


 



Ohio Department of Transportation
Central Office, P.O. Box 899, Columbus, Ohio 43216-0899

To: Ohio's Transportation Partners

On behalf of the dedicated men and women of the Ohio Department of Transportation, I share with
you this Financial and Statistical Report for State Fiscal Year 2007, documenting the state and
federal dollars invested by ODOT into preserving, maintaining, and modernizing Ohio's multi-modal
transportation system.

During the state fiscal year from July 1,2006, through June 30,2007, ODOT appropriated $3.59
billion, an investment of approximately $700 million more into the state's transportation infrastructure
than four years ago.

ODOT has three primary funding sources: state and federal gas tax and bond revenues. With those
dollars, the department provides for the preservation of the existing state infrastructure, funding for
local infrastructure, investment in major new projects, operating costs for the department, and efforts
to integrate all modes of transportation - connecting highway, rail, transit, aviation, waterway, bike
paths and pedestrian trails.

More than connecting points on a map, the investments made into Ohio's transportation system
contribute to job creation. These dollars are critical to generating long-term, high value jobs and the
economic development the state must support, as we work together to turnaround Ohio. Also behind
these financial statistics are the fiscal challenges currently facing the department, as we confront the
continued high costs for oil, materials and energy which have driven double-digit construction
inflation. This situation is made worse by flattening state revenue and uncertain future federal funding.

As Governor Strickland often reminds, it is in hard times such as these that we must live within our
means and invest in what truly matters to Ohio. As a department, we are committed to being good
stewards of the public trust and the public dollar. Money matters and the cost of doing business will
always be a primary concern, not an afterthought. We will direct our resources at efforts that target
our greatest needs and greatest opportunities.

Finally, we will emphasize those investments and solutions that build reliable partnerships instead of
competition between state and local governments, between government and the private sector, and
between Ohio's diverse industries and interests. Simply put, we are committed to working toward the
common good for all Ohioans.

Thank you,

:Jajnes G. Beasley, P.E., P."".
.LJ,rector \.
Ohio Department of Transp

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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ODOT has three primary funding sources: State, Federal and Bond Revenue.  These sources are used by ODOT to preserve the 
existing state infrastructure, provide funding for local infrastructure, complete major/new projects and cover the department’s operating 
costs. Additionally, funds are provided through the SIB and Local Government Participation. 

 
 

 
 
(1) Actual usage of legislatively approved appropriations for that fund year, established in the approved Legislative Budget, without regard to when the activity occurred. 
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(1) Actual usage of legislatively approved appropriations for that fund year, established in the approved Legislative Budget, without regard to when the activity occurred. 
(2) All Fiscal Years had less than $500,000 in uses. Therefore, due to rounding to the nearest million, uses will not show on this chart. 
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Transportation Funding Sources: State 
 
The State Motor Fuel tax comprises nearly 87% of the total state revenue ODOT receives.  The chart below represents the distribution 
of the 28¢ per gallon State Motor Fuel Tax.  One penny of Motor Fuel Tax equates to approximately $64 million in revenue which would 
be distributed as shown below. 

 
The 28¢ fuel tax is comprised of a sum of five separate levies.  After 0.875% is allocated to the Waterways Safety Fund and 0.125% 
to the Wildlife Boater Angler Fund, the balance of the proceeds is distributed as follows: 
 

 
 

Of the 28¢ tax per gallon sold, ODOT receives approximately 16.99¢ per gallon for use on construction projects, all associated 
operating costs and debt retirement.  Of this, ODOT has dedicated approximately 2.97¢ to paying down the state bond debt.  
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Transportation Funding Sources: State 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

The graph of Ohio Motor Fuel Taxed illustrates the economic trends in motor fuel usage over the past 20 years: 
 
        ° The decreased consumption of gasoline and the increased consumption of gasohol relate directly to the increased use of blended fuel which 

uses both gasoline and ethanol. 
 
° Overall motor fuel gallons consumed has been flat for the last four years. 
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Transportation Funding Sources: State 
 

 
 

The above graph illustrates the fact that overall gasoline/gasohol consumption has gradually grown over the past 20 years along with the 
gradual growth in price/gallon. However, recently the price per gallon of gas has increased sharply from approximately $1.48 to $2.59 
per/gallon.  Normally, sharp increases in price are followed by a slight decrease in consumption. 

 
 

 
 
 

The above graph shows the movement of gas prices from 1988-2007 in constant 1982-1984 dollars. 
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       Transportation Funding Sources: State 
 
The chart and table below show ODOT’s major state revenue sources and distribution. 
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        Transportation Funding Sources: Federal 
 
Along with the State Motor Fuel Tax, there is Federal Motor Fuel Tax collected that contributes to the preservation, rebuilding, and 
expansion of the nation’s highway system as well as provides funding for public transit systems.  Below is how Ohio’s contributions are 
distributed.      

Use of Ohio's FY 2007 Federal Trust Fund
Contributions - $1.82 Billion (Estimated )

Debt Service
$92 Million (5.0%)

Highway Programs 
Not Earmarked

$792 Million (43.5%)

Emergencies
$89 Million (4.9%)

UST Fund 
$7 Million (0.4%)

Transit
$136 Million (7.5%)

Local Programs 
through ODOT

$314 Million (17.2%)

Dedicated Projects
$128 Million (7.0%)

Other States or 
Purposes

$264 Million (14.5%)

 
 
$1.82 Billion Federal Funding including $89 Million Emergency Funds         
Ohio’s FY 2007 Federal Highway Formula Funding is based on Federal Excise Tax Revenue from 6.78 billion gallons of Motor Fuel 
consumed in Ohio during 2004.  Federal FY 2005 Motor Fuel Tax revenue attributed to these Ohio gallons totaled about $1.306 billion 
of the $32.907 billion in the Highway Trust Fund Account, and about $194.8 million (3.9%) of the $4.984 billion in the Mass Transit 
Account. 
 
Ohio's $1.306 billion share of the total 2005 Highway Account Receipts was about 3.97%.  Federal rules state that Ohio's share of the 
total 2007 Federal Highway Programs within the scope of the equity bonus guarantee will be 3.65% (92% of 3.97%).  FHWA 2007 
Funding subject to the guarantee was $37.7 billion.  Therefore Ohio received $1.37 billion in highway apportionment funding (3.65%).  
Ohio also received from the Mass Transit Account about $136 million.  Because Ohio did not receive a full 3.97% share of 
apportionment and allocated funding, $116 million of FHWA funding and $148 million of Federal Transit funding was provided to other 
states or used by FHWA for other purposes.  In 2007, however, ODOT received $89 million of Emergency Highway funding resulting 
from 4 events that occurred between Calendar Year 2004 and 2006.  
  
$792 Million for Ohio DOT Highway Programs Not Earmarked          
Funds used for ODOT’s Interstate Maintenance, Major New, Safety and System Preservation Programs. 
 
$92 Million for Debt Service  
This represents the Federal funding needed for the 2007 debt service on the Garvee bonds issued for various Major New, Major 
Rehabilitation, and Major Bridge Projects.  
 
$128 Million Dedicated Federal Projects  
In 2007 SAFETEA-LU, Ohio Highway Priority Projects were $85 million, other SAFETEA earmarks were another $24 million and other 
Dedicated Federal projects include $19 million for Appalachia Development. 
 
$314 Million for Local Programs  
Although ODOT is required to pass thru only about $100 million in Federal Funding to local Governments, by discretion ODOT provided 
nearly $279 million to local governments, including funding for Metropolitan Planning Organizations, city and county bridges, and 
various enhancement projects.  In addition to this amount is $35 million for various paving projects on state routes within urban areas. 
 
$136 Million for Mass Transit                                                                     
About $168 million in total was made available to Ohio for Mass Transit Programs.  Of this amount about 81%, or $136 million, was 
from the Mass Transit Account of the Federal Highway Trust Fund, and $32 million was from the General Fund. 
 
$271 Million Not Available to Ohio DOT                   
Ohio is considered a Donor state.  Not all federal trust fund revenues attributed to Ohio are returned to Ohio.  As a result, about $116 
million from the Highway Account and $148 million from the Mass Transit Account were provided to other states or used by FHWA for 
other purposes.  
 
Not all of the Federal Motor Fuel tax is distributed to the Highway Trust Fund.  One tenth of one cent per gallon of all fuels sold is 
distributed to the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Fund.  For Ohio, this means $7 million of Motor Fuel Taxes were diverted away 
from Highway & Transit programs.  
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Transportation Funding Sources: Federal 

 
 

$167.4 Million MPO / Large Cities   
ODOT is required to pass through $60 to $70 million annually in Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds to Ohio’s urban areas. In addition 
to the required suballocation, ODOT also provides additional STP funds, Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality funds, and Enhancement funds, 
which in total amount is about twice of which is required. 
 

$3.7 Million Safe Routes to School   
The purpose of this program is to enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities, to walk and bicycle to school; to make 
walking and bicycling to school safe and more appealing; and to facilitate the planning, development and implementation of projects that will 
improve safety, and reduce traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity of schools.  
      

$35.0 Million Urban Paving Initiative  
This annual allocation is provided to ODOT’s districts to pay 80% of resurfacing on state routes within municipalities. The districts prioritize 
projects based on pavement condition ratings. 
       

$21.0 Million County STP   
Funds are provided to counties for projects that can be used for road and bridge work, and safety projects.  These funds are administered by 
the County Engineer’s Association of Ohio. 
 

$8.0 Million Small Cities   
This program provides funds by application to Ohio’s 59 small cities (between 5,000 to 25,000 population) for road, safety and signal projects 
on the Federal-aid system. 
 

$11.0 Million Enhancements   
Funds are available for ODOT-owned/maintained facilities, and to local governments outside MPOs by an annual application process for 
projects that enhance surface transportation sights. Funding categories are Historic & Archaeological, Scenic & Environmental, and Bicycle & 
Pedestrian. 
 

$35.0 Million County Local Bridge    
ODOT passes through money to counties that must be spent on off-system bridges. This amounts to about $20 million annually, and then adds 
additional bridge funds to help counties eliminate bridge deficiencies.  These funds are administered by the County Engineer’s Association of 
Ohio. 
 

$8.0 Million City Local Bridge   
Municipal corporations may apply for funds for bridge replacement or bridge rehabilitation. There are 1,300 eligible bridges. 
 

$25.0 Million Local Major Bridge  
Funds are available to counties or municipal corporations for replacement or major rehabilitation of a moveable bridge or a bridge with deck 
area greater than 35,000 square feet. There are 51 eligible bridges. 
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Transportation Funding Sources: Federal 

 
 
The maps below show the Donor/Donee states for both Highway and Transit.   
           
Donor states receive less than 100% of their contribution to the federal highway trust fund.  Donee states receive greater than 
100% of their contribution to the fund.  The status of the state is determined by various formulas that can be found in the 
appendix.  
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Transportation Funding Sources: Bonds 
 
ODOT uses two types of Highway Bonds: those that are retired with State Highway Revenue, and those that are retired with Federal 
Highway Revenue. Both types of bonds are issued by the Office of the State Treasurer. Currently, ODOT State Highway bonds are 
issued under the authority of Section 2m, Article VIII, of the Ohio Constitution (ORC Section 5528.51 thru 5528.56), and Federal 
Highway bonds are issued under the authority of Section 13, Article VIII of the Ohio Constitution (ORC Section 5531.10).  
 
Prior to December 31 1996, State Highway Obligation Bonds were issued under the authority of Section 2i of Article VIII of the Ohio 
Constitution (ORC Section 5528.30 thru 5528.41). With this authority, no more than $100 million in principal amount could be issued in 
any calendar year, and not more than $500 million in principal amount thereof could be outstanding at any one time. The final maturity 
for State Highway Bonds issued under Section 2i, was May 15, 2005.  
 
The current authority in Section 2m allows no more than $220 million of State Highway Capital Improvement Bonds to be issued in any 
fiscal year, plus any unused authority from prior years, and not more than $1.2 billion in principal amount thereof can be outstanding at 
any one time. Debt Service draws on State Highway Revenues for that owed in any one fiscal year begins with September of that fiscal 
year. Highway Capital Improvement Bonds are issued for the purpose of acquisition, construction, reconstruction, expansion, 
improvement, planning and equipping of highways, including those on the state highway system and urban extensions thereof, those 
within or leading to public parks or recreation areas, and those within or leading to municipal corporations, and for participation in such 
highway capital improvements with municipal corporations, counties, townships, or other governmental entities as designated by law. 
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Transportation Funding Sources: Bonds 
 

 

 

ODOT’s policy regarding State Bond debt is to have no more than 20% of State Revenue dedicated to Debt Service.
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Transportation Funding Sources: Bonds 
 
The second type of bonds is GARVEE Bonds, Federal Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicles.  A GARVEE bond is a debt financing 
instrument authorized to receive Federal reimbursement of debt service and related financing cost under Section 122 of Title 23, United 
States Code.  GARVEEs can be issued by a state, a political subdivision of a state, or a public authority.  States can receive Federal-
aid reimbursements for a wide array of debt-related costs incurred in connection with an eligible debt financing instrument, such as a 
bond, note, certificate, mortgage, or lease.  Reimbursable debt-related costs include interest payments, retirement of principal and any 
other cost incidental to the sale of an eligible debt instrument.  The lease arrangement with the Butler County TID no longer exists due 
to those bonds being defeased with GARVEE bonds. 
 

 

 

ODOT’s policy regarding Federal Bond Debt is to have no more than 20% of Federal Revenue dedicated to Debt Service.
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Transportation Funding Sources: Bonds 
 

A portion of State and Federal Motor Fuel Tax revenue is used to pay down ODOT’s total bond debt (principal and interest).  At the end 
of FY 2007, ODOT had approximately $1.5 billion dollars in outstanding principal and interest where 69% represents the state bond 
debt and 31% represents federal bond debt.  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Transportation Appropriation Uses 
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 Transportation Appropriation Uses: Operating 
 
ODOT’s business plan has focused on limiting the growth of operating expenses in order to allocate additional resources toward  
ODOT’s capital program.    
 

 
 

The department’s staff level has been reduced from 7,800 employees in FY94 to just fewer than 5,700 employees in FY07 with staffing 
levels remaining steady for the last 7 years. The agency has authority to hire 6,031 employees.   
 

 



-16- 
 

Transportation Appropriation Uses: Operating 
 
Payroll is the largest of the operating expenses.  Staffing levels have remained constant over the past 7 fiscal years; however salaries 
and employee health benefits have steadily increased during that same time. 
 
 

 

 
 
 

1) The decrease in overtime from FY 2005 to FY 2006 can be attributed to a mild winter. 
 
2) FY 2004 and FY 2005 wage freeze was implemented.   
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Transportation Appropriation Uses: Operating 
 
 

 
 

1) Beginning in FY 2006, the employer share of Health Care premiums decreased from 90% to 85%. 
2) PERS rate increased from 13.31% to 13.54% beginning in January 2006, and increased from 13.54% to 13.77% in 

January 2007. 
3) All Other includes: Premium for Disability, Accrued Leave Fund, Collective Bargaining, Medicare, Equal Employment 

Opportunity, Employee Assistance Program, Workforce Development Fund, OBM Accounting, Human Resource 
Charge, Unemployment Compensation and Parental Leave Benefit Fund. 
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Transportation Appropriation Uses: Operating 
 
One negative effect related to staffing level reductions can be increased overtime.  The higher overtime costs for FYs 2003-
2005 were a result of harsher than normal winters and several flooding events.  As a result of mild winters, the amount of 
overtime decreased during FYs 2006-2007.  This was accomplished while maintaining a $1 billion capital program. 
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Transportation Appropriation Uses: Operating 
 
Along with its full-time employees, ODOT uses outside services to complete tasks such as design work for construction projects, 
construction inspections, right of way acquisition and administrative services.  For the past five years, these costs have averaged 
37.7% in relation to ODOT’s total payroll costs. 
 
 

 

 
 

FY 2005’s increase in personal service contracts, in relation to total payroll, can be attributed to the Maumee River Crossing, 
IR-270 North Outerbelt congestion, and Portsmouth Bypass projects. 
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Transportation Appropriation Uses: Operating 
 

Professional Contracts Encumbered for the Following Services 
 

 
 
ODOT’s use of outside sources falls into one of the following nine categories:  
  

-    Design   -    Environmental    -    Right of Way 
-    Studies   -    Personal Services (consultant work) -    Construction Inspection 
-    Management Review  -    Bridge Inspection   -    Research 

 
Notable Trends:  
 
   °    Design - The steady increase in Design work from FY 2003 to FY 2005 can be attributed to the Jobs & Progress Capital 

Construction Program.  The decrease in FY 2006 is a result of fewer projects over $1M being encumbered. 
 
   °  Environmental -The significant drop in FY 2004 can be attributed to contracting in FY 2003 for work performed in FY 2003 

and FY 2004. 
 
       The increase in FY 2006 can be partly attributed to the SR93/US22 connector and Part 2 of the Brent Spence Feasibility 

Study.  
 
   °    Right of Way - A significant amount of the increase for FY 2006 can be attributed to improving and relocating US-24 between 

the Napoleon and Toledo Metropolitan areas. 
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Transportation Appropriation Uses: Capital 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

For additional information about funding sources for local government entities, see page 44 of the Appendix 
(Transportation Funding Sources). 
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Transportation Appropriation Uses: Capital 
 
ODOT’s Capital program has remained relatively steady over the past five years.  Major projects, such as the Maumee Bridge; 
the Lancaster By-Pass; SR 161 interchange; US 30; IR 71 widening and the IR 75 Interchange/Dayton have had a big 
influence on these awards.  Due to uncertainty surrounding federal funding in FY 2003, $100 million worth of projects were 
held off until FY 2004. 
 

 
 

With contracts awarded over the past few years reaching record breaking numbers, capital expenditures have followed suit, 
averaging roughly $1.7 billion of actual expenditures for the past five years. 
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Transportation Appropriation Uses: Capital 
 
ODOT’s actual capital dollar outlay for infrastructure and actual buying power (“real dollar value” due to inflation) have both 
increased over the past 20 years.  Actual Highway and Maintenance contracts awarded have nearly tripled since FY 1988; 
however, if adjusted for inflation, actual Highway and Maintenance contracts have only increased by approximately $300M 
since FY 1988 based on “real dollar value”.  Furthermore, the chart below shows this trend by taking the actual dollar amount 
of contracts sold for each fiscal year (which are shown in millions in the table below the graph) and comparing it with an 
amount that has been adjusted for inflation over the same period of time (this graph is using a Consumer Price Index base for 
1982-1984). 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
  
      
 
 



 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

State Infrastructure Bank 
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State Infrastructure Bank 
 

Loan Program Background  
 
The State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) program was capitalized with two authorizations from the 
Ohio State Legislature totaling $40 million in GRF funds, $10 million in State Motor Fuel Tax 
funds, and $87 million from Federal Title XXIII Highway funds. Any highway or transit project 
eligible under Title XXIII, as well as aviation, rail and other intermodal projects are eligible 
for direct loan funding under the SIB.  
 
Bond Program Background 
 
With the assistance of the Ohio Treasurer’s office, the Ohio Department of Transportation 
established the State Transportation Infrastructure Bond Fund (STIBF) in September 2006. The 
bond fund issues bonds on behalf of eligible Ohio political subdivisions.  The program received 
a AA- rating from Fitch. A $5 million program reserve was issued in September. The first 
project financed in the program was for the Akron-Canton Regional Airport in the amount of 
$6,845,000 for ten years in October.  
 
Both programs are authorized under the Ohio Revised Code, Section 5531.09 and 5531.10. 
 
Administration 
 
ODOT will be the primary decision maker for SIB projects. Within ODOT, the SIB Loan 
Committee manages the approval process. The SIB loan committee consists of four ODOT 
employees, the Chief of Staff and the Deputy Directors of Finance, Local Programs and 
Production Management. 
 
ODOT’s Division of Finance will promulgate the application process and will be the contact 
source for information on the program. The Division of Finance will receive applications, 
review, and make recommendations to the SIB Loan Committee. 
 
ODOT will administer the loans using prudent financial guidelines and policies related to 
desirability, timing, and relative risk of the project. ODOT does not intend to undertake 
projects which are of limited public use or could be funded in full by private financial 
institutions.  
 
2007 SIB Snapshot 
 
The portfolio of the SIB for Fiscal Year 2007 included fourteen loans totaling $29.9 million. 
Since the beginning of the program, the Ohio SIB has issued 109 loans in the amount of $305.8 
million and one bond issuance in the amount of $6.85 million.   
 
At the end of the State Fiscal Year 2007, 96% of the bank had been loaned out to 
governmental entities. For the first time, the program has stopped accepting applications. 
The loan program has always been a first come, first serve concept, but with the demand of 
the funds, the loan committee is in the process of reviewing policies and establishing a 
process to prioritize the applications received for projects.   
 
The popularity of the program is continuously growing and during this upcoming year, the 
Department is considering a bond fund for the Title 23 portion of the SIB. Potential applicants 
are already inquiring on the program and when it will be available for issuances. 
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State Infrastructure Bank 
 
FUND 212 
 
 Federal Funding                                                                                                                         _ 

Known as first generation, this funding is used only for Title 23 eligible projects (highway or transit).  Use of 
this funding requires that the borrower follow all federal mandates.  Federal funds cover only 80% of the 
project costs and a 20% match of GRF or MFT SIB funds must be used. 

 
Title 23 (Second generation funds or Washed funds)                                                            _ 
This funding is known as second generation, or washed, funds and may be used on projects that are Title 23 
eligible only.  All other federal requirements are removed with these funds yet all state guidelines must be 
followed. This funding is used for 100% of the funding for projects and has no required state match.  

  
Motor Fuel Tax (MFT)                                                                                                                 _ 
The state motor fuel tax fund is used as the non-federal match to a Title 23 federally eligible project (20% 
share), or as 100% pure state funds for local roadway projects.  These funds cannot be used for any other 
modes of transportation.  

 
 
 
FUND 213 
  

General Revenue Fund (GRF)                                                                                                   _ 
The GRF fund is to support industrial park roads, service roads, railroad projects, aviation projects and local 
roads or for any infrastructure related project that is not Title 23 eligible.  Also, this funding is used as a match 
to federal projects (80%/20% split). 

 
 
 
GENERAL REVENUE FUND (GRF) BOND FUND PROGRAM 
 
The GRF (Fund 213) loan program was leveraged to create the “State Transportation Infrastructure Bond Fund” (STIBF). 
The program could generate an additional $100M to $150M of financing for transportation projects. Instead of one large 
bond issuance, the STIBF allows bonds to be issued as needed, on a project by project basis. The program is structured 
with an open bond indenture. In the program, revenues from the borrower can be specified as a pledge rather than a 
general obligation pledge. This preserves the debt capacity of the borrower. 
 
The projects eligible for this program include local roadways, rail, water, and aviation. The bond fund is another source for 
public entities to utilize funds for projects that do not qualify under Title 23 regulations. 
 
 
 
LOAN/BOND PROJECT ELIGIBILITY 
 
The following phases of a project are eligible for SIB funding (Consultants used in these areas must be ODOT Pre-
Qualified): 
 

• Right-of-Way purchases 
• Construction 

 
Any other costs related to a project other than what is listed above, are not eligible to receive SIB funding.  
 
For additional information about funding sources for transportation projects from ODOT and other government entities, 
see page 44 of the Appendix (Transportation Funding Sources). 
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State Infrastructure Bank 
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State Infrastructure Bank 
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State Infrastructure Bank 
 

There were a total of thirteen State Infrastructure Bank loans approved in FY 2007 totaling $29.59 million. All but one of the loans were 
for highway related projects and brings the total number of loans in the SIB portfolio to 109, totaling over $312.33 million, since the 
inception of the program.  
 

 
 
 

 
 

Note: The total loan amount includes one year of accrued interest.  It does not reflect the disbursement of funding during   
the fiscal year. 
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State Infrastructure Bank 
 

The graph below depicts the SIB cash balances available for future loans.  These amounts represent the uncommitted cash balance for 
Funds 212 and 213.  
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State Infrastructure Bank 
 

STATE INFRASTRUCTURE BANK (SIB) PROJECTS 
 

A few SIB projects include those found below. They are depicted on the map on the following page.  
 
Johnstown (Licking County) – The project was the construction of approximately 1,500 linear feet of 

new roadway to extend Commerce Drive. An existing company in the industrial park constructed a 
larger facility for the business that will create 30 new full-time positions and 60 part-time positions over 
the next eight years. The extension also opened up other areas of the industrial park and made it ready 
for occupancy. 
 
Total Project Costs: $617,000    SIB Loan Amount: $617,000 
 
Dixon Mill Road Bridge Replacement – Design-Build Project (Scioto County) – The project was 
the removal and replacement of an existing 45 year old deficient bridge.  A new 200’ by 32’ wide single 
span structure was built over the Little Scioto River in Harrison Township. The project included the 
replacement of the superstructure, piers, and abutments using cast-in-place concrete substructure and 
pre-cast concrete I beams in accordance with the scope of work and approved design build plans.  
 
Total Project Costs: $1,587,000    SIB Loan Amount:  $1,381,075 
 
Lorain – Local Road rehabilitation Project (Lorain County) – The City of Lorain has obtained two 

SIB loans to assist with the rehabilitation and replacement of 28 local roads. The projects include 
pavement replacement, asphalt milling and resurfacing, handicap ramps, drainage improvements, curb 
replacement, pavement marking and safety upgrades at various locations in Lorain.  
 

Total Project Costs: $3,056,482    SIB Loan Amount: $613,482 
 
County Road 25A Reconstruction Project - City of Piqua (Miami County) – The project entails the 

upgrading of 1.14 miles of County Road 25-A beginning at the north end of the bridge over the Great 
Miami River and proceeding north to the west side of Country Club Road. The improvements include 
the widening and reconstruction of the roadway, including curbing, storm sewer and water 
modifications, traffic signalization, traffic control signs, and pavement markings. The project also 
includes replacing a bridge over Rush Creek. Also, there is a 0.6 mile stretch of County Road 25-A 
between Country Club Road and Looney Road that includes pavement planning, asphalt resurfacing, 
and new pavement markings.  
 

Total Project Costs: $7,295,902.00   SIB Loan Amount: $2,505,000 
 
Main Street Bridge Project - Columbus (Franklin County) – The purpose of the project is to replace 

the bridge with a structurally sound and safe bridge to continue to provide ingress to the downtown area 
from Franklinton and the west side of Columbus. The project consists of replacing a 683’ bridge on 
Main Street (U.S. Route 62) over the Scioto River on the existing alignment and profile with minimal 
approach work and necessities. The existing spandrel arch bridge will be replaced by an inclined arch 
bridge. In early September 2006, demolition began on the 68-year-old Main Street Bridge, paving the 
way for a new downtown landmark.  
 
Total Project Costs: $44,100,000   SIB Loan Amount: $15,001,134 
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APPORTIONMENT FORMULAS - FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY 
PROGRAM 

PROGRAM FACTORS WEIGHT1
STATUTE2  MINIMUM 

APPORTIONMENT 
Interstate 
Maintenance (IM) 

Interstate System lane miles 
Vehicle miles traveled on the Interstate System 
Annual contributions to the Highway Account of the 
Highway Trust Fund attributable to commercial vehicles 

33 1/3% 
33 1/3% 
 
33 1/3% 

119, 104(b)(4), 
and 118 (c) 

½ percent of Interstate 
Maintenance and National 
Highway System 
apportionments combined 

National Highway 
System (NHS) 

Lane miles on principal arterial routes (excluding the 
Interstate System) 
Vehicle miles traveled on principal arterial routes (excluding 
the Interstate System) 
Diesel fuel used on all highways 
Total lane miles on principal arterials divided by the State’s 
total population 

25% 
 
35% 
 
30% 
10% 

103 and 
104(b)(1) 

½ percent of Interstate 
Maintenance and National 
Highway System 
apportionments combined 

Surface 
Transportation 
Program (STP)  

Total lane miles of Federal-aid highways 
Total vehicle miles traveled on Federal-aid highways 
Estimated tax payments attributable to highway users paid 
into the Highway account of the Highway Trust Fund 

25% 
40% 
 
35% 

133, 104(b)(3), 
and 140 

½ percent 

Bridge Replacement 
and Rehabilitation 
Program (BRR) 

Relative share of total cost to repair or replace deficient 
highway bridges 

100% 144 1/4 percent 
(10 percent maximum) 

Highway Safety 
Improvement 
Program (HSIP) 

Lane Miles of  Federal-aid highways 
Vehicle miles traveled on lanes on Federal-aid highways 
Number of fatalities on the Federal-aid system 

33 1/3% 
33 1/3% 
33 1/3% 

Safetea-Lu 
Sections 
1101(a) (6) and 
1401 

½ percent 

Congestion 
Mitigation and Air 
Quality 
Improvement 
Program (CMAQ) 

Weighted on population and severity of pollution in ozone 
and carbon monoxide areas 

100% 149, 104(b)(2), 
and 126(c) 

½ percent 

Metropolitan 
Planning (MP) 

Takedown of 1.25% from the STP, IM, CMAQ, Bridge, and 
NHS programs3 

 

100% 104 and 134 ½ percent 

Equity Bonus Each State’s share of apportionments from IM, NHS, 
Bridge, STP, HSIP, CMAQ, MP, Appalachian 
Development, Recreational Trails, Safe Routes to Schools, 
Rail-Highway Crossing, Coordinated Border Infrastructure 
Program, and the Equity Bonus itself, along with High 
Priority Projects will be at least 90.5% (2006), 91.5% (2007) 
and 92% (2008 & 2009) of that state’s % share of 
contributions to the Highway Account of the Highway Trust 
Fund. In any given year, no state is to receive less than 
118%, (2006), 119% (2007), 120% (2008), & 121% (2009) 
of its average annual apportionments and High Priority 
Projects under TEA-21 (1998 - 2003)  

100% Safetea-Lu 
Sections 1104 
and 1102 

$1 million 
 

Recreational Trails Proportionate amount of non-highway recreational fuel used 
in the preceding year 
Equally among eligible states 

50% 
 

50% 

104(h) and 206 None 

Safe Routes to 
Schools 

State’s relative share of total enrollment in primary and 
middle schools (kindergarten through 8th grade) 

100% Safetea-Lu 
Sections 
1101(a)(17) and 
1404 

$1 million 

Rail-Highway 
Crossings 

Based on STP formula factors in 23 USC 104(b)(3)(A) 
Number of public railway-highway crossings 

50% 
50% 

130 ½ percent 

Appalachian 
Development 
Program (APD) 

Apportioned among 13 eligible states based on latest 
available cost to complete estimate prepared by Appalachian 
Regional Commission 

100% US title 40 
section 14501 

None 

(1) Apportionment formulas are per SAFETEA-LU (2004 - 2009). 
(2) Denotes appropriate section in Title 23 U.S. Code unless specified otherwise. 
(3) Usually places of 50,000 or more persons. Definition contained in 23 U.S.C. 1010(a).    
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APPORTIONMENT FORMULAS - FEDERAL TRANSIT 
PROGRAM 

 
 
 

PROGRAM FACTORS WEIGHT STATUTE  
(Title 49 U.S. Code) 

Formula Program for 
Elderly Persons and 
Persons with Disabilities 

State’s population of elderly and persons with disabilities 100% 5310 

Other Than Urbanized 
Area Formula Program 

 

State’s land area 
State’s population in other-than-urbanized areas  

 

20% 
80% 

5311 and 5340 

Urbanized Area Formula 
Grants 

 

State’s population, population density, and level of transit 
service  

 

100% 
 

5307, 5340, and 5336(j) 

Metropolitan and 
Statewide Planning 
Programs 

 

Based on a continuing and comprehensive transportation 
planning process the metropolitan planning organization 
carries out in cooperation with the State and affected mass 
transportation operators 

 

100% 
 

5303, 5304, and 5305 

Capital Investment 
Grants – Bus and Bus 
Facility Grants 

 

Based on the age of buses, bus fleets, related equipment, 
and bus-related facilities 

 

100% 
 

5309 and 5318 

Job Access and Reverse 
Commute 

 

State’s population of low-income persons: 
Areas with populations over 200,000 
Areas with populations under 200,000 
Non-urbanized areas 

 

 
60% 
20% 
20% 

5316 

New Freedom Program 
 

State’s population of persons with disabilities: 
Areas with populations over 200,000 
Areas with populations under 200,000 
Non-urbanized areas 

 

 
60% 
20% 
20% 

5317 
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Contracts Awarded by State Fiscal Year Definitions 
 
 
Pavement - All Projects relating to resurfacing any road for which ODOT is responsible.  

These include interstate highways and state highways under ODOT’s umbrella of 
responsibility. 

 
Bridges/Culverts - All projects where the majority of the work on that project is for 

repairing, rebuilding, or building new bridges and/or culverts.   
 
Major / New Construction - Projects that have gone before the Transportation Review 

Advisory Council (TRAC) and have been approved.  These are large projects 
such as building a new bypass, constructing a new interchange, or rebuilding an 
existing road from the ground up. 

 
Local Government - Projects on highways (mostly interstates) that run through 

municipalities, of which the municipalities have a share in maintaining.  This is 
not to be confused with Local Let Projects (non-traditional) where ODOT only 
provides the funds (mostly federal) to local political divisions for them to award. 

 
Design / Build - These are projects that are awarded to one company to do all of the 

preliminary engineering and design work as well as perform the construction 
portion of the project. 

 
Other - All other projects not falling under any of the aforementioned areas.  These 

include, but are not limited to, rest areas, noise barriers, roadside mowing, and 
herbicidal spraying along highways. 
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ASHTABULA

HAMILTON

CLERMONT
BROWN

PREBLE MONTGOMERY

DARKE

WARREN
CLINTON

GREENE

MIAMI

CLARK

ADAMS

HIGHLAND

PIKE

SCIOTO

ROSS

FAYETTE

MADISON

PICKAWAY

FRANKLIN

SHELBY

MERCER

VAN WERT

ALLEN

AUGLAIZE

CHAMPAIGN

PUTNAM

PAULDING

DEFIANCE

WILLIAMS

HENRY

FULTON

LOGAN

UNION

MARION

HARDIN

WYANDOT

DELAWARE

MORROW

CRAWFORD

HANCOCK

SANDUSKY

LUCAS

WOOD

OTTAWA

SENECA

GALLIA

JACKSON

VINTON

MEIGS

ATHENS

HOCKING

FAIRFIELD

LICKING

PERRY
MORGAN

COSHOCTON

MUSKINGUM

WASHINGTON

NOBLE

GUERNSEY

MONROE

BUTLER

BELMONT

KNOX

RICHLAND

HOLMES

ASHLAND

WAYNE

HURON

ERIE

LAWRENCE

MEDINA

LORAIN
CUYAHOGA

TUSCARAWAS

STARK

HARRISON

JEFFERSON

CARROLL

COLUMBIANA

SUMMIT

GEAUGA

PORTAGE

MAHONING

TRUMBULL

LAKE

Ohio Active Railroads
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