WELCOME

We’ll get started shortly!

YOU SPEAK
KDOT LISTENS
TOGETHER, WE WORK

Please remain on MUTE until breakout discussions.

a2 » I Use the CHAT BOX as needed.

Participants

o | . Need to change your NAME?

Participants RENAME yourself using the Participants Tab, click “More.”






THE EISENHOWER LEGACY
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
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Video Introduction from Gov. Kelly







Why are we here today?

* Replenish IKE rolling program pipeline

* Prepare for possible Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act
(11JA)

* Your input on highway expansion and modernization
projects is needed to add $600-S750M to the development
pipeline, statewide



} 15t Local Consult Meeting Under IKE program

1. Regional survey results
2. Project lists, scores and updated information
3. Zoom room breakout discussions about projects

4. New KDOT initiatives and break
5. Reconvene: Summary of zoom room break out discussions

about projects

Greater flexibility and greater transparency
www.ksdotike.org



Nearly 2,000 Kansans
responded to the survey with YOU SPEAK

more than 675 from District 6. KDOT LISTENS
TOGETHER, WE WORK




Let’s talk about your region, and problems and opportunities you see.
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Statewide

} Let’s talk about your region. m District 6

How is SAFETY changing?

\

Decreasing About the same

Increasing
T

“Four lanes would be an excellent option but
definitely passing lanes would help tremendously!!
As many windmills and wind propellers that go
through here, the highway safety is not good!! We
may be flat but there is so much traffic, a lot of it
being semis, it is unsafe to pass them! There are
some blind spots which make for more hazards.”

“We need so badly, passing lanes
or better yet, 4 lanes...The traffic
is horrendous! So dangerous!
Please consider this for the saving
of lives in western Kansas.”



} Let’s talk about your region. m District 6

Statewide

How is CONGESTION changing?

Decreasing About the same Increasing
&

“A great number of people in Southwest Kansas commute many miles one way for
work. The increasing truck traffic especially the oversized loads for all the wind
farms have really taken a toll on the highways leaving them riddled with potholes
and congested beyond what is reasonable.”



How is DEVELOPMENT changing?

Decreasing

\4

About the same

Let’s talk about your region.

m District 6
Statewide

Increasing
1

How is ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITIES changing?

Decreasing

¢

About the same

Increasing
T

“Our community is struggling with
workers for employers. We also have
a housing shortage with limited
options available to career
professionals who are recruited to
come here. Childcare options are also
limited for working people. For
business owners, it is a struggle to
find qualified people who want to
move to our rural area.

“People that are looking for jobs are
not going to move to a location just
because the pay is good. Quality of
life aspects has to be available for all
members of the family. A good
education for students, recreation/
sporting activities, arts/
entertainment, shopping all are vital
for a community to do more than
survive, but to prosper and want to
stay rooted.”



THE EISENHOWER LEGACY
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM




New IKE program serves today
& tomorrow’s needs

* $9.9 billion over 10 years
e Strengthens infrastructure

* More economic growth opportunities



Estimated IKE investments
over 10 years and today’s focus

$300 $200 $300
Million Million Miillion

S5 Billion ( $2.3 Billion ) $1.6 Billion
$200
Preservation Preservation + Million
B Modernization & Expansion Economic Development
Modes B Cost Share, Safety & Local Bridge

m Special City County Highway Fund

Note: Modernization & Expansion estimate does not include T-WORKS projects

$9.9
Billion
Total



} Estimated minimum investments by district

Modernization
& Expansion

DISTRICT 1 $500 Million

DISTRICT2  $70 Million
DISTRICT3  $50 Million
DISTRICTA ~$100 Milion
DISTRICTS $300 Milion

$100 Million

$1.1 Billion

Preservation

Spending TOTAL

$1.3 Billion $1.8 Billion

$700 Million $750 Million
$550 Million | $650 Million
$800 Million $1.1 Billion

S500 Million

$5.6 Billion

$4.4 Billion
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Construction:

5 projects - $32M

Development:
2 projects - S110M



Highway Development & Construction Pipelines

Sta__\tewide Fall ‘21

Projects in
Development
Pipeline

Some are selected
for construction

Allows preliminary engineering work
(the design and additional advance work) to begin.

Selected projects
move to the
Construction Pipeline

$~600-750

Development
Pipeline is
replenished

p

CONSTRUCTION PIPELINE: When ready and budget allows, some of the projects from the
development pipeline move to the construction pipeline.
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How do we replenish the development
pipeline?

e Partnerships: Hold Local Consult more often

* More Options: Bring new projects and more project scopes
for discussion

* Problem Solving: Use updated data and better information to
solve transportation problems




you SPEAK.
NS.

poT LISTE .

N OGETHER, WE WORK

TS
STATEW\DE \NVESTMEN

mitnents
establish roinimu! com
QT 1o

m
) s, The taple below
on reauires K .

\
i tpnent leve! at we
IKE Veg‘s‘mlmon and apaﬁ";:?fff. ¢ also WV\\‘%?J:: najority of
of Modernizati s for each Ais nich will &
inirourm
shows the M

servation work, W

TOTAL
PRESEnvAﬂON (S THAKTED MU

(EsTIMATED MMM (ESTIMATED WINIMUD
sqmATED MING
pisT RICT 1 $550 MiLLION 3 BILLION $1.85 BILLION
MILLION $600 MiLLION $668 MiLLION
T 2§68
DIS RICT

LION
$700 MILLION $755 ML

DlSTR\CT 3 $55 MILLION

N
$550 MiLLION $639 MILLIO

DlSTR\CT 4 %89 MiLLION

$11 giLLION
97 MILLION $800 MiLLION
5 $2
DlSTR|CT

LION | $5
N $500 MIL
6 592 MILLIO!
DISTRICT

6 BILLION
BILLION 54.45 BILLION $5
$115
TOTAL

oER M
eeRVATION COST

PVERAGE PR on COST PERM

ANERAGE PRESERVATY

=

1/202 riation PR
st upcited 08/F/20%1 annower Legacy TENSDO0 E
ng the Eise! w. This ntormation 2ot oW

ot ike@KS O 0k acting the K

o formats bY aring impaired.

edi

For mote '\n(wmat\or; regal
i dotike.O!

wisit WK aor et e

3!19'::32‘15 295.3‘385 (voice) 7

atio

available
Communic

92 MiLLION

AURAL: §160.000
cpan: §900000

YOU SPOKE.
KDOT LISTENED.

YOU SPEAK.
KDOT LISTENS.
TOGETHER, WE WORK.

WHAT IS LOCAL CONSULT?

In July 2021, the first IK'
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and expansion projects
that KDOT is committe
constructing were ann
Previously, these proje
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PROJECTS
DEFINED

Local Consult is KDOT's public engagement process for the 10-year
Eisenhower Legacy Transportation Program (IKE). It takes place

1o every two years to get Kansans' input on a list of potential expansion
Change in . Currepg Popuati N B8y THE and modernization projects for each region. It's also an opportunity
Projec Obulation since ghoﬂ 262,385 (o, to strengthen local partnerships, to better understand which KDOT LOCAL CONSULT
information on these e"CF’Opu ation jn 20‘31'; 9:2% (dioy /'fOf Ke programs matter most to communities, and to get feedback on how we
visit ksdotike.org. Percent rent Mey; 23191y 0" from ; can improve delivery.
| + EXPANSION e f Popuprent Hedan age | 234917 il oo
4

PROJECTS
DEFINED

T
G

HOW DOES THE PROCESS WORK?

The Local Consult process starts with a list of potential projects—some
recommended by communities, others by KDOT District staff. Prior to
Local Consult meetings, these projects are evaluated based on crash
history, current and projected congestion, economic impact, and other
factors, They are then given a score based on where they rank relative to

each other. But these scores only tell us part of the story. That's why it's
so important we hear from you.

3 projects in Development Pipeline
1 project in Construction Pipeline
" {ORKS projects
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District 6 2021 Project Scores - Expansion
legend @ High Need/Score (P Medium Need/Score

Project Inform

M
]Sp Project Description Scope

611 | US-50 Kearny County: Lakin to Finney County Line Passing Lanes

al
615 | US-50 Finney County: Kearny County Line to Holcomb e
expressway
620 | US-50 Ford County: Dodge City to US-283 lane
expressway
513 US-54 Seward County: 0.5 miles Northeast of RS 1987 Ict, 4-lane
Northeast to Meade County Line expressway
a-lane
623 | US-54 Meade County: Seward County Line to Clark County Linet
expressway
. a-lane
614 | US-54 Clark County: Meade County Line to Ford County Line?
expressway
a-lane
686 | US-54 Seward County: US-83 to Tucker RdT
expressway
: ’ a-lane
683 | US-83 Seward County: Liberal to Haskell County Linet
expressway
a-lane
622 | US-23 Haskell County: Seward County Line to US-160/K-1447
expressway

622p| US-83 Haskell County: Seward County Line to US-160/K-144 Passing Lanes

626 | US-83 Scott County: Scott City North to K-4. Passing Lanes

628 | US-83 Scott County: Finney County Line to Scott City Passing Lanes

618 | US-83 Finney County: Garden Cityto Scott County Line Passing Lanes

(O Low Need/Score
Engineering Factors

] . Current Future Truck |
M Jomm | G | o | e | 75
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*tNew project not presented in 2015. New projects came from statewide passing lane review or from KDOT District staff.

YUpdated cost estimate

Projects presented in 2019; not scored this year

US-50 Finney County: Kearny-Finney County Line to Holcomb— The 4-lane expressway
option is included onthe listabove

US-54 Ford County: Clark/Ford CoLine to Ford/Kiowa Co Line -Passing Lanes sections
(5 total) on either side ofthis project were selected. May be added again but would
like to see the impacts of the other passinglanes projects onthe corridor.

US-54 Seward County: Shamrock NE to Seward/Meade Co Line - Passing lanes further
tothe eastare inthe IKE pipeline.The 4-lane expressway above optien is included on
the listabove.

Us-83 Finney County: 3 miles North of Plymel| to Garden City - Passing lanes are being
added inthis area as partof Preservation+.

Us-83 Seward County: 1 mileN of K-51, N to Seward/Haskell County Line - Passing
lanes are being added directly south of this area as as part of Preservation+

Passing
lanes

Passing
lanes

Passing
lanes

Passing
lanes

Passing
lanes

US-50 Finney County: East of Garden
City to Finney-Gray County Line

4-lane expressway

US-50 Ford County: East of Wright Passing lanes

US-50 Ford County: East of Spearville Passing lanes

US-50 Gray County: Finney County Line

? 4-lane expresswa
to Cimarron & i

US-54 Meade County: between Meade

Passing lanes
and Fowler

US-54 Meade County: between the

Passing lanes
Seward-Meade county lane and Plzins e

EXPANSION

: Local
Economic Factors Other Factors
Input
Engineer Traveler Economic | Local | | g e
Score GRP* /Cost | Benefit** / Score Input | ity Investment Notes
(50 pts) Cost (25pts)  (25pts)
2 ® L J 19
= 0 O = v
Scope and cost updated to
i 1] [ i includes new intersection
2 O O 10 v Vv
= O O | s
= @ O s
= O O o=
= O O |
= | 0| O | =
=2 ® O =
Scope and cost updated to
27 19
o ® reflect one set of passing lanes
Scope and cost updated to
26 24
® . reflect one set of passinglanes.
= e @ v
Engineering Factor Weights Economic Factors
Urban | Rural Gross Regional Product (GRP)* - The value of goods and services
ot Conpeation a0 % produced minus the costof inputs. GRP impact s calculsted based
on travel time and relizbility savingsfor business-related and
Future Congestion 15 10 freight travel as well as vehicle operations and maintenance cost
changes from a project divided by cost.
Truck Traffic 75 125
[ “busi its. i i
safety e e Traveler Benefit ; The va_Jue_o_f nen bt{smess benefits, m_dudlng
personal travel time and reliability benefits (e 2., for shopping,
Tatal Points Possible s0 so visiting family, doctor visits, etc.) and emissions reductions benefits
divided by cost.

*GRP impacts are calculated using county level economic data.
**All travelers’ time is valued equally regardless of where they live.

FY-25 Cost
SM

35"

524

Geometrics/ Safety

@
(]

Engineering Factors

Pavement
Surface

Pavement
Structure

U ® ®
(] P (]

Capacity

Engineer Score
(80 pts)

High scoring projects in these engineering
categories are likely to have:

Geometrics/Safety — Narrow shoulders,
an intersection that needs improved or
acurve that needs straightened.
Capacity — Traffic congestion.
Pavement Structure — subsurface

pavement issue.
Pavement Surface — Rough pavement
surfaces.

MODERNIZATION 9

Other Factors

Route Previous
Continuity | Investment

Notes

Re-surfacing
added to project
scope this year

Other factors in selection:

* Route Continuity —
Complete or continue a
corridor.

Previous Investment —
Preliminary engineering
work already underway or
another phase of the
project constructed.

System Compositions & Usage by Region
Northeast | NorthCentral | Northwest = Southeast South Central | Southwest Selection Process by Highway Program
Current Population (2018) 48% 7% 3% 9% 28% 5%
Population Projection (2044) 55% 6% 2% 7% 26% a% » e @

1 1 Preservationt  Modernization Expansion
State Highway Miles 19% 16% 16% 16% 19% 15% Engineering Data 100% 20% S0%
Total Roadway Miles 16% 16% 17% 15% 23% 14% Local Input 20% 25%
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled SHS. 39% 11% 8% 12% 23% 6% Economic Analysis® 25%
Daily Truck Miles Traveled on SHS 26% 15% 14% 13% 21% 11% *Urban and Rural Projects evaluated ssparately
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled All Roads 42% 10% 6% 10% 26% 6%




Same scoring process

1. Same project category types
2. Same factors and overall weights

3. Provide draft engineering and economic scores for discussion

4. Assess input to inform regional priority score

Scoring can use data to fairly compare projects because it’s relative.
It can’t give us an exact answer or evaluate every project perfectly.

Our process reflects this and we rely on you to inform decisions.



Same project types, factors and overall weights

’

Modernization Expansion
Add Shoulders Add Lanes
Flatten Hills Add Interchanges
Straighten Curves Add Passing Lanes
Improve Intersections
Engineerin
% & 80% 50%
Data
Local Input 20% 25%
Economic
25%

Analysis* *Rural and Urban projects evaluated separately



9 Modernization Scoring

Engineering Factors

4 High need/score
* Geometrics/Safety

2 Medium need/score

* Capacity
. Pavement Structure 0 LOW need/score

e Pavement Surface

Top
Engineering
Score

80

Local
Input

20

Other Factors

* Route Continuity

* Previous Investment

Final
Score



Expansion Scoring

Engineering Factors Economic Factors . Other Factors
_ _ High need/score o
* Current Congestion * Gross Regional * Route Continuity
Medium n r .
. Product/Cost 2 ediu eed/score * Previous Investment

Future Congestion
* Traveler Benefit/ g Low need/score

* Truck Traffic
Cost
e Safety
Top Top
Engineering Economic Local . |
Score Score Input Fina

50 25 25 Score



2021 Update: Modifications to scoring methodology

* Now consider both crash rate and crash frequency (previously just rate)
on both highway corridors and interchanges for expansion projects

* Updated point thresholds for scoring current and future congestion as
well as truck traffic for expansion projects, informed by 2019 input

* Updated economic scoring to better relate project benefits to project
cost for expansion



2021 Updated Economic impact methodology

(urban and rural scored separate)

Impact to Gross Impact to Gross
Regional Product Regional Product
50% of 50% of
S —> Cost S —>
core Impact to Traveler core Impact to Traveler
Personal Time Personal Time

Cost

Impact to Gross Impact to Traveler
Regional Product Personal Time



2021 project lists / scores updated based on:

Updated data — 2019 traffic; 2017-19 crash; 2018 pavement condition
e Statewide passing lane analysis — field verification

* Better information on scopes and more refined cost estimates
(e.g., US-50 in Ford County; US-83 in Scott County)

* Scoring methodology updates to reflect feedback

* New projects added to the list



2019 Local Consult Project Lists

MODERNIZATION
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, EXPANSION @

;;;;;;;
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Projects moved Projects on New projects Projects not
to development the list for or new scored in
or construction 2021 Local scopes added 2021 but can
pipelines Consult for discussion still discuss
discussion

=, A

2021 project lists



1. Projects from 2019 that are now in the pipeline

District 6 2021 Project Scores - Expansion EXPANSION

Legend @ High Need/Score () Medium Need/Score O Low Need/Score
° cgincringracors = otheractors
r r s ey ote | re
o o | e rpon | cogon | T e || s/ | oo | ot o
oj e ct S e e cte o t e 2 M| “pops) | pisps) | 5ps) | 757 | (sopts) (25pts) (25 pts) O mvesiment
511 Us-50 Kearny County: Lakinto Finney County Line passinglanes | 95 | 13" [ 3 [ 1

615 | US-50 Finney County: Kearmy County Line o Holcomb

Development or Construction Pipeline S

23| US-54 Meade County:Seward County e to Clork County Liner.

Scope and costupdated to
include anew intersection

514 | US.54 lark County: Meade County ine to Ford County Line?

US-50 Finney County: East of Garden City to Finney- = oo

) 4-lane expresswa e
Gray County Line P y e r—

Scope and costupdated to

525 | US-83 Sott County: ot City North o K-4
v iy reflectone set of passinglanes.

Scope and costupdated to
reflectcne set o passing lanes

23 | US-83 Scott County: Fnney County Line o Scot City

US-50 Ford County: East of Wright Passing lanes e e

groect ot presented 0 2015, lew

O O e@ee el o0
0 0 OO0
@@ O 000 @0 @000 o0
®©0® 0 000 @00 @ @
0 0 SO0 @000e e 0]

[ oo o oceccceelo il

2019 Projects Selected for the

Projects presented in 2019; not scored tnis year

Engineering Factor Weights Economic Fators

Development or Construction Pipeline

US-50 Ford County: East of Spearville Passing lanes

urban | Bural | [ Gross Regional Product (GRPI"

option s includedonthe listabove. Us'50 Finney County: Eastof Garden
Lne.

City o Finney-Gray County

e pipeline.

US-50 Gray County: Finney County Line to Cimarron | 4-lane expressway

“6RP impocts o colclated using county level conomic dota.
“vall rovelrs time is valued equally regordless of where they e

US-54 Meade County: between Meade and Fowler Passing lanes

US-54 Meade County: between the Seward-Meade _ Dt ioras e MODERNIZATION )
. . Passing lanes R S
county line and Plains

EngineeringFactors.
' Fras cost Pavement | pavement | ngineer Score
MapiD. ProjectDescription scope wites | 3055 Geometrics/ sty | capacity pranivial il -

s | oses [©] [ [ ] ° o
5 s 1 1) o o o

652 | K456 Finney County: US-50 at Garden City o Hodgeman County Line

2019 Projects Selected for the

2019 Projects Selected for the
Development or Construction Pipeline

High scoring projects in these engineering
categories are likely to have:

o~ Rough pavement

Reconstruct

K-156 Hodgeman County: Jetmore to Hanston

Northesst | NorthCentral | Northwest | Southest | South Cental | Southwest Selection rocess by Highway Program
) ™ = = e > ®» ) ®
£ B ER 200 - i

resenation:  ogeision Eanton

o 1o e e o s ® g s
1% 1% i 5 % 1 O =i 20% 2%
) i = ) % o © cconomicanaiy %
26% 15% 14% 13% 21% 1% “Urban and Rural Projects evoluated separately
a o & o ) o




2. & 3. Previous and New Projects for Discussion Today

District 6 2021 Project Scores - Expansion
Legend @ High Need/Score (P Medium Need/Score

ProjectInt
M
o gt on Scope
D
511 Us-50 Keaa¥Bunty: Lakinto Finney County Line PassingLancs
alane
615 Finney County: Kearny County Line to Holcamb
0 Finney County: Kearny County Line to Holcom| Sty
4
Y| US-50 Ford County: Dodge City to US-283 oS,
expressway
413 | US54 Seward County: 0.5 miles Northeast of RS 1987 Jct, +lane
Northeast to Meade County Line expressway
alane
523 | US54 Meade County: Seward County Line to Clark County Line?
expressway
alane
614 | US54 Clark County: Meade County Line to Ford County Linet
expressway
alane
685 | US54 Seward County: US-53 to Tucker RdT
expressway
alane
683 | US-83 Seward County: Liberal to Haskell County Line?
expressway
Us-83 Haskell C: County Line to Alanc
expressway
5227 W83 Haskell County: Seward County Line to US-160/k-144 | Passinglanes
625 Us-83 SOgEguNty: Scott City North to K-4 PassingLanes
528 US-83 Scott County: FI 1ty Line to Scott City PassingLanes
515 | US-83 Finney County: Garden City to Scotty o PassingLanes

+hew project not presented in 2019. New projects came from statewide passing lang
“Updoted cost estimate

Projects presented in 2019; not scored this year

US-50 Finney County: Kearny-Finney County Line to Holcomb —The 4-lane expressway
option is included on the listabove.

Us-54 Ford County: Clark/Ford CoLine to Ford/Kiowa Co Line —PassingLanes sections
(5 total) on either side of this project were selected. May be added again but would
liketo see the impacts ofthe other passing lanes projects on the corridor.

Us-54 Seward County: Shamrock NE to Seward/Meade Co Line - Passing lanes further
to the eastare inthe IKE pipeline. The 4-lane expressway above option is included on
the list above.

US-83 Finney County: 3 miles North of Plymellto Garden City - Passing lanes are being
2dded inthis area s part of Preservations.

US-83 Seward County: 1 mile N of K-51, N to Seward/Haskell County Line - Passing
|anes are being added directly south of this area as as part of Preservation+.

Miles

Passing
lanes

Passing
lanes

Passing
lanes

Passing
lanes

Passing
lanes

Engineering Factors

Future
Congestion
(15 pts)

O

Current
Congestion
(20 pts)

]

Fr2s
Cost SM

513"

s30

$10"

s4a”

5231

50

5143

564

13"

§7"

13"

O @ oo o 00 o
0@ 0O owoewe el o000

Truck
Traffic
(7.5 pts)

]

safety
(7.5 pts)

@]
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EXPANSION

District 6 2021 Project Scores - Modernization
(D Medium Need/Score

Economic Factors Inp Other Factors

Engineer Traveler | Economic | Local i

Score | GRP*fCost | Benefis=/ | Score | input o | NS Notes

(50 pts) Cost (25pts) (25 pts) “OMNUY Inves
23 [ ] [ ] 19
21 ] ) 12 v

Scope and costupdate®
tE @ Q 2 includea new intersectio
4 © © 10 v v
33 @) (®) 8
s1 ] © o
21 o (] 13
36 8
o o Legend @ High Need/Score

32 O O 3
52 ® o 18
27 ® ® 19
26 [ ] [ ] 23 Map D
28 ® ® 20

US-50 Finney County: East of Garden
City to Finney-Gray County Line

US-50 Ford County: East of Wright
US-50 Ford County: East of Spearville

US-50 Gray County: Finney County Line
to Cimarron

US-54 Meade County: between Meade
and Fowler

Us-54 Meade County: between the
Seward-Meade county lane and Plains

4-lane expressway

Passinglanes

Passinglanes

4-lane expressway

Passing lanes

Passinglanes

Engineering Factor Weights

Urban Rural
Current Congestion 20 15
Future Congestion 15 10
Truck Traffic 75 125
Safety 75 125
Total Points Possible 50 50

*New projects, not shown in

2019, are
and in itali

hown witha T

produced minusthe
on travel time and re
freight travel aswell
changesfrom a proje

Traveler Benefit +* -
personal travel time
visitingfamily, docto
divided by cost.

“GRP impacts are cal
**All travelers’ time |

652

K-156 Hodgeman County:
nee County Line

Project Description

Projectinformation

K-156 Finney County: US-50 at Garden City to Hodgeman County Line

inney County Line to 4 mi west of letmore & Hanston

(O Low Need/Score

Scope Miles

Construct Shoulders
and re-surface

35

Construct Shoulders 38

FY-25 Cost
SM

§35v

§24Y

Geometrics/ Safety

o

EngineeringFactors

Pavement
Structure

®
]

Pavement
Surface

[ J
@

Capacity

@
@

MODERNIZATION %)

Engineer Score
(80 pts)

a7

High scoring projects in these engineering
categories are likely to have:

K-156 Hodgeman County: Jetmore to Hanston Reconstruct
* Geometrics/Safety — Narrow shoulders,
an intersection that needs improved or
acurve that needs straightened.
* Capacity — Traffic congestion.
* Pavement Structure — subsurface
pavement issue.
* Pavement Surface — Rough pavement
surfaces.
System Com| s & Usage by Region
Northeast | NorthCentral | Northwest | Southeast South Central Southwest ‘Selection Process by Highway Program
Current Population (2018) 48% 7% 3% a% 28% 5% e @
Population Projection (2042) 55% 6% 2% 7% 26% a% »
| 1 Presemvationt  Modernization Expansion
State Highway Miles 19% 16% 16% 16% 19% | 15% Engineering Data 100% 80%
Total Roadway Miles 16% 16% 17% 15% 23% 14% e 20% 25%
Daily vehicle Miles Traveled SHS 39% 11% 8% 12% 23% 6% Economic Analysis® 25%
Daily Truck Miles Traveled on SHS. 26% 15% 14% 13% 21% 11% *Urban and Rural Projects evaluated separately
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled Al Roads a2% 10% 6% 10% 26% 6%

Local Input

Local Input
(20 pts)

Route
Continuity

Previous
Investment

Other factors in selection:

*+ Route Continuity —
Complete or continue a
corridor.

Previous Investment —
Preliminary engineering
work already underway or
another phase of the
project constructed.




4. Projects from 2019 Not Scored This Year — Discussion?

District 6 2021 Project Scores - Expansion EXPANSION @

Legend @ High Need/Score (B Medium Need/Score O Low Need/Score

Projectinformation

Projects presented in 2019;

nnnnnnn
ppppppp

xxxxx

not scored this year

US-50 Finney County: Kearny-Finney County Line to Holcomb — Passing
The 4-lane expressway option is included on the list above. lanes

ssssss

US-54 Ford County: Clark/Ford Co Line to Ford/Kiowa Co Line — -
Passing Lanes sections (5 total) on either side of this project were | Passing
selected. May be added again but would like to see the impacts lanes

of the other passing lanes projects on the corridor. :f:ff
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2019 Projects Selected for the.
ruction Pipeline

ssssssss

US-54 Seward County: Shamrock NE to Seward/Meade Co Line - | | o

Passing lanes further to the east are in the IKE pipeline. The 4- Passing
L . lanes

lane expressway above option is included on the list above.

US-83 Finney County: 3 miles North of Plymell to Garden City - .

: . . . Passing
Passing lanes are being added in this area as part of lanes
Preservation+.

US-83 Seward County: 1 mile N of K-51, N to Seward/Haskell Passin
County Line - Passing lanes are being added directly south of this Ianesg

area as part of Preservation+.



2021 Update Summary: District 6 List

e 7 projects moved to the development or construction pipelines
* 5 new projects added from priority formula or district feedback
e 5 projects not scored this year

* 4 projects refined/changed scope —

* 9 projects with updated cost estimate



Because no formula or score is perfect,

Scoring 7 Programming

Selecting projects is like
building a team



Today’s Project Discussion

 What’s new or changed in
your region? Consider
survey results, new projects
added to the list or scopes
that were changed.

 What are your project
priorities for the
development pipeline?
* High
e Medium




YYYYYYYY

Breakout Group .
Time * Automatically

transferred to virtual
breakout groups

e 30 minutes for
discussion



Break Time

We’ll start again at XX:XX




All new programs were
underway in 2020

<
E

%
W

PRESERVATION +
S$17 Million

COST SHARE

38 Prolects S21.7 |V|I||IOHQ] !

LOCAL BRIDGE

30 counties/| $5.1 Million
cities

SHORT-LINE RAIL
13 Projects | $5 Million

.

BROADBAND
S5 Million

THE EISENHOWER LEGACY
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

INNOVATION TECH
5 Projects | $1.3 Million

DRIVER’S ED
Nearly 1000 students enrolled

STRATEGIC SAFETY
IMPROVEMENTS

1%t project to construction in 2020

Investments made in 2020



Long-time
Kansas
infrastructure
. . riorities
Problem solving ideal 5

* Find the “sweet” spots

to deliver improvements .
Opportunities

and long-term economic Federal
opportunities e creat.e funding
growth in . ...
priorities

Kansas



Health rankings show need for
Expanded view of equity

Top
Ranked
County
| Ranks
1to 26
Ranks
m27logz
- Ranks
53to78
| Ranks
79to1o4
Bottom
Ranked - <>
County
Health Factor Ranks 1to 26 27 to 52 53t0 78 . 79to 104 Not Ranked (T GOne
~— County

Source: County Health Rankings 2020



United States

10%

28%

v

22%

Source: EPA, 2018

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
by Economic Sector

Kansas
Transportation

24% Agriculture

29%
ﬁ Residential

LS \ 3% mwf| Commercial

5%

£ Electricity Gen.

Industry

Source: World Resources Institute, 2014






Private
Industry
response

Forbes wHeELs

’; GM Plans To Phase Out Gas And Diesel
& === Cars By2035

=
]
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Challenge

New vehicles
emerge
and revenues
decline




Transportation Funding is changing

Revenue Mix in FY2021 Revenue Projection for FY2045

0
State Motor Fuel Taxes 6%

W Federal Fuel Taxes & Fees 15%

| sutesalesTax T

State Driver & Vehicle Fees

3%
12%

Local Construction



ONE POSSIBLE APPROACH BEING DISCUSSED

Move From Paying 10 Paying
At The Pump For Miles,Driven
(Gas Tax) (Road UsagéiCharge)



Adding a Midwest pe

Rural Communities




Midwest Road Use

TIT !
X%

Demonstration Pilots

Focus on Rural Communities,
Agricultural & Freight Industries

Volunteer-driven Research

* Community outreach & * Explore options to report * Test ways to report miles
education starts early in the miles driven with resident driven with Kansas
process volunteers volunteers

* Hands-on workshops & e Summarize research findings e Partner with Minnesota DOT
industry conversations * Recruit volunteers for pilot to expand the study reach

Phase 1
September 2021 — March 2022



Contact:

Joel Skelley
How to KDOT, Director of Policy
participate 785.296.3585

Joel.Skelley@ks.gov



CHARGE

JP

KFINSFIS

Volkswagen
Settlement
Project

~ More at: www.ksdot.org




RN

HomeField Advantage

HEARTLAND CONFERENCE

OCTOBER

15

KANSAS STATE
UNIVERSITY

MANHATTAN, KS

} Sponsored by KDOT, KS Department
of Agriculture and 10 MAASTO states

} Intersection of transportation,
agriculture and technology

D> Public and private sector leaders
} Drive down the cost of transporting
agriculture products, expand

economic opportunities, diversify
crops and improve soil health

ksdotike.org/homefield



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.ksdotike.org%2Fhomefield&data=04%7C01%7CMaggie.Doll%40ks.gov%7C77b32b731f5e4a50c8e308d9724d9950%7Cdcae8101c92d480cbc43c6761ccccc5a%7C0%7C0%7C637666499874463961%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=juKZ00iy8TSf7GyjZfsCAk9DUaOfl3ghEwjwCkyTTwQ%3D&reserved=0

TURNER DIAGONAL

Top-12 Finalist

in AASHTO’s 2021
America’'s Transportation

Awards

YOUR
VOTES CAN
TAKE US TO THE TOP!

Go to ksdot.org to VOTE!

Project delivered 20 months faster than
traditional delivery methods, getting the
economy moving faster by creating nearly
2,000 jobs at the Turner Logistics Park.

e More than 300 acres of land opened for
economic development.

Pride in Partnerships! Public funds from the
UG, KDOT and a USDOT Build grant leveraged
private-sector funds from NorthPoint
Development. KTA donated right of way.



Small Group Discussions — Results
Presented 10/5 during Zoom meeting

EXPANSION

o

Engineer | Economic

Project Description Scope Miles cz:tzssm Score Score
(50 pts) (25 pts)
US-50 Kearny County: Lakin to Finney County Line Passing Lanes| 9.5 $13Y 23 19
US-50 Finney County: Kearny County Line to Holcomb 4lane 6 $30 21 12
expressway
US-50 Ford County: Dodge City to US-283 4lane 2.4 $10v 45 13
expressway
US-54 Seward County: 0.5 miles Northeast of RS 1987/ 4-lane v
. 8.2 S44 44 10
Jct, Northeast to Meade County Line expressway
-» 623 US-54 M'eade County: Seward County Line to Clark 4-lane 34 $231 33 8
County Linet expressway
Us-54 Clqu County: Meade County Line to Ford 4-lane 9.5 $50 o :
County Linet expressway
-» US-54 Seward County: US-83 to Tucker Rdt 4-lane 3.0 $12 21 13
expressway
US-83 Seward County: Liberal to Haskell County Linet 4lane 27 $143 36 8
expressway
7 g US-83 Haskell County: Seward County Line to US- 4-lane
12 64 32 9
622 160/K-1441 expressway >
- US-83 Haskell County: Seward County Line to US- .
P L 12 13V 2 1
622p 160/K-144 assing Lanes $13 3 8
-» 626 | US-83 Scott County: Scott City North to K-4 Passing Lanes 8 s7v 27 19
628 | US-83 Scott County: Finney County Line to Scott City | Passing Lanes| 14 YA 26 24
618 IU:E-n&’» Finney County: Garden City to Scott County Passing Lanes 14 $13v )8 20
Projects presented in 2019; not scored this year
US-50 Finney County: Kearny-Finney County Line to Holcomb — The 4-lane expressway option is included on the list above. Passing lanes

US-54 Ford County: Clark/Ford Co Line to Ford/Kiowa Co Line —Passing Lanes sections (5 total) on either side of this project were selected. May be added again

but would like to see the impacts of the other passing lanes projects on the corridor. Passing lanes

US-54 Seward County: Shamrock NE to Seward/Meade Co Line - Passing lanes further to the east are in the IKE pipeline. The 4-lane expressway above option is

: i Passing lanes
included on the list above. J

US-83 Finney County: 3 miles North of Plymell to Garden City - Passing lanes are being added in this area as part of Preservation+. Passing lanes

US-83 Seward County: 1 mile N of K-51, N to Seward/Haskell County Line - Passing lanes are being added directly south of this area as part of Preservation+. Passing lanes



Small Group Discussions — Results

EXPANSION

Updated 10/5 with one group’s additional input received after the report out.

Ma . i . FY-25
P Project Description Scope Miles Cost $M Score Score

ID
%k 611 | US-50 Kearny County: Lakin to Finney County Line Passing Lanes| 9.5 $13Y 23 19

-»» 615 | US-50 Finney County: Kearny County Line to Holcomb 4-lane 6 $30 21 12
expressway
- 620 | US-50 Ford County: Dodge City to US-283 4lane 2.4 $10v 45 13
expressway
US-54 Seward County: 0.5 miles Northeast of RS 1987 4-lane
8.2 44V 44 10
-%k 613 Jct, Northeast to Meade County Line expressway 2
- 623 US-54 M'eade County: Seward County Line to Clark 4-lane 34 $231 33 g
County Linet expressway
- 614 Us-54 Clqu County: Meade County Line to Ford 4-lane 9.5 $50 o :
County Linet expressway
-» 686 | US-54 Seward County: US-83 to Tucker Rdt 4-lane 3.0 $12 21 13
expressway
683 | US-83 Seward County: Liberal to Haskell County Linet 4lane 27 $143 36 8

expressway
- 622 | US-83 Haskell County: Seward County Line to US- 4-lane 1 <64 2 9

- 622p US-83 Haskell County: Seward County Line to US-

160/K-1441 expressway

160/K-144 Passing Lanes | 12 $13v 32 18

-»» 626 | US-83 Scott County: Scott City North to K-4 Passing Lanes 8 s7v 27 19

%W 628 | US-83 Scott County: Finney County Line to Scott City | Passing Lanes | 14 s7Y 26 24
%W 618 IU:E-n&’» Finney County: Garden City to Scott County Passing Lanes | 14 g13v - .

Projects presented in 2019; not scored this year
US-50 Finney County: Kearny-Finney County Line to Holcomb — The 4-lane expressway option is included on the list above. Passing lanes

US-54 Ford County: Clark/Ford Co Line to Ford/Kiowa Co Line —Passing Lanes sections (5 total) on either side of this project were selected. May be added again

but would like to see the impacts of the other passing lanes projects on the corridor. Passing lanes

US-54 Seward County: Shamrock NE to Seward/Meade Co Line - Passing lanes further to the east are in the IKE pipeline. The 4-lane expressway above option is

: i Passing lanes
included on the list above. J

US-83 Finney County: 3 miles North of Plymell to Garden City - Passing lanes are being added in this area as part of Preservation+. Passing lanes

US-83 Seward County: 1 mile N of K-51, N to Seward/Haskell County Line - Passing lanes are being added directly south of this area as part of Preservation+. Passing lanes

o

Engineer | Economic

(50 pts) (25 pts)




Small Group Discussions — Results MODERNIZATION e

Engineer
Map ID Project Description Scope Miles |FY 2> COSt o iore
SM
(80 pts)
. e . Construct
‘» g5y | K156 Finney County. US-50 at Garden City to shouldersand | 35 &35V 10
Hodgeman County Line

re-surface

‘%& 651 K-156 Hodgeman County: Finney County Line to 4 mi Construct 39 $24v i
west of Jetmore & Hanston to Pawnee County Line Shoulders



lKE THE EISENHOWER LEGACY
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

OPPORTUNITIES TO GET INVOLVED

This year, Local Consult looks different. Out of an abundance of caution and to comply

his year’s Local Consult meetings will t

held virtuall

PROJECTS -

vith two online options to

ON DEMAND LOCAL CONSULT:
ksdotike.org/projects/local-consult-process

COMMUNITY RESOURCES FAQS CONTACT US

juidance related to COVID-

Avirtual live Zoom meeting will take place for 2ach region plus the Wichita and Kansas City metro areas (see schedule below). This

option allows you to participate in live con

dates and times ously announ

A virtual on-demand =

particip Il be open

The key elements of the

on well-known al

Region/KDOT District

Southeast Region/District &

South Central Region: Wichita Metro/
District 5

North Central Region/Di

sations about regional transportation priorities. The meet will take place at the same

Consult information and

ter each region’s live

Virtual Live Zoom: Meeting Details

Wednesday, September 8
130pm - 3:30pm Register to Attend

Thursday, September 9
&30am - 11:30am Register to Attend

Wednesday, September 15
130pm - 3:30pm Register to Attend

your own sch

nk available

September 8 - September 16

on link available

September 10 - September 17

on link available:

September 16 - September 23







Development Pipeline announcement later in 2021

I‘pof ALcoNsul:r II
I YOU SPEAK

KDOT LISTENS
TOGETHER, WE WORK

www.ksdotike.org
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