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Overview

• Staff is presenting potential changes to the OKI Project 
Prioritization Process (PPP)
• For Surface Transportation Block Grants (STBG), 

Congestion Management and Air Quality (CMAQ) and 
Transportation Alternatives (TA)

• Updates
• Improvements
• Introducing a potential pilot resurfacing program



Application Form

• All fields to have a response before 
a submittal will be accepted

• Require “Yes” on all items on the 
Certifications page

• Reformat to make printing easier



Proposed Process Changes
History of Project Delivery
• OKI will not award new funding to any applicant that has 3 or 

more OKI funded projects that have slipped past their original 
programmed construction year.

• An applicant in this situation may still apply.

Maximum award amounts
• STBG - Reduce Ohio from $8M to $6M, SNK from $6.5M to $5M
• TA - No change. Remains OH – $1.0M, KY – $0.65M
• Potentially fund more projects including a pilot for resurfacing 

projects



Program Summary and Analysis of 2020 -2024 Funding Cycles

STBG + TA # of Awards Total Avg
Transit 14 63,682,000$           4,549,000$             
Road 47 125,500,000$        2,670,000$             
Bike/Ped 59 74,394,000$           1,261,000$             
Total 120 263,576,000$        



Analysis of the last 3 STBG funding cycles (when 
the max OH amount is $8M) indicates that the 
number of projects additional that can be funded 
by returning the max award to $6M OH and 
$5M KY would be on average 1 to 2 projects per 
year.



Process Changes

Repaving Pilot Program
An option proposed by staff is to initiate a pilot program to 
fund low-cost simple repaving projects with a maximum per 
project amount of $800,000. This would be a competitive 
program with its own criteria and following the same timeline 
as STBG and TA It would be funded through the reduction in 
STBG funds maximum. Proposal for $10M in Ohio and $4M in 
Ky. TRC in Ohio.

NEW!



Process Changes

Repaving Pilot Program
• Simple mill and fill type projects. 3” depth,  PMs, MOT,  CON only.
• 1 application per eligible LPA.
• 1 roadway
• $10M in Ohio, $4M in KY. $800k max. TRC in Ohio.
• Includes 20% ontingency for unforeseen base repairs
• ADA compliant curb ramps are in place and in good condition
• Project functionally classified collector or higher and is within the 

urban boundary

NEW!



Repaving

Pilot (1/2)

Ohio projects would be 
provided Toll Revenue 
credits to fund the local 
share.

Approx. amount $10M in 
Ohio, $4M in KY



Repaving
Pilot (2/2)

Planning Factors (10 points available)

Factor   Measure     Points

History of Project 1 project sale slipped past programmed year……………… -3

Delivery  2 projects slipped past programmed year………………….. -5

  3 projects slipped past programmed year………….… Not eligible

  Project canceled……………………………………………………. -10

Environmental Overall net benefits (good to excellent) ……………………..8 - 10

Justice  Overall net benefits (fair to good) ……………………………..4 - 7

  Overall net benefits (none to fair)………………………………0 - 3
Note: NET benefit for Environmental Justice indicates a subjective   

consideration of both POSITIVE and NEGATIVE impacts.



Repaving Program Discussion

Should we proceed?    Yes/No
Dollar amounts for the program:  10M/$4M
Project award max:    $800k
# of projects per LPA:    1
Scope:  Simple, milling, 3”, PMs, MOT, CON, incl.
Contingency of 20% for unknowns, small subgrade repairs



Process Changes

Additional Changes



Annual Project Prioritization Process - STBG & TA*

Roadway Factor

Bike/Ped Factor

Transit Factor

Non-Roadway 
Freight Factor

Total ScorePlanning Factors 
for All Projects

45 Points 65 Points 110 Points



STBG & CMAQ Factors
Roadway Transit Bike/Ped Freight Planning

Safety Project Type Safety Mode Specific Traffic 
Flow

Air Quality EJ

Impact on Safety Ridership Impact Impact on Safety Impact on Roadway 
Congestion

Intermodal 
elements

Economic 
Vitality

Traffic Volume Impact on Safety 
& Security

Network 
Connections

Safety Replacement/
Expansion

Investment/
Emp Bonus

Travel Time Existing Asset 
Physical Condition

Feasibility Impact on Safety Local Share Strategic Reg. 
Policy Plan

Impact on Travel 
Time

Geographic Scope Existing Surface 
Conditions

Quality of Life Technology Local Planning

Freight Complete Streets Reliability History of 
Project Delivery

Resiliency

Pavement/bridge 
Condition

Project Status Existing Asset Physical 
Condition

Complete Streets Project Status

Project Status



Proposed Modal Factors - Roadway
• Safety -  modify cost of excess crashes to include injuries and 

fatalities (only) due to PDO under reporting.

• Freight Value – Revise %T for routes w/o values. New table is 
similar to existing:



Proposed Modal Factors - Roadway
• Status of Project – Construction and /or ROW plans complete

• Existing Conditions – Replace IRI with PCR. Follows FHWA schema
   Poor  =  5 points
   Fair    =  3 points
   Good =  0 points

• Bridge Condition – Replace Sufficiency Rating with FHWA TPM 
schema. Poor  =  5 points

   Fair    =  3 points
   Good =  0 points



Proposed Modal Factors – Bike/Ped

• Network Component – add weight to regional networks*

* Drop down menus will be added to select the regional networks which are currently in the 
appendix.

• Status of Project – Construction and /or ROW plans complete

Network Regional network component 10
Component Connection to regional network 6 5
 Local network component 4 0

Non-network component 0



Proposed Modal Factors – Non Roadway Freight
• Impact on Roadway Congestion – reduce from 20 to 10 points

• Safety -  Revise metric to # of Incidents
High   = 5 points
Medium  = 3 points
Low   = 1 point
None   = 0 points

• NEW Impact on Safety (scoring range same as above)



Proposed Modal Factors – Non Roadway Freight
• NEW Quality of Life Improvements (noise, light, dust, nuisance)

High   = 5 points
Medium  = 3 points
Low or none  = 0 point

• Reliability - change scale to 5/3/0 as above

• Status of Project – Construction and /or ROW plans complete



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
• Air Quality Appendix B -ADD Alternative fuel infrastructure for 

CMAQ projects only

• Intermodal Connections – replace with selection boxes for new 
direct connections:

  Roadway to/from Fixed Route Transit
  Roadway to/from Rail
  Roadway to/from River
  Roadway to/from Air Freight

  Walk to/from Fixed Route Transit
  Bike to/from Fixed Route Transit

  River to/from Rail
  



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
Technology – Add more detail on signals:
Interconnected area network with adaptive signal systems and detection – 8 points
Interconnected area network and signal systems without detection – 5 points
Interconnected single route system with 5 or more signals with detection -4 points
Interconnected single route system with 5 or more signals without detection -3 points

Expand “Equipment and infrastructure to promote electrical vehicle adoption” to include 
alternative fuel technologies

History of Project Delivery
ADD: OKI will not award new funding to any applicant that has 3 or more OKI funded projects 
that have slipped past their original programmed construction year.



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
SRPP 
- Combines 2 similar questions and eliminates green infrastructure/nature-based 

solution question which has been expanded in the new Resiliency Factor below.

Local Plans 
- Simplifies from 4 tiers to 3 and awards 5 points for projects consistent with current 
 comprehensive plans (using same tiers as 2023 and prior years).
- Adds OKI Freight Plan as an acceptable Plan if the project is specifically included
- Routine maintenance receives automatic 5.

Resiliency Factor (NEW) – 5 points
Directed at stormwater management and landslide prevention. Looking for nature-
based solutions and mitigating or hardening projects in floodplains and slide prone 
areas. 



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
Continued SRPP Factor – 5 points (1 of 2)

Strategic Regional Policy Plan (SRPP) questions Points
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Is the project physically  located or providing new service within a town/neighborhood center or downtown ? 0.625

Is the project physically  located or providing new service in an area with a mix of residential and other uses 
with a central focus? 

0.625

Is the project physically located or providing new/increased service in an area with a mix of residential and 
other uses with a central focus (i.e. town/neighborhood center/downtown)? 0.833

Is the project physically  located or providing new service along a functionally classified major collector or 
higher roadway within a developed area consistent with categories T4-T6 of the Center for Applied Transect 
Studies SmartCode transect? 

0.833

Is the project physically  located or providing new service in an area that is experiencing strong growth 
pressures and expected and/or planned to develop into a mixed use, multi modal center? 0.833



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
Continued SRPP Factor – 5 points (2 of 2)

Strategic Regional Policy Plan (SRPP) questions Points
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Will this project catalyze investment in brownfield or greyfield properties, or areas where infrastructure is 
underutilized?  

0.833

Are efforts beyond state or local compliance to avoid, minimize or offset/compensate for environmental impacts 
planned as part of this project (e.g. wetlands, forests, streams, noise, employing a regional stormwater 
management system, avoidance of ecosystem disruption, establishing internal mitigation requirements, 
including voluntary ecological restoration efforts)?

0.833

Are green infrastructure or nature-based solution strategies beyond state or local compliance planned as part of 
this project (e.g. contiguous corridors to reduce habitat fragmentation, innovative stormwater runoff 
techniques)?

0.625

Does this project abut or directly impact any potentially sensitive environmental resources (as identified in state 
conservation plans, maps or inventories)? (gets point if NO)

0.833

TOTAL 5



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
Continued Local Plan Factor – 5 points

5 points Project is consistent with an up-to-date (less than 
  5 years old) local comprehensive plan.

3 points Project is consistent with a local comprehensive 
   plan that was approved over 5 years ago.

0 points Inconsistent with a local comprehensive plan or no 
   comprehensive plan exists.

(Routine maintenance projects also receive 5 points) 



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
Continued Resiliency Factor (NEW) – 5 points
Is the project within a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard (FFRMS) floodplain or within an area identified as 
being susceptible for landslide on the US Landslide Inventory? 

Landslide risk for OKI region500-year floodplain for OKI region



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
Continued Resiliency Factor (NEW) – 5 points
Is the project within a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard (FFRMS) floodplain or within an area identified as 
being susceptible for landslide on the US Landslide Inventory? 
If YES:
5 points Project is within the floodplain and the improvement elevates it above the 500-year floodplain elevation.
 Project is in an area with a landslide susceptibility index of 1-3 and is designed to withstand slippage 

and/or protect area from further slippage.

3 points Project is within the floodplain and the design armors it to sustain a flooding event.
Project is within an area with landslide susceptibility index of 4-5 and is designed to withstand slippage 
and/or protect area from further slippage.

-5 points Project is within the floodplain and does not elevate it above the 500-year floodplain elevation or armor to 
sustain a flooding event.
Project is within an area with landslide susceptibility index of 1-5 and does not address slippage in design.

Multiuse trails are excluded from receiving this deduction. 



All Planning Factors Proposed Changes
Continued Resiliency Factor (NEW) – 5 points

Refer to the US Landslide Inventory and 
Susceptibility to determine level of 
landslide susceptibility index. Scale is 1-5. 
Areas within this index are subject to this 
criteria: U.S. Landslide Inventory and 
Susceptibility

Is the project within a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard (FFRMS) floodplain or within an area identified 
as High Confidence for landslide on the US Landslide Inventory? 
If NO:
5 points Project includes Nature-Based Solution strategies in the project design beyond state or local 

compliance requirements.
5 points Project addresses a specific need identified in a County Hazard Mitigation Plan, transportation resilient 

infrastructure plan, or similar resiliency plan including providing redundance for a vulnerable 
transportation facility or provides new capacity for emergency response. 

Use this tool to determine floodplain:
https://floodstandard.climate.gov/tool/
Draw a boundary for your project location
Service Criticality select: ‘non-critical’ 
Service Life select: ‘2050’

https://usgs.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=ae120962f459434b8c904b456c82669d
https://usgs.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=ae120962f459434b8c904b456c82669d
https://floodstandard.climate.gov/tool/


Changes to Guidance Document

• Add language regarding Conflicts of Interest, 23 CFR 1.33
  (new DOT emphasis)
• Revisions to reflects changes noted in this presentation



Topics brought up during follow-up meeting: 

• ICC having more in depth conversations about scoring instead of just staff.

• Separate committee to score Local Planning.

• Carve out money for repaving projects.

• Reevaluate how maintenance projects score in EJ. 

• Suburban/Urban areas are at a disadvantage in the scoring process. (based on EJ?)

• EJ has too much weight. Break out into categories to recognize differences in various entities. 

• Technology needs to be non-mainstream and provide evidence. Need to tighten up what 
qualifies e.g. interconnected signals versus advanced signal system



Schedule of Activities
1/7/25  ICC presentation for discussion of proposed changes. No action requested
1/9/25  Land Use Committee meets. Includes directions on Local Planning and perhaps SRPP
2/11/25 Request concurrence on changes from ICC
2/13/25 Present to the Board/EC
2/14/25 Staff prepares updated application and guidance documents.
3/11/25 Workshop, Initiation of Call for Projects
6/6/25  Applications due
7/7/25  Send Share file link to applications to ICC and EJ Committee
9/9/25  Prioritization Committee meets following ICC Meeting to discuss draft scores and 

 develop recommended list of projects
10/7/25 Staff presents draft recommended list of projects to ICC
10/9/25 Staff presents recommended list of projects to Board for adoption



Thank you!
Bob Koehler, Deputy Executive Director
(513) 619-7676
rkoehler@oki.org
www.oki.org 

mailto:rkoehler@oki.org
http://www.oki.org/

	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Annual Project Prioritization Process - STBG & TA*
	STBG & CMAQ Factors
	Slide Number 16
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Slide Number 20
	Slide Number 21
	Slide Number 22
	Slide Number 23
	Slide Number 24
	Slide Number 25
	Slide Number 26
	Slide Number 27
	Slide Number 28
	Slide Number 29
	Changes to Guidance Document
	Topics brought up during follow-up meeting: �
	Schedule of Activities
	Slide Number 33

