14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Kansas 
Contact: Reed Davis, Kansas Department of Transportation, reed@ksdot.org. 
 
1. Describe formulae and factors: Factors used to divide motor fuel receipts between local governmental 

units include population, miles of roads and streets, and dollars of vehicle registrations. 
2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 

• State highways: Motor fuel: 66.37%; registration fees: 100% 
• County roads: Motor fuel: 19.17% 
• City and village streets: Motor fuel: 14.46% 
• Public transit: [No response.] 
• Other nontransportation uses: [No response.] 
• Other (please describe): [No response.] 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. 12.26% of the state sales and use tax 
receipts are deposited directly to the State Highway Fund. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution: 

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Currently using 
• Functional class: Considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Economic development. 
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6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 
response.] 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: [No response.] 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. Transit, airports and rail. 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. State currently reviewing the 

reauthorization and incremental funding options for a multiyear transportation program. The 10-year 
Comprehensive Transportation Program ended on June 30, 2009. Discussion includes allocation of funds to 
local units and the allocation to transportation sectors. 

12. Staff contact information: Reed W. Davis, Manager of Economic Analysis, Office of Financial and 
Investment Management, reed@ksdot.org, 785-291-3706. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 
http://www.ksdot.org/ and http://www.kansastlink.com/. [Links to documents associated with the Kansas 
DOT STIP for Fiscal Years 2010-2013 are available at 
https://www.ksdot.org/burProgProjMgmt/STIP/stip1013/stiphome1013.asp.] 

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Maine 
Contact: Martin Rooney, Maine Department of Transportation, martin.rooney@maine.gov, 207-624-3317. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: MaineDOT has a long-range plan which includes a resource allocation 

policy that is strongly emphasized in distributing transportation funding. Restriction of funding use is also a 
significant factor. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: ~90% 
• County roads: Maine has only a handful of county roads 
• City and village streets: ~10% of Maine's highway budget, which is in law 
• Public transit: Maine’s constitution prohibits using the State Highway Fund for this purpose 
• Other nontransportation uses: Roughly 20% to 25% of Maine’s highway fund revenue supports 

the Department of Public Safety and Secretary of State, which do provide services to transportation 
• Other (please describe): [No response.] 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. Maine has occasionally received limited 
General Fund bonding for transportation improvements. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? Yes. Maine is currently revisiting our process. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution: 

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Currently using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Currently using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Currently using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Economic growth opportunities; partnership 
opportunities and efforts to support quality of life. 

6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 
response.] 
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7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. Department of Health and Human 
Services and Metropolitan Planning Organizations. 

8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Dedicated revenue bonding tied to 
highway funds; fuel tax adjusted with inflation; project-specific public/public or public/private partnerships. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. 
Secondary highway systems that have not been built to modern standards. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? No. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. MaineDOT’s current approach to 
revise resource allocation and project selection will include a public input and education component. 

12. Staff contact information: Martin Rooney, Program Development/Program Management Division, Bureau 
of Transportation Systems Planning, martin.rooney@maine.gov, 207-624-3317. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 
http://www.maine.gov/mdot/planning-documents/bcwp2010_2011.php. [This Web page provides links to 
documents associated with MaineDOT’s biennial capital work plan for Fiscal Years 2010-2011.] 

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Maryland 
Contact: Janet Irvin, Maryland State Highway Administration, jirvin@sha.state.md.us. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: The Maryland Department of Transportation was created in 1971 by the 

consolidation of independent state agencies, each responsible for a specific means of transportation. MDOT 
provides Maryland citizens with a transportation network encompassing aviation, highways and bridges, 
marine, mass transit, motor vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and railroad.  

The Transportation Secretary’s Office (TSO) establishes transportation policies and oversees the following 
five modal administrations: State Highway Administration, Motor Vehicle Administration, Maryland 
Transit Administration, Maryland Port Administration and Maryland Aviation Administration.  

The Transportation Trust Fund (TTF) was created as a dedicated fund to support all activities of MDOT 
(debt service, modal agency operations, and capital projects). The use of an integrated trust fund provides 
flexibility to meet varying transportation service and infrastructure needs, eliminates concern for individual 
funding constraints because funds from all sources are available for all modes, and promotes planning of 
multimodal solutions for transportation problems. All department expenditures are made through the TTF. 
Funds are allocated by the secretary of transportation and approved by the governor and General Assembly.  

There is an account in the TTF called the Gasoline and Motor Vehicle Revenue Account, which consists of 
portions of the gasoline tax, vehicle titling tax, corporate income tax and vehicle registration fees. By law, 
the funds in this account, commonly referred to as Highway User Revenues (HUR), are divided among the 
department and local governments (Baltimore City, counties and municipalities). The HUR funds are 
distributed 70% to MDOT and 30% the local jurisdictions. After the required distribution to Baltimore City, 
funds to support transportation projects are allocated to the local jurisdictions based on the number of 
registrations and county road mileage within each jurisdiction. Primarily, of the 30%, Baltimore City 
receives around 12% and other 18% goes to the counties and towns. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: [No response.] 
• State highways:  
• County roads:  
• City and village streets:  
• Public transit: 
• Other nontransportation uses: 
• Other (please describe): 

As stated above, MDOT uses an integrated fund that does not have set percent distributions for 
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transportation projects. Using your main categories, for the HUR distributions, MDOT’s 70% portion is 
used to support: state highways, public transit and other transportation (ports, airports). The local’s 30% 
portion of funds: county roads and city and village streets. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. As stated above, MDOT receives a portion 
of the state’s corporate income tax. This revenue is included as a Highway User Revenue for distribution to 
MDOT and the local jurisdictions. The MDOT TTF also receives a portion of the state’s general sales and 
use tax. In addition, the transit, port and airport administrations generate their own revenue through fares, 
rentals, parking and concessions. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? Yes. Beginning July 1, 2011, the distribution of 
revenues in the Gasoline and Motor Vehicle Revenue Account, which as stated consist of portions of the 
gasoline, vehicle titling, and corporate income taxes and registration fees, changes from 70% to MDOT and 
30% to local jurisdictions to 71.5% to MDOT and 28.5% to local jurisdictions. 

5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  
• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? No formulae 

are used to distribute transit funding. However, the AASHTO publication can be updated to show that 
Maryland statute has been changed to require recovery from fares and other operating revenues of at least 
35 percent in both cases, and the 50 percent goal has been replaced with the requirement to annually report 
performance indicators including: operating expenses per revenue vehicle mile; operating expenses per 
passenger trip; and passenger trips per revenue vehicle mile. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: The Transportation Trust Fund was 

created as a dedicated fund to support all activities of MDOT (debt service, modal agency operations and 
capital projects). The use of an integrated trust fund provides flexibility to meet varying transportation 
service and infrastructure needs, eliminates concern for individual funding constraints because funds from 
all sources are available for all modes, and promotes planning of multimodal solutions for transportation 
problems. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. The formula was last adjusted back in 1998 when the county and municipality legislators 
worked to change the 30% portion of the HUR distribution formula to shift funding from Baltimore City to 
the local governments. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Janet Irvin, Maryland State Highway Administration, jirvin@sha.state.md.us. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? No. 
14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Missouri 
Contact: Machelle Watkins, Missouri Department of Transportation, machelle.watkins@modot.mo.gov, 573-526-
1374. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors:  

• Economic development/cost share funding ($30 million annually) is not distributed; instead, 
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qualifying projects compete for funding on a statewide basis.  
• $125 million is dedicated to Interstate and major bridge maintenance annually. These projects are 

selected on a statewide basis.  
• $25 million is distributed annually to MoDOT districts based on equivalent property damage only 

accident rates.  
• $310 million is distributed annually to MoDOT districts based on an average of: percent of lane 

miles, percent of square footage of bridge deck, and percent of vehicle miles traveled.  
• Any remaining available funds are distributed to MoDOT districts based on an average of: percent 

population, percent employment and percent vehicle miles traveled. 
2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 

• State highways: 80.3% 
• County roads: 8.3% 
• City and village streets: 11.1% 
• Public transit: [No response.] 
• Other nontransportation uses: [No response.] 
• Other (please describe): 0.3%. This is the motor vehicle sales and use tax deposited in the State 

Transportation Fund and dedicated for multimodal purposes (operation expenses, transit, Amtrak 
and ports).  

Note: In FY 2009, the State Transportation Fund paid some of the Amtrak expenses. In FY 2010, the State 
Transportation Fund did not. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Currently using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Lane miles, square footage of bridge deck area, percent 
population and percent employment. 

6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 
response.] 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. MPOs. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Missouri has experienced support 

from MPOs and RPC [Regional Planning Commission] and regions in general over the last eight years 
using the factors described above. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. Lack of 
sufficient funding, as a whole. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? No. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Machelle Watkins, Transportation Planning Director, Transportation Planning, 

machelle.watkins@modot.mo.gov, 573-526-1374. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 

http://www.modot.mo.gov/plansandprojects/planning_projects/documents/PG_march102504.pdf. [This 
March 2004 document, “Practitioner’s Guide: Missouri’s Framework for Transportation Planning and 
Decision-Making,” describes a planning framework that “provides the means for a more objective approach 
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to transportation decision-making and is based on MoDOT’s public participation philosophy.”] 
14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Montana 
Contact: Jim Skinner, Rail, Transit and Planning Division, jskinner@mt.gov, 406-444-9233. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: In Montana, transportation funding through the Montana Department of 

Transportation is distributed based on federal program requirements, state law, and Montana Transportation 
Commission Policy. For highways, we take advantage of the flexibility provided in the federal program to 
distribute funds based on recommendations of our performance-based asset management system - the 
Performance Programming Process (P3). Suballocations within the state for Surface Transportation Program 
funds are based on state law and Montana Transportation Commission Policy. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 82.74% 
• County roads: 2.43% 
• City and village streets: 3.99% 
• Public transit: .13% 
• Other nontransportation uses: 10.66% 
• Other (please describe): .04%. MCA 15-70-101 (2)(a): The amount of $100,000 must be 

designated for the purposes and functions of the Montana Local Technical Assistance Program in 
Bozeman. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Montana 

uses a formula for the distribution of FTA 5311 operating funding. All transit systems that provide more 
than 50,000 rides a year are provided funding based on ridership numbers. Mileage is weighted for those 
systems with less than 50,000 rides per year as most of those systems are demand-response. Capital requests 
are competitive and presented to a Capital Assistance Review (CAR) committee for prioritization. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. The Montana Department of Health 
and Human Services, AARP and Governor’s Office of Indian Affairs have representatives on the CAR 
committee. Funding for capital assistance can come from FTA 5310, 5311, 5316 and 5317 sources. The 
CAR committee reviews all requests for capital assistance and ranks the requests for funding. 

8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: MDT’s Performance Programming 
Process (P3) asset management system is both innovative and effective. As mentioned previously, 
flexibility in the federal funding program allows MDT to use our asset management system to make the 
most efficient use of the core federal highway funds we receive. The P3 process uses outputs from various 
infrastructure management systems to develop recommended investment strategies. The system also allows 
MDT to compare future system condition/performance based on different investment scenarios. System 
performance trends indicate that the P3-recommended investment strategies are working. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
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formula? Yes. Most interests always believe they are systematically underfunded. 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Lynn Zanto, Administrator, Rail, Transit and Planning Division, 

lzanto@mt.gov, 406-444-3445. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 

www.mdt.mt.gov/publications/docs/stip/2008stip_final.pdf. [This May 2008 document is Montana’s 2008-
2012 STIP.]  

14. Additional comments: Percentages shown in the response to Question 2 are calculated based on FY 2009 
actual expenditures from the Highways State Special Revenue Account (HSSRA). “State highways” 
represents HSSRA funding for any activities at Montana DOT. “County roads” and “city and village 
streets” represents a statutory amount distributed to cities and counties for transportation purposes. 
“Nontransportation uses” represents appropriation to state agencies other than the Department of 
Transportation (i.e., Department of Justice). 

 
 
Nevada 
Contact: David Olsen, Nevada Department of Transportation, dolsen@dot.state.nv.us, 775-888-7451. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Based on current laws. State and federal gas tax goes to the Highway 

Fund. The counties and cities also can tax gas, and those taxes go to the counties and cities. 
2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 

• State highways: 80% 
• County roads: 19% 
• City and village streets: Included with counties 
• Public transit: 1% 
• Other nontransportation uses: 0% 
• Other (please describe): Information based on FY 09 form 531. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 

response.] 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: [No response.] 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. There is not enough funding to meet the needs so counties are often unhappy. 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: [No response.] 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? No. 
14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
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New Jersey 
Contact: Steve Hanson, New Jersey Department of Transportation, steve.hanson@dot.state.nj.us. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: The New Jersey Transportation Trust Fund currently funds $1.6 billion in 

state highway, public transit and local aid projects annually. By statute, at least $175 million must go to 
local aid and there are statutory formulas that describe how the local aid program is disbursed to counties 
and municipalities. The Commissioner of Transportation, who also serves as chairman of the New Jersey 
Transit Board, ultimately decides how the remaining funds are divided between state highway and public 
transportation based on a variety of judgmental factors. The New Jersey Legislature must approve the final 
distribution by project each year. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 45% of annual appropriation; not based on road user fees 
• County roads: 5.5% of annual appropriation; not based on user fees 
• City and village streets: 5.5% of annual appropriation; not based on user fees 
• Public transit: 43% of annual appropriation; not based on user fees 
• Other nontransportation uses: 0 
• Other (please describe): 1% of annual appropriation; not based on user fees. Includes aviation, 

rail freight, and maritime capital investments. 
3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. Transportation Trust Fund receives $895 

million in revenue each year from motor fuel taxes ($483 million), gross petroleum gross receipts tax ($200 
million), and general sales tax related to new vehicle sales ($200 million) and contributions from highway 
toll road authorities ($12 million). The Trust Fund Authority supplements the $895 million in revenues with 
bonding to support the annual $1.6 billion in project authorizations. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 

response.] 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: [No response.] 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. The 

Transportation Trust Fund runs out of bonding capacity and new revenue is needed every four to five years. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? [No response.] 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Steve Hanson, Chief Financial Officer, New Jersey Department of 

Transportation, steve.hanson@dot.state.nj.us. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 

http://www.state.nj.us/ttfa/financing/. [This Web page of the New Jersey Transportation Trust Fund 
Authority describes the authority’s financing process. See “Frequently Asked Questions” at 
http://www.state.nj.us/ttfa/faq/ for additional information.] 

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
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North Carolina 
Contact: Calvin Leggett, North Carolina Department of Transportation, cleggett@ncdot.gov, 919-733-2031. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: We have an overall STIP funding distribution for highway funds for 14 

regions of the state based on population, an equal share and the number of miles to complete our 
legislatively defined four-lane intrastate system. PL [public law] funds and various maintenance programs 
are allocated by separate formulas that take into account population, traffic volumes, road conditions, etc. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 75.3% 
• County roads: 0.0% 
• City and village streets: 3.5% 
• Public transit: 5.2% 
• Other nontransportation uses: 13.0% 
• Other (please describe): 8.1%. Administration costs: 45% of this is the Division of Motor 

Vehicles (licensing and registration), and 55% is general DOT including the Division of Highways. 
3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution: 

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Currently using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Issue of using congestion measures has been discussed. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? The 

publication does not describe our allocation formulas for our state programs. [Please see below for 
information provided from what appears to be a 2007 North Carolina DOT publication.] 
 
PUBLIC TRANSPORATION DIVISION PROGRAM ALLOCATION FORMULAS  

Rural General Public Program (RGP)  
Description: The RGP operating assistance funds are intended to provide transportation services to 
individuals from the general public who are not human service agency clients. The county, in consultation 
with the Community Transportation System, must determine the RGP services to be provided with the 
formula RGP funds.  

Allocation Formula - BOT [Board of Transportation] approved: The following formula was used to 
determine the county allocation of the funds available:  

• 50% divided equally among all eligible counties  

• 50% based upon the rural population of each county as a percentage of the total state rural 
population*  

*Excludes the municipal population for counties with urbanized areas within their boundaries.  

Restrictions: The county must suballocate the RGP funds to the Community Transportation System. The 
funds must be utilized in a manner consistent with the respective RGP Transportation Project Description 
provided in the application.  

Work First Transitional/Employment Transportation Assistance Program  
Description: The Work First/Employment program is intended to provide operating assistance for 
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transitional Work First and general public employment transportation needs. The availability of these funds 
should be considered in the utilization of the county’s Work First Block Grant.  

Allocation Formula - BOT approved: The following formula was used to determine the county allocation of 
the funds available:  

• 10% divided equally among all counties  

• 45% based upon the population of each county as a percentage of the total state population* 

• 45% based upon the number of Work First caseloads per county as a percentage of the number of 
Work First caseloads in the state based on the most caseload data from the NC Department of 
Health and Human Services, Division of Social Services, Able Bodied Report  

*Excludes the municipal population for counties with urbanized areas within their boundaries  

Eligibility Criteria: The purpose of these transportation funds is to support transitional transportation needs 
of Work First participants after eligibility for cash assistance has concluded and/other specified general 
public employment transportation needs. Certification of eligibility will be the responsibility of the county.  

Eligible Expenses: ROAP [Rural Operating Assistance Program] funds are to be used for operational 
activities; not for capital or administrative positions. Refer to Appendix E - Matrix of Eligible 
Transportation Expenses for examples of allowable operational expenses that can be provided under these 
programs. [Appendix E was not provided by the survey respondent.] 

Restrictions: Work First funds can only be suballocated to the Department of Social Services or the 
Community Transportation System. Work First/Employment funds should first be used to support the 
employment transportation needs of individuals that are not eligible to receive benefits from the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. Additionally, these funds can be used to provide 
employment transportation services for the general public by the Community Transportation System.  

Elderly and Disabled Transportation Assistance Program  
Description: The Elderly and Disabled Transportation Assistance Program (EDTAP), originally enacted by 
legislation in the 1989 Session of the North Carolina General Assembly, provides operating assistance funds 
for the transportation of the state’s elderly and disabled citizens. This transportation assistance allows these 
individuals to reside for a longer period in their homes, thereby enhancing their quality of life.  

Allocation Formula - legislated: The following formula was used to determine the county allocation of the 
funds available:  

• 50% divided equally among all counties  

• 22.5% based upon the number of elderly (60+ years) residents per county as a percentage of the 
state’s total elderly population 

• 22.5% based upon the number of disabled residents per county as a percentage of the state’s total 
disabled population  

• 5% based upon a population density factor that recognizes the higher transportation costs in rural, 
sparsely populated counties  

Eligibility Criteria: For the purposes of EDTAP, an elderly person is defined as one who has reached the 
age of 60 or more years. A disabled person is defined as one who has a physical or mental impairment that 
substantially limits one or more major life activity, an individual who has a record of such impairment or an 
individual who is regarded as having such impairment. Certification of eligibility will be the responsibility 
of the county.  

Eligible Expenses: ROAP funds are to be used for operational activities; not for capital or administrative 
positions.  

Restrictions: The funds are to be used to provide additional trips for elderly and disabled individuals in a 
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manner consistent with the local Transportation Development Plan (TDP) or Community Transportation 
Services Plan (CTSP) and may not supplant funds being used by local governments for this purpose prior to 
the application. The funds are intended for those individuals who do not qualify for transportation assistance 
under a human service program.  

Urban and Regional Maintenance Program  
Description: Also known as the State Maintenance Assistance Program (SMAP), the intent of this program 
is to assist fixed-route transit systems located in the state’s urbanized areas with their operating costs.  

Allocation Formula - BOT approved: The SMAP formula to calculate the allocations includes performance, 
local commitment and equal share components. The formula is:  

a. Performance Component - 60%. Sixty percent (60%) of the total allocation is based on performance. 
The total performance allocation available is divided between the fixed-route (urban and small urban) 
systems and regional transit systems based upon the total system miles attributed to each group. The 
difference in the amount of performance funds allocated to regional transit systems and the amount 
regional transit systems earn due to actual performance is added to the fixed-route performance 
allocation for distribution to the urban and small urban transit systems.  

• Thirty percent (30%) is allocated to urban and small urban transit systems based on each 
system’s unlinked passenger trips per vehicle revenue hour as related to the statewide 
weighted average. Each system receives an amount for each hour of service adjusted up or 
down by the percent difference between the statewide weighted average unlinked passenger 
trips per hour and the system’s unlinked passenger trips per hour performance. Regional 
transit system allocations are based on a similar standard for regional transit systems.  

• Thirty percent (30%) is allocated to urban and small urban transit systems based on each 
system’s net cost per unlinked passenger trip as related to the statewide weighted average. 
Each system receives an amount for each passenger trip adjusted up or down by the percent 
difference between the statewide weighted average net cost per passenger trip and the 
system’s net cost per passenger trip performance. Regional transit system allocations are 
based on a similar standard for regional transit systems.  

b. Local Commitment Component - 30%. Thirty percent (30%) of the total allocation is based on local 
commitment and allocated to urban, small urban and regional transit systems based on each 
system’s share of the total statewide local commitment. Local commitment is the sum of farebox 
revenues, other operating revenues and the local government assistance to the transit system. It is 
calculated by subtracting the federal and state operating assistance from the total operating 
expenses.  

c. Equal Share Component - 10%. Ten percent (10%) of the total allocation is based on equity and 
allocated to urban, small urban and regional transit systems in equal amounts.  

Data Used in Calculation of the Allocation: Data is drawn from transit system’s previous completed and 
reported year’s (for example FY 2005 data is used to calculate FY 2007 allocations) Federal National 
Transit Database (NTD) reports to calculate the allocations. For transit systems that are not required to 
submit NTD reports, data is taken from the audit and the NCDOT Operating Statistics reports. Only the 
fixed-route services data are used in calculating the allocations. Demand-response and rideshare data is not 
used. None of the reconciling items (interest expenses, depreciation, etc.) from the NTD report is included 
in calculating the allocations. The NCDOT disburses the fiscal year allocation in a single disbursement upon 
verification of the documentation.  

[The next section appears to provide information for potential funding applicants.]  

First, we will require information on your budgeted expenses and revenues for the current fiscal year and 
information on your actual FY 2006 revenues and expenses to determine eligibility. Two report forms have 
been included within this mailing and require your completion and return to the PTD [Public Transportation 
Division] along with your certified statement. The PTD will disburse the fiscal year allocation once the 
following has been verified: (1) SMAP funds will not exceed local funds after subtracting operating 
revenues and federal operating assistance funds from the total operating expenses; (2) SMAP funds 
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disbursed for the prior fiscal year were spent; (3) the required local match met for the previous fiscal year; 
(4) an assurance that local government assistance/share will equal or exceed the FY 1992-93 level.  

Eligible Expenses: Eligible uses of the funds are limited to a system’s operating costs only. Operating 
expenses means operating expenses as defined in FFY97 for the federal Section 5307 program. Preventive 
maintenance and ADA [Americans with Disabilities Act] service costs that are now defined for federal 
grants as capital eligible expenses are still considered operating expenses for the SMAP funds. 3/23/07 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: The use of “evergreen” GARVEE 

bonding and the collection of fuel taxes at the pipeline distribution point. 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. The 

state has a much greater demand for service than our revenue streams will support. This leads most areas of 
the state to feel they don’t receive adequate funding under our distribution systems. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? Yes, specifically the larger urban areas feel underfunded. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. The larger urban areas of the state are 
constantly lobbying for changes to the STIP formula that they feel is skewed toward the rural areas. 

12. Staff contact information: Calvin Leggett, Director of Program Development, Fiscal, cleggett@ncdot.gov, 
919-733-2031. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? No. 
14. Additional comments: We can send details about any specific formula you may have interest in, but there 

is not a document that addresses all of them. 
 
 
Ohio 
Contact: Mark Prater, Ohio Department of Transportation, mark.prater@dot.state.oh.us, 614-466-1267. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Primary transportation funding is from motor fuel tax, fuel use tax and 

motor vehicle registration receipts. Distribution is prescribed in the Ohio Revised Code. Refer to pages 34 
and 35 of the annual report on the ODOT Web site for a complete presentation of the distribution factors; 
see http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Annual%20Reports/2008%20Annual%20Statement.pdf. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 43.3% 
• County roads: 22.4% 
• City and village streets: 14.5% 
• Public transit: 0% 
• Other nontransportation uses: 0% 
• Other (please describe): 19.8%. This consists of the following:  

o Township streets and roads: 6.4%  
o Other state agencies’ use for roads and bridges: 1.1%  
o Department of Public Safety/State Highway Patrol: 11.1% 
o Waterways: 0.7% 
o Miscellaneous transportation-related (admin, etc.): 0.5% 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. State and federal bonds; ODOT State 
Infrastructure Bank loan and bond revenue; FHWA user receipts; General Revenue funds for transit and 
rail. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? Yes. There are no significant changes to the formula 
since 2004. 

5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

mailto:cleggett@ncdot.gov�
mailto:mark.prater@dot.state.oh.us�
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Annual Reports/2008 Annual Statement.pdf�


  State DOT Revenue Distribution Strategies 
  
 

CTC & Associates LLC 46 
    

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Currently using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Currently using motor vehicle registration and township 
centerline miles. 

6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? In the 
AASHTO publication, the fifth bullet doesn’t make sense. It just seems to end in the middle of the sentence. 
Our formula for the urban program is much more complicated than what is listed in the bullet point so I’m 
not sure how to respond. I can only say that there is also a percentage distribution based upon system size 
that was negotiated with the urban systems many years ago. After this is done, then the factors listed in the 
bullet point are used to distribute the funds within each of five categories.  

Our E & D [elderly and disabled] transit fare assistance program isn’t even mentioned. This distribution is 
done as a reimbursement for the systems that provide one-half fare to elderly folks and folks with 
disabilities all the time. We are able to reimburse 100% of their lost farebox based on their base fare. 
However, due to state funding cuts, the four largest transit systems have not received 100% reimbursement. 
The formula was set up this way about 4 to 5 years ago prior to the largest funding cuts to transit. We do 
now allow all size systems to apply for capitalized maintenance and ADA paratransit expenses. Both are 
deemed capital by the FTA but, in the past, we only allowed the largest systems to use state funds for “hard” 
capital. This changed with the SFY 2009 program. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes.  
• A state agency may fund a local agency and the local agency would contract with a public transit 

program to perform services.  
• The Department of Development administers grants such as Diesel Emission Reduction Grants, 

which are available to locals for diesel technology.  
• Local transit agencies can also apply for refunds of fuel tax paid. 

8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: The ODOT GARVEE bond 
program; ODOT State Infrastructure Bank loan and bond programs 
[http://spinternet.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Pages/StateInfrastructureBank.aspx]; borrowing between 
ODOT capital programs. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. Funding 
is inadequate to meet all transportation program needs. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? Yes. See the answer to Question 9. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. See the 21st Century [Transportation 
Priorities] Task Force report on the Internet at 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/groups/tft/Documents/21stCenturyTransportationPrioritiesTaskForceReport-
Web.pdf. 

12. Staff contact information: Mark Prater, State and Federal Revenue Analyst, Finance and Forecasting, 
mark.prater@dot.state.oh.us, 614-466-1267. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes. Note: Spending by 
locals is only tracked by the locals. See response #1 for link. [See “Financial & Statistical Report: Fiscal 
Year 2008” available at 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Annual%20Reports/2008%20Annual%20Statement.pdf.] 

14. Additional comments: Federal funding excluded from survey. See pages 8 and 9 of the “Financial & 
Statistical Report: Fiscal Year 2008” for detail. See response #1 for link. [“Financial & Statistical Report: 
Fiscal Year 2008” is available at 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Annual%20Reports/2008%20Annual%20Statement.pdf.]  
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Oklahoma 
Contact: Chelley Hilmes, Oklahoma Department of Transportation, chilmes@odot.org, 405-521-2591. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Based on legislatively determined number from no statistical basis. 
2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 

• State highways: 25.37% 
• County roads: 17.17% 
• City and village streets: 2.44% 
• Public transit: .09% 
• Other nontransportation uses: 54.84% 
• Other (please describe): .1%; includes rail and aeronautics. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. Legislative allocations. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Yes. It is 

adequately described. 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. Oklahoma County and Tulsa County. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Allocation of income tax came with 

no legislative-identified projects and provided debt service for existing debt. 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. Other than generally underfunding, county governments believe they are not receiving an 
equitable portion of the distribution. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Chelley Hilmes, Comptroller, Comptroller Division, chilmes@odot.org, 405-

521-2591. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? No. 
14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
South Carolina 
Contact: Debra Rountree, South Carolina Department of Transportation, rountreedr@scdot.org, 803-737-1243. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: The state motor fuel user fee in South Carolina is 16.75 cents per gallon. 

The distribution of these revenues is as follows:  
Gas User Fee  

• 2.66 cents to County Transportation Commissions - at least 25% must be spent on state roads, 
balance can be spent on local roads (approx. $65 million annually) 

• 10% of 13 cents to Department of Natural Resources (approx. $3.3 million annually) 
• 1 cent to SC Transportation Infrastructure Bank (approx. $24 million annually) 
• 1/4 cent to SC Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) - environmental impact 
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fee (approx. $6 million annually) 
• 10% of 1/2 cent to SC Department of Agriculture for gas pump inspections (approx. $1.2 million 

annually) 
• $18 million to SCDOT designated for nonfederal highway system 
• The balance is revenue to SCDOT for state highway construction and maintenance, mass transit 

and administration (approx. $312 million annually)  
Diesel User Fee  

• All to SCDOT except 1/4 cent to DHEC for environmental impact fee and 10% of 1/2 cent to 
Department of Agriculture (approx. $110 million annually to SCDOT)  

Motor Vehicle Fees  
• SCDOT receives a portion of license fees collected by the Department of Motor Vehicles. These 

are designated for highways which are not eligible to receive federal funds (approx. $20 million 
annually).  

• The SC Transportation Bank receives (in addition to the 1 cent of gas user fee mentioned above) 
revenues from motor vehicle registrations totaling approx. $95 million annually. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: See response to Question 1 
• County roads: Unable to determine 
• City and village streets: Unable to determine 
• Public transit: [No response.] 
• Other nontransportation uses: [No response.] 
• Other (please describe): [No response.] 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution: 

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 

response.] 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: SC Transportation Infrastructure 

Bank provides funding to approved projects with a local match from county sales tax or other sources. The 
bank issues revenue bonds to fund the projects. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. Needs 
exceed available funds. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? Yes. All underfunded. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. Not public debate at this point, but 
there is some discussion about indexing a portion of the motor fuel tax to wholesale price. 

12. Staff contact information: Angela Feaster, Controller, Finance and Administration, feasterar@scdot.org, 
803-737-1228. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 
http://www.scdot.org/inside/revenues.shtml (this shows SCDOT spending plan, not counties, SIB [state 
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infrastructure bank], etc.). 
14. Additional comments: SC maintains over 41,000 of the 66,000 miles of roads in the state, so 62% of the 

roads are state-maintained as opposed to local. National average is 19% state-maintained. 
 
 
Tennessee 
Contact: Jim Boggess, Tennessee Department of Transportation, jim.boggess@tn.gov, 615-741-8987. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Annual budget is formulated by first budgeting for the administrative 

costs, then distributing the remaining funds (set by the state funding board) to the different programs based 
on need. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 61% 
• County roads: 6% 
• City and village streets: 1% 
• Public transit: 5% 
• Other nontransportation uses: [No response.] 
• Other (please describe): 27%. Consists of: 

o Administrative: 17% 
o Mobile equipment purchases: 2% 
o Capital improvements: .5% 
o Highway planning and research: 1% 
o Aeronautics, water and rail: 7% 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. Transportation Equity Fund. Sales and use 
tax collections from air, rail and barge fuel sales are earmarked for the fund. This tax produced $51.3 
million in FY09. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? No. 

Formulae can also be based on population of service area, ridership and vehicles in service. (This is not 
stated in AASHTO publication.) 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. Tn Department of Human Services 
and TnCare also provide funding for ridership services to HRAs (Human Resource Agencies). 

8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: The Tn Department of 
Transportation has been using the state’s cash flow to finance road projects in lieu of issuing debt since 
FY58. This has been very effective. The amount of projects financed at end of FY09 is $755 million. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? No. 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Jim Boggess, Assistant Director of Finance, Budget Division, 

mailto:jim.boggess@tn.gov�


  State DOT Revenue Distribution Strategies 
  
 

CTC & Associates LLC 50 
    

jim.boggess@tn.gov, 615-741-8987. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 

http://www.tdot.state.tn.us/. [See http://www.tdot.state.tn.us/Programdev/docs/STIP2008_2011.pdf for 
“Tennessee Transportation Improvement Program: Fiscal Years 2008-2011”; see 
http://www.tdot.state.tn.us/gastax/wpcomparison.htm for a work program comparison for FY 2008-2010.] 

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Utah 
Contact: Becky Bradshaw, Utah Department of Transportation, bbradshaw@utah.gov, 801-965-4358. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors:  

• Bridge/pavement preservation is distributed under statewide asset management.  
• Safety funds are distributed under statewide safety index.  
• Capacity funds are distributed statewide under weighted prioritization system/process. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 70% 
• County roads: 30% to cities and counties 
• City and village streets: [No response.] 
• Public transit: [No response.] 
• Other nontransportation uses: [No response.] 
• Other (please describe): $11.6 million. State Code (72-2-103) directs a total annual appropriation 

of $11.6 million from state fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees to other state agencies such as 
Highway Patrol for specific highway-related purposes. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes.  
• $90 million ongoing General Fund appropriation and 0.025% sales tax (about $10 million/year) to 

Critical Highway Needs Fund for state highway capacity projects 
• 8.3% (about $150 million) of General Funds to Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) for state 

highway capacity projects 
• 1/64th cent sales tax to Centennial Highway Fund and TIF 
• Various county-imposed transportation local option sales taxes, of which some of those revenues 

are going to state highway capacity projects 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? Yes. Modified asset management for pavement 

preservation fund distribution due to limited funds. All state roads are divided into two categories: Level 1 
includes the Interstate system and highways with AADT [annual average daily traffic] > 2,000 and/or truck 
volumes > 500; Level 2 includes roads with AADT < 2,000. Level 1 roads will continue to receive 
proactive pavement preservation treatments to the greatest extent state funding level will allow. Level 2 
roads will primarily receive only reactive treatments, such as filling potholes. 

5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  
• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Currently using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Should be clarified that state uses AADT rather than 
VMT for funding distribution. For major capacity improvements (projects greater than $5 million) state uses 
AADT, truck AADT, functional classification, volume/capacity ratio, safety index and transportation 
growth score to create a total score for prioritization purposes. 
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6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Utah 
currently doesn’t provide state funding for transit; it is funded with local option taxes. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Utah Code requires that the 

department and Transportation Commission develop and use a “weighted criteria system” and “written 
prioritization process” for prioritizing major highway capacity improvements. Intent of the Legislature was 
to help “depoliticize” project selection process. For counties that impose certain transportation local option 
sales taxes, the Utah Codes requires that counties use a “written prioritization process” for prioritizing 
projects; this includes projects on both the local and state highway systems. Again, the intent of the 
Legislature was to “depoliticize” project selection process and help ensure that projects with the greatest 
transportation cost/benefit are funded. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. 
Pavement and bridge preservation program continues to struggle for adequate funding since all new 
transportation revenues/taxes adopted by the Legislature since 1997 have been statutorily dedicated to 
capacity-adding projects. 

10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 
formula? No. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Becky Bradshaw, Finance Director, UDOT/Comptroller, bbradshaw@utah.gov, 

801-965-4358. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 

http://www.udot.utah.gov/main/uconowner.gf?n=10075323577374376. [This link provides access to the 
“Systems Planning and Programming: 2009 Annual Statistical Summary.” See Chapter 4, Transportation 
Finance, which begins on page 10 of the PDF, for a discussion of the sources and distribution of highway 
user revenues. See http://www.udot.utah.gov/main/f?p=100:pg:1007553799819449:::1:T,V:53 for links to 
other documents related to transportation funding.]  

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Vermont 
Contact: Carmen Neveau, Vermont Agency of Transportation, carmen.neveau@state.vt.us. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors:  

• No established formulae are used; many programs utilize project prioritizations  
• Agency Budget Committee distributes “target” funding levels for budget development  
• Agency Budget Committee reviews draft programs  
• Program levels are adjusted to meet revenue forecasts, if necessary  
• Final budget recommendation provided to the Agency of Administration 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: [No response.] 
• State highways:  
• County roads:  
• City and village streets:  
• Public transit: 
• Other nontransportation uses: 
• Other (please describe): Allocations vary each year, but there are established formulae. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  
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• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? N/A 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Transportation Infrastructure Bond 

(TIB) structure for potential revenue bonds. 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. General 

consensus that overall transportation system is underfunded. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. Chittenden County Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO) [http://www.ccmpo.org/] 
and the Town Aid program [http://apps.vtrans.vermont.gov/thgprogram/]. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Marvin D. Kingsbury, Financial Director, Federal Programs, 

marv.kingsbury@state.vt.us, 802-828-2679. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? No. 
14. Additional comments: Please provide us with a copy of the consultant’s report. Thank you. 
 
 
Washington 
Contact: Kasi Reeves, Washington State Department of Transportation, reevesk@wsdot.wa.gov. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Washington transportation revenue comes from a variety of sources; 

however, the majority comes from gasoline tax and driver-related licenses, permits and fees. In addition, the 
state receives revenue from ferry fares and concessions, rental car taxes, and miscellaneous revenues like 
interest earnings. These revenues are the basis from which distributions to cities, counties, statutory revenue 
distribution, and state expenditures are made.  

Revenue from state transportation taxes and fees, state bonds, and the state's share of federal funding is 
placed into state accounts from which appropriations are made for a broad range of transportation purposes. 
Even revenue that is distributed according to statutory formula and most local option revenues are placed in 
accounts for distribution by the state treasurer.  

With the exception of a few nonappropriated accounts, revenue cannot be spent unless appropriated by the 
Legislature. Appropriations must specify the account from which revenue will be provided for a certain 
purpose. Law specifies the purposes for which revenue from a fund or account may be used. For example, 
the permissible uses of Motor Vehicle Fund revenue are specified in the 18th Amendment of the state 
constitution and state statute (RCW 46.68.070). 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 56% 
• County roads: 9% 
• City and village streets: 5% 
• Public transit: 3% nonhighway (public transit, rail, other) 
• Other nontransportation uses: 20% (ferries, Washington State Patrol) 
• Other (please describe): 7% (grant programs for cities and counties) 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. The Multimodal Transportation Fund was 
established for general transportation purposes. This fund is not subject to the 18th Amendment 
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requirements specifying “highway purposes.” As a result, money from this fund can be used for programs 
such as high-capacity transit, aviation, passenger and freight rail, and new transportation technologies, as 
well as for highway purposes.  

The state’s General Fund is the account into which most nonearmarked state tax revenue is deposited and 
which provides revenue for the operations of most nontransportation state agencies. There have been a few 
occasions when revenue from the General Fund has been appropriated for transportation purposes.  

The state’s Transportation Bond Fund contains accounts that serve as repositories for Motor Vehicle Fund 
revenues that are to be used to pay highway or ferry bond debt. Included in this fund are three accounts for 
debt service for highway, ferry, and bonds for grants to local transportation agencies. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? Yes. The 2005 Legislature enacted laws relating to 
transportation funding. The gas tax was increased incrementally over four years (3 cents in July 2005, 3 
cents in July 2006, 2 cents in July 2007, 1.5 cents in July 2008). These funds are deposited into an account 
called the Transportation Partnership Account. The tax revenues will support bond sales (and the payment 
of the associated debt service) for specific highway projects adopted by the Legislature. These funds are 
protected by the 18th Amendment to the state constitution and can be used only for highway purposes.  

In addition to the increases to the gas tax and fees for light trucks, a new weight fee was imposed on 
passenger vehicles, ranging from $10 to $30 based on vehicle weight. A weight fee of $75 was added for 
motor homes and various driver’s license and associated service fees were increased. These funds are not 
restricted by the 18th Amendment and can be used for nonhighway purposes such as rail and public 
transportation. A list of approximately 270 projects was associated with the 2005 Funding Package. 

5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  
• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/acct/ [This is the Web site for the Agency Council on Coordinated 
Transportation. The council was created in the 1998 legislative sessions to “communicate across 
organizational boundaries and facilitate coordinated special needs transportation systems through 
collaborative state and community processes.”] 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes; http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/transit. 
[This is the home page for the “Public Transportation” portion of Washington State DOT’s Web site.] 

8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Parts of the transportation funding 
system that is innovative and effective? I think you can argue that the state’s 18th Amendment is effective 
in ensuring a dedicated and predictable revenue stream for the transportation system. We may also want to 
mention HOT [high-occupancy toll] lanes as an innovative revenue stream. 

9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Class of road, transit agency, or geographic area that is underfunded by the state’s distribution 
formula? Debate over the distribution formula only occurs when additional funding is sought. Otherwise, 
there is a general understanding and acceptance for how the funds are distributed. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Doug Vaughn, Budget Director, Budget, Economics and Financial Planning, 

vaughnd@wsdot.wa.gov, 360-705-7401. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes. [See 

http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Finance/budget/default.htm for a discussion of Washington’s 2009-2011 
transportation budget; see http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Finance/ for general information on transportation 
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funding.] 
14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
West Virginia 
Contact: Robert Watson, West Virginia Department of Transportation, Robert.C.Watson@wv.gov. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Depending on the program area various factors are considered: total 

highway miles, paved lane miles, square feet of bridge deck, square feet of bridges > 100 feet in length, 
state functional classification, ADT [average daily traffic], population, bridge sufficiency, IRI [International 
Roughness Index]. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 100% 
• County roads: 0 (note all county roads are maintained by state) 
• City and village streets: 0 
• Public transit: 0 
• Other nontransportation uses: 0 
• Other (please describe): [No response.] 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. Registration fees for vehicles; sales tax on 
automobiles. 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? It is 

adequately described. 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: [No response.]  
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. Lack of 

state matching funds for transit. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes.  
• Lack of state matching funds for transit.  
• While no single specific formula is used to distribute transportation funding, since the state 

maintains nearly all roads on a needs basis, very low-volume local service roads receive limited 
attention. 

11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? Yes. Only 33 of the state’s 55 counties have 
public transit services. Urban systems only receive partial matching funds and only for 5309 funds. The 
need for more rural transit may require a change in funding policy. 

12. Staff contact information: Robert Watson, Highway Engineer, Special Programs/Program Planning and 
Administration, Robert.C.Watson@wv.gov, 304-558-9623. 

13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? No. 
14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
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Wisconsin 
Note: Wisconsin submitted two survey responses. Some inconsistencies are noted between the responses.  
 
Contact: Jim Donlin, Wisconsin Department of Transportation, james.donlin@dot.wi.gov, 608-266-9546. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Distribution of transportation funding in Wisconsin is determined by the 

governor and state Legislature in the biennial budget process. No formulae or factors are used. Once the 
biennial budget process has determined program budgets, there are distribution formulae/factors for a 
limited number of programs. Those are generally too complicated to discuss “briefly, in general terms.” 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 
• State highways: 50.6% all funds (state and federal); 37.5% state 
• County roads: No distinction between local jurisdictions/classes; see next line 
• City and village streets: 5.1% all funds; 1.8% state 
• Public transit: 6.4% all funds; 7.4% state 
• Other nontransportation uses: 1.7% all funds; 3.4% state 
• Other (please describe): 36.2% all funds; 49.9% state 

Description of “Other”: 
• Local transportation aids: 12.7% all funds; 24.8% state 
• Department operations: 3.2% all funds; 3.4% state  
• Aeronautics: 3.7% all funds; 0.8% state  
• Rail/harbors: 2.2% all funds; 0.4% state  
• Division of Motor Vehicles: 2.1% all funds; 4.2% state  
• State Patrol: 2.1% all funds; 3.3% state  
• Other modes (bike/pedestrian, CMAQ, etc.): 1.3% all funds; 0.3% state  
• Debt service: 8.6% all funds; 12.5% state 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Not considering using 
• Road performance indicators: Not considering using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Funding for 

transit aids decided by legislative biennial budget process, not formulae. Distribution of the funding to 
individual systems based on a statutory tier structure, amount of funding available, and that each system 
within a tier receives the same percentage of operating subsidy. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No.  
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: [No response.]  
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? Yes. All. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? Yes. All. 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Jim Donlin, Lead Budget and Policy Analyst for State and Local 

Programs/Federal Relations, Office of Policy, Budget, and Finance, james.donlin@dot.wi.gov, 608-266-
9546. 

mailto:james.donlin@dot.wi.gov�
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13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 
http://www.dot.wisconsin.gov/about/budget.htm. [This Web site provides links to budget highlights, reports 
that document trends in the budget, fuel tax, revenue and consumption, and fact sheets about various aspects 
of transportation policy and financing.] 

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 
 
Wisconsin 
Contact: Casey Newman, Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Kenneth.newman@dot.wi.gov, 608-267-9618. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: Every two years all transportation-related revenues are allocated by the 

Legislature and the governor during the budget process. There are no statutory allocations for transportation 
revenues. 

2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: [No response.] 
• State highways:  
• County roads:  
• City and village streets:  
• Public transit: 
• Other nontransportation uses: 
• Other (please describe): 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? No. 
4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution:  

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas: Not considering using 
• VMT to distribute among road systems: Not considering using 
• Functional class: Currently using 
• Road performance indicators: Currently using 
• Transit agency performance indicators: Not considering using 

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? Yes. Condition of facilities, safety and capacity - these are 
used to distribute the funds once the funding level is determined by the budget process. 

6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? Our method 
should be described in the AASHTO document. 

7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? Yes. Federal government and some MPOs. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: [No response.] 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? [No 

response.] 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? [No response.] 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? [No response.] 
12. Staff contact information: Casey Newman, Director, Office of Policy, Budget, and Finance, 

kenneth.newman@dot.wi.gov, 608-267-9618. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 

http://www.dot.wisconsin.gov/about/docs/budgettrends2008.pdf. [This September 2008 document, 
“Transportation Budget Trends - 2008,” presents a high-level summary of transportation budget revenues 
for the period 1994 through 2009.] 

14. Additional comments: Summary of telephone conversation with Casey Newman: WisDOT uses 
distribution factors in making recommendations and prioritizing projects, but those factors may not be 
reflected in final funding amounts.  

http://www.dot.wisconsin.gov/about/budget.htm�
mailto:Kenneth.newman@dot.wi.gov�
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Wyoming 
Contact: Kevin Hibbard, Wyoming Department of Transportation, Kevin.Hibbard@dot.state.wy.us, 307-777-4026. 
  
1. Describe formulae and factors: The most significant formula distribution is associated with motor fuel, 

state gasoline and diesel fuel revenue. 
2. Percentage allocation of road-user fees: 

• State highways: Gas 57.5%; diesel 75% 
• County roads: Gas 27.5%; diesel 20% 
• City and village streets: Gas 15%; diesel 5% 
• Public transit: [No response.] 
• Other nontransportation uses: [No response.] 
• Other (please describe): State parks. State parks receive revenue for motor boats, snowmobiles 

and off-road vehicles based on the number of registrations of these vehicles from gasoline tax 
revenue. It is estimated that in FY 2010 the state parks will receive $1.5 million. 

3. Are there sources of revenue other than road-user fees? Yes. The Department of Transportation received 
of state General [Funds] $386,100,000 between FY 2005 through FY 2009 for surface transportation.  
Note: County funds appropriated from WYDOT’s share of General Fund appropriations:  

• Rotomilled asphalt 2007/2008: $3 million 
• Rotomilled asphalt 2009/2010: $3 million 
• Industrial road funds 2007/2008: $2 million 
• Industrial road funds 2009/2010: $7 million 

4. Recent significant changes to distribution formula? No. 
5. Factors in use or considered for use as determinants of funding distribution: [No response.] 

• VMT to distribute among geographic areas:  
• VMT to distribute among road systems:  
• Functional class:  
• Road performance indicators:  
• Transit agency performance indicators:  

5a. Considering other factors not listed above? No. 
6. Does the 2007 AASHTO publication adequately describe distribution of transit funding? [No 

response.] 
7. Do agencies other than the state DOT distribute transit aid? No. 
8. Innovative or effective elements of transportation funding system: Our asset management system; the 

use of advance construction. 
9. Are elements of transportation funding system a source of chronic trouble or complaint? No. 
10. Is a class of road or transit agency or geographic area systematically underfunded by distribution 

formula? No. 
11. Is the distribution formula a current topic of public debate? No. 
12. Staff contact information: Kevin Hibbard, Budget Officer, Wyoming Department of Transportation, 

Kevin.Hibbard@dot.state.wy.us, 307-777-4026. 
13. Publication or Web page describing distribution of transportation spending? Yes; 

http://www.dot.state.wy.us/wydot/administration/budget. [See 
http://www.dot.state.wy.us/webdav/site/wydot/shared/Budget/2010%20Operating%20Budget.pdf for a 
presentation titled “2010 Wyoming Department of Transportation Operating Budget (October 1, 2009 - 
September 30, 2010).”]  

14. Additional comments: [No response.] 
 

mailto:Kevin.Hibbard@dot.state.wy.us�
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4. Follow-up Discussions with Selected Survey Respondents 
 
4.1 Selecting States for Follow-up Contacts 
 
Michigan’s review of its current statutory formulae can be aided by discussions with other states conducting similar 
reviews. In addition to gaining insight from states considering possible changes to their funding formulae, learning 
more about innovative programs and new funding models used by other states, such as Montana’s P3 asset 
management system and Iowa’s TIME-21 fund, can inform consideration of new approaches to allocate 
transportation funding in Michigan. States using VMT to allocate transportation funding can inform review of this 
factor for application in Michigan. Finally, a discussion of transit funding issues with Illinois DOT, which recently 
made changes to its transit funding formulae, can provide valuable perspective as Michigan contemplates changes to 
its transit funding processes. 
 
Based on Michigan’s interests and information mined from survey results, we contacted the following states to 
gather information to augment the survey responses: 

• Illinois 
• Iowa 
• Kansas 
• Maine  
• Montana 
• Ohio 

 
 
4.2 Discussion Highlights  
 
The questions that guided interviews with selected states are provided in Appendix A. Each interviewee’s survey 
response guided the follow-up discussion, so not all interviewees were asked all questions. Based upon the answers 
given during a particular interview, we omitted some questions that were not relevant and asked additional follow-
up questions. In some cases, interviewees were unable to answer a question, and contacts made to colleagues of the 
interviewee netted no new information. 
 
During our discussions with state DOTs, we focused our attention on four key areas: 

• Transportation funding programs under review 
• Distribution factors, with a particular interest in VMT 
• Transportation funding program innovations 
• Allocation of transit funding 

In the sections below we offer highlights of the discussions in each of these key areas. 
 
 
4.2.1 Transportation Funding Programs Under Review 
 
Three states - Kansas, Maine and Ohio - indicated in survey responses that their transportation funding programs are 
under review. In the course of our follow-up discussions, we found that such a review was also recently conducted 
in Iowa.  
 
In Maine, the review of transportation funding is in its infancy and will focus on project-level selection. We found 
that Iowa, Kansas and Ohio undertook a significant effort to evaluate their current transportation programs and 
identify recommended solutions for moving the programs forward. In all three cases, solutions recommended by the 
task forces charged with examining the state transportation programs emphasized identifying and developing new 
revenue streams; the reviews did not focus on evaluating or modifying distribution factors. In Kansas, 
recommendations are made in connection with factors to determine project selection, but not for changes to the 
primary funding distribution model. 
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In Kansas and Ohio, the task force recommendations have not yet been acted upon. In Iowa, while existing 
distribution factors continue to be applied, a new fund was established that obtains its revenue from increases in 
existing fees.  
 
 
4.2.2 Distribution Factors 
 
While the latest review of transportation funding in Iowa did not revisit the use of distribution factors, earlier studies 
did. A 2005 report prepared by an Iowa DOT committee that was convened to examine allocations to counties 
recommends an objective formula to replace a subjective formula that relied on a need study. The new objective 
formula uses area, population, VMT, road type and lineal feet of bridge deck to allocate funding to counties. A five-
year plan that began in 2007 prescribed incremental application of the new objective formula; the new formula will 
be applied for all county allocations beginning in 2011. 
 
The distribution factors used to allocate funding to cities are the subject of a review by another Iowa DOT advisory 
committee. In its 2003 report, the committee concludes that using population is the most effective method to 
distribute funding to cities, though acknowledges that some use of mileage or VMT should be considered. 
 
Kansas also uses VMT as a distribution factor in determining funding to counties. VMT data is collected at traffic 
count stations located throughout the state and applied to an extensive computer model that estimates VMT in every 
sector of the transportation system, including city streets. Information from a 2002 FHWA publication describes 
how Kansas calculates VMT.  
 
Road performance indicators for pavement, bridges, safety and congestion are used as distribution factors in 
Montana’s performance-based asset management system. For the other states included in this review, distribution 
factors are used to select projects rather than to determine allocations to counties, cities or townships. In Illinois and 
Ohio, road performance indicators are used at the project level. In Maine, factors such as VMT, functional class, 
condition of asset and safety are considerations when selecting individual projects. In Kansas, a recent report 
recommends a more comprehensive project selection approach that includes an examination of predicted economic 
impacts for certain transportation projects. 
 
 
4.2.3 Transportation Funding Program Innovations 
 
Two recent reports produced by the Iowa DOT for Iowa’s General Assembly evaluated transportation revenues and 
highlighted potential revenue sources that might be considered as alternatives to the fuel tax, which now provides 
transportation revenues. One of the options noted in the report - the per-mile tax - is being evaluated in a federally 
funded study conducted by the University of Iowa’s Public Policy Center. In a December 2008 report to Iowa’s 
General Assembly, the Iowa DOT notes that the per-mile tax, while not technically feasible today, may be the best 
solution to equitably assess road-user fees. An Ohio task force’s recent review of transportation investment 
strategies also highlighted a VMT tax, recommending that Ohio begin exploring a move to such a tax in anticipation 
of declining yields in fuel taxes. 
 
Montana’s P3 system is an example of a program innovation already in place. P3 uses outputs from various 
infrastructure management systems (pavement, bridge, safety and congestion) to generate a funding level that best 
meets performance goals. The process emphasizes equity of conditions across functional class to recommend levels 
of funding by district, system and type of work. Rather than prioritizing projects, P3 guides Montana DOT in 
selecting a particular treatment on a particular system (Interstate, National Highway and Primary Systems) and 
allocates funds to the districts for particular types of work (reconstruction, rehabilitation and resurfacing). Montana 
DOT reports that system performance trends indicate the P3-recommended investment strategies are working. 
 
 
4.2.4 Allocation of Transit Funding 
 
Of all survey respondents, only Illinois DOT noted recent changes to the state’s transit funding program. Revisions 
that began in Illinois in January 2008 and unfolded over the next year and a half took an existing funding structure 
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and expanded it through legislative action. Increases in sales and real estate transfer taxes generated additional 
funding for transit, as did an increase in state support and an increase in the ceiling for funding that can be allocated 
to downstate transit operators. 
 
Though not yet enacted, recommendations for change in the allocation of transit funding are included in a 2009 
report of a Kansas task force that evaluated the state’s transportation program. Currently, the urban funding formula 
is based on population. The task force recommends the use of additional factors such as ridership, extent of service, 
amount of local match and efficiency of service. The 2009 report also recommends that a new formula be created to 
replace the discretionary basis used to distribute rural transit funds. The report recommends retaining limited 
discretionary funding to meet one-time capital needs that may not be met by an area’s formula-based funds. 
 
We highlight the use of performance measures with discussion of a formula recently adopted by the Portland Area 
Comprehensive Transportation Committee (PACTS) of the Greater Portland Council of Governments. PACTS, 
which serves the Portland, Maine, area, uses a formula based on increased riders and increased miles to allocate 
transit funding. PACTS has not used productivity statistics such as passenger vehicle miles given the concern that 
their use would favor fixed routes in the most densely populated areas. The greatest challenge associated with the 
use of the formula is to establish a fair allocation among differing transit systems.  
 
Our discussion with Ohio DOT led us to a 1995 Ohio DOT technical memorandum that describes a proposed rural 
transit allocation method that employs performance measures. A second document, Ohio DOT’s Rural Transit 
Manual, outlines the performance-based allocation method now used in Ohio. 
 
 
4.3 Discussion Details  
 
In the sections below we provide a summary of discussions with six states - Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Montana 
and Ohio - presented in the following categories: 

• General description of formulae and factors  
• Transportation funding under review 
• Distribution factors 
• Funding program innovation 
• Allocation of transit funding 
• Related resources 
• Contact information 
Note:  Information in the “General Description of Formulae and Factors” sections of this report is taken from 

survey responses to provide context for the subsequent discussions. 
 
Not all state summaries include all of the categories above.  
 
 
4.3.1 Illinois 

General Description of Formulae and Factors 

Motor fuel tax is distributed between state and local governments. Local allocation is done by formula; state 
allocation uses MFT combined with motor vehicle registration and fees plus federal and local reimbursements, 
investment income and miscellaneous fees. An internal process is used to determine a financially feasible level of 
annual highway programs. All other transportation modes are funded through annual appropriation. 
 
Road-user fees are allocated as follows: 

• State highways: 45.6 percent of net MFT; 100 percent of net MVR 
• County roads: 50.9 percent of 54.4 percent of net MFT; 0 percent of net MVR 
• City and village streets: 49.1 percent of 54.4 percent of net MFT; 0 percent of net MVR 
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• Other nontransportation uses: By appropriation or statutory dedication 
• Other: Grade crossing, vehicle inspection and recreational boating:  

o $42 million annually to dedicated grade crossing fund 
o $30 million annually for vehicle inspections in nonattainment regions 
o $5 million annually for boating projects in lieu of refunds on taxable MFT for recreational boating 

 

Distribution Factors 

Illinois uses a variety of distribution factors, including: 
• MFT (local governments) 
• MVR (certain counties) 
• Population (municipalities) 
• Eligible miles of roadway and property tax effort for road improvements (townships) 

 
Project-level factors used by Illinois DOT regions to prioritize projects include functional class and road 
performance indicators. 
 

Allocation of Transit Funding 

The recent revisions to transit funding in Illinois took an existing funding structure and expanded it through 
legislative action. Revisions began in January 2008 and unfolded over the next year and a half. 

Background 
The transit system in Illinois includes downstate transit operators and the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA), 
which serves northeastern Illinois and includes three transit operators: 

• Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) 
• Pace bus service (Chicago and suburban bus service) 
• Metra rail service (regional commuter rail) 

Downstate Transit Operators 
The Downstate Transit Improvement Fund (DTIF) provides funding for downstate transit operators; funding is 
determined by taking an 80 percent share of the state sales tax (five percent) and multiplying it by 3/32; the resulting 
share is funneled into the DTIF. Monies are used to fund grants requested by downstate transit agencies. Continuing 
appropriation legislation allows Illinois DOT to request additional appropriation under statutory authority up to the 
amount authorized by Illinois’ General Assembly if the initial appropriation is insufficient. Funds remaining at the 
end of the year had been returned to the General Revenue fund, but now these funds are set aside and used for transit 
grants for downstate capital projects.  
 
Prior to the recent funding changes, General Fund operating assistance for downstate transit operators could not 
exceed 55 percent of the recipient’s operating budget.  

The RTA 
The RTA generates its own funding through a sales tax and farebox collections; the RTA’s minimum farebox 
recovery rate is 50 percent. 
 
The state provides two main sources of funding support to the RTA: 

• The state provides an operating subsidy of 25 percent of the sales tax the RTA collects, provided the RTA 
recovers 50 percent of its operating expenses by farebox. This funding is pass-through from the General 
Fund to the Public Transportation Fund. 

• The Strategic Capital Improvement Program, a state-supported bonding program, gives the RTA the 
authority to issue bonds up to a certain limit. The program’s second iteration provided an increase in the 
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authorization and provided a schedule for the RTA to issue a series of bonds. The state reimburses the RTA 
to cover debt service up to a statutory limit. To date, the RTA has not exceeded that limit and has been 
reimbursed for all debt service expenses. 

 
Of the taxes collected, the RTA retains 15 percent of the sales tax revenues, and the remaining 85 percent is split 
between the CTA, Metra and Pace at different levels depending on where the taxes are collected. Funds are also 
directed to specific programs such as paratransit; community mobility; and the Innovation, Coordination and 
Enhancement (ICE) program. The ICE program was established as part of the 2008 transit reform legislation and 
provides operating and/or capital funding for projects that provide cost-effective ways to enhance the coordination 
and integration of public transportation. 

Funding Revisions 
Recent changes to the funding stream for transit in Illinois include: 

• An increase in the percentage of funding that can be allocated to downstate transit operations (maximum 
general operating fund assistance increased from 55 percent to 65 percent)  

• An increase in the RTA’s sales tax  
• An increase in the real estate transfer tax in the city of Chicago  
• An increase in state support based on funds collected by the RTA through sales taxes (increased from 25 

percent to 30 percent) 
 
In January 2008, the RTA increased its sales tax by one-quarter percent in Chicago and Cook County. The sales tax 
increased by one-half percent in the collar counties, with one-quarter percent remaining with the counties and one-
quarter percent allocated to the RTA. Collar counties include Lake, DuPage, Will, Kankakee, Grundy, Kendall, 
Kane, DeKalb and McHenry counties. 
 
In addition to raising the RTA sales tax, a supplemental tax at the rate of $1.50 per $500 of the transfer price, or a 
fraction thereof, was imposed on real estate transfers taking place in the city of Chicago on or after April 1, 2008. 
This supplemental tax is for the benefit of the CTA to be used to support bonds to pay down unfunded liability and 
help fund insurance benefits. In addition to this tax increase, the operating subsidy provided by the state of 25 
percent of the funds collected by the RTA through sales taxes was raised to 30 percent. 

Challenges 
Payments to the RTA come through the General Fund, which has not been able to support the payments due. At 
seven months into the fiscal year, the RTA has not received any funding from the state’s General Fund. This caused 
a cash flow problem that led the RTA to issue its own bonds in January 2010 to assist the CTA. 
 
Some of the funding revisions had an immediate impact; other changes unfolded over a period of a year or more. 
Managing the changes required frequent interaction with the state Legislature and the Department of Revenue.  

Contact Information 

Name Title / Office Agency E-mail / Telephone 

Jim Ofcarcik 

Manager, Fiscal Analysis 
Section 
Bureau of Budget and Fiscal 
Management 

Illinois Department of 
Transportation 

jim.ofcarcik@illinois.gov 
217-782-0105 
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4.3.2 Iowa 

General Description of Formulae and Factors 

The Road Use Tax Fund (RUTF) is divided by Code of Iowa-defined percentages into the following after some off-
the-top allocations (including some for public transit): 

• Primary Road Fund (Iowa DOT-jurisdiction roads): 47.5 percent 
• Secondary Road Fund (county roads): 24.5 percent 
• Farm-to-Market Road Fund (county roads): eight percent 
• City Street Fund (city streets): 20 percent  

 
The Secondary Road and Farm-to-Market funds are distributed to Iowa’s 99 counties using objective factors 
including miles of roads, rural population, land area, VMT and length of structures. The City Street Fund is 
distributed to Iowa’s 947 cities on a per capita basis.  
 
A new fund, the TIME-21 Fund, is distributed 60 percent to the Primary Road Fund, 20 percent to the Secondary 
Road Fund and 20 percent to the City Street Fund. The allocations to the Secondary Road and the City Street funds 
are distributed to individual jurisdictions using the same formulae used for distributing RUTF revenue. 

 
Road-user fees are allocated as follows: 

• State highways: 45 percent 
• County roads: 28 percent 
• City and village streets: 18 percent 
• Public transit: one percent 
• Other nontransportation uses: two percent 
• Other: six percent 

 
The “Other” category includes appropriations to the Iowa DOT for operations that support the entire public road 
system (such as motor vehicle enforcement) and other miscellaneous off-the-top allocations including funding for 
state parks and institution roads, and the traffic safety improvement and living roadways programs. 
 

Transportation Funding Under Review 

The Iowa General Assembly required the Iowa DOT to conduct a study of current RUTF revenues, and projected 
roadway construction and maintenance needs. Recommendations in a December 2006 report prepared for submittal 
to the Legislature included: 

• Existing RUTF revenues should continue to flow through the existing distribution formula, and any natural 
growth in those revenues should also continue to flow through the existing distribution formula. 

• If new funding sources are created or existing funding sources increased, the new revenue should be placed 
in a new fund. 

• If a new fund is created, it should be distributed through a new formula (60 percent to the state, 20 percent 
to the cities and 20 percent to the counties) and targeted to particular needs that best enhance and support 
Iowa’s rural and urban economies. 

• Implementation of funding increases can be phased in over two years to better manage the impact on users. 
• Any additional new revenue generated beyond a set target amount should be distributed through the 

existing RUTF distribution formula. 
 
The new fund recommended by the report is the TIME-21 fund.  
 
Revenue for the TIME-21 fund comes from increases in existing fees, including the annual trailer registration fee, 
motor vehicle title fee, and a change in the formula for calculating the motor vehicle fee. In the latter case, a core fee 
is based on weight and value of the motor vehicle, and the fee decreases over time. With the change, the fee 
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schedule of declining fees is extended. Because fee increases apply only to new vehicles purchased, fee collection 
starts slowly and builds over time. Revenue collected from the increased fees are projected to be $60 million in 2010 
(the second year of the fee increase program) with $165 million in fee revenue projected in 2018.  
 
A December 2008 report to Iowa’s General Assembly, “TIME-21 Funding Analysis,” indicates that additional 
funding must be generated to secure a total of $267 million in annual TIME-21 revenue by FY 2012. The report also 
notes that out-of-state drivers are not paying their proportional share of RUTF revenue, assuming the revenue 
generated by out-of-state drivers should match their share of VMT on Iowa’s public roadways. The report notes that 
existing funding mechanisms that can generate revenue from out-of-state drivers are fuel tax and commercial truck 
registration fees. Additional funding mechanisms not currently in use in Iowa but cited as possible revenue 
generators from out-of-state drivers include a severance tax on ethanol, sales tax on fuel, tolling and a per-mile tax. 
The report recommends a continuing evaluation of alternative funding mechanisms, noting that the per-mile user 
fee, which is not technically possible now, may be the best solution to assess user fees in an equitable manner as the 
country eventually moves toward alternative-fueled vehicles.  
 

Distribution Factors 

Iowa uses a variety of distribution factors, including: 
• Iowa Administrative Code 
• Miles of roads 
• Rural population 
• Land area 
• VMT 
• Length of structures  
• Functional class 
• Per capita  

 
Iowa is transitioning to an objective formula to distribute RUTF allocations to individual counties. The original 
approach to county allocation was based on two factors: 

• 70 percent on each county’s share of needs  
• 30 percent on each county’s share of area 

 
Under the original formula, county needs are calculated by the Iowa DOT to reflect 20 years of construction, 
maintenance and administration needs for county roads and bridges. Iowa DOT identified problems with this 
approach, including: 

• Need study results fluctuated excessively, with some counties seeing their RUTF allocations increase or 
decrease by multiple hundreds of thousand dollars every four years. 

• Like counties were not being treated alike, with some being chronically over- or underfunded. 
• Reliance on condition data that was updated only every 10 years meant that much of the input data in each 

new cycle was significantly out-of-date. 
• The need study approach provided inverse incentives by rewarding undermaintenance and overpaving. 

 
Managing this subjective formula with its strong emphasis on a need study proved to be difficult and 
administratively burdensome, which prompted Iowa DOT to investigate the use of an objective formula. The 
Secondary Road Fund Distribution Advisory Committee was asked to study and recommend a new method for 
distribution of Secondary and Farm-to-Market Road funds. The committee’s 2005 report describes allocations to 
counties under the new objective formula as follows: 
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Factor Secondary Road 
Fund Weighting 

Farm-to-
Market Road 

Fund 
Weighting 

Factor Explanation 

Area 30% 30% Total area of each county, including urban areas; 
serves as measure of system size and extent 

Population 10% 15% Rural population living outside incorporated areas 

VMT 12.5% 10% Vehicle miles traveled per day (a measure of total 
traffic)  

Dirt 0.5% 0% Miles of unsurfaced roads 

Granular 20% 9% Miles of granular surfaced roads 

Paved 13% 23% Miles of paved, seal-coated or otherwise 
weatherproofed roads 

Lineal Feet of 
Bridge Deck 14% 13% 

Total lineal feet of bridge deck of all structures 
included in National Bridge Inventory (span >= 20 
feet) 

 
The objective formula is being phased in over a five-year period as follows:  

• FY 2006: 100 percent need study 
• FY 2007: 80 percent need study / 20 percent objective formula 
• FY 2008: 60 percent need study / 40 percent objective formula 
• FY 2009: 40 percent need study / 60 percent objective formula 
• FY 2010: 20 percent need study / 80 percent objective formula 

 
FY 2011 and beyond will apply only the objective formula. 
 
A review of how funding is allocated to Iowa’s cities is documented in a December 2003 report of the Street 
Construction Fund Distribution Advisory Committee. The committee began their effort by reviewing data, prior 
studies, and other state’s distribution methodologies. Among the street construction fund distribution methodologies 
considered by the committee are mileage, lane-mileage, needs, MVR and VMT.  
 
The committee concluded that using population as a method for distributing Street Construction Fund revenues is 
the most efficient and effective method Iowa. The committee said this with regard to using VMT as a distribution 
method: 

The committee agrees that a distribution of revenues should logically consider both some measure of mileage 
and VMT. However, the committee is concerned about the accuracy of some of these objective measures 
especially for use in the distribution of funding. 

  

Funding Program Innovation 

Two recent reports to Iowa’s General Assembly that evaluated transportation revenues noted that the fuel tax is a 
declining source of revenue due to flattening or decreasing travel and increased fuel efficiency. This trend is 
expected to continue as hybrid and alternative-fueled vehicles become more common on the nation’s roadways.  
 
Alternatives to the fuel tax were considered in the 2008 report, “TIME-21 Funding Analysis,” which provides the 
following recommendations for potential transportation revenue sources: 
 

• Sales tax • Tolling 
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• Severance tax on ethanol 
• Per-mile tax 
• Transportation Improvement District 

• Development impact fees 
• Bonds for Primary Road system improvements 
• Public/private partnerships 

 
The per-mile tax is being evaluated in a federally funded study conducted by the University of Iowa’s Public Policy 
Center. Participants in the Public Policy Center’s Road User Study have an on-board computer temporarily installed 
in their vehicles. The computer records the number of miles driven in a city or county but not the specific location or 
time of travel. The computer stores a record of charges due from road use and uploads the record to a data 
processing center. The record of charges would be used to bill the vehicle owner in a fully deployed system.  
 

Allocation of Transit Funding 

Iowa supports both urban and regional transit systems. To be designated as an urban transit system, the system must 
serve a city or urbanized area with a population of 20,000 or more. 
 
Each fiscal year, up to $300,000 of the total amount available may be reserved from state transit assistance 
appropriations for special projects if the appropriations for the year are expected to equal or exceed $500,000. 
Special project funds are distributed by the department on a discretionary basis and may involve assistance to an 
individual public transit system or to several systems as a group. 
 
Iowa’s distribution formula is represented in the Iowa Administrative Code, with allocations split between regional 
and urban transit systems as follows:  
 

50% 

Regional / Urban RevMi 
_______________________ 

 
Total State RevMi 

x 

System’s LDI 
______________________________ 

 
Sum of LDI for all regions / urbans 

+ 

     

25% 

Regional / Urban RevMi 
_______________________ 

 
Total State RevMi 

x 

System’s Pass to OpExp ratio 
_______________________________ 

 
Sum of Pass to OpExp ratios for all 

regions / urbans 

+ 

     

25% 

Regional / Urban RevMi 
_______________________ 

 
Total State RevMi 

x 

System’s RevMi to OpExp ratios 
_______________________________ 
Sum of RevMi to OpExp ratios for all 

regions / urbans 

 

 
Key: 
RevMi = revenue miles 
LDI = locally derived income 
Pass = passengers 
OpExp = operations expense 
 

Related Resources 

TIME-21 (Transportation Investment Moves the Economy in the 21st Century), Iowa Department of 
Transportation 
http://www.iowadot.gov/time21/index.htm 
This Web site provides links to questions and answers, reports, state-by-state comparisons on fuel tax rates and news 
releases associated with TIME-21. 

http://www.iowadot.gov/time21/index.htm�
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Study of Iowa’s Current Road Use Tax Funds (RUTF) and Future Road Maintenance and Construction 
Needs, A report to the Iowa Legislature, per Section 85, House File 868, 81st General Assembly, Iowa Department 
of Transportation, December 29, 2006.  
http://www.iowadot.gov/time21/images/RUTF%20Study%20FINAL%20122906.pdf 
This legislatively mandated report presents results of a study that evaluated current RUTF revenues, and projected 
roadway construction and maintenance needs. A table describing potential RUTF revenue sources begins on page 60 
of the PDF. 
 
TIME-21 Funding Analysis, A report to the Iowa Legislature, per Section 26, Senate File 2420, 82nd General 
Assembly, Iowa Department of Transportation, December 31, 2008.  
http://www.iowadot.gov/time21/images/RUTF_Study_II_FINAL.pdf 
This legislatively mandated report documents an analysis undertaken to consider the additional revenues necessary 
to provide at least $200 million annually to the TIME-21 fund by FY 2011-2012.  
 
Final Report, Secondary Road Fund Distribution Advisory Committee, Iowa Department of Transportation, 2005.  
http://publications.iowa.gov/6556/4/SRFDAC_Report_DOT_Final-20050117.doc 
This advisory committee was established to consider methodologies for distribution of funds in the Secondary Road 
and Farm-to-Market Road funds and recommend to the state’s General Assembly one or more alternative 
methodologies for funding distribution. 
 
Review of Alternative Distribution Methodologies for the Street Construction Fund of the Cities, Street 
Construction Fund Distribution Advisory Committee, Iowa Department of Transportation, December 26, 2003. 
http://publications.iowa.gov/627/1/City_RUTF_Report_122603.doc 
This document describes the process used to recommend to the state’s General Assembly one or more alternative 
methodologies for distribution of Street Construction Fund revenues to Iowa’s cities. 
 
Road User Study, Public Policy Center, University of Iowa 
http://www.roaduserstudy.org/Default.aspx 
From the Web site: The University of Iowa Public Policy Center is conducting a federally funded national study to 
evaluate public response to the new mileage-based road user charge system. This system could one day replace the 
gas tax … .The study has two primary goals: 

• To make sure that the system is reliable, secure, flexible, user-friendly and cost-effective  
• To find out why vehicle operators accept or reject the system, what they like and what they don’t 

  
Transportation [761]; Chapter 920: State Transit Assistance, Iowa Administrative Code, December 30, 2009. 
http://www.legis.state.ia.us/aspx/ACODocs/DOCS/01-27-2010.761.pdf 
Page 635 of the PDF gives the transit funding formula.  
 

Contact Information 

Name Title / Office Agency E-mail / Telephone 

Stuart Anderson 
Division Director, Planning, 
Programming and Modal 
Division 

Iowa Department of 
Transportation 

stuart.anderson@dot.iowa.gov 
515-239-1661 

Peter Hallock Assistant Director, Office of 
Public Transit 

Iowa Department of 
Transportation 

peter.hallock@dot.iowa.gov 
515-239-1765 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.iowadot.gov/time21/images/RUTF Study FINAL 122906.pdf�
http://www.iowadot.gov/time21/images/RUTF_Study_II_FINAL.pdf�
http://publications.iowa.gov/6556/4/SRFDAC_Report_DOT_Final-20050117.doc�
http://publications.iowa.gov/627/1/City_RUTF_Report_122603.doc�
http://www.roaduserstudy.org/Default.aspx�
http://www.legis.state.ia.us/aspx/ACODocs/DOCS/01-27-2010.761.pdf�
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4.3.3 Kansas 

General Description of Formulae and Factors 

Road-user fees are allocated as follows: 
• State highways: Motor fuel: 66.37 percent; registration fees: 100 percent 
• County roads: Motor fuel: 19.17 percent 
• City and village streets: Motor fuel: 14.46 percent 

 
In addition to revenue from motor fuel taxes and registration fees, 12.26 percent of the state sales and use tax 
receipts are deposited directly to the State Highway Fund. 
 
Factors used to divide motor fuel receipts between local governmental units include population, miles of roads and 
streets, dollars of vehicle registrations and VMT. 
 

Transportation Funding Under Review 

Kansas’ 10-year Comprehensive Transportation Program ended in 2009. In 2008, the Transportation-Leveraging 
Investments in Kansas (T-LINK) Task Force was created to examine program options. The task force was charged 
with examining the state of transportation in Kansas and developing a set of recommendations.  
 
In its January 2009 report, the task force provided recommendations that included a series of new business models, 
including: 

• Linking transportation investments to the state’s economic priorities: Use economic impact analysis as a 
part of project selection for all modes. 

 
• Highways (roads and bridges): Recognize that many capacity and economic opportunity mega projects will 

require individual financing packages if they are to be constructed. 
 
• Local roads: Create a fund exchange program so that local governments could “sell” or “swap” their federal 

funds for state funds that carry fewer prescriptive requirements. 
 

A November 2009 Kansas DOT presentation that provides an update on T-LINK explains that the project endorses 
an expanded selection process approach, where engineering, regional priorities assessed through a local consultation 
process and economic impacts assessed using TREDIS (Transportation Economic Development Impact System) are 
used to evaluate expansion projects. 
 
The presentation provides position statements that recommend using the following weights for expansion projects: 

• 50 percent engineering 
• 25 percent regional priorities 
• 25 percent economic impacts 

 
The following weights are recommended for modernization projects: 

• 80 percent engineering 
• 20 percent regional priorities 

Revenue Enhancements 
Beginning last year, an interim committee of the Kansas Legislature - the 2009 Special Committee on 
Transportation - was formed to study funding options. The committee’s recommendations include: 

• Increasing the state sales tax, dedicating a portion of the increase to transportation. 
• Applying the state sales tax to motor fuel sales and dedicating 100 percent of this revenue to transportation. 

A rollback on the excise tax on motor fuel is recommended to offset a portion of the tax increase. 
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• Considering a modest increase in motor vehicle registration fees. 
 
Bills have been drafted that reflect these recommendations but have not yet been introduced. 
 
Other committee recommendations: 

• Reconsider how allocation of motor fuel tax collections is made to cities and counties. The committee 
recommends increasing the percentage allocated to cities and counties for roads and bridges by 25 percent.  

• Increase state funding for rural transit. Most funding for urban transit comes from federal funds. 
 

Distribution Factors 

State statute requires that a portion of the state motor fuel tax be transferred to the cities and counties. Funding is 
allocated to counties as: 

• A ratio of the MVR fees in each county to the total amount of MVR fees collected in all counties 
• A ratio of the average daily VMT in each county to the average daily VMT in all counties (not including 

miles traveled on Interstate highways) 
• A ratio of the total road miles in each county to the total road miles in all counties  

 
Funding distributed to cities is based only on population (the proportion that the population of each city bears to the 
total population of all cities in the state). 

Calculating VMT 
Kansas DOT collects VMT data at traffic count stations located throughout the state and uses an extensive computer 
model to estimate VMT in every sector of the system, including city streets. 
 
An FHWA report “State Practices Used to Report Local Area Travel,” available at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/statepractices.pdf, used results of a survey of FHWA state field offices in April 2002 
to gather information on innovative state practices used to estimate local area VMT. Page 12 of the report provides a 
description of Kansas’ approach to calculating VMT: 
 

RMC - Traffic count data is collected on a 6-year cycle. About 500 24-hour counts are taken each year and the 
data are adjusted for season and axle and then matched to road section to estimate daily VMT by section. 
Growth factors and ADT are generated by county and applied to the uncounted sections. 
 
Rural locals - 10 percent sample traffic count plans are applied to the rural and small communities by 
population groups on a 9-year cycle. ADT value by strata are formed and applied to all sections within the strata 
to compute daily VMT. ADT is updated every 3 years. 
 
Urban/urbanized areas locals - A 10 percent sample of local streets in 40 urban areas is counted on a 9-year 
cycle. About 400 counts are taken annually. The counts are averaged and then multiplied by the local mileage 
reported. 

 
Key: 
RMC = rural minor collector functional system 
Locals = rural, small urban and urbanized area local functional systems 
ADT = average daily traffic 

Consideration of Other Distribution Factors 
Reed Davis of Kansas DOT’s Office of Financial and Investment Management notes that some in Kansas would like 
to use motor fuel taxes collected in each county as a distribution factor. However, at this time the state is unable to 
use this distribution factor given its current approach to tax collection. The state collects tax at the first distribution 
point, which means the state cannot identify how much fuel is sold in each county. Larger counties are interested in 
this type of allocation because it may result in a higher funding allocation to larger, more populated counties. 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/statepractices.pdf�
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Allocation of Transit Funding 

Funding for transit is split between rural (41 percent) and urban (59 percent) transit operators and used for operating 
and capital needs. Urban transit funding is currently based on population. The January 2009 T-LINK report 
recommends that the current urban funding formula be reviewed and additional factors such as ridership, extent of 
service, amount of local match and efficiency of service be considered in addition to population. 
 
Rural transit funds are now distributed on a discretionary basis based on identified needs. The T-LINK report 
recommends moving away from this discretionary approach and creating a new formula. The task force 
recommends distributing some state-level urban and rural funds on a discretionary basis to help meet one-time 
capital needs that might not be met with an area’s formula-based funds. 
 
The T-LINK report’s recommendations also include development of a new transit model that moves toward 
coordinated transit districts. Such a change is expected to allow for a one-call system to receive transit services in 
rural Kansas rather than the patchwork of services that may now require multiple contact points. The Legislature 
must act to direct Kansas DOT to make this change. A bill addressing this issue does not appear to have been 
introduced at the time of publication of this report. 
 

Related Resources 

Statute 79-3425c, Apportionment of special city and county highway fund; apportionment of county equalization 
and adjustment fund; credit and use, 2008 Kansas Statutes Annotated. 
http://kansasstatutes.lesterama.org/Chapter_79/Article_34/79-3425c.html  
This statute provides the distribution factors associated with county and city allocations. 
 
State Practices Used to Report Local Area Travel, FHWA, undated. 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/statepractices.pdf 
This FHWA report provides information on innovative state practices used to estimate local area VMT that were 
identified during a 2002 survey of FHWA state field offices. 
 
T-LINK, Kansas Department of Transportation  
http://www.kansastlink.com/ 
This Web site provides a wealth of materials related to the T-LINK task force’s activities, including: 
 

• T-LINK final report (full version) 
http://www.kansastlink.com/downloads/T-LINK%20Final%20Report%20Jan%2009.pdf 
The T-LINK task force’s final report includes recommendations for increased funding that uses the existing 
distribution formula. 

 
• T-LINK final report (executive summary) 

http://www.kansastlink.com/downloads/T-
LINK%20Final%20Report,%20Ex.%20Summary%20only,%20Jan%2009A.pdf 
This 18-page document provides a high-level overview of the T-LINK task force’s final report. 
 

• T-LINK calculator 
http://www.kansastlink.com/calculator/ 
This interactive tool allows the user to create a theoretical Kansas transportation program. The calculator is 
for education purposes only. 
 

• Pilot project results and local consultation materials 
http://www.kansastlink.com/local-consultation-2009 
This Web page provides preliminary results of Kansas DOT’s three-year pilot process for selecting 
highway projects. The pilot effort examined the new selection process and identified potential projects. The 
Web page notes that Kansas DOT does not have the funding to build the candidate projects.  
 

• Presentation: “KDOT T-LINK Update,” November 17, 2009 
http://www.kansastlink.com/downloads/T-LINK%20Nov%2017_2009_FINAL_ex.pdf 
This presentation provides an update on the local consultation reaction to T-LINK.  

http://kansasstatutes.lesterama.org/Chapter_79/Article_34/79-3425c.html�
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/statepractices.pdf�
http://www.kansastlink.com/�
http://www.kansastlink.com/downloads/T-LINK Final Report Jan 09.pdf�
http://www.kansastlink.com/downloads/T-LINK Final Report, Ex. Summary only, Jan 09A.pdf�
http://www.kansastlink.com/downloads/T-LINK Final Report, Ex. Summary only, Jan 09A.pdf�
http://www.kansastlink.com/calculator/�
http://www.kansastlink.com/local-consultation-2009�
http://www.kansastlink.com/downloads/T-LINK Nov 17_2009_FINAL_ex.pdf�
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Transportation Infrastructure Investment and the Kansas Economy, Kansas Department of Transportation, 
November 2008. 
http://ksdot.org/PDF_Files/Transportation%20Infrastructure%20Investment%20and%20the%20Kansas%20Econom
y%20Final%2011-12-08.pdf 
This report uses case studies to demonstrate how transportation projects affect the Kansas economy. From page 8 of 
the PDF: 

Historically, KDOT’s approach for selecting which projects to build has relied on an objective and data 
intensive formula that uses information about engineering deficiencies on existing road sections to create a list 
[of] priority projects. The formula does not directly consider economic impacts and it cannot predict needs for 
new bypasses, interchanges, or roadway alignments. A more comprehensive project selection approach is 
needed. 
 

Principles recommended for future selection of transportation projects include: 
• Examining predicted economic impacts for projects meeting prerequisites only 
• Modeling projected jobs, income and economic value-added impacts 
• Using qualitative information to round out analysis of economic impacts 

 

Contact Information 

Name Title / Office Agency E-mail / Telephone 

Reed Davis 

Manager of Economic 
Analysis 
Office of Financial and 
Investment Management 

Kansas Department of 
Transportation 

reed@ksdot.org 
785-291-3706 

 
 
4.3.4 Maine 

General Description of Formulae and Factors 

Of the total state Highway Fund revenue available, approximately 20 percent to 25 percent supports the Department 
of Public Safety and Secretary of State. The remaining funds are allocated to MaineDOT, which distributes 
approximately 90 percent to state highways and 10 percent to city and village streets, as prescribed by statute. 
MaineDOT has occasionally received limited General Fund bonding for transportation improvements. 
 

Transportation Funding Under Review 

MaineDOT’s review of how the state funds transportation projects is in its infancy. The review is not being made in 
connection with the legislatively determined 90/10 allocation to state and city and village streets. Instead, the review 
is an internal assessment of current processes used to prioritize transportation projects. A team is developing a 
recommended process for project selection that must then be endorsed by MaineDOT’s internal management. The 
team’s review is focusing on two main areas: 

• The need for a more consistent approach to selecting projects 
• Making the process as transparent and understandable to the public as possible  

 
A MaineDOT intern conducted a telephone survey of state DOTs in support of MaineDOT’s examination of its 
project selection process. The results of that survey are being reviewed for possible follow-up with specific 
respondents.  
 
Challenges anticipated as the state considers making modifications to its project selection process include: 

• Resistance to change 

http://ksdot.org/PDF_Files/Transportation Infrastructure Investment and the Kansas Economy Final 11-12-08.pdf�
http://ksdot.org/PDF_Files/Transportation Infrastructure Investment and the Kansas Economy Final 11-12-08.pdf�
mailto:reed@ksdot.org�
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• Difficulties associated with measuring factors such as economic development and job growth 
• Advocacy group recommendations producing conflicting results; for example, some approaches to reduce 

VMT may actually increase it 
 
MaineDOT hopes to have the new project selection system in place by the end of 2010 to prepare for the anticipated 
release of the next capital program in April 2011. 
 
Another review is under way in MaineDOT that examines responsibilities for roadways. Differing responsibilities at 
different times of the year - for example, winter maintenance activities as opposed to summer-related activities - 
present challenges to state and local jurisdictions. It is too early to tell if this review will result in a reallocation of 
funds to address specific responsibilities.  
 

Distribution Factors 

Distribution factors such as VMT, functional class, condition of asset, safety and a balance of preservation versus 
expansion are considerations when selecting individual projects. Note that these factors are used at the project 
selection level, not to allocate funds to a specific jurisdiction. 
 
Energy reduction is one of the policy issues driving project selection. VMT and vehicle hours traveled, when used as 
a means to prioritize projects, become more important with this focus on energy reduction. 
 
Project selection is addressed in MaineDOT’s Biennial Capital Work Plan, Fiscal Years 2010-2011. Page 6 of the 
PDF at http://www.maine.gov/mdot/planning-documents/bcwp2010-2011/fulldoc1b.pdf provides a list of the factors 
used to prioritize projects: 

MaineDOT also conducts planning studies and technical assessments such as bridge inspections, pavement 
condition evaluations, etc. to identify project candidates. In order to prioritize projects, MaineDOT considered 
the following: 

• Does the potential project address a safety issue? 
• Does the potential project preserve the existing transportation system (such as replacing a failing 

bridge or protecting an already-existing transportation investment)? 
• Does the project support economic development initiatives and facilitate job growth? 
• Does the potential investment support modernization and improvement in all modes of transportation? 
• Does the potential project present cost-effective solutions that improve mobility and/or leverage other 

dollars, such as private or municipal investment, and facilitate economic growth? 
• Is there equitable distribution of improvement projects statewide, and potential for regional and 

statewide transportation and economic benefits? 
• Are there land use or energy efficiency considerations and/or environmental factors complemented or 

supported with the transportation investment? 
• Does the project address metropolitan area and regional priorities such as job growth and economic 

development? 
• Are there prior project commitments (including whether or not a project was deferred)? 
• Does the project enhance community cohesiveness and quality of life? 
• Are there funds restricted to the project candidate? 

 

Allocation of Transit Funding 

Maine’s constitution prohibits using the state Highway Fund for nonhighway purposes, which limits funding for 
transit. The Transit Bonus Program provides transit funding to Maine’s municipalities. 

 

http://www.maine.gov/mdot/planning-documents/bcwp2010-2011/fulldoc1b.pdf�
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Transit Bonus Program 

The information below about Maine’s Transit Bonus Program is provided by Susan Moreau of MaineDOT’s Office 
of Passenger Transportation:  

Overview 
In 2002, the 120th Maine Legislature, during its Second Regular Session, enacted L.D. 507, “An Act to Create 
the Transit Bonus Payment Program.” L.D. 507 promotes the purposes of the 1991 voter-approved Sensible 
Transportation Policy Act (STPA), which directs the state to consider transportation alternatives before building 
new highway capacity. The Bonus Transit Program creates an incentive for municipalities to increase municipal 
operating support for their regularly scheduled transit while reducing the rising property tax burden.  
 
To qualify, any municipality that increases its contribution to transit over expenditures in State Fiscal Year 2001 
on its fixed route service, for the operation of year-round or seasonal transit service and transit service which 
has been established for at least 3 years with at least 3 scheduled service days per week, is eligible to receive the 
dollar-for-dollar transit bonus match payment from the Urban-Rural Initiative Program (URIP). Transit Bonus 
Payment Program funds are added and disbursed to municipalities’ allocated URIP amount for a fiscal year, 
paid in the regular URIP process, and used for URIP purposes.  
 
Strengths 
Each year, an average total of 22 communities have requested Transit Bonus Funds. Funding requests have 
ranged from $2,800 from the Town of East Millinocket to $192,000 from the City of Portland. In 2003, funding 
requests totaled $497,652; in 2009 funding requests exceeded $1,739,000 for a total of $7.2 million since the 
beginning of the program. 
 
All over the state, this incentive program has without a doubt benefited the communities that participate and 
accomplished the goal of increased funding for transit operations in both rural and urban fixed route systems.  
 
Weaknesses 
This program is underfunded. Transit Bonus requests are three times greater than the available resources.  
  
Note:  Total distributions cannot exceed two and one-half percent of annual URIP funding and must be 

prorated if entitlements exceed appropriations.  

Using Performance Measures to Allocate Funding 
The Greater Portland Council of Governments’ PACTS serves the Portland, Maine, area, which has several transit 
operators that coordinate urban, rural and ADA services in the region. Other regions in the state generally have one 
or two providers serving a region, and often serving either a rural or urban area.  
 
PACTS funding allocation is based on the following: 

• Divide the base portion of 5307 funds (funds up to 2007 amounts, or $1.95 million) using the formula that 
was established prior to 2007 (Biddeford-Saco-Old Orchard Beach: 6.66 percent; Casco Bay Island Transit 
District: 17.34 percent; METRO (Greater Portland Transit District): 58.61 percent; Regional Transportation 
Program: 7.35 percent; South Portland Bus Service: 7.00 percent; York County Community Action 
Corporation: 3.04 percent). This is informally known as the “hold harmless” part of the formula. Every 
participant will not receive less than the amount received in 2007. 

• Divide any additional 5307 funds based on performance, allocating 70 percent based on increased riders 
(number of boardings over the previous year) and 30 percent based on increased miles (any new miles 
added due to increased service or new routes using the composite of the two).The theory is that as the 
amount of 5307 increases each year, a larger percentage of it will be allocated by performance measures. 
 

Small Transit Intensive Cities (STIC) funding is then allocated as follows: 
• Use 10 percent of the STIC allocation (up to $50,000) for regional projects such as the regional map. 
• Divide the remaining funds based on performance as follows: 

o 80 percent based on increased ridership 
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o 20 percent based on increased miles 
 

The 80/20 split is an attempt to mitigate the “efficiency penalty” that may be affecting the outcome for demand-
response providers. 
 
To date Maine has not used productivity statistics such as passenger vehicle miles because their use would favor 
fixed routes in the most densely populated areas. 
 
Steve Linnell, PACTS senior transportation planner, notes that the biggest challenge has been trying to allocate 
fairly among three fixed-route, two demand-response and one ferry system. Coming up with a one-size-fits-all 
formula has not been easy. The “hold harmless” portion notwithstanding, there are winners and losers each year. 
 

Related Resources 

MaineDOT’s Biennial Capital Work Plan, Fiscal Years 2010-2011, Maine Department of Transportation, April 
2009.  
http://www.maine.gov/mdot/planning-documents/bcwp2010-2011/fulldoc1b.pdf 
From the report: The Work Plan contains projections of capital transportation resources and MaineDOT’s strategy 
to apply them to the design and construction of transportation infrastructure throughout the state. The FY 2010-2011 
biennium covers July 1, 2009, to June 30, 2011. 
 
Peer Workshop on Integrating Innovative Finance with the Transportation Planning Process, FHWA, 
Summary Report, September 2008.  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/statewide/santafepw.htm (scroll down to “2.3.2 Greg Nadeau, Maine DOT”) 
In this workshop conducted in Santa Fe, N.M., June 8, 2008, Greg Nadeau, MaineDOT’s deputy commissioner for 
Policy, Planning and Communication at the time of the workshop, offered a brief overview of efforts to address 
innovative finance in the context of MaineDOT’s planning process.  

 
Sustainable Transportation Funding for Maine’s Future, Maine Department of Transportation, January 20, 
2006. 
http://www.umaine.edu/mcsc/reports/Sustainable%20Transportation%20Funding%20Jan%2006.pdf 
From the executive summary: This report utilizes an extensive literature review to identify twelve financing options, 
many of which are simultaneously aimed at generating revenue and addressing other transportation issues such as 
congestion. The report also presents case studies from around the nation. To assist in presentation, four categories of 
alternative funding options are used throughout the report: taxes, road/direct pricing, tolls and fees. 
 

Contact Information 

Name Title / Office Agency E-mail / Telephone 

Barbara Donovan 

Manager, Transportation 
Programs Unit 
Office of Passenger 
Transportation 

Maine Department of 
Transportation 

barbara.donovan@maine.gov 
207-624-3245 

Steven Linnell Senior Transportation Planner 
Greater Portland 
Council of 
Governments 

slinnell@gpcog.org 
207-774-9891 

Susan Moreau Office of Passenger 
Transportation 

Maine Department of 
Transportation 

susan.moreau@maine.gov 
207- 624-3239 
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Name Title / Office Agency E-mail / Telephone 

Martin Rooney 

Program Development/ 
Program Management 
Division 
Bureau of Transportation 
Systems Planning 

Maine Department of 
Transportation 

martin.rooney@maine.gov 
207-624-3317 

 
 
4.3.5 Montana 

General Description of Formulae and Factors 

Transportation funding is distributed based on federal program requirements, state law and Montana Transportation 
Commission policy. For highways, Montana takes advantage of the flexibility provided in the federal program to 
distribute funds based on recommendations generated by Montana’s performance-based asset management system. 
Suballocations within the state for Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds are based on state law and Montana 
Transportation Commission policy. 
 
Road-user fees are allocated as follows: 

• State highways: 82.74 percent 
• County roads: 2.43 percent 
• City and village streets: 3.99 percent 
• Public transit: 0.13 percent 
• Other nontransportation uses: 10.66 percent 
• Other: 0.04 percent. This allocation is controlled by MCA 15-70-101 (2)(a), which specifies that the 

amount of $100,000 must be designated for the purposes and functions of the Montana Local Technical 
Assistance Program in Bozeman. 

 
These percentages are calculated based on FY 2009 actual expenditures from the Highways State Special Revenue 
Account (HSSRA). “State highways” represents HSSRA funding for any activities at Montana DOT. “County 
roads” and “city and village streets” represent a statutory amount distributed to cities and counties for transportation 
purposes. “Nontransportation uses” represents appropriation to state agencies other than the Department of 
Transportation (such as the Department of Justice). 
 

Distribution Factors 

Montana uses road performance indicators in its performance-based asset management system to recommend levels 
of funding by district, system and type of work. The “Funding Program Innovation” section that follows includes 
additional information about this system. 
 

Funding Program Innovation 

Implemented in 1999, Montana DOT’s Performance Programming Process asset management system is a trade-off 
analysis that uses outputs from various infrastructure management systems (pavement, bridge, safety and 
congestion) to generate a funding level that best meets performance goals.  
 
Montana continued developing and using management systems to set priorities for transportation projects even after 
the National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 suspended the management system mandate under the 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). This decision allowed Montana DOT to be 
well-positioned to implement a project selection process that relies on management system data. 
 

mailto:martin.rooney@maine.gov�
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The P3 process emphasizes equity of conditions per functional class among Montana’s five districts and relies on 
best available conditions data and trade-off scenarios to select projects that yield the greatest benefits to 
transportation system users.  
 
The P3 funding plan recommends levels of funding by district, system and type of work: 

• District. Montana has five commission districts. 
• System. The three rural highway systems are the Interstate, National Highway and Primary Systems. 
• Type of work. The three major categories of roadway work are reconstruction, rehabilitation and 

resurfacing. 
 
The P3 process does not prioritize projects; rather, it guides Montana DOT in selecting a particular treatment on a 
particular system and allocates funds to the districts for particular types of work. Individual project selection is 
coordinated by the districts.  
 
Program goals include ensuring that 90 percent of the projects programmed are consistent with the funding plan 
developed through P3. System goals ensure that at least 70 percent of available federal and state resources are 
prioritized into a performance-based funding plan to support core state highway system needs in the three categories 
(Interstate, National Highway and Primary Systems). P3 does not affect funding distributions provided in state 
statute for the urban and secondary systems, and does not apply to the Community Transportation Enhancement 
Program. 
 
Goals and objectives for the 2011 biennium include the following P3 performance targets in four program areas: 
 

Program 
Area Objective Performance Target 

Pavement 

Preserve highway pavement condition 
at existing or higher levels on the 
Interstate, National Highway and 
Primary Systems 

Average Ride Index Desirable or Superior (Ride Index 
≥ 60); less than three percent of miles with Undesirable 
or Unsatisfactory Ride Index 
(Ride Index is a measure of the quality (smoothness) of 
the ride as perceived by the highway user.) 

Bridge Improve the condition of the bridges on 
the state highway system 

Reduce the number of functionally obsolete, 
structurally deficient and substandard bridges on the 
state highway system 

Safety Improve the safety of the state highway 
system 

Lower traffic fatalities to 1.0 per million VMT and 
incapacitating injuries to 950 per year by 2015 

Congestion 

Maintain and improve the congestion 
levels on the rural portion of the 
highway system and improve major 
interchanges and system operation 
within urban areas 

Maintain average statewide mobility within Desirable 
or Superior ranges (Level of Service: C or greater) 

 
System performance trends indicate that the P3-recommended investment strategies are working. 
 
Benefits of the P3 process include: 

• The P3 system is able to demonstrate accountability with legislators and top Montana DOT management.  
• P3’s systematic approach takes the subjectivity out of the project selection process. 
• The process targets investments to specific needs. 

 
Recommendations to transportation agencies considering implementing a program like P3 include: 

• Keep in mind that buy-in within the agency takes time. 
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• Make it clear that the asset management system is not a project selection tool. Local districts may feel 
threatened by transition to a system like P3 if they feel it represents a threat to their decision-making 
abilities. With a system like P3, individual project-level decisions continue to reside with the local districts. 

 

Allocation of Transit Funding 

Montana DOT’s survey response with regard to transit funding allocation indicated that Montana uses a formula 
for the distribution of FTA 5311 operating funding. All transit systems that provide more than 50,000 rides a year 
are provided funding based on ridership numbers. Mileage is weighted for those systems with less than 50,000 
rides per year, as most of those systems are demand-response. Capital requests are competitive and presented to a 
Capital Assistance Review committee for prioritization. 
 

Related Resources 

2011 Biennium Goals and Objectives, Montana Department of Transportation 
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/mdt/2011goals_objectives.shtml 
Scroll down to “Transportation Planning Program” to find the goals and objectives for the P3 process for the 2011 
biennium.  
 
Performance Programming Process: A Tool for Making Transportation Investment Decisions, 2004 Update, 
Montana Department of Transportation, 2004. 
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/publications/docs/brochures/tranplanp3.pdf 
This document provides an overview of the P3 process and includes projections for system performance measures. 
 
“Performance Measurement to Drive Investment Decisions,” Sandra Straehl, Administrator, Transportation 
Planning, Montana Department of Transportation, August 22, 2004. 
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/archive/conferences/2007/PM/1A_Sandy_Straehl.pdf 
This presentation provides a background of P3, what has changed in the organizational culture as a result of P3, a 
discussion of accountability and the challenges associated with implementation. 
 

Contact Information 

Name Title / Office Agency E-mail / Telephone 

Jim Skinner 

Manager, Program and Policy 
Analysis Bureau 
Rail, Transit and Planning 
Division 

Montana Department of 
Transportation 

jskinner@mt.gov 
406-444-9233 

Lynn Zanto Administrator, Rail, Transit 
and Planning Division 

Montana Department of 
Transportation 

lzanto@mt.gov 
406-444-3445 

 
 
4.3.6 Ohio 

General Description of Formulae and Factors 

Ohio’s primary transportation funding comes from motor fuel and fuel use taxes and MVR receipts. Distribution is 
prescribed in the Ohio Revised Code. Pages 34 and 35 of the Ohio DOT report “Financial & Statistical Report: 
Fiscal Year 2008” provide a detailed presentation of the distribution factors: 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Annual%20Reports/2008%20Annual%20Statement.pdf 
 
 

http://www.mdt.mt.gov/mdt/2011goals_objectives.shtml�
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/publications/docs/brochures/tranplanp3.pdf�
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/archive/conferences/2007/PM/1A_Sandy_Straehl.pdf�
mailto:jskinner@mt.gov�
mailto:lzanto@mt.gov�
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Annual Reports/2008 Annual Statement.pdf�
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Road-user fees are allocated as follows: 
• State highways: 43.3 percent 
• County roads: 22.4 percent 
• City and village streets: 14.5 percent 
• Other: 19.8 percent:  

o Township streets and roads: 6.4 percent  
o Other state agencies’ use for roads and bridges: 1.1 percent  
o Department of Public Safety/State Highway Patrol: 11.1 percent 
o Waterways: 0.7 percent 
o Miscellaneous transportation-related (admin, etc.): 0.5 percent 

 

Transportation Funding Under Review 

Much like the discussions taking place in Iowa and Kansas, Ohio recently undertook a project to evaluate 
transportation investment strategies. In January 2009, Ohio’s 21st Century Transportation Priorities Task Force 
released its report “Moving Ohio into a Prosperous New World,” which provides a series of recommendations and 
strategies to create a fully integrated, well-managed transportation system.  
 
The task force concluded that sales and motor fuel taxes have the greatest potential for generating dollars needed. 
Sales tax has no constitutional limits on its use and is more flexible than the motor fuel tax. The task force 
considered a sales tax on motor fuel only, but found that it would be too unpredictable as a revenue source. 
 
Ohio has history of payment for most of the transportation system through the motor fuel tax. Based on 
consumption, the tax provides a steady and predictable revenue stream. However, the tax funds only transportation. 
The task force concluded that a new motor fuel tax is needed to produce funding for other transportation-related 
purposes, including transit, intercity rail, general aviation airports, ports and bikeways.  
 
Rather than recommending a change to the constitutional dedication of the existing motor fuel tax to highway 
purposes, the task force recommends: 

• Levying a new motor fuel tax to make additional revenue available for all transportation modes. This action 
requires passage of a voter-approved constitutional amendment. 

• Indexing the current consumption-based motor fuel tax to inflation. This recommendation can be 
implemented through legislative action. 
 

The report notes that motor fuel taxes are a consumption-based user fee that collects money from those who are 
making greater use of the transportation system. However, consumption may not increase as fast as inflation, and the 
increasing popularity of fuel-efficient vehicles may result in declining yields of this tax. The task force recommends 
that Ohio begin exploring moving to a VMT tax. As part of this move, consideration should be given to vehicle 
weight so that heavier vehicles that impose greater cost on both the highway system and the environment pay more.  

 
At this time, no action has been taken on the task force’s recommendations, although some interest groups have 
mobilized to advocate for the use of motor fuel taxes for nonhighway purposes. 
 

Distribution Factors 

Factors used to allocate funding include: 
• Equal amounts 
• Proportionate share of MVR 
• Ratio of total mileage under the jurisdiction of County Commissioner to total count road mileage in the 

state 
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Road performance indicators are used to select projects in the 12 districts and not applied to allocate funding to 
specific jurisdictions. 
 

Allocation of Transit Funding 

Transit is funded by Ohio’s General Revenue Fund and not through road-user fees. Allocation of Ohio’s transit 
funding is summarized below: 

Urban Transit System. Financial assistance is provided to public transportation systems in areas with 
populations of 50,000 or greater. The formula used to allocate funding to the Urban Transit Program is: 

• Ridership (20 percent) 
• Revenue miles (20 percent) 
• Farebox revenue (10 percent) 
• Cost per hour (20 percent) 
• Passengers per mile (20 percent) 
• Farebox recovery (10 percent) 

 
A percentage distribution based upon system size was negotiated with the urban systems many years ago. After 
the size-related distribution is determined, the factors listed above are used to distribute funds. Formula funds 
are distributed among six categories: rail/bus systems, large bus systems, midsize bus systems, intermediate bus 
systems, small bus systems, and nonurbanized bus systems. Once the categorical funding allocations have been 
determined, funds are suballocated to the individual systems within each category (excluding nonurbanized bus 
systems) using a formula that incorporates system data and the performance measures noted above. 
 
Rural Transit System. Financial assistance is provided to public transportation systems in areas with 
populations less than 50,000. The formula used to allocate operating funding to Rural Transit Program 
recipients is:  

• Ridership (50 percent) 
• Revenue miles of service (25 percent) 
• Level of local support (25 percent) 

 
Each system must also meet administrative criteria. Funding for systems meeting seven or fewer of the 10 
administrative requirements will be reduced by one percent for each requirement met under eight, up to a 
maximum reduction of five percent of their total allocation. A system will also receive a reduction of five 
percent to its federal and state operating allocations for two or more consecutive annual application deadlines 
missed. 
 
In its Rural Transit Manual, Ohio DOT cites the following benefits of the performance-based allocation 
formula: 

• It links performance with funding, emphasizes the needs of customers, and makes the transit system 
and Ohio DOT accountable to their funding agencies. 

• Built-in incentives leave the choice of the services a community will provide and how it will spend its 
money with local officials. If a system wishes to expand its service and can do so either within its 
federal and state allocation or with additional local funds, it has the option to do so. 

• It reduces and may eliminate Ohio DOT scrutiny of budget details and time-consuming follow-up, and 
allows Ohio DOT to focus on providing technical assistance to its grantees. 

 
Elderly and Disabled Transit Fare Assistance Program. Distribution is done as a reimbursement for the 
systems that provide one-half fare to the elderly and disabled. Reimbursement is 100 percent of the lost farebox 
based on the base fare. However, due to state funding cuts, the four largest transit systems have not received full 
reimbursement. The formula was set up in this manner four to five years ago, before the largest funding cuts to 
transit. Ohio now allows all transit systems, regardless of size, to apply for capitalized maintenance and ADA 
paratransit expenses. Both are deemed capital by the FTA. In the past, Ohio allowed only the largest systems to 
use state funds for hard capital. This changed with the SFY 2009 program. 
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Related Resources 

Moving Ohio into a Prosperous New World, 21st Century Transportation Priorities Task Force, January 2009. 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/groups/tft/Documents/21stCenturyTransportationPrioritiesTaskForceReport-Web.pdf 
This report is the 21st Century Transportation Priorities Task Force’s response to its charge to “envision and 
champion the optimum transportation system for Ohio’s future and recommend the resources and financial tools 
needed to build and sustain it.”  
 
Financial & Statistical Report: Fiscal Year 2008, Ohio Department of Transportation, 2008. 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/Finance/Annual%20Reports/2008%20Annual%20Statement.pdf 
This report documents the state and federal dollars invested by Ohio DOT to preserve, maintain and modernize 
Ohio’s transportation system. 
 
Urban Transit Manual, Office of Transit, Ohio Department of Transportation, undated. 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/TransSysDev/Transit/Pages/UrbanTransitManual.aspx 
Chapter 6: Operating Data and Performance 
Measures, available at 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/TransSysDev/Transit/Documents/Urban%20Transit%20Manual/CH-
%206%20Operating%20Data%20and%20Performance%20Measures.PDF, provides a discussion of performance 
measures, data collection techniques and how performance measures are established. 
 
Rural Transit Manual, Office of Transit, Ohio Department of Transportation, undated. 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/TransSysDev/Transit/Pages/RuralTransitManual.aspx 
Chapter 4: Allocation and Funding, available at 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/TransSysDev/Transit/Documents/Rural%20Transit%20Manual/CH%20%204
%20Alloc%20and%20Funding%20UNDER%20CONSTRUCTION.PDF, offers a detailed discussion of operating 
allocations for Ohio DOT’s rural transit program. The reference to Attachment 4-A, Performance Based Allocation 
Methodology, is to Technical Memo 3 below. 
 
Technical Memo 3: Proposed Rural Transit Allocation Method, Ohio Department of Transportation, May 30, 
1995. 
http://www.dot.state.oh.us/Divisions/TransSysDev/Transit/Documents/Rural%20Transit%20Manual/CH%20%204
%20Att%204%20A%20Performance%20Based%20Allocations%20UNDER%20CONSTRUCTION.PDF 
This technical memorandum describes a proposed funding approach for Ohio DOT’s administration of federal and 
state rural operating assistance funds. This proposal appears to have laid the groundwork for Ohio DOT’s current 
rural transit funding model. 
 

Contact Information 

Name Title / Office Agency E-mail / Telephone 

Mark Prater 

State and Federal Revenue 
Analyst 
Division of Finance and 
Forecasting 

Ohio Department of 
Transportation 

mark.prater@dot.state.oh.us 
614-466-1267 

 
 

5. Concluding Remarks 
 
Survey results and the follow-up contacts made to delve deeper into selected survey responses garnered information 
about the transportation funding programs of 25 states. While the information gathered in this project will assist in 
informing Michigan’s review of its approach to transportation revenue distribution, the project’s limited scope 
suggests that follow-up contacts may be useful to gather in-depth information on specific topics. Based on our 
review, further information to support Michigan’s evaluation of the distribution of transportation revenue may come 
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from further contacts with Iowa DOT - to discuss in greater detail the effects of implementing a new formula for 
allocating county funding; with Kansas DOT - to gather detailed information about the state’s modeling program to 
estimate VMT; with Montana DOT - to consider how a process like P3 might be applied in Michigan; with 
MaineDOT and PACTS - to learn more about the recent adoption of performance-based allocation of transit 
funding; and with Ohio DOT - to discuss the effects of its transition to performance-based distribution of rural 
transit funding. 
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Appendix A - Interview Questions 
 
Listed below are the questions that guided interviews with targeted states.  

 
Changes to Distribution Formulae  

1. How much flexibility does the DOT have in determining the state’s funding formulae?  

2. What prompted your state to revisit its distribution of transportation funding?  

3. Please describe the process under way to review your state’s distribution formulae.  

4. Are there elements of your state’s distribution formulae that you expect to be revised as a result of the current 
review? Why?  

5. What challenges have you encountered, or do you expect to encounter, as you complete the review of your 
state’s distribution formulae?  

 

Use of Vehicle Miles Traveled and Other Funding Distribution Factors  

1. How does your state use VMT in connection with its funding formula?  

2. Have you encountered any challenges in applying VMT in your funding formula?  

3. Please describe the advantages and disadvantages of VMT and other factors used by your state to determine 
funding allocation.  

4. What road performance indicators do you use? How long have you used them? Can you briefly describe your 
experience with using performance-based distribution? 

 
Program Innovations  

1. Please describe in greater detail the program innovation you highlighted in your survey response.  

2. What impact has this innovation had on your overall transportation funding program?  

3. How might another state DOT apply your program innovation to its own funding program?  

 
Transit Funding  
1. Please describe the process employed to make changes to your state’s transit funding distribution formula(e). 

2. What challenges did you encounter in the course of making these changes? 

3. Please describe the best practices you have identified in establishing your state’s transit funding distribution 
formula(e). 

4. What transit agency performance indicators do you use? How long have you used them? Can you briefly 
describe your experience with using performance-based distribution? 
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Allocation of State Road User Fees/Taxes for MDOT Survey
FY2009 Data - $ Millions
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Transportation Total
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