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During development of the 2008 Kansas Long Range Transportation Plan and in a subsequent 2009 

report by the DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ Transportation - Leveraging Investments in Kansas (T-LINK) Task Force, 

stakeholders called on KDOT to overhaul important elements of the ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ process for choosing major 

highway projects. In particular, they asked KDOT to make its project selection process more adaptable to 

changing needs, more responsive to economic opportunities and local priorities, and more accountable 

to the people of Kansas. ¢ƘŜ ǘƛƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƛƴŎƛŘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Y5h¢Ωǎ мл-

year Comprehensive Transportation Program and heightened interest in the direction of future 

transportation investments in Kansas. 

This paper describes how KDOT has worked with the T-LINK Task 

Force to create a three-prong approach for scoring possible highway 

projects and then pilot tested that approach.  The expanded process 

for selecting highway projects still draws on ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ historically 

strong engineering based άǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ formulaΣέ but adds consideration 

of regional priorities raised during local consult sessions and 

economic impacts associated with transportation investments. The 

expanded selection process will help identify potential projects so that KDOT is ready to begin pursuing 

them as funding becomes available. It should be noted that developing project scores is only part of the 

process for selecting new projects. Other factors to consider include local funding support, ensuring 

geographic distribution of projects, and capitalizing on previous investments such as project design and 

purchase of right of way.    

Selecting Highway Projects in the CHP/CTP Era 

With two sequential decade-long programs of transportation projects, Kansas has made important 

improvements to, or taken preservation actions on every major highway corridor across the state over a 

period of 20 years. The transportation projects built under the 1989 Comprehensive Highway Plan (CHP) 

spurred dramatic gains in the condition and safety of the entire Kansas highway system, while the 

projects built under the more recent 1999 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) have continued to 

generate improvements in system condition and enabled system expansion across the state. Appendix A 

contains a map of major projects built under the CHP and the CTP. 

Project selection for the CHP and CTP was mostly based on a numbers-driven computer application 

callŜŘ ǘƘŜ άǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀέ that was developed to help KDOTΩǎ engineers select highway projects. 

Massive amounts of data ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƘƛƎƘǿŀȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ are used to run the priority 

formula which prioritizes projects based on combined consideration of traffic volume, truck traffic, 
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pavement condition, safety, or problems related to shoulders, hills, and curves. While most projects 

ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /It ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /¢t ǿŜǊŜ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀΣ άSystem Enhancementέ 

projects, which accounted for about 20 percent of total funding in the CHP and CTP were also selected 

in part on the basis of expected economic impacts as gauged by a panel of reviewers. 

While the priority formula is a good tool for selecting projects based on engineering deficiencies, it 

offers limited consideration of economic impacts. It cannot predict, for example, projects where a new 

interchange is needed or where a bypass would be the right solution. Furthermore, committing upfront 

to build a fixed set of projects in the CTP has made it difficult for KDOT to provide timely and responsive 

support for new and unanticipated projects that help secure emerging economic opportunities. 

Setting Direction for an Expanded Project Selection Process 

Several important planning and policy efforts ς including development of the statewide Kansas Long 

Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) in 2007/8 and the subsequent creation of the T-LINK Task Force in 

mid-2008 have helped KDOT set a policy direction for choosing transportation projects that is built on 

the lessons learned from the CHP/CTP era: 

 2008 Kansas Long-Range Transportation Plan - The 2008 Kansas LRTP evaluated the current status 

and future needs of all modes of the Kansas transportation system.1 It was based on a year-long 

dialogue between KDOT and more than 120 Kansans representing many different groups that share 

ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ άŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ 

decision-ƳŀƪƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ώŦƻǊϐ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦέ Lǘ has provided the 

foundation for KDOTΩǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ expand the project selection process. 

The LRTP establishes a three-part, multimodal transportation program structure that preserves past 

investments in the transportation system (preservation projects); improves safety and modernizes 

the system where needed (modernization projects); and helps support the Kansas economy 

(expansion and enhancement projects). It also calls for developing a process for selecting projects 

more frequently and that involves more stakeholders in project selection. 

 DƻǾŜǊƴƻǊΩǎ T-LINK Task Force - In August 2008, Governor Sebelius convened a statewide 

Transportation-Leveraging Investments in Kansas (T-LINK) Task Force to examine the state of 

transportation in Kansas and to develoǇ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŦǊŀƳŜ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎΦέ (A list of T-LINK members is included in Appendix B.)  

In the second half of 2008 and early 2009, the T-LINK Task Force met six times and also held regional 

listening sessions in Ulysses, Hays, Abilene, Topeka, Olathe, Hutchinson, Pittsburg and Wichita. 

Building on these conversations and dialogue among members, the Task Force issued its άbŜǿ 

!ǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ in January 2009.  In the report, the T-LINK Task Force 

affirmed the importance of transportation in providing άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ώŦƻǊϐ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ 
                                                           
1
 The 2008 Kansas Long Range Transportation Plan ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ Y5h¢Ωǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀǘ 

http://www.ksdot.org/burtransplan/burovr/lgrangtp.asp 
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YŀƴǎŀǎΣέ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άǿƘƛƭŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƘŀǾŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ 

benefits, more attention must be paid to the interaction between transportation investments, jobs 

ǊŜǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Yŀƴǎŀǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦέ2 The Task Force also ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎέ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ άŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜώŘϐ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀƭ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƻ ƎŀǘƘŜǊ 

stakeholdeǊ ƛƴǇǳǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ άŀŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ ƎǊƻǳǇ ώǘƘŀǘϐ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƻŦŦŜǊ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ƻƴ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΧ 

ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΦέ  

 T-LINK Follow-on Activities and Project Selection Working Group ς After the final T-LINK report was 

issued in January 2009, the Governor asked T-LINK members to continue meeting to oversee 

implementation of their recommendations. Several working groups of T-LINK members were formed 

to address particular recommendations, including the άproject selection working group,έ which 

provided important guidance to KDOT on developing the revised project selection process described 

in this paper. (Members of the T-LINK project selection working group are listed in Appendix B.) The 

working group met in April and June 2009, while the full T-LINK Task Force met in July, September 

and November 2009 to discuss project selection approaches brought forward from the working 

group and to review results of its pilot testing. 

The direction set via a combination of the Kansas Long Range Transportation Plan and the T-LINK Task 

Force and its project selection working group preserves what worked well during the CHP and CTP ς use 

of priority formula data and engineering judgment to choose preservation projects, but it also 

introduces additional criteria to help select projects that expand the transportation system. 

Expanded Project Selection Process 

With oversight from the T-LINK Task Force, KDOT has developed an expanded process for selecting 

highway projects that is responsive to the direction set in the LRTP and by the T-LINK Task Force. Under 

the new process ς which is still evolving ς a numeric score is calculated for every proposed project. 

Scores are based on how well a project addresses relevant criteria, such as engineering needs, regional 

priorities identified at local consult sessions across the state, and support for economic development.  

When finalized, the project scoring system will help KDOT identify projects to pursue when funding is 

available. A high project score does not, however, guarantee a firm commitment to construction; other 

important considerations such as geographic distribution, local funding support and prior work on 

project design or right of way acquisition will still inform final decisions. This section describes major 

components of the expanded project selection process. 

 
 

 Simplified Project Categories ς Building on work done in the LRTP and guidance provided by the T-

LINK Task Force, KDOTΩǎ expanded project selection process is based on a simple structure for 

grouping proposed transportation projects in three categories: 

                                                           
2
 The January 2009 New Approaches for Transportation T-LINK Task Force Report is available electronically 

at the T-LINK website at http://www.kansastlink.com/report 
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1. Preservation and Repair Projects - Activities such as 

pavement overlays, restriping, bridge repairs, major 

pavement rehabilitation and reconstruction, and bridge 

replacements that ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ 

transportation infrastructure are protected. Preservation 

emerged as a top priority in the LRTP and for the T-LINK Task 

Force. Stakeholders agree that preservation projects should 

be selected on the basis of funding availability and 

engineering needs. As a result, selection of preservation projects remains largely unchanged 

from the CHP and CTP. 

2. Modernization Projects - Activities such as adding or widening highway shoulders, flattening 

hills, straightening curves or improving intersections to ensure transportation infrastructure 

meets modern standards. KDOT has made great progress in reducing modernization needs 

under the CHP and the CTP and most remaining modernization needs are on low volume roads 

in rural areas. Stakeholders agree that modernization projects should be selected mostly on the 

basis of engineering needs, but also with some regard to regional priorities. 

3. Expansion and Enhancement Projects - Activities such as building additional lanes, passing 

lanes, and interchanges, or deploying intelligent transportation systems technology to create 

congestion relief, shorter travel times and improved accessibility. Stakeholders agree that 

expansion projects should be selected on the basis of engineering needs, regional priorities, and 

consideration of economic impacts. Serious consideration of these factors represents an 

expansion of the project selection process. 

The simplified three-part structure helps KDOT move away from the hard-to-understand array of 

project categories that evolved over the lifetime of the CHP and the CTP. It provides a foundation for 

the expanded project selection process, which KDOT has pilot tested ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ нллф 

Local Consult meetings. 

 Comparing Rural and Urban Projects ς Differences between rural and urban areas in the scale of 

transportation needs, traffic volumes, and potential impacts make fair comparisons between urban 

and rural projects impossible. As a starting point for the expanded project selection process, KDOT 

divided candidate projects into urban and rural categories. Projects within the metro areas of 

Johnson, Wyandotte, Sedgwick, Douglas, and Shawnee counties are considered urban and all other 

projects are considered rural. Scores for urban and rural projects rely on the same absolute criteria ς 

engineering needs, regional support, and economic impacts - but they are graded on separate scales 

that measure performance of each project relative to others within its category. For this reason, 

comparisons between rural and urban project scores cannot be made. 

 Project Scoring Methodology ς For expansion projects and modernization projects, KDOT has 

developed a method for calculating a numeric score for each project based on its performance in 

terms of meeting engineering needs, local consult score, and economic impacts (latter criterion 

Simplified Program Structure  
focuses on 3 project types :  

1.  Preservation  

2.  Modernization  

3.  Expansion  
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applies to expansion projects only). Engineering data used to score projects is similar to information 

KDOT has always used to select projects, but regional support data and economic data used to score 

projects are new criteria. An explanation of how scores are developed for each element follows: 

1. Engineering Score ς ! ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛǎ 

based on its performance relative to other projects 

in terms of various engineering factors such as a 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ congestion and safety. 

Engineering scores for modernization projects and 

expansion projects are developed differently, but 

they are all based on a combination of engineering 

judgment or data derived from the priority formula and KDOT databases that contain segment-

by-segment information for the state highway system. 

i. Modernization Projects ς Each modernization ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ its 

priority formula ǎŎƻǊŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ relative impact in terms of improved 

safety, shoulder width, sight distances, curves and hills, and pavement condition. The 

engineering score for modernization projects favors well traveled routes with narrow 

shoulders, bad pavement, poor sight distances, hills or sharp curves, and a poor safety 

record. 

ii. Expansion Projects ς For purposes of the pilot test of the expanded project selection 

process, KDOT sub-categorized expansion projects into corridor expansion projects and new 

interchanges; the two project types were scored differently by KDOT because their impacts 

on the transportation system are different. Similar engineering criteria were used to select 

ά{ȅǎǘŜƳ 9ƴƘŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /¢tΦ  Specifics on how the engineering score 

was calculated is presented below; however, based on comments received during the local 

consultation meetings and further review by KDOT staff, the approaches for calculating the 

engineering scores may be adjusted.  

 Corridor Expansion Projects - Each corridor 

expansion ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ engineering score was 

made up of points awarded by KDOT for 

various sub-criteria: 

Á Extent of  current congestion (Volume 
to capacity ratio) (up to 25 points); 

Á Extent of predicted future congestion 

(Future volume to capacity ratio based 

on expected 20-year traffic level)  (up to 20 points); 

Á Current truck volume per lane (up to 10 points); 

Selection Factors for          
Expansion Projects :  

1.  Engineering  (50%)  

2.  Local C onsultation  (25%)  

3.  Economic Impact  (25%)  

Being Responsive:  

Due to concerns brought up 

during the local consultation 
process, KDOT is currently 

considering reducing the 
weight of congestion for rural 
projects since congestion is 

less dominate in rural areas . 
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Á Five year (2004 to 2008) accident rate per 1 million VMT (up to 5 points); and 

Á Five year (2004 to 2008) fatality rate per 100 million VMT (up to 5 points). 

Á Scores for C, D, and E class routes (that carry less daily traffic) are adjusted 
downward by a factor of 5, 10 and 20 percent respectively. 

The engineering score for corridor expansion projects favored congested A or B class 

routes that carry a lot of trucks and have a poor safety record.  

 New or Reconstructed Interchange Projects - Each ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ 

score was made up of points awarded by KDOT for two sub-criteria: 

Á Expected safety impact based on crash history, changes in conflict points, and safety 

benefits of geometric enhancements (up to 20 points); and 

Á Expected operations impact based on 

congestion mitigation; improvement of 

traffic flow on mainline route; functional 

class of minor road; congestion relief at 

adjacent interchanges and intersections 

including the adjacent local road system; 

and break-in-access spacing (up to 20 

points); and operational benefits realized by 

geometric improvements. (up to 10 points). 

The engineering score for interchange projects favored existing interchanges with high 

crash rates that serve high volumes of traffic and improve ease of use by drivers, while 

resulting in congestion relief on mainlines and surrounding local roads. 

2. Local Consult Score ς ! ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ, perceived 

safety and system connectivity benefitsΦ 9ŀŎƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭƻŎŀƭ Ŏƻƴǎǳlt score is made up of points 

calculated by KDOT District staff on the basis of feedback heard at local consult meetings and 

Y5h¢ ǎǘŀŦŦΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘƘŀƴŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΦ tƻƛƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ based on the following 

four sub-criteria: 

Á Perceived safety benefits;  

Á Regional impact; 

Á System connectivity benefits; and  

Á Extenuating costs/other factors. 

Being Responsive:  

KDOT will consider the 

impact a new interchange 
or an interchange 

improvement will have on 
local roads as part of the 
engineering score for 

interchanges.  
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3. Economic Impacts Score ς Economic impact scores were only calculated for expansion projects. 

! ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ economic impact score is based on its performance in terms of creating or retaining 

jobs (excluding construction jobs), expanding Gross Regional Product (GRP), and increasing the 

value of traveler benefits in terms of their time costs, vehicle costs, and safety costs. To help 

ensure that scores do not favor large projects with greater potential for impacts, jobs and 

DwtκǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

cost. The economic impact score favors projects that generate or retain a high number of jobs 

and create significant expansion in Gross Regional Product (GRP) relative to project cost. 

All Y5h¢Ωǎ economic impact scores are derived from a macroeconomic άƛƴǇǳǘ-ƻǳǘǇǳǘέ model of 

the Kansas economy. Input-output models are widely used to gauge the economic impacts of 

transportation projects. They use complex algorithms to predict how economic parameters such 

as jobs and income change in response to congestion relief, increased trip reliability, faster 

travel times, shorter travel distances, or better accessibility. 

The TREDIS (Transportation Economic Development Impact System) model was used by KDOT to 

predict economic impacts.3 It portrays the Kansas economy based on customized county-level 

economic data about employment patterns, business activity, and freight movements by type, 

amount and value. For each project, it also includes information on local economic conditions 

ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ Y5h¢Ωǎ ŀǊŜŀ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎΦ This 

information is combined with projections KDOT engineers make (based on regional travel model 

data where available) about project-level changes in congestion, travel times, travel distances, 

or accessibility. Appendix D provides more detail on the data inputs required to operate TREDIS.  

Based on outputs from TREDIS, points are calculated by KDOT equally for ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 

performance according to the following sub-criteria: 

Á Anticipated change in study area jobs by 2030 ς this may include jobs created by contingent 

development due to the project; jobs created or retained as a result of improved economic 

productivity due to shorter and more predictable travel times; and jobs created or retained 

as a result of expansion in markets due to improved travel speeds or improved access; and 

Á Anticipated change in net present value of study area GRP/safety benefits by 2030 - this 

may include GRP added due to contingent development due to the project; GRP added due 

to improved economic productivity caused by shorter and more predictable travel times; 

                                                           
3 KDOT selected TREDIS to support its economic impacts scoring approach based on advice from 

an external Economic Impacts Working Group.  That group met three times in 2008 to examine 

Y5h¢Ωǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 

make recommendations on a practical approach for improving consideration of economic 

impacts as a factor ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ 
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GRP added due to expansion in markets caused by improved travel speeds or improved 

access; and safety benefits caused by a reduction in injuries and fatalities on safer roads. 

To accommodate the uncertainty inherent in predicting economic impacts with precision, bands 

of projects with approximately similar levels of job creation and impacts on GRP relative to cost 

were assigned the same number of points. Because creating economic impact scores is an 

important new step for KDOT, details about the modeling assumptions used to create each 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇƻǎǘŜŘ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ Y¢h/ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ 

encouraged to review and comment on modeling results and key inputs to the economic 

impacts analysis. 

 Weighting of Scoring Elements ςDecisions about preservation, modernization, and expansion 

projects each require a different mix of information ŀƴŘ Y5h¢Ωǎ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ. 

Preservation projects can be selected on the basis of engineering criteria alone. They tend to 

generate little public discussion because their solution lies, to a great extent, in engineering. 

Modernization projects are also primarily engineering driven, but the priority formula cannot 

capture specific local conditions, such as whether a school is located on a stretch of road, therefore 

a local consult component is part of the project score for modernization projects. Expansion projects 

must consider both engineering criteria and the economic well-being of the state. These large-scale, 

costly projects require more public discussion because they engender a wider range of public 

opinion and they require evaluation of economic impacts. To reflect differences in decision-making 

among project categories, T-LINK has recommended a weighting system as follows: 

Category Engineering Local Consult Economic Impacts 

Preservation 100% 0% 0% 
Modernization 80% 20% 0% 
Expansion 50% 25% 25% 

 

Scoring Projects Using the Expanded Approach 

As an initial step in the pilot process, KDOT compiled a list of 190 candidate projects that merit 

further consideration. The lists of rural and urban candidate projects are included in Appendix C. The 

190 candidate projects originated from more than 400 project ideas either collected during county-

by-county meetings between KDOT Area Engineers and local officials held in 2006, or generated by 

the priority formula. This initial 400-project list was distilled into a smaller set of about 60 regional 

project and corridor priorities based on feedback from Local Consult sessions held in 2006 and 

review of the project ideas by KDOT staff.  Some of the 60 projects included on the list were over 

100 miles long, so KDOT subdivided the list into about 160 buildable project segments, which served 

as a starting point for developing individual project scores for expansion and modernization 

projects. This list was expanded to 190 projects after additional projects were suggested at Local 

Consult sessions held in 2009.  
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In the next step of the projection selection pilot process, which considers engineering, economic impacts 

and local consultation factors, KDOT evaluated candidate expansion and modernization projects. Based 

on these scores KDOT produced an initial map of the highest scoring projects including 10 modernization 

projects, 20 urban expansion projects, and 30 rural expansion projects. The original top scoring projects 

are shown on the map on page 11 are highlighted in red. The blue highlighted corridors are 

modernization candidates, the green corridors are expansion candidates, and the yellow projects are 

passing lane candidates. The total estimated construction cost for the fifty highlighted projects is $5 

billion in 2008 dollars. Detailed scores for the initial candidate project are listed in Appendix E. 

Preservation projects are not included in the results since they would be selected on the basis of 

engineering factors only, but they will be an important part of any future program.  

The top tier of expansion and modernization projects were established for illustrative purposes during 

the pilot and should not be considered a definitive threshold for choosing projects. Some of the project 

scores and rankings will be modified based on comments received from the 2009 local consultation 

meetings and some new projects may be evaluated. It should be noted that the scoring above may 

change as KDOT conducts further analysis; these were the current scores as of the writing this 

document. Unless the Legislature authorizes additional funding, KDOT does not have the money to build 

any of the candidate projects. The purpose of this pilot effort is to examine an expanded project 

selection process and identify potential projects so that KDOT is ready when funding becomes available. 

Pilot Process Successful 

  After scoring more than 190 projects using the expanded selection 

process criteria, KDOT presented the results of this effort at eight local 

consultations meetings (Abilene, Chanute, Dodge City, Hays, 

Hutchinson, Mission, Topeka and Wichita).  More than 400 Kansans participated in these meetings, and 

in general they were very supportive of this process.  The information presented at these meetings is 

listed in Appendix E. 

During its final meeting in November 2009, the T-LINK Task Force 

was briefed on the comments and concerns raised at the local 

consultation meetings regarding the expanded selection process.  

The meeting included discussions about adjusting the weighting 

factors for modernization and expansion projects.  For 

modernization there had been discussions of changing the weight 

of local consultation from 20 percent up to 40 percent.  Some local consultation participants even 

suggested adding economic impact analysis as a factor in selecting modernization projects.  While the 

task force considered these options, they ultimately concurred with the majority of Kansans 

participating in local consult meetings who indicated the 80 percent engineering factors and 20 percent 

local consultation was the right weight.  In terms of expansion projects, there had been discussions in 

Kansans are 
supportive of the 
3 factor process  

T- LINK recommends 
keeping the original  
pilot project weighting, 

which was well - received 
by Kansans  
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local consultation meetings to move the weighting from the current 50 percent engineering/ 25 percent 

local consultation/25 percent economic impact analysis to a 33/33/33 split.  Again, the Task Force 

recommended to keep the original weighting, which was well-received by most Kansans participating in 

local consult meetings.  However, T-LINK members recognized that there would be a learning curve 

associated with this new selection process and that the weighting of these factors might have to be 

adjusted in the future.  For now though, the task force recommended moving forward with this process 

once funding becomes available. 

Next Steps  

Because participants raised some concerns regarding the scores of individual projects, KDOT is currently 

reevaluating the engineering scores of more than 35 projects and the 

economic impact scores for more than 15 projects.  Also, 30 new 

expansion projects and seven new modernization projects will be 

analyzed as a result of comments from the local consultation meetings.  KDOT is considering reducing 

the weight of congestion in rural areas due to concerns brought up during the local consultation 

process.  Also, KDOT is considering adding the impact an interchange project has on local roads as a 

factor in the selection criteria.  It should be noted that developing project scores is only part of the 

process for selecting new projects. Other factors to consider include local funding support, ensuring 

geographic distribution of projects, and capitalizing on previous investments such as project design and 

purchase of right of way.   As mentioned earlier, unless the Legislature authorizes additional funding, 

KDOT does not have the money to build any of the priority candidate projects. Over the long-term, 

KDOT envisions that the project selection process described in this paper can be used oƴ ŀ άǊƻƭƭƛƴƎέ ōŀǎƛǎ 

to re-evaluate and set project priorities every few years. 

 

KDOT is conducting 

additional a nalysis  
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Statewide Map of High Scoring Projects (As of Oct 21, 2009) 

 



 

A-1 

 

Appendix A ς Highway Projects Completed in 
the CHP and CTP

Green: CHP; Blue : Interim 
Projects; Red: CTP 


