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ABSTRACT  

Jurisdictional transfer is the act of transferring all funding and operating 

responsibilities for a particular roadway, or roadway segment, to a different organization 

when that facility has either become an essential component of the state highway system, or 

has been deemed unnecessary. While jurisdictional transfers are quite common, very few 

states have established policies and/or procedures to help guide the process.  

This thesis summarizes the jurisdictional transfer process used by the states in 

Region 10 of the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) (Alaska, 

Washington, Oregon, and Idaho). It provides a historic review of the jurisdictional transfer 

process used by the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) since its inception in 1977 to 

present day and highlights the many changes that have occurred over the years. This thesis 

identifies weaknesses with ITD’s current process and makes several suggestions for 

modifications that would make it more efficient, objective, and better aligned with ITD’s 

vision and goals. The recommendations in this thesis were presented to ITD and are 

currently under consideration. Other states that are developing formal procedures can use the 

review and recommendations in this thesis for guidance. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 The Challenge of Jurisdictional Transfer 

State departments of transportation (DOTs) are constantly faced with four 

compounding issues: increasing traffic volumes, changing travel patterns, rising construction 

and operation costs, and decreases in State and Federal transportation funding. These issues 

have been exacerbated in many of the large, rural western states over the last few decades as 

they have experienced unprecedented population growth in their more urbanized areas and a 

steady decline in their rural populations. These population shifts have caused major land use 

changes which have, in turn, drastically altered travel patterns over this time period, 

substantially increasing traffic on some routes (i.e. state highways, county roads, and city 

streets) while virtually eliminating traffic on others.  

Mounting fiscal constraints, steady traffic volume increases, and travel pattern 

changes have left many state DOTs scrambling to improve safety and increase capacity on 

these newly emerging high-use routes, while still trying to maintain the other routes within 

their jurisdictions. These issues make it essential that state DOTs objectively evaluate their 

transportation networks to determine the most efficient and effective way to improve the 

statewide system, with the limited resources they have available to them. One option that 

state DOTs have for working toward a solution to these compounding issues is jurisdictional 

transfer. 

Jurisdictional transfer is the act of transferring all funding and operating 

responsibilities for a particular facility (i.e. roadway, or roadway segment), to a different 

organization; typically a transportation agency or municipality. These transfers are often 

executed upon the completion of one or more conditions, typically set by the receiving party 

(e.g. financial compensation; continued maintenance for a set period of time; surface 

rehabilitation or other construction needs such as the installation of a traffic signal; the 

concurrent acceptance of jurisdiction of a different roadway, or roadway segment, by the 

transferring party; etc.).  
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There are two primary types of jurisdictional transfer that occur: an acquisition 

(addition to the receiving party’s transportation system), and a deletion (removal from the 

transferring party’s system). Two additional actions that fall under jurisdictional transfer are 

abandonment, and in some cases, decommissioning. In the case of abandonment, there is no 

receiving party to take on the funding and operating responsibilities of the roadway, or 

roadway segment – it is simply left to crumble over time. In the case of decommissioning, 

the roadway, or roadway segment, is physically removed and an attempt is made to return 

the land back to its natural state.  

Roadway abandonment and decommissioning is almost always associated with the 

relocation of an existing route (e.g. a narrow, winding section of roadway is replaced by a 

safer, more direct route, eliminating the need for the existing section). However, some 

scenarios exist in which a roadway, or roadway segment, is simply no longer needed and is 

therefore abandoned (e.g. a dead end route specifically designed to serve a large mining or 

logging operation that has since closed down). 

The aforementioned fiscal constraints and the historic layout of most transportation 

systems make transferring the jurisdiction of a roadway a challenging undertaking. This is 

particularly true for rural western states due to the sheer size of their transportation systems 

and the fact that many of their rural routes still in use today were originally established more 

than 50 years ago, some as early as the 1920s. These old state highways serve sparsely 

distributed rural towns and cities and are often times the only link between these rural areas 

and the state’s economic activity centers. Further compounding these issues is the fact that 

many of these rural state highways serve as the only connections to rural highways in 

adjacent states. Despite these challenges, many rural western states engage in the 

jurisdictional transfer of roadways on an annual basis, although the methods utilized to 

conduct these transfers vary substantially from state to state. 

1.2  The Need for Review and Critique 

Very few state DOTs have established policies and/or procedures for determining the 

jurisdictional transfer of roadways. Of the states that have established policies and/or 
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procedures, many lack documentation, utilize qualitative methodologies, base much of the 

decision making process on subjective criteria, and are conducted in an ad-hoc manner. This 

is problematic for various reasons. First, decision making in the transportation industry 

typically involves many individuals with different agendas, backgrounds, and biases. 

Inconsistency on the part of a state DOT can result in accusations of unfair treatment or 

consideration, lawsuits, political unrest, and a loss of confidence and trust. Second, 

jurisdictional transfers have an impact on traffic safety and ultimately affect the performance 

(i.e. traffic flow) of the entire transportation system.  

Adding or deleting a roadway, or roadway segment, from the state highway system 

at the improper time (or failing to do so) can result in an increased number of traffic related 

accidents and poor performance; both of which will have a direct, negative economic impact 

on both the region in which the transfer occurred (or should have occurred) and the state as a 

whole. Because of these reasons, objectivity and consistency are critical for determining 

jurisdictional transfers. 

A review and critique of the procedure used for the jurisdictional transfer of 

highways in Idaho is necessary for several reasons. First, the Idaho Transportation 

Department (ITD) has been utilizing a formally documented procedure for almost 40 years. 

While the methodology has undergone a number of changes over the years, a full review of 

the process has never been conducted. Second, because no formal review exists, a thorough 

critique of ITD’s procedure has also never been conducted. Such a critique is important 

because it will highlight any procedural challenges or methodological issues that could be 

affecting the efficiency and accuracy of the procedure, and any that may have been 

overlooked. Finally, a full review and critique will pave the way (pun intended) for 

recommendations on improving ITD’s jurisdictional transfer process.   

1.3  Thesis Organization 

Chapter 2 provides a summary of the jurisdictional transfer methods found in the 

literature and used by the states neighboring Idaho. Chapter 3 provides a historical look at 

the evolution of ITD’s jurisdictional transfer policies and procedures over the last 39 years 

and highlights relevant federal legislation changes that coincide with this time period. 
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Chapter 4 provides a critique of ITD’s current jurisdictional transfer procedure and offers 

recommendations for improvements. Chapter 5 summarizes the accomplishments of this 

thesis. 

1.4  Research Approach 

The research approach for this thesis included a review of the literature concerning 

jurisdictional transfer including journal articles, documents found at various state DOT 

websites, ITD’s internal document warehouse, and various other sources. When possible, 

interviews were conducted with the person(s) responsible for overseeing jurisdictional 

transfers at the state DOTs of the states defined by the United States Department of 

Transportation (USDOT) as Region 10 (i.e. Alaska, Washington, Oregon, and Idaho). 

During the first year of research for this thesis, I was on staff with the Planning and 

Program Management (2PM) section of ITD as a Transportation Planning Consultant. While 

in that role, I was able to speak with various ITD employees, including District Planners, 

District Engineers (DEs), and other planning staff that had first-hand experience with ITD’s 

jurisdictional transfer process. This consulting position also afforded me the ability to access 

all of ITD’s policies, records, meeting minutes, and any other documentation needed to 

conduct this research.  

While I was on staff with ITD, one of my tasks was to develop a tool that would 

allow 2PM to evaluate every route under ITD’s jurisdiction (i.e. the State Highway System 

(SHS)) at the same time, using the current jurisdictional transfer process. I created a 

spreadsheet tool that allowed, for the first time, the ability to evaluate all of the SHS routes 

simultaneously (see APPENDIX D). Prior to creating this tool, only routes with a specific 

jurisdictional transfer request were evaluated independently. My experience creating the 

spreadsheet tool provided me in-depth insight with ITDs jurisdictional transfer process and 

lead me to the critique and recommendations presented in this thesis. The recommendations 

in this thesis were presented to ITD and are currently under consideration. Other states that 

are developing formal procedures can use the review and recommendations in this thesis for 

guidance.  
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2.  STATE-OF-THE-PRACTICE  

2.1  Jurisdictional Transfer in the Law and Literature 

In most states, the authority of jurisdictional transfer is granted to the state 

department of transportation (DOT) through an act of legislation. While much of this 

legislation addresses the purpose and need for jurisdictional transfers (e.g. to ensure 

economic prosperity, provide a safe means of travel for residents, etc.), little guidance is 

provided as to how the process should occur. Even still, when such process guidance is 

provided, it is generally very generic and only speaks to the need for stakeholder 

collaboration and public input to help inform the evaluation process. In some instances, 

specific evaluation metrics are even provided, but when it comes to understanding how the 

specific evaluation process of a requested transfer is to occur, virtually no guidance is 

provided (O'Connel, et al., 2010).  

In the academic literature, there is very little written on the topic of jurisdictional 

transfer. In fact, a search for articles from the last 30 years (1990 – 2010) in Transportation 

Research Record, as well as similar searches using Google Scholar, revealed very little 

existing literature with the terms “jurisdictional transfer”, “roadway decommission”, 

“roadway acquisition”, “transportation system adjustment”, and “highway additions”.  

When the topic of jurisdictional transfer is discussed, it is usually a byproduct of 

discussions surrounding the economic impacts of operating a route with substandard 

maintenance or outright abandoning maintenance responsibilities (National Cooperative 

Highway Research Program, 2015); or discussions around whether or not National Forest 

Service (NFS) roads should be decommissioned (i.e. removed) or considered for other uses, 

and determining what is the minimal road system possible while still being able to manage 

and protect NFS lands (The Wilderness Society, 2012).  
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2.2 Jurisdictional Transfer in The Pacific Northwest 

To better understand the state-of-the-practice, Alaska, Washington, and Oregon were 

selected for a review of any policies and procedures currently being utilized by the DOTs in 

those states for jurisdictional transfers. When combined with Idaho, this group of states 

makes up Region 10 of the USDOT, most commonly referred to as the Pacific Northwest. 

With the exception of Alaska, the state legislatures, transportation networks, and economies 

within Region 10 have all been evolving together for about the last 150 years.  

Interviews were conducted with the person(s) responsible for overseeing the 

procedures (when available), and any related documents, either found online or furnished by 

the interviewees, were reviewed. A summary of the jurisdictional transfer process for each 

of these states is presented below: 

Alaska 

Alaska is unique in that air and water transportation are often a primary mode of 

transit between communities. In fact, many communities are only accessible by boat, ferry, 

or airplane. As such, these communities tend to only have a small network of local roads and 

trails to serve the residents. This can be challenging for the Alaska Department of 

Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF) as they are charged with planning, building, 

and maintaining a network of “highways” (i.e. the Alaska State Highway System) with the 

objective of “…linking together cities and communities throughout the state (thereby 

contributing to the development of commerce and industry in the state, and aiding the 

extraction and utilization of its resources)…[to] improve the economic and general welfare 

of the people of the state.” [AS 19.05.125].  

To help meet the aforementioned challenge and objective, the DOT&PF utilizes the 

periodic statewide transportation planning process to determine which surface facilities, both 

existing and planned, should compose the state highway system. This planning process, 

which is backed by legislation [AS 19.05] and guided by administrative code [17 AAC 05], 

establishes a team of DOT&PF staff (e.g. headquarters, regional offices, etc.) that evaluates 
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and scores all proposed surface transportation projects that are up for consideration. It is 

during this planning process that jurisdictional transfers are evaluated and scored, right 

alongside the other transportation project.  

While 17 AAC 05.175 provides a good amount of detail on the evaluation 

component of this planning process, including the identification of specific evaluation 

criteria and language referring to scores, it does not define how the actual scoring is to take 

place; no scoring ranges are included in the legislation. During this process, projects are first 

evaluated and scored independently by each reviewer. When that evaluation is complete, the 

evaluator multiplies the individual score for each criterion by the weight of each criterion 

and then adds the resulting numbers to arrive at a single reviewer score. The reviewer scores 

are then averaged together to establish a final project score. These project scores are used to 

establish project priority.  

Once all of the projects are scored, including the jurisdictional transfer requests, 

there is a period of time provided for public comments. Once that is concluded, and any 

issues that arose have been addressed, the Alaska Transportation Commissioner approves 

the project list. If jurisdictional transfer requests were included in that project list, the 

process becomes a matter of negotiation between the DOT&PF and the local authority.  

Washington 

RCW 47.01.425 [Jurisdictional transfers.] provides that the Washington 

Transportation Commission (WTC) “shall receive and review letters of request from cities, 

counties, or the department of transportation requesting any addition or deletion from the 

state highway system. The commission must utilize the criteria established in RCW 

47.17.001 [Criteria for changes to system.] in evaluating requests and to adopt rules for 

implementation of this process.”  

WAC 468-710 [Route jurisdiction transfer rules, regulations and requirements.] 

defines the procedure for jurisdictional transfer in Washington. Per this code, jurisdictional 

transfer requests are, at the discretion of the WTC, opened up for public testimony at a 
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regularly scheduled WTC meeting. Once the meeting is complete, the WTC compiles and 

summarizes the public testimony in the form of meeting minutes (WAC 468-710-060). 

Using the jurisdictional transfer request and the meeting minutes, the WTC prepares 

a preliminary finding and provides written notice to any stakeholder groups that might have 

an interest in the request (e.g. various divisions within WSDOT: planning, safety, 

maintenance, environmental, etc.; the regional representative(s) for the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA); local transportation organizations; local highway districts; etc.). 

Each stakeholder group has thirty (30) days to review the jurisdictional transfer request and 

provide comments, and/or recommendations based on their particular expertise regarding the 

facility in question.  

For the final step of the jurisdictional transfer process, the WTC prepares a final 

report of findings and a recommendation based on the initial request, feedback from the 

various stakeholder groups and public testimony, the criteria defined by RCW 47.17.001, 

and their own evaluation. The WTC sends the report and their recommendation to the 

Washington State Senate and House Transportation Committees for consideration. All 

changes to the SHS in Washington are made by the legislature.  

Oregon 

ORS 366.290 [Adding or removing roads from the state highway system.] grants the 

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) the authority to “…select, locate, establish, 

designate, improve and maintain out of the highway fund a system of state highways…” 

This statute does not however, provide any guidance or establish any process by which 

jurisdictional transfers are to occur.  

However, documentation provided by ODOT regarding jurisdictional transfers 

suggest that “ODOT should also consider off-system improvements as a means of enhancing 

the state/regional transportation system. Off-system improvements may provide a cost-

effective alternative to increasing the capacity of the state highway system, while helping to 

meet both state and local needs.” This internal ODOT document basically encourages 
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project specific partnerships in which ODOT can help fund improvement projects on routes 

not within their jurisdiction to positively impact the SHS.  

Jurisdictional transfers occur on an ad-hoc basis in Oregon. The process by which 

they are conducted is generally a negotiation that looks at the condition of the route at the 

time of transfer, required funding for maintenance, and ongoing operational responsibilities. 

The internal ODOT document also suggests that “[t]hese transfers should occur on a more 

systematic basis.” When a transfer negotiation becomes finalized, a Jurisdictional Transfer 

Agreement is executed and by the appropriate local authorities and ODOT’s Right of Way 

Manager. 

Idaho 

The formal policy currently in place, which is backed by Idaho Legislation [IC 40-

310 (1)], is ITD Administrative Policy (A-09-06) (see APPENDIX A). Per ITD’s current 

policy, all jurisdictional transfer requests are referred to an ITD Board-appointed System 

Adjustment Committee for initial consideration. If the consensus of the System Adjustment 

Committee is that the jurisdictional transfer request warrants further review, the request is 

passed to the Planning and Program Management (2PM) division within ITD. 

Using a process called System Action Ranking (SAR), the 2PM division utilizes a 

series of 9 qualitative and quantitative criteria to evaluate and score both the operational and 

network characteristics of the facility associated with the jurisdictional transfer request. ITD 

Administrative Policy (A-09-06) requires a minimum SAR allocation of 70 points before the 

jurisdiction of a route can be transferred to ITD for placement on the State Highway System. 

Conversely, a maximum SAR allocation of 30 points is required for 3 consecutive years 

before the jurisdiction of a route can be transferred away from ITD. Once the SAR process 

is completed, a report is prepared by the 2PM division that includes scores for each of the 

nine criterion, the summation of these scores, and the original jurisdictional transfer request. 

This report is then sent to the System Adjustment Committee for review.  
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Upon review, the System Adjustment Committee submits the report, the 

jurisdictional transfer request, and a recommendation (based on the required SAR 

allocations) to the ITD Board for final consideration. However, Idaho Legislation [IC 40-

203B] requires ITD to get the consent of the associated jurisdiction before any transfer can 

occur. For example, if the transfer request was submitted by one of the ITD district offices 

(e.g. to remove a section of highway from the state highway system), the proposed receiving 

jurisdiction has the power to simply say no. If the receiving jurisdiction agrees to the 

transfer in writing (see APPENDIX C), and if the ITD Board decides to approve the request, 

a resolution describing the transfer is written, signed by the ITD Board, and recorded as an 

“Official Minute” of the ITD Board (see APPENDIX B). 

2.3 Summary 

TABLE 2.1 provides a comparison of the jurisdictional transfer process 

characteristics amongst the Region 10 DOT’s. While the jurisdictional transfer process for 

both Alaska and Washington have many of the same characteristics as Idaho’s process, this 

review revealed that Idaho’s process is both comprehensive and innovative. In fact, several 

of the Region 10 interviewees indicated that most state DOTs would like to establish a 

formal scoring procedure similar to the one utilized by ITD.  

 
TABLE 2.1 Jurisdictional Transfer Process Characteristics for Region 10 

  

Alaska Washington Oregon Idaho

Standard Process or Procedure Exists X X -- X

Formal Document Exists X -- -- X

Backed by Legislation X X X X 

Includes Stakeholder Collaboration X X -- --

Includes Quantitative Metrics X -- -- X

Includes Qualitative Metrics X X -- X

Region 10 State

Process Characteristic
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3. THE EVOLUTION OF JURISDICTIONAL TRANSFER IN IDAHO 

ITD has been utilizing formal written policies and procedures for making 

jurisdictional transfers since 1977. This chapter describes the evolution of these policies and 

procedures over the past 39 years and highlights relevant federal legislation changes that 

coincide with this time period. The information presented here was gathered via interviews 

and reviewing internal documents during a one-year internship with the Planning and 

Program Management (2PM) section under the Division of Highways at ITD. Addition 

research was conducted using newspaper archives and a carefully selected group of state and 

federal government websites (e.g. www.itd.idaho.gov, www.fhwa.dot.gov, etc.). 

3.1  1977 – 1992 

In 1977, the Idaho Department of Highways (8-years before ITD was established), 

created a formal procedure to help ensure that the correct adjustments (i.e. jurisdictional 

transfers and route relocations) were made to the State Highway System. This procedure, 

which is the oldest on record relating to jurisdictional transfers in Idaho, established a rating 

system for evaluating key operational and network characteristics of rural, low-volume 

highways. Under this system, six rating criteria were used to assign points to the route in 

question, for a maximum possible score of 100. The six criteria and associated point 

distributions for this original procedure are as follows: average daily traffic (10 pts), vehicle 

miles of travel (20 pts), need of roadway to meet statutory goals (40 pts), proximity to 

parallel or duplicate service roads (10 pts), need of roadway to maintain interstate systems 

continuity (10 pts), and importance of roadway to the state highway system grid (10 pts). 

In 1985, the Idaho Legislature passed Title 40, which established the Idaho 

Transportation Board (IC 40-301) and the ITD (IC 40-501), among other things. Through 

this legislation, the Idaho Transportation Board was “...vested with authority, control, 

supervision and administration of the [transportation] department” [IC 40-301]. Title 40 also 

grants the Idaho Transportation Board the authority to “[d]etermine which highways in the 

state, or sections of highways, shall be designated and accepted...as a part of the State 

Highway System” [IC 40-310 (1)] and to “…abandon the maintenance of any highway and 

http://www.itd.idaho.gov/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/
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remove it from the State Highway System, when that action is determined by the unanimous 

consent of the Board to be in the public interest” [IC 40-310 (3)]. 

Furthermore, Title 40 incorporated four written evaluation guidelines, to be used in 

conjunction with the original rating system from 1977, to aid in determining that the correct 

adjustments were made to the State Highway System. The statute requires that the following 

guidelines are also to be considered by the Idaho Transportation Board when requested 

adjustments to the State Highway System have been made: 1) Relative importance of each 

roadway to cities, existing business, industry and enterprises; 2) Development of cities, 

natural resources, industry, and agriculture; 3) Safety and convenience of highway users, 

and the common welfare of people and cities of the state of Idaho; and 4) The state’s 

financial capacity to build and maintain the State Highway System. 

In 1987, the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act 

(STURAA) was signed by the United States Congress. STURAA, also called the Federal-

Aid Highway Act of 1987, was the last bill of the Interstate Highway System era – preceded 

by a long line of Federal-Aid Highway Acts dating all the way back to 1916. STURAA 

granted the Secretary of Transportation the authority to allocate funds, granted states the 

authority to raise the speed limit on rural interstate highways to 65 miles per hour, and was 

the first and only “highway” bill in the 20th century to receive a presidential veto, though the 

veto was eventually overturned. 

In response to STURAA, in 1990, the Idaho Legislature passed Idaho Code 40-203B 

that requires the Idaho Transportation Department to “...obtain the consent of the applicable 

local highway jurisdiction before it may abandon or assume control of the highway. Consent 

shall be obtained by passage of a resolution by the local highway jurisdiction assenting to 

the requested action of the transportation department” [IC 40-203B]. The transfer of 

jurisdiction to either party is considered null and void until the local agency passes the 

resolution. 

In 1991, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) was signed 

into law. ISTEA, the first post-Interstate Highway System era federal legislation to address 
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transportation planning and policy, required collaborative planning and granted significant 

authority to metropolitan planning organizations. Most notably, ISTEA defined numerous 

High Priority Corridors to be included as part of the National Highway System. Among 

these is corridor number 43, United States Route 95 that runs from the United States-

Canadian border in Eastport, Idaho, south to the Idaho-Oregon border near Nampa, Idaho. 

Shortly after the passage of this new federal and state legislation, the Idaho 

Transportation Board determined that its strategy for jurisdictional transfer moving forward 

would be to not add highway miles to the State Highway System unless an equal amount of 

miles could be removed. As part of this new strategy, Board Policy B-09-06 “State Highway 

System Adjustments” was signed into action in 1991. This policy mandates that all requests 

concerning changes to the State Highway System must first be referred to the Board 

Subcommittee on State Highway System Adjustments, a committee established by this 

policy, before any actions or studies be carried out.  

This policy also solidified the use of a scoring system, to be implemented by 

Administrative Policy A-09-06, and determined that a minimum rating of 70 points would 

be required in order for a roadway, or roadway segment, to be considered for addition to the 

State Highway System. Conversely, for roadways, or roadway segments with a rating of 30 

points or less, efforts would be made to remove them from the State Highway System. 

3.2 1993 – 2009 

In 1993, a few modifications were made to the rating criteria. First, the criterion used 

to rate a route’s impact on statutory goals was divided into four separate criteria to assess if 

the primary function of the route is for statewide through traffic or local use; and to rate it 

according to its impact on economic activity, safety, and maintenance. Next, the point 

distribution was changed to prioritize the rating criteria, placing a greater emphasis on routes 

supporting more through traffic, higher vehicle miles of travel (VMT), and higher average 

daily traffic (ADT). Lastly, routes that are parallel to each other and/or in close proximity to 

each other would now be penalized by points being subtracted.  
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The end result of these modifications was 9 criteria, each with a different range of 

points, but still totaling to a maximum possible score of 100. The modified criteria and point 

allocations are as follows: statewide versus local use (16 pts), vehicle miles of travel (14 

pts), average daily traffic (13 pts), proximity to parallel or duplicate service roads (12 pts), 

support of economic activities (11 pts), importance of roadway to the state highway system 

grid (10 pts), need of roadway to maintain interstate systems continuity (9 pts), importance 

of roadway for safety (8 pts), and impact of maintenance (7 pts). 

These modifications however, did not affect the minimum and maximum rating 

strategy adopted by the Idaho Transportation Board in 1990 (i.e. routes receiving 30 points 

or less should be considered for removal; routes need a minimum of 70 point to be 

considered for addition). 

In 1996, the Idaho Transportation Board passed a resolution establishing four 

additional guidelines to be followed when evaluating requested system modifications. The 

new guidelines emphasized that: 1) Great weight be given to an addition that requires no 

right of way acquisition by the State; 2) Approximately an equal miles state highway should 

be removed when miles are added; 3) Additions to/removals from the SHS are to be 

prioritized based on the state rating system; and 4) Partnerships and cooperative efforts 

between and among jurisdictions are emphasized. 

Between 1996 and 2009, numerous staff and policy changes occurred at ITD. In 

addition to welcoming a new Director, many of the separate divisions within ITD were 

realigned, several key administrative positions changed hands, and ITD developed and 

adopted a long range strategic plan; all in an effort increase ITD’s overall efficiency and 

effectiveness as an organization. Also during this time period, the guidelines and rating 

system was modified several more times. Each modification adding a little bit more detail to 

a particular evaluation guideline, scoring criteria, and scoring procedure; and making minor 

adjustments to the point ranges.  
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3.3 2010 – 2016 

In 2010, the scoring criteria were finalized and are still in place today. The resulting 

nine scoring criteria and point allocations are as follows: supports economic activities (20 

pts), statewide versus local use (16 pts), vehicle miles of travel (14 pts), average daily traffic 

(13 pts), proximity to parallel or duplicate service roads (12 pts), importance of roadway to 

the state highway system grid (10 pts), need of roadway to maintain interstate systems 

continuity (10 pts), importance of roadway for safety (8 pts), and impact of maintenance (7 

pts). 

In 2012 all routes were scored at the same time, for the first time ever, instead of a 

specific requested route. This gave the ITD Board a comprehensive perspective of the data. 

Based on this exercise, and the critique and suggestions in the following chapter, the ITD 

Board determined that a variety of the factors should be reconsidered. 

3.4 Summary: 1977 - 2016 

TABLE 3.1 illustrates the evolution of the scoring process used for jurisdictional 

transfers in Idaho from 1977 through 2016. 

TABLE 3.1 Evolution of Idaho’s Jurisdictional Transfer Scoring Process 

  

1977-1992 1993-2010 2010-2016

Needed to Meet Statutory Goals 40 pts -- --

Supports Economic Activities -- 11 pts 20 pts

Local Use vs. Through Traffic -- 16 pts 16 pts

Vehicle Miles of Travel 20 pts 14 pts 14 pts

Average Daily Traffic 10 pts 13 pts 13 pts

Parallel or Duplicate Route 10 pts 12 pts 12 pts

Importance to SHS Grid 10 pts 10 pts 10 pts

Interstate System Continuity 10 pts 9 pts 10 pts*

Significance of Safety Needs -- 8 pts 8 pts

Imapct of Maintenance -- 7 pts 7 pts

Total Possible Points 100 pts 100 pts 110 pts

*Only considered if the route crosses a state line.

Time Period

Scoring Criteria
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4. CRITIQUE AND SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS FOR IDAHO 

This chapter provides a critique of the current jurisdictional transfer process utilized 

by ITD and recommendations for improvement. The critique and recommendations are 

based on interviews with ITD staff and other stakeholders involved with the transfer of 

roadways in the past few years. Many of the recommendations were identified while 

creating a spreadsheet tool for ITD’s current scoring system.  

The issues/weaknesses are organized in this thesis by theme, with recommendations 

for each theme. The recommendations described here have been shared with ITD through 

various presentations and are under consideration for a new process that is currently under 

development.      

4.1  Pre and Post Screening 

The jurisdictional transfer process begins when a formal request is referred to the 

System Adjustment Committee for initial consideration (pre-screening). Only if the 

consensus of the committee is to proceed will the request be sent to the 2PM section where 

the route will be evaluated and scored. While this first step could save the 2PM section time 

and effort that would have otherwise been wasted evaluating and scoring an unwarranted 

request, it could prevent the evaluation and scoring of a request that was warranted.  

The jurisdictional transfer process ends when the System Adjustment Committee 

sends their final recommendation of action to the ITD Board for execution (post-screening). 

This final recommendation is based on the committee’s consideration of the 2PM section’s 

report, the SAR summation score, the merits of the route, and the relative standing of the 

request in relation to any other requests being considered at that time.  

Allowing the System Adjustment Committee to subjectively pre- and post-screen 

jurisdictional transfer requests is a major weakness because there is no guidance as to how 

the committee is supposed to consider all of the information that has been presented to them, 

and because it is introducing potential biases and increasing the likelihood of inconsistency 
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on both sides of a mostly data-driven process. For example, current economic conditions, 

political climate, and/or personal preferences could sway the decisions of the individual 

committee members; and as the membership of the committee changes over time, so too will 

personal preferences and any level of cohesive thinking amongst committee.  

One possible solution (Recommendation 1) to this issue of subjectively pre- and 

post-screening the jurisdictional transfer process would be to establish some objective pre- 

and post- SAR guidance (e.g. a small series of “tests” that identify omissions of required 

information or a certain baseline for consideration). Doing so would ensure that each time 

the System Adjustment Committee is facing a request, the process would begin with 

consistency and objectivity, regardless of who is on the committee or what happening in the 

Idaho economy. The pre-SAR guidance would also help non-ITD jurisdictions by providing 

them with a list of minimum requirements or a certain baseline for their request.  

Another possible solution (Recommendation 2) would be to maintain a system-wide 

scoring system that can be continuously updated. With this in place, there would be little to 

no need for the subcommittee to pre-screen jurisdictional transfer requests as it would allow 

the 2PM section to quickly produce a SAR summation score for all jurisdictional transfer 

requests of routes that are not currently part of the SHS. It would also allow ITD to monitor 

existing SHS routes that continuously generate a low SAR summation score, indicating that 

they are nearing a point at which a jurisdictional transfer should be considered.  

4.2 Isolated Process 

Jurisdictional transfer in Idaho is an isolated process among ITD’s many activities, 

which creates a number of weaknesses. First, it is only utilized for ad-hoc transfer requests. 

There is no discernable pattern to help estimate when or how often transfer requests will be 

submitted to ITD. Requests can happen multiple times in a given year, which can lead to 

inconsistencies and/or errors in the evaluation and scoring process due to the 2PM staff 

being overburdened with an unexpected influx of work. Requests can also be as infrequent 

as one every few years, which can lead to inconsistencies and/or errors in the evaluation and 
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scoring process due to the 2PM staff loosing familiarity of the SAR process and/or due to 

the knowledge losses that accompany staff turnover.  

Second, the jurisdictional transfer process isn’t associated with any of the other ITD 

programs or systems. For example, ITD has: a Transportation Asset Management System 

(TAMS) for monitoring the physical condition of the SHS (i.e. pavement, culverts and 

bridges, signage, etc.); a corridor planning program for developing strategic plans around the 

transportation corridors that are most critical to the state; a program that monitors the 

“system health” of highways; and a Project Management System (PMS) that is used to 

monitor all ongoing transportation improvement projects and all future project needs. Many 

of these programs and systems incorporate various data metrics that are supplied by other 

ITD programs and systems, with the only exception being the SAR process. This type of 

isolation is inefficient as it can lead to duplication of efforts in developing and/or procuring 

common data metrics that could have easily been acquired from existing ITD sources.  

ITD should integrate jurisdictional transfer into existing scheduled activities, much 

like how Alaska incorporates the process into regular statewide planning (Recommendation 

3). This will remove many of the potential for inconsistencies and/or errors in the SAR 

process that stem from ITD staff turnover, lack of use, and time constraints. Additionally, 

any weaknesses associated with the input metrics and/or scoring criteria found in the 

existing SAR process could potentially be replaced by data from ITD’s other programs 

and/or systems. Likewise, the SAR summation scores could be used by some of ITD’s other 

programs and/or systems. For example, the PMS could incorporate SAR summation scores 

to help inform SHS project priority.  

4.3 No Use of Automation or GIS 

Another major weakness of the current jurisdictional transfer process is that the SRA 

process does not use any sort of automation or support tools (e.g. system-wide SAR model 

that was created as part of this research, GIS, etc.). The entire evaluation and scoring process 

is conducted manually for each route under a jurisdictional transfer request. In fact, using 

the system-wide SAR tool to evaluate and score all of the routes under ITD jurisdiction is 
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the first time automation (semi-automation in this case) has ever been used during the SAR 

process. Not using automation support is a problem, both for the reasons previously 

described (i.e. to inconsistencies and/or errors in the evaluation and scoring process), as well 

as for the fact that the SAR process can be very time consuming.  

ITD should create a system-wide scoring tool for a GIS software platform 

(Recommendation 4). Not only would this allow for the visualization of the SAR summation 

scores for each route on the SHS, it would also allow for further automation of certain 

evaluation inputs. For example, determining the average distance to a parallel route would 

no longer be a manual process. The GIS software could easily calculate the distance between 

the route under review, and all other routes that could be considered parallel. These distance 

calculations could be produced at numerous locations along the route (e.g. measure the 

parallel distance at every station point) to allow for a better average. Additionally, the GIS 

software could take into consideration natural barriers, like mountains, rivers, etc. to ensure 

proper scores were applied.  

4.4 Not Aligned with ITD’s Mission & Goals 

ITD’s 2011 Strategic Plan outlines the mission and three primary goals that are to 

serve as the foundation from which all decisions at ITD are supposed to be made: Improve 

Safety by providing the safest transportation system possible; Enhance Mobility by 

providing a mobility-focused transportation system that will improve quality of life; and 

Increase Economic Opportunity by investing in transportation infrastructure that will drive 

economic opportunity.  

If ITD’s jurisdictional transfer process is to be the primary means by which a route is 

considered for addition to or removal from the SHS, then all aspects of the evaluation of that 

route should be focused on how the requested transfer will improve safety, enhance 

mobility, and increase economic opportunity in Idaho. One major weakness of ITD’s current 

jurisdictional transfer process is the fact that it is not well aligned with these goals. There are 

three areas in which it is failing to do so. 



20 

 
First, only two of the nine scoring criteria are directly related to ITD’s goals of 

improving safety and increasing economic opportunity (i.e. Economy and Safety). Of the 

remaining seven scoring criteria, three are loosely related to ITD’s goal of enhancing 

mobility (i.e. Parallel, SHS Grid, and Interstate), one is loosely related to ITD’s goal of 

increasing economic opportunity (i.e. Through), and the final three are loosely related to all 

three of ITD’s primary goals, in some way or another (i.e. VMT, ADT, and Maintenance). 

Second, even though the SAR scoring criteria are related to ITD’s primary goals 

(whether directly or loosely), the evaluation inputs used, and the process by which the points 

are allocated, fail to adequately assess how adding or removing a particular route from the 

SHS will positively impact those goals. For example, ADT is a scoring criterion that can 

account for up to 12% of the total point allocation for a route. While ADT is an important 

metric that is frequently used in transportation studies, by itself, ADT does little to assess a 

route’s influence on improving safety, enhancing mobility, and increasing economic 

opportunity.  

Third, the three primary goals are of equal importance to ITD. Therefore, the point 

allocations for the scoring criteria related to these goals should also be weighted equally. 

This is not the case for the current SAR process. Of the two scoring criteria are directly 

related to ITD’s goals of improving safety and increasing economic opportunity, Economy 

can allocate up to 20 points whereas Safety can only allocate up to eight points. For the three 

scoring criterion that are loosely related to enhancing mobility, Parallel can allocate up to 12 

points, SHS Grid can allocate up to 10 points, and Interstate can allocate 10 points. If 

Maintenance was linked with safety, and VMT and ADT were linked with mobility, the total 

possible points for each of the primary goals would be: 15 for improving safety, 59 for 

enhancing mobility, and 36 for increasing economic opportunity. 

ITD should revise the SAR process so that the scoring criteria and the resulting point 

allocations are in fact aligned with ITD’s mission and three primary goals (Recommendation 

5). The revised SAR process should go as far as grouping each of the scoring criteria into 

three goal-oriented evaluation categories, which would be named after the specific goal they 
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are meant to address (i.e. Improve Safety, Enhance Mobility, and Increase Economic 

Opportunity), so that it is clear what each is meant to evaluate.  

To ensure alignment with ITD’s mission and three primary goals, the following 

questions should be considered when determining what scoring criteria and associated 

evaluation inputs should be used: 1) What characterizes a safe highway? 2) What aspects of 

a highway enhance mobility? 3) What characteristics of a highway increase economic 

opportunity? 

4.5 Evaluation Inputs 

Another major weakness of ITD’s current jurisdictional transfer process is the issue 

of double counting, redundancy, and subjective determination amongst the 12 individual 

evaluation inputs that are used to allocate points to scoring criteria during the SAR process. 

The evaluation inputs are as follows: Highest ADT on a Route, Lowest ADT on a Route, 

Average ADT, Percent Car-Commercial Vehicle Split, Economic Activity Intensity, Length, 

Average Distance to Parallel Route, Importance to the SHS Grid, Average Shoulder Width, 

Average Lane Width, Statewide Activity, and Interstate Continuity.  

In total, these evaluation inputs are utilized 20 times during the process of allocating 

points to the nine scoring criterion. TABLE 4.1 illustrates which of these 12 evaluation 

inputs are utilized by each of the scoring criterion during the SAR process. As depicted by 

this table, two of the inputs are used four times, two of the inputs are used two times, and the 

remaining eight inputs are only used once. These four redundant evaluation inputs are all 

measures of ADT and they are used by six of the nine scoring criteria. Of these 6 criteria 

that use an ADT input, four use two or more, and one criterion is actually based solely one 

of these ADT inputs (i.e. scoring criterion ADT exclusively uses evaluation input Average 

ADT). Overall, 60% of total uses of evaluation inputs that occur during the SAR process are 

a measure of ADT. This issue of redundancy and double counting puts far too much weight 

on ADT. 
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TABLE 4.1 Relationship between Evaluation Inputs and Scoring Criteria 

 

In addition to redundancy and double counting, 4 of the 12 evaluation inputs are 

determined subjectively. As was introduced in section 4.1, allowing for the subjective 

determination of any aspect of the jurisdictional transfer process is a major weakness 

because it introduces potential biases and increases the likelihood of inconsistency to a 

mostly data-driven process. Further compounding this weakness is the fact that 2 of these 4 

subjective evaluation inputs are the only input used by their respective scoring criterion. The 

remaining 2 are both used by scoring criteria that also use 3 ADT inputs.  

To address issues of redundancy, double counting, and subjectivity in the input data, 

ITD should re-examine the current input to determine which can be revised and which will 

need to be replaced so that the resulting inputs are more closely related to the scoring 

criterion they are helping to inform (Recommendation 6). For example, rather than simply 

using the ratio of lowest ADT to highest ADT to determine how much through traffic is 

being served by a route, the difference between annual average daily traffic (AADT) and 

annual average weekday traffic (AAWT) could be used.  

Economy Through VMT ADT Parallel SHS Grid Interstate Safety Maint.

Highest ADT on Route
b X X -- -- -- -- -- X X 4

Lowest ADT on Route
b X X -- -- -- -- -- X X 4

Average ADT -- -- X X -- -- -- -- -- 2

% Car-Comm. Vehicle Split X -- -- -- -- -- -- -- X 2

Economic Activity Intensity
c X -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1

Length -- -- X -- -- -- -- -- -- 1

Avg. Dist. to Parallel Route -- -- -- -- X -- -- -- -- 1

Importance to SHS Grid
c -- -- -- -- -- X -- -- -- 1

Average Shoulder Width -- -- -- -- -- -- -- X -- 1

Average Lane Width -- -- -- -- -- -- -- X -- 1

Statewide Traffic Activity
c -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- X 1

Interstate Continuity
c -- -- -- -- -- -- X -- -- 1

Total ADT Inputs Used 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 2 3 12

Total Other Inputs Used 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 8

Total Inputs Used 4 2 2 1 1 1 1 4 4 20

c
 Determined subjectively.

Evaluation Input

Scoring Criterion
a

Times 

Used

a
 X = used by criterion, -- = not used. See TABLE 3.1 for scoring criteria information.

b
 Same value used for all segments of a route.
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4.6 Inadequate Scoring Criteria 

Another major weakness of ITD’s current jurisdictional transfer process is that most 

of the SAR scoring criteria do not adequately address what they are intended to address. ITD 

should review and reformulate all of the existing criteria (Recommendation 7). 

For example, the scoring criterion, Economy, is intended to highlight routes that 

support existing or proposed industrial, recreational, agricultural, or commercial activities. 

Of the four evaluation inputs currently used by this scoring criterion, one is directly related 

to this intent (i.e. Economic Activity Intensity), but this input is determined subjectively, 1 is 

related to economic activity (i.e. % Car-Comm. Vehicle Split) in that commerce is a big part 

of any economy, and the remaining two inputs are basic measures of ADT that have little to 

no relevance on supporting economic activity. 

One approach that might better address the intent of supporting economic activities 

could be evaluating land use. Various land use designations (e.g. industrial, commercial, 

agricultural, residential, etc.) could be weighted to reflect their potential contribution to the 

economy (possibly based on gross regional product (GRP) or gross state product (GSP)). 

Points could be awarded based on the percentage of land that holds specified designations 

within a certain proximity of a route. For example, 20% of the land within 10 miles of Route 

A is zoned for commercial use, therefore Route A is awarded nine points.  

Three more scoring criteria to consider here are SHS Grid, Parallel, and Interstate. 

These scoring criteria are all related in that they are each concerned with mobility, however 

they do not adequately address it in their current form. The evaluation inputs used to 

determine the importance of a route with respect to the SHS and the need for maintaining an 

interstate link with a state highway are subjective and have a lot of room for variability. The 

inputs used to evaluate the need for, or the reasoning against a parallel route is very time 

consuming and also has a lot of room for variability.  

One approach that might better address mobility could be to combine these three 

scoring criteria, and to create a measure of “Connectivity”. This new measure would 
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simultaneously consider the relationship between interstate linkages, parallel routes, and the 

overall physical structure of the SHS network. Using a concept like Grid Theory or Space 

Syntax, each route/segment could be weighted/scored based on its level of connectivity to 

all the other routes. Scenarios could quickly be run to model how removing and/or adding 

different routes would impact the SHS as a whole. 

Yet another scoring criterion that does not adequately address what it is intended to 

is Safety. This criterion is intended to determine whether or not the majority of traffic 

utilizing the route is of a statewide nature (i.e. through traffic), and if so, whether or not the 

route has serious safety problems. If this combination exists, the route is to be awarded 

points in consideration of adding it to the SHS. There are 4 evaluation inputs used by this 

criterion; 2 are a measure of ADT and the other 2 are average shoulder width and average 

lane width. While there is a correlation between lane widths, shoulder widths, and safety, 

these two inputs, even combined with ADT inputs, have little to no relevance on evaluating 

serious safety concerns.   

One approach that might better address the intent of this Safety criterion could be to 

replace the current evaluation inputs with inputs directly linked to safety problems. 

Incorporating crash data or some form of safety rating would be good options. Also 

combining condition issues related to maintenance could help to inform safety problems 

(e.g. surface condition in terms of cracking, potholes, etc., in terms of seasonal ice buildup 

or water pooling, etc.).  

One final inadequacy of the current SAR process to make note of is a failure to 

address the importance of supporting emergency response and evacuation needs. This 

should be incorporated as a scoring criterion because emergency responses and evacuations 

are a function of mobility and have a direct connection to safety and economy. Evaluation 

inputs that could be used to assess the level to which a route supports emergency response 

and/or evacuation needs could include existing evacuation maps and emergency response 

maps. GIS software could be used to model and prioritize routes based on emergency and 

disaster scenarios, and/or emergency response facilities (e.g. hospitals, fire & police stations, 

etc.), with weight assigned to routes based on the number of times they are deemed critical 

in a given scenario.   
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5. CONCLUSION 

This thesis reviewed the process for jurisdictional transfer in Idaho since it first 

appeared in documents produced by the Idaho Transportation Department in 1977 until 

present day, and highlighted the many changes that have occurred over the years. It also 

reviewed the jurisdictional transfer processes in the other three states that make up Region 

10 of the USDOT (Alaska, Washington, and Oregon) and found that, in comparison, ITD’s 

current process is both innovative and comprehensive.  

Another key contribution of this thesis is a critique of the current method and 

description of seven recommendations for improvement. ITD should 

1. Develop objective pre and post screening criteria, 

2. Use data that is part of ITD’s continuous data collection process, 

3. Integrate with existing scheduled activities, such as the STIP, 

4. Create a GIS tool to automate the scoring process, 

5. Align with ITD’s mission statement for safety, economy, and mobility, 

6. Remove criteria that double count AADT as a performance measure, and 

7. Revise and add certain criteria. 

 If ITD were to follow all seven recommendations, the resulting process would be a 

powerful planning tool that could evaluate, score, and monitor all of the roads in Idaho, 

across all jurisdictions, to show how each are currently functioning (e.g. local road, regional 

route, state highway) and how each is projected to function over time. It could also be built 

to accommodate “what-if” scenarios so that proposed transportation improvement projects 

(i.e. inputs from the PMS), land use and traffic volume changes, emergency road closures, 

etc. could be modeled to show how they might impact various roads throughout the 

statewide transportation network.  

Many of these recommendations have been shared with ITD and are currently under 

consideration as ITD develops a new process for jurisdictional transfer called Integrated 

Corridor Analysis and Planning System (ICAPS). ICAPS, which was approved for 

development by the ITD Board in 2012, is a direct result of this body of work. 
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APPENDIX A 

Idaho Transportation Board Administrative Policy A-09-06 
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APPENDIX B 

Idaho Transportation Board “Official Minute” 
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APPENDIX C 

Jurisdictional Transfer Letter of Acceptance 
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APPENDIX D 

System-Wide SAR Tool &Output Scores Visualization Map 
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