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Executive Summary 
 
This report explains the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) national policy for new or revised 
Interstate access approval and outlines procedures developed for applying that policy in Connecticut 
regardless of the funding source.  This FHWA national policy was originally issued in 1990 and was revised 
in February 1998. 
 
This report presents the resulting effort of a multi-disciplinary team of engineers and planners from FHWA 
and the Connecticut Department of Transportation (Department) to streamline and clarify the Interstate 
access approval process. 
 
Section 111 of Title 23 United States Code (23 USC 111) (see Appendix A) requires that proposed new or 
revised Interstate access must be approved by FHWA before such access modifications can be made.  
This approval is traditionally a two step process which consists of Concept Approval and Final Approval.   
 
The local FHWA Division Office has been delegated additional approval authority, which serves to 
streamline the approval process.  Most modifications to Interstate access can be approved by the local 
FHWA Division Office, although the most complex changes to existing Interstate access need FHWA 
Headquarters’ Concept Approval (prior to FHWA Division Office Final Approval).  It should be noted that all 
Final Approvals can be obtained from the local FHWA Division Office. 
 
FHWA approval constitutes a Federal action and, as such, requires that National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) procedures be followed.  Therefore, this policy applies when changes in access to an Interstate 
facility are being financed with federal funds, as well as completely financed by the State of Connecticut, 
the local municipality, or a private developer. 
 
Final Approval for an access revision request can be granted after completion of the NEPA environmental 
analysis and documentation process.  This report describes FHWA Interstate access change policy, and 
the procedures for obtaining Interstate access change approval from FHWA. 
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Background 
 
Section 111 of Title 23, United States Code (23 USC 111) states that all agreements between FHWA and 
the Department for the construction of projects on the Interstate System shall contain a clause that the 
Department will not add any points of access to, or exits from, the project in addition to those approved by 
FHWA in the plans for such project, without the prior approval from FHWA.  Code of Federal Regulations, 
Title 23, part 625, (23 CFR 625) (see Appendix A) designates those standards and policies that are 
acceptable to FHWA for the geometric and structural design of highways (including Interstate facilities). 
 
FHWA policy regarding new or revised access points to existing Interstate facilities was published in the 
Federal Register on February 11, 1998 (see Appendix B).  The policy incorporates the planning 
requirements of the 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation and Efficiency Act, clarifies the coordination 
between the access requests and environmental procedures, and updates the policy language at various 
locations.  The policy states that “It is in the national interest to maintain the Interstate System to provide 
the highest level of service in terms of safety and mobility.”  It further stipulates that new or revised access 
points to the existing Interstate System should meet requirements in the following eight categories (for 
additional discussion of these eight categories, see the ‘Interstate Revision in Access Policy’ section later in 
this report): 
 
 1. Existing Facilities     
 2. Transportation Systems Management 
 3. Operational Analysis 
 4. Access Connections and Design 
 5. Transportation Land Use Plans 
 6. Comprehensive Interstate Network Study 
 7. Coordination with Transportation System Improvements  

8. Status and Information on the Planning and National Environmental Policy Act  
    (NEPA) Processes 

 
Additional guidance from FHWA Headquarters office regarding delegation of authority was also established 
in 1997 (see Appendix C).  This guidance allowed FHWA Divisions to approve more types of Interstate 
revisions in access and also established a two step Access Approval process for approving these changes.  
The two steps of Access Approval consist of Concept Approval and Final Approval and are discussed in 
detail in later sections of this report.  
 
This report provides: 
 

1. A clear explanation of what types of improvements require FHWA Access Approval, as well as, 
those types of improvements which specifically do not require FHWA Access Approval. 

2. For proposals of new or revised access to the Interstate which will require FHWA Access Approval, 
this report details the written procedures and individual steps, including submission requirements, 
which are required to obtain Concept Approval and Final Approval from FHWA.  
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Interstate Revision in Access Policy 
 

FHWA policy published February 11, 1998 states that, in part, new or revised access points to the existing 
Interstate System should meet the following requirements: 
 
1. Existing Facilities:  The existing interchanges and/or local roads and streets in the corridor can 

neither provide the necessary access nor be improved to satisfactorily accommodate the design-year 
traffic demands while at the same time providing the access intended by the proposal. 

 
2. Transportation System Management:  All reasonable alternatives for design options, location, and 

transportation system management type improvements (such as ramp metering, mass transit, and 
Highway Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) facilities) have been assessed and provided for if currently 
justified, or provisions are included for accommodating such facilities if a future need is identified. 

 
3. Operational Analysis:  The proposed access point does not have a significant adverse impact on the 

safety and operation of the Interstate facility based on an analysis of current and future traffic.  The 
operational analysis for existing conditions shall, particularly in urbanized areas, include an analysis of 
sections of Interstate to and including at least the first adjacent existing or proposed interchange on 
each side.  Crossroads and other roads and streets shall be included in the analysis to the extent 
necessary to assure their ability to collect and distribute traffic to and from the interchange with the 
new or revised access points. 

 
4. Access Connections and Design:  The proposed access connects to a public road only and will 

provide for all traffic movements [except in only the most extreme circumstances, as will be explained 
later in this report].  Less than “full interchanges” for special purpose access for transit vehicles, for 
HOVs, or into park and ride lots may be considered on a case-by-case basis.  The proposed access 
will be designed to meet or exceed current standards for Federal-aid projects on the Interstate system. 

 
5. Transportation Land Use Plans:  The proposal considers and is consistent with local and regional 

land use and transportation plans.  Prior to final approval, all requests for new or revised access must 
be consistent with the metropolitan and/or statewide transportation plan, as appropriate, the applicable 
provisions of 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) part 450 and transportation conformity 
requirements of 40 CFR parts 51 and 93. 

 
6. Comprehensive Interstate Network Study:  In areas where the potential exists for future multiple 

interchange additions, all requests for new or revised access are supported by a comprehensive 
Interstate network study with recommendations that address all proposed and desired access (related 
or otherwise required transportation system improvements) within the context of a long-term plan. 

 
7. Coordination with Transportation System Improvements:  The request for a new or revised 

access generated by new or expanded development demonstrates appropriate coordination between 
the development and related or otherwise required transportation system improvements. 

 
8. Status of Planning and NEPA:  The request for new or revised access contains information relative 

to the planning requirements and the status of the environmental processing of the proposal. 
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Applicability 
 
This policy is applicable to new or revised access points to existing Interstate facilities regardless of the 
funding source.  Therefore, this policy also applies to proposed private developments when the State 
Traffic Commission requires the private developer to make changes to an Interstate. 
 
For purposes of applying this policy, each entrance or exit point, including “locked gate” access, to the main 
line is considered to be an access point.  For example, a diamond interchange configuration has four 
access points. 
 
Generally, as will be discussed in greater detail within this report, revised access to an Interstate is 
considered to be a change in the existing interchange configuration, even though the number of actual 
points of access may not change.  For example, replacing one of the direct ramps of a diamond 
interchange with a loop or changing a cloverleaf interchange into a fully directional interchange is 
considered to be a revised access for the purpose of applying this policy.  This is clarified in the next two 
subsections. 
 
All FHWA approvals for new or revised access are contingent upon the State complying with all applicable 
Federal rules and regulations.  According to 23 CFR 625, applicable design standards on the Interstate 
System include the current editions of AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 
(commonly referred to as the “Green Book”) and AASHTO’s A Policy on Design Standards – Interstate 
System.  Both guidelines have been adopted by FHWA as Federal design standards for Interstates, and 
accepted by the Department. 
 
FHWA approval constitutes a Federal action and, as such, requires that National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) procedures be followed.  Therefore, NEPA procedures also apply when changes to an Interstate 
facility are being financed completely by the State of Connecticut, local municipally, or private developer.  
The NEPA procedures will be completed as part of the normal project development process and as a 
condition of the Access Approval.  Compliance with the NEPA procedures should proceed concurrently with 
the analyses to determine engineering acceptability and feasibility.  Although compliance with the NEPA 
procedures need not precede the determination of engineering acceptability and feasibility as described in 
this policy report, the FHWA Division Office will normally not provide Final Approval for the revised access 
before the environmental analysis and documentation process is complete. 
 
This policy applies only to new or revised access points to the Interstate System.  This point is also made in 
a FHWA Memorandum from the FHWA Associate Administrator for Program Development to FHWA 
Regional Administrators dated December 8, 1997 (see Appendix D) which states that the policy does not 
apply to non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS) routes.  Although the justification and 
documentation procedures described in this report can be applied to non-Interstate freeways or other 
access controlled highways, it is not required. 
 
While each Interstate access revision will need to be analyzed on a case-by-case basis, this policy will 
greatly help to clarify, simplify, and expedite the process of acquiring FHWA Interstate revision in access 
approvals only if communication and coordination between the Department and FHWA is maintained.  
 
The Department’s request for FHWA approval will be a “stand-alone” document which will demonstrate that 
reasonable care has been taken to ensure that future safety and traffic operations along the Interstate 
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corridor will not be adversely affected by the proposed new or revised Interstate access.  It is 
recommended that the Department retain the approved revision in access submittal on file indefinitely in the 
Department’s Intermodal Planning Section of the Bureau of Policy and Planning. 
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FHWA Access Approval 
 
Based on guidance from the FHWA Regional Administrator’s March 12, 1997 Memorandum (see Appendix 
C), and agreements between FHWA Division Office and the Department, revisions to Interstate facilities are 
separated into two categories as follows and as detailed below:  
 

1. Revisions to Interstate Facilities Requiring FHWA Access Approval, and 
2. Revisions to Interstate Facilities Not Requiring FHWA Access Approval 

 
 
Revisions to Interstate Facilities Requiring FHWA Access Approval  
The following revisions require FHWA Access Approval: 
 

• New freeway-to-freeway interchange. 
 

• Major modification of freeway-to-freeway interchange; i.e., major revision to existing ramp radii, 
adding new ramp(s), abandoning/removing ramp(s), adding lanes to ramp gore areas, completing 
basic movements, realigning the main lines. 

 
• New partial interchange or new ramps to/from continuous frontage road that create a partial 

interchange. 
 

• New freeway-to-crossroad interchange; i.e., addition of a combination of on-ramps and off-ramps. 
 

• Modification of existing freeway-to-crossroad interchange; i.e., newly realigned ramp which 
relocates or shifts the location of an existing main line/on-ramp gore area or main line/off-ramp 
gore area. 

 
• Completion of basic movements at partial interchange; i.e., completing a partial diamond 

interchange by adding a ramp, or the addition of any on-ramp or off-ramp to the Interstate. 
 

• Locked gate access; i.e., access via locked gates by privately employed personnel. 
 

• Abandonment of ramps or interchanges. 
 

• Decreasing the length of any deceleration lane or acceleration land on any existing ramps. 
 

• Increasing the length of an off-ramp deceleration lane, only if the adjacent upstream Interstate on-
ramp exists at a distance equal to or less than 1.6 km (1.0 mile) away from this location (measured 
between physical gore areas).  “A Policy on Design Standards Interstate System” (January 2005) 
recommends as a general rule of thumb that the minimum distance between adjacent interchanges 
in urban areas should not be less than one mile.  For purposes of these procedures Connecticut is 
considered to be an “urban” state. 

 
• Increasing the length of an on-ramp acceleration lane, only if the adjacent downstream Interstate 

off-ramp exists at a distance equal to or less than 1.6 km (1.0 mile) from this location (measured 
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between the physical gore areas).  The “A Policy on Design Standards Interstate System” (January 
2005) recommends as a general rule of thumb that the minimum distance between adjacent 
interchanges in urban areas should not be less than one mile.  For purposes of these procedures 
Connecticut is considered to be an “urban” state. 

 
• Addition of continuous travel lanes to an on-ramp; e.g., assign a continuous travel lane to a single 

lane on-ramp, resulting in a two-lane on-ramp. 
 

• Any new or revised access point across an existing non-access line. 
 
 
Revisions to Interstate Facilities Not Requiring FHWA Access Approval 
The following revisions do not require FHWA Access Approval: 
 

• The addition of left-turn storage lanes, right-turn storage lanes, and through travel lanes at the local 
road end of ramps.   
 
For the proposed addition of new left-turn storage lanes, right-turn storage lanes, and through 
travel lanes at the local termini of existing ramps, the Department will be solely responsible for 
ensuring that adequate stopping sight distance, and decision sight distance, will be provided in 
accordance with the most current AASHTO Green Book.  
 
FHWA and the Department jointly agree that the timely addition of new left-turn storage lanes, 
right-turn storage lanes, and though travel lanes, will not require individual “Revision in Access” 
approval. These additions will inherently and expeditiously increase ramp safety for ramps which 
chronically back-up onto the main line Interstate travel lanes, by shortening the queue lengths and 
minimizing the occurrence of high-speed, rear-end collisions. 

 
• Relocation or shifting of the existing on-ramp or off-ramp termini (i.e., moving the ramp end which 

connects with the local road).  Although an individual FHWA “Revision in Access” approval is not 
required, the Department will be solely responsible for ensuring that adequate stopping sight 
distance and decision sight distance will be provided along the ramp in accordance with the most 
current AASHTO Green Book.  The Department will also ensure that the non-access line and right-
of-way limits associated with the ramp will continue to meet Interstate standards. 

 
• Addition of a single auxiliary lane between two adjacent interchange ramps. The single auxiliary 

lane shall not function as a main line travel lane. 
 

• Increasing the length of an off-ramp deceleration lane, only if the adjacent upstream Interstate on-
ramp exists at a distance greater than 1.6 km (1.0 mile) away from the proposed ramp location 
(measured between physical gore areas).  The spacing between Interstate ramp interchanges 
should safely accommodate weaving, diverging, and merging maneuvers, and have good 
directional signage.  “A Policy on Design Standards Interstate System” (January 2005) 
recommends as a general rule of thumb that the minimum distance between adjacent interchanges 
in urban areas should not be less than one mile.  For these procedures Connecticut is considered 
to be an “urban” state. 

 



 

  Page 8 

• Increasing the length of an on-ramp acceleration lane, only if the adjacent downstream Interstate 
off-ramp exists at a distance greater than 1.6 km (1.0 mile) away from the proposed ramp location 
(measured between physical gore areas).  The spacing between Interstate interchanges should 
safely accommodate weaving, diverging, and merging maneuvers, and have good directional 
signing.  “A Policy on Design Standards Interstate System” (January 2005) recommends as a 
general rule of thumb that the minimum distance between adjacent interchanges in urban areas 
should not be less than one mile.  For these procedures Connecticut is considered to be an “urban” 
state. 

 
• Traffic signalization improvements at ramp termini with local roads. 

 
• New signing, striping, and/or resurfacing of an Interstate on-ramp or off-ramp, where geometric 

features are not changed (e.g., the number of ramp/travel lanes at the main line/ramp gore area of 
an exit ramp does not change). 

 
• Installation of roadside guide rail and concrete barriers (e.g., for resurfacing and safety type 

projects). 
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FHWA Concept Approval 
 

Concept Approval is similar, in nature, to the Department’s current scope approval process. Concept 
Approval is the first step in the FHWA Access Approval process and involves a determination of 
engineering and operational acceptability.  Ideally, it should be done as soon as possible and when the 
Department has a good understanding of the scope of the improvement.  
 
Refer to the next section of this report entitled “FHWA Final Approval” for a listing of the information (items 
required for Concept Approval are identified by an ‘*’) which needs to be provided to the local FHWA 
Division Office for review of the requested Concept Approval. 
 
The authority to review and approve requests for Concept Approval is delegated to either the FHWA 
Headquarters or the FHWA Division Office based on the type of revisions proposed.  The Department must 
receive FHWA Concept Approval from either the FHWA Headquarters Office located in Washington, D.C. 
or from the FHWA Division Office located in Glastonbury, CT as follows: 
 
 
FHWA Headquarters Concept Approval 
 
Concept Approval is required to be obtained from FHWA Headquarters Office for specific major Interstate 
access requests (listed below).  The Department must submit to the FHWA Division Office three copies of 
the official transmittals requesting FHWA Headquarters’ Concept Approval.  It should be noted that 
advance coordination with FHWA Headquarters may be necessary, and appropriate, on certain complex 
and/or controversial projects which will require FHWA Headquarters’ concept review and approval during 
the project’s environmental process.  In these cases, the Department should coordinate directly with the 
local FHWA Division Office.   
 
FHWA Headquarters Concept Approval is required for the following types of Interstate revised access: 
 

• New freeway-to-freeway interchange. 
 

• Major modification of freeway-to-freeway interchange. 
 

• New partial interchange or new ramps to/from continuous frontage road that create a partial 
interchange. 

 
• New freeway-to-crossroad interchange located in a Transportation Management Area (TMA)1. 

 
 
 
                                                 
1 A Transportation Management Area (TMA) is defined as an urbanized area with a current population of more than 
200,000 people as determined by the latest decennial census, or other area when the TMA designation is requested 
by Governor and the MPO (or affected local officials), and officially designated by the Administrators of the FHWA 
and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA).  As of 1997, the following were the TMAs in Connecticut: (1) the 
South Central Council of Governments, (2) the Capitol Region Council of Governments, and (3) the Greater 
Bridgeport & Valley Regional Planning Agency.  Refer to the map entitled “Connecticut Planning Regions” in 
Appendix E. 
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FHWA Division Office Concept Approval 
 
The FHWA Division Office and the Department develops a consensus on proposed access concepts at 
informal meetings.  The Meeting Minutes from these meetings may be utilized by the Department to 
develop a written “Concept Approval Request/Summary” for submission to the FHWA Division Office.  
FHWA’s Division Office Concept Approval will be granted via written signature by the FHWA Division 
Administrator.  Therefore, the developed Concept Approval Request/Summary (1-3 pages) should be sent 
to the FHWA Division Office with signature lines for the FHWA Division Administrator.  The signed 
summary will document the meeting and FHWA’s Concept Approval.  One signed Concept Approval 
Request/Summary will be returned to the Department.   
 
The FHWA Division Office grants Concept Approval for the following types of Interstate revised access: 
 

• New freeway-to-crossroad interchange not located in a TMA.1 
 

• Modification of existing freeway-to-crossroad interchange. 
 

• Completion of basic movements at partial interchange. 
 

• Locked gate access. 
 

• Abandonment of ramps or interchanges. 
 

• Decreasing the length of any deceleration lane or acceleration lane on any existing Ramps. 
 

• Increasing the length of an off-ramp deceleration lane, only if the adjacent upstream Interstate on-
ramp exists at a distance equal to or less than 1.6 km (1 mile) away from this location (measured 
between physical gore areas).  “A Policy on Design Standards Interstate System” (January 2005) 
recommends as a general rule of thumb that the minimum distance between adjacent interchanges 
in urban areas should not be less than one mile.  For purposes of these procedures Connecticut is 
considered to be an “urban” state. 

 
• Increasing the length of an on-ramp acceleration lane, only if the adjacent downstream Interstate 

off-ramp exists at a distance equal to or less than 1.6 km (1 mile) from this location (measured 
between physical gore areas).  “A Policy on Design Standards Interstate System” (January 2005) 
recommends as a general rule of thumb that the minimum distance between adjacent interchanges 
in urban areas should not be less than one mile.  For purposes of these procedures, Connecticut is 
considered to be an “urban” state. 

 
• Addition of continuous travel lanes to an on-ramp (e.g., adding a continuous travel lane to a single 

lane on-ramp, resulting in a two-lane on-ramp). 
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FHWA Final Approval 
 

Final Approval from FHWA is the second step of the Access Approval process and shall be granted only 
after receipt of FHWA Concept Approval.  The FHWA Division Office grants all Final Approvals for all types 
of Interstate access changes which require FHWA Access Approval and is made by the FHWA Division 
Administrator.   
 
The earliest that Final Approval can be granted is after the general public has had an opportunity to 
comment on the proposed access modification.  Typically, the Final Approval will be granted sometime 
after FHWA’s approval of the final NEPA document, and before or concurrently with the project Design 
Approval.  Likewise, the development of final plans and physical construction shall be performed only after 
approval of the environmental document.  For “full oversight” projects, FHWA’s Design Approval is the Final 
Approval for change in Interstate access.  For private developments, the Final Approval is typically the 
approval of the Encroachment Permit, which therefore must be coordinated and approved by the FHWA 
Division Office.  For non-federally funded projects or State oversight federal-aid projects, the Final Approval 
could be granted at Design Approval or anytime thereafter (at plans, specifications and estimates, for 
instance). 
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Submission Requirements for Access Approval 
 

FHWA policy states that the FHWA Division Office must ensure that all new or revised Access Approval 
requests submitted to FHWA contain sufficient information to allow FHWA to independently evaluate the 
request and ensure that all pertinent factors and alternatives have been appropriately considered. 
 
The following two sections describe what general information and operational analysis must be submitted 
by the Department to the FHWA in support of any request for Final Approval of a new or revised access to 
an Interstate.  For Concept Approval, the Department shall ensure that at a minimum all items identified 
below with an ‘*’ at the end are developed and submitted. 
 
1. General Information in Final (or Concept*) Approval Submittal 

• A clear description of the proposed new or revised access.* 

• The purpose and need for the new or revised access point.* 

• Total estimated cost of the project.  Also include a cost/benefit analysis for a new interchange or 
new ramp(s). 

• Any additional background supporting information that might help explain and/or support the 
proposal, e.g., developer driven, known public opposition, status of the NEPA process, including 
the summary of any public input received from public meetings, source of project funding, 
implementation schedule, etc.* 

• Any known “Areas of Concern” (e.g. environmental, safety, etc.).  An accident analysis summary 
should always be included for all new or revised access requests.  Identify all presently known 
Suggested List of Surveillance Study Sites within or adjacent to the project limits, and proposed 
mitigation measures to improve safety in the future.  FHWA must be assured that either no impact 
or only minimal adverse impact on safety and operation of the Interstate facility itself will occur.* 

• Distances to and size of communities or activities directly served.* 

• Relationship and distance of the interchange to adjacent interchanges, adequacy of acceleration, 
deceleration and weaving lengths, and the ability to provide adequate signing.* 

• Clearly identify any necessary design exceptions from currently adopted AASHTO Interstate 
design standards.* 

• Additional proposed traffic signalization* 

• Ability of the interchange to provide lane balance and the basic number of lanes.* 

• FHWA policy states: “Existing Facilities: The existing interchanges and/or local roads and streets in 
the corridor can neither provide the necessary access nor be improved to satisfactorily 
accommodate the design-year traffic demands while at the same time providing the access 
intended by the proposal.”     

The intent of this requirement is to require the Department to demonstrate that an access point is 
needed for regional traffic needs and not to solve local system needs or problems.  The Interstate 
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facility should not be allowed to become part of the local circulation system but should be 
maintained as the main regional and interstate highway it was intended to be. 

In the case of adding a new interchange or new ramp(s), evaluate or consider whether existing or 
possible future roads or streets generally parallel to the Interstate facility could be used as a 
connection to existing adjacent interchange ramps in lieu of adding a new interchange or ramps.* 

• FHWA policy states: “Transportation System Management: All reasonable alternatives for design 
options, location, and transportation system management type improvements (such as ramp 
metering, mass transit and HOV facilities) have been accessed and provided for if currently 
justified, or provisions are included for accommodating such facilities if a future need is identified.” 

The intent of this requirement is to assure that all reasonable alternatives, including improvements 
to the existing local roads and streets in lieu of new access, have been fully considered.* 

• FHWA policy states: “Access Connections and Design:  The proposed access connects to a public 
road only and will provide for all traffic movements.  Less than “full interchanges” for special 
purpose access for transit vehicles, for HOVs, or into park and ride lots may be considered on a 
case-by-case basis.  The proposed access will be designed to meet or exceed current standards 
for Federal-aid projects on the Interstate System.” 

The intent of this requirement is to have all interchanges provide for all basic movements, except in 
the most extreme circumstances.  Partial interchanges usually have undesirable operational 
characteristics.  If circumstances exist where a partial interchange is considered appropriate, then 
the Department must make commitments to FHWA (possibly even for the purchase of the 
necessary right-of-way during the initial project stage for future completion).  Special purpose 
access for HOVs, transit vehicles, or park and ride lots should be treated as special cases and the 
movements decided on a case-by-case basis.* 

• FHWA policy states: “Transportation Land Use plans: The proposal considers and is consistent 
with local and regional land use and transportation plans.  Prior to final approval, all requests for 
new or revised access must be consistent with the metropolitan and/or statewide transportation 
plan, as appropriate, the applicable provisions of CFR part 450 and transportation conformity 
requirements of 40 CFR parts 51 and 93.” 

The intent of this requirement is to cause sufficient review and coordination so as not to have 
piecemeal consideration of added access and to avoid as much as possible future conflict with 
other, possibly more needed, access.  The request should include a discussion as to how the 
current proposal fits into the overall plans for the area and, if it is an addition to the current plans for 
the area, how it fits in and affects the current plans.  Added access requests do not have to be 
included in official transportation plans or approved by Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) or similar organizations prior to submittal.  All such coordination may be completed after 
access approval and as part of the normal project development process.  The expectation is that 
any proposal is considered in view of currently known plans for transportation facilities and/or land-
use planning.  This is especially important when several new interchanges are anticipated. 

• FHWA policy states: “Comprehensive Interstate Network Study: In areas where the potential exists 
for future multiple interchange additions, all requests for new or revised access are supported by a 
comprehensive Interstate network study with recommendations that address all proposed and 
desired access within the context of a long-term plan.” 
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The intent of this requirement is to analyze and consider all proposed changes in access for an 
area at the same time.  Refer to Revisions to Interstate Facilities Requiring FHWA Approval of the 
policy for guidance regarding adjacent interchange spacing which trigger the need for FHWA 
approval.  If a new or revised interchange is being proposed and another new or revised adjacent 
interchange is being planned and programmed by the Department, then both changes shall be 
analyzed together.* 

• FHWA policy states: “Coordination with Transportation System Improvements: The request for a 
new or revised access generated by new or expanded development demonstrates appropriate 
coordination between the development and related or otherwise required transportation system 
improvements.” 

It is recognized that private involvement in transportation improvements is increasing.  The intent of 
this requirement is not to try to control developers and their plans through the Department, which 
have no such direct powers.  However, it is incumbent upon the Department to assure that the 
highway facilities are developed in an orderly and coordinated manner to serve the public.  
Therefore, when private development is clearly the driving force behind the need for access, it is 
only reasonable that the Department and the developer work closely together in order to develop 
the access to achieve mutual benefits with minimal adverse impact on the Interstate travelers.  
Stage construction could be used where extensive private development is not expected to be 
completed for several years.  The developer might be required to have certain parts of the local 
circulation system ready before ramps can be constructed or opened to traffic.  In some heavily 
congested areas the developer might be required to provide ride sharing incentives or even assist 
in providing transit facilities.  The intent is therefore to accomplish any coordination that might be 
possible, even if it is only to know what each is doing and when. 

Such coordination and cooperation is appropriate where a developer has agreed to fund or 
perhaps even construct access at the same time the Department is planning or is already in the 
process of improving that particular section of the Interstate route.  It is only reasonable that such 
activities be coordinated to ensure compatibility. 

• FHWA policy states: “Status of Planning and NEPA: The request for new or revised access 
contains information relative to the planning requirements and the status of the environmental 
processing of the proposal.” 

The intent of this requirement is to confirm and report information relative to the status of the 
planning and NEPA processes, with regard to the access request [e.g., anticipated schedule dates, 
public hearing dates, public support or opposition, recent activities, future activities, etc].* 

2. Operational Analysis 

• FHWA policy states: “Operational Analysis: The proposed access point does not have a significant 
adverse impact on the safety and operation of the Interstate facility based on an analysis of current 
and future traffic.  The operational analysis for existing conditions shall, particularly in urbanized 
areas, include an analysis of sections of Interstate to and including at least the first adjacent 
existing or proposed interchange on each side.  Crossroads and other roads and streets shall be 
included in the analysis to the extent necessary to assure their ability to collect and distribute traffic 
to and from the interchange with the new or revised access points. 
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The intent of this requirement is to assure that sufficient operational analyses are made to 
determine the impact of the new or revised access on the Interstate operation.  For consistency, it 
is anticipated that the current Transportation Research Board (TRB) Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) analysis procedures will be used.  

At a minimum, the operational impact on the main line Interstate between the proposed new or 
revised access and the adjacent existing interchanges on either side should be analyzed.  The 
analysis should be extended as far along the main line and include as many existing interchanges 
as is necessary to establish the extent and scope of the impacts.  

This could be critical in urban areas with many closely spaced interchanges (i.e., interchanges 
spaced at less than 1.6 km or one mile apart). 

The operational analysis of the proposed change will need to be designed to a Design Year which 
is 20 years after the date when the construction of the project is scheduled to be complete, and 
open to the traveling public. 

In order to perform an operational analysis which is as accurate as possible, the traffic volume 
counts used should not be more than two years old. 

The operational analysis should typically include some or all of the following information (* - All 
items identified below in support of the Operational Analysis shall be provided with all requests for 
both Concept and Final Approval): 

 Interchange Location Map: A dimensioned, detailed drawing of the design elements of the 
Existing and Proposed Change Conditions, including (as applicable): project limits, adjacent 
interchanges(s), ramp to be added, ramp to be removed, relocation of ramp gore, 
configuration, travel lanes and shoulder widths, ramp radii, ramp grades, acceleration lane 
lengths, taper or parallel type exit ramps, truck climbing lane(s), auxiliary/operational lane(s), 
and collector/distributor road(s). 
 
The drawing (and/or report wording) should identify all presently known pertinent engineering 
design details of the proposed change.  Design exceptions from the current AASHTO Green 
Book Design criteria shall be clearly identified, and compared with the AASHTO standard. 
 
Another drawing should also be provided showing the traffic volumes for all turning 
movements, as well as main line, ramp, and local road traffic volumes.  Identify current and 
design year Average Daily Traffic and Design Hourly Volume. 

 Highway Capacity Analysis: The current TRB Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), or current 
version of the Highway Capacity Software (HCS) should be used to perform the needed 
engineering analyses.  An acceptable engineering analysis for determining engineering 
acceptability and feasibility will need to be determined jointly by FHWA and the Department.  
The engineering analysis shall include all of the following, unless otherwise jointly agreed to 
by the Department and FHWA: 
 
Note: The definition of “No-Build” and “Build” could be different for private 
development proposals.  In some cases, the FHWA “No Build” will be the 
development occurring WITHOUT a change in the current access control.  The FHWA 
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“Build” will be the development occurring WITH a change in the current access 
control. 

o Existing Peak Hour Volumes: Plan view map, with ramps and Interstate through lanes 
labeled with existing AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour volumes.  

o Design Year No-Build Peak Hour Volumes: Plan view map, with ramps and Interstate 
through lanes labeled with the Design Year No-Build AM Peak Hour and PM Peak 
Hour volumes.  

o Design Year Build Peak Hour Volumes: Plan view map, with ramps and Interstate 
through lanes labeled with the Design Year Build Peak AM Peak Hour and PM Peak 
Hour volumes.  

o Summary of Operational Analysis: Preferably, a table listing the Freeway Levels of 
Service (LOS), Ramp LOS, Weave LOS, and Non-Weave LOS for the corresponding 
Existing AM/PM, Design Year No-Build AM/PM, and Design Year Build AM/PM for 
various Interstate on-ramps, off-ramps and through lanes.  

o Existing Peak Hour Levels of Service: Plan view map, with ramps, Interstate through 
lanes, and crossroads labeled with calculated Existing AM Peak Hour Level of Service 
values.  

o Design Year No-Build Peak Hour Levels of Service: Plan view map, with ramps, 
Interstate through lanes, and crossroads labeled with calculated Design Year No-Build 
AM Peak Hour Level of Service values and PM Peak Hour Level of Service values.  

o Design Year Build Peak Hour Levels of Service: Plan view map, with ramps, Interstate 
through lanes, and crossroads labeled with calculated Design Year Build AM Peak 
Hour Level of Service values and PM Peak Hour Level of Service values.  

o Basic Freeway Segments Analyses of Existing Conditions: Preferably, computer 
program outputs from the latest update/release of the HCS, for all adjacent freeway 
sections.  

o Basic Freeway Segments Analyses of the Design Year No-Build Conditions.  

o Basic Freeway Segments Analyses of the Design Year Build Conditions.  

o Ramp Junction Analyses of the Existing Conditions.  

o Ramp Junction Analyses (including Queue Analysis) of the Design Year No-Build 
Conditions.  

o Ramp Junction Analyses (including Queue Analysis) of the Design Year Build 
Conditions.  

o Weave Area Analyses of the Existing Conditions.  

o Weave Area Analyses of the Design Year No-Build Conditions.  

o Weave Area Analyses of the Design Year Build Conditions.  
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Frequently Asked Questions and Answers 
 

1. Question: If a proposed action only involves the addition of left-turn and/or right-turn storage lanes to 
an Interstate exit ramp (at the secondary road end) to prevent existing back-ups onto the Interstate, will 
an access modification request need to be submitted to FHWA for review and approval? 

 
 Answer: No, FHWA approval for this case is not necessary.  Refer to the ‘Revisions to Interstate 

Facilities Not Requiring FHWA Access Approval’ section of this report.  
 
2. Question: If the proposed action only involves moving the existing gore area (at the main line end of 

the ramp) to a new location, a short distance away, is FHWA review and approval necessary? 
 
 Answer: Perhaps. It depends on the distance between adjacent interchanges as measured between 

gore areas, and which way the gore area is being moved.  Weaving distance to any adjacent Interstate 
ramp will need to be provided.  Refer to ‘Revisions to Interstate Facilities Requiring FHWA Access 
Approval’ section of this report.  

 
3. Question: If the main line end of an Interstate off-ramp will not be moved, but the ramp will be 

realigned in such a way that the secondary road (local crossroad) end of the ramp will be moved, is 
special FHWA review and approval of the revised access still needed? 

 
 Answer: No.  The Department and FHWA have jointly agreed that this type of ramp revision will not 

require a separate submittal to FHWA.  The Department will ensure that the non-access line and right-
of-way associated with the ramp will continue to meet Interstate standards.  

 
4. Question: If a main line/ramp gore of an Interstate off-ramp will be moved, but the ramp will not be 

realigned in such a way to move the secondary road (local crossroad) end of the ramp, is FHWA 
review and approval needed? 

 
 Answer: Perhaps. It depends on the distance between adjacent interchanges as measured between 

gore areas, and which way the gore area is being moved.  Weaving distance to any adjacent Interstate 
ramp will need to be provided.  Refer to ‘Revisions to Interstate Facilities Requiring FHWA Access 
Approval’ section of this report. 

 
5. Question: Who is the FHWA contact person?  Where? 
 
 Answer: Contact the FHWA Division Office Design Engineer, at (860) 659-6703.  The FHWA 

Connecticut Division Office is located at 628-2 Hebron Avenue, Suite 303, in Glastonbury, Connecticut. 
 
6. Question: How many submittal copies should the Department send to FHWA Division Office? 
 
 Answer: For Concept Approvals to be granted by the FHWA Division Office, only one copy will be 

needed.  For Concept Approvals made by the FHWA Headquarters three copies will be needed; 
specifically, one copy each for:  (a) FHWA Headquarters  

     (b) The FHWA Region Office 
     (c) The FHWA Division Office  
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 All copies must be sent to the local FHWA Division Office.  For Final Approvals, one copy of the 
submittal must be submitted to the FHWA Division Office. 

 
7. Question: When will “Concept Approval” need to be requested by the Department?  How will this need 

to be done? 
 
 Answer: Formal Concept Approval will be required and performed for all types of revision in access 

needing FHWA approval, as early in the environmental phase of the project as possible.  It may be 
done as soon as one “preferred alternate” is known, as derived from the NEPA process.  Either the 
FHWA Division Office or the FHWA Headquarters will grant Concept Approval; in both instances, the 
Department will need to coordinate through the local FHWA Division Office. 

 
 When coordination and Concept Approval is required to be obtained from FHWA Headquarters 

(Washington Office), depending on the type of access revision, a written submittal will need to be sent 
to the FHWA Division Office once the Department has obtained one “preferred alternate”.  Additional 
turn around (lead time) should be anticipated and provided in the scheduling of the submittal, if 
Concept Approval is needed from FHWA Headquarters office. 

 
8. Question: With regard to the environmental (NEPA) requirements, when is the very earliest that a Final 

Approval can be made by the FHWA Division Office? 
 
 Answer: The earliest that Final Approval can be granted by FHWA is after the general public has had 

an opportunity to comment on the proposed access modification.  Typically, the Final Approval will be 
granted sometime after the Department’s public meeting, and before (or at the same time as) FHWA’s 
approval of the final NEPA document and the project Design Approval.  Likewise, the development of 
final plans and physical construction shall be performed only after approval of the environmental 
document. 
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Appendix A 
 

 
23 USC 111:  United States Code (Highways), entitled “Agreements relating to use of and access to rights-
of-way – Interstate System.” 
 
 
23 CFR 625:  Code of Federal Regulations, Title 23 (Highways), part 625, entitled “Design Standards for 
Highways.”  
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Subsec. (c). Pub. L. 109–59, § 1105(d), inserted ‘‘the 
highway safety improvement program,’’ after ‘‘the sur-
face transportation program,’’. 

1999—Subsec. (a)(2). Pub. L. 106–159, § 102(a)(2)(A), in-
serted ‘‘and the motor carrier safety grant program’’ 
after ‘‘relief)’’. 

Subsec. (b)(1)(A). Pub. L. 106–159, § 102(a)(2)(B), in-
serted ‘‘and the motor carrier safety grant program’’ 
after ‘‘program)’’, substituted ‘‘title,’’ for ‘‘title and’’, 
and inserted ‘‘, and subchapter I of chapter 311 of title 
49’’ after ‘‘21st Century’’. 

Subsecs. (e) to (g). Pub. L. 106–113, which directed 
amendment of section 110 by adding subsecs. (e) to (g) 
at the end, was executed to this section to reflect the 
probable intent of Congress. See Codification note 
above. 

1998—Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 105–178, § 1105(c)(1), as added 
by Pub. L. 105–206, § 9002(e), substituted ‘‘In general’’ for 
‘‘Determination of amount’’ in heading and amended 
text of subsec. (a) generally. Prior to amendment, text 
read as follows: ‘‘On October 15 of fiscal year 1999, and 
each fiscal year thereafter, the Secretary shall allocate 
an amount of funds equal to the amount determined 
pursuant to section 251(b)(1)(B)(I)(cc) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(B)(I)(cc)).’’

Subsec. (b)(2), (4). Pub. L. 105–178, § 1105(c)(2), as added 
by Pub. L. 105–206, § 9002(e), substituted ‘‘subsection 
(a)(1)’’ for ‘‘subsection (a)’’. 

Subsec. (c). Pub. L. 105–178, § 1105(c)(3), as added by 
Pub. L. 105–206, § 9002(e), substituted ‘‘the Interstate 
and National Highway System program’’ for ‘‘the Inter-
state Maintenance program, the National Highway Sys-
tem program’’. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1998 AMENDMENT 

Title IX of Pub. L. 105–206 effective simultaneously 
with enactment of Pub. L. 105–178 and to be treated as 
included in Pub. L. 105–178 at time of enactment, and 
provisions of Pub. L. 105–178, as in effect on day before 
July 22, 1998, that are amended by title IX of Pub. L. 
105–206 to be treated as not enacted, see section 9016 of 
Pub. L. 105–206, set out as a note under section 101 of 
this title. 

SPECIAL RULE 

Pub. L. 109–59, title I, § 1105(f), Aug. 10, 2005, 119 Stat. 
1166, provided that: ‘‘If the amount available pursuant 
to section 110 of title 23, United States Code, for fiscal 
year 2007 is greater than zero, the Secretary [of Trans-
portation] shall—

‘‘(1) determine the total amount necessary to in-
crease each State’s rate of return (as determined 
under section 105(b)(1)(A) of title 23, United States 
Code) to 92 percent, excluding amounts provided 
under this paragraph; 

‘‘(2) allocate to each State the lesser of—
‘‘(A) the amount computed for that State under 

paragraph (1); or 
‘‘(B) an amount determined by multiplying the 

total amount calculated under section 110 of title 
23, United States Code, for fiscal year 2007 by the 
ratio that—

‘‘(i) the amount determined for such State 
under paragraph (1); bears to 

‘‘(ii) the total amount computed for all States 
in paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(3) allocate amounts remaining in excess of the 
amounts allocated in paragraph (2) to all States in 
accordance with section 110 of title 23, United States 
Code.’’

§ 111. Agreements relating to use of and access to 
rights-of-way—Interstate System 

(a) IN GENERAL.—All agreements between the 
Secretary and the State transportation depart-
ment for the construction of projects on the 
Interstate System shall contain a clause provid-

ing that the State will not add any points of ac-
cess to, or exit from, the project in addition to 
those approved by the Secretary in the plans for 
such project, without the prior approval of the 
Secretary. Such agreements shall also contain a 
clause providing that the State will not permit 
automotive service stations or other commer-
cial establishments for serving motor vehicle 
users to be constructed or located on the rights-
of-way of the Interstate System. Such agree-
ments may, however, authorize a State or politi-
cal subdivision thereof to use or permit the use 
of the airspace above and below the established 
grade line of the highway pavement for such 
purposes as will not impair the full use and safe-
ty of the highway, as will not require or permit 
vehicular access to such space directly from 
such established grade line of the highway, or 
otherwise interfere in any way with the free 
flow of traffic on the Interstate System. Noth-
ing in this section, or in any agreement entered 
into under this section, shall require the dis-
continuance, obstruction, or removal of any es-
tablishment for serving motor vehicle users on 
any highway which has been, or is hereafter, 
designated as a highway or route on the Inter-
state System (1) if such establishment (A) was 
in existence before January 1, 1960, (B) is owned 
by a State, and (C) is operated through con-
cessionaries or otherwise, and (2) if all access to, 
and exits from, such establishment conform to 
the standards established for such a highway 
under this title. 

(b) VENDING MACHINES.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), any State may permit the placement 
of vending machines in rest and recreation 
areas, and in safety rest areas, constructed or 
located on rights-of-way of the Interstate Sys-
tem in such State. Such vending machines may 
only dispense such food, drink, and other arti-
cles as the State transportation department de-
termines are appropriate and desirable. Such 
vending machines may only be operated by the 
State. In permitting the placement of vending 
machines, the State shall give priority to vend-
ing machines which are operated through the 
State licensing agency designated pursuant to 
section 2(a)(5) of the Act of June 20, 1936, com-
monly known as the ‘‘Randolph-Sheppard Act’’ 
(20 U.S.C. 107a(a)(5)). The costs of installation, 
operation, and maintenance of vending ma-
chines shall not be eligible for Federal assist-
ance under this title. 

(c) MOTORIST CALL BOXES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subsection 

(a), a State may permit the placement of mo-
torist call boxes on rights-of-way of the Na-
tional Highway System. Such motorist call 
boxes may include the identification and spon-
sorship logos of such call boxes. 

(2) SPONSORSHIP LOGOS.—
(A) APPROVAL BY STATE AND LOCAL AGEN-

CIES.—All call box installations displaying 
sponsorship logos under this subsection shall 
be approved by the highway agencies having 
jurisdiction of the highway on which they 
are located. 

(B) SIZE ON BOX.—A sponsorship logo may 
be placed on the call box in a dimension not 
to exceed the size of the call box or a total 
dimension in excess of 12 inches by 18 inches. 
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(C) SIZE ON IDENTIFICATION SIGN.—Sponsor-
ship logos in a dimension not to exceed 12 
inches by 30 inches may be displayed on a 
call box identification sign affixed to the 
call box post. 

(D) SPACING OF SIGNS.—Sponsorship logos 
affixed to an identification sign on a call box 
post may be located on the rights-of-way at 
intervals not more frequently than 1 per 
every 5 miles. 

(E) DISTRIBUTION THROUGHOUT STATE.—
Within a State, at least 20 percent of the call 
boxes displaying sponsorship logos shall be 
located on highways outside of urbanized 
areas with a population greater than 50,000.

(3) NONSAFETY HAZARDS.—The call boxes and 
their location, posts, foundations, and mount-
ings shall be consistent with requirements of 
the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control De-
vices or any requirements deemed necessary 
by the Secretary to assure that the call boxes 
shall not be a safety hazard to motorists.

(d) IDLING REDUCTION FACILITIES IN INTERSTATE 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding subsection 
(a), a State may—

(A) permit electrification or other idling 
reduction facilities and equipment, for use 
by motor vehicles used for commercial pur-
poses, to be placed in rest and recreation 
areas, and in safety rest areas, constructed 
or located on rights-of-way of the Interstate 
System in the State, so long as those idling 
reduction measures do not reduce the exist-
ing number of designated truck parking 
spaces at any given rest or recreation area; 
and 

(B) charge a fee, or permit the charging of 
a fee, for the use of those parking spaces ac-
tively providing power to a truck to reduce 
idling.

(2) PURPOSE.—The exclusive purpose of the 
facilities described in paragraph (1) (or similar 
technologies) shall be to enable operators of 
motor vehicles used for commercial purposes—

(A) to reduce idling of a truck while 
parked in the rest or recreation area; and 

(B) to use installed or other equipment 
specifically designed to reduce idling of a 
truck, or provide alternative power for sup-
porting driver comfort, while parked. 

(Pub. L. 85–767, Aug. 27, 1958, 72 Stat. 895; Pub. L. 
87–61, title I, § 104(a), June 29, 1961, 75 Stat. 122; 
Pub. L. 95–599, title I, § 114, Nov. 6, 1978, 92 Stat. 
2697; Pub. L. 100–17, title I, § 110(a), Apr. 2, 1987, 
101 Stat. 146; Pub. L. 104–59, title III, § 306, Nov. 
28, 1995, 109 Stat. 580; Pub. L. 105–178, title I, 
§ 1212(a)(2)(A)(i), June 9, 1998, 112 Stat. 193; Pub. 
L. 109–59, title I, § 1412, Aug. 10, 2005, 119 Stat. 
1234.) 

AMENDMENTS 

2005—Subsec. (d). Pub. L. 109–59 added subsec. (d). 
1998—Subsecs. (a), (b). Pub. L. 105–178 substituted 

‘‘State transportation department’’ for ‘‘State highway 
department’’. 

1995—Subsec. (c). Pub. L. 104–59 added subsec. (c). 
1987—Pub. L. 100–17 designated existing provision as 

subsec. (a), inserted heading for subsec. (a), and added 
subsec. (b). 

1978—Pub. L. 95–599 inserted provision listing situa-
tions which would not require the discontinuance, ob-
struction, or removal of any establishment for serving 
motor vehicle users. 

1961—Pub. L. 87–61 substituted ‘‘to use or permit the 
use of the airspace above and below the established 
grade line of the highway pavement for such purposes 
as will not impair the full use and safety of the high-
way, as will not require or permit vehicular access to 
such space directly from such established grade line of 
the highway, or otherwise interfere’’ for ‘‘to use the 
airspace above and below the established grade line of 
the highway pavement for the parking of motor vehi-
cles provided such use does not interfere’’. 

INTERSTATE OASIS PROGRAM 

Pub. L. 109–59, title I, § 1310, Aug. 10, 2005, 119 Stat. 
1219, provided that: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this section [Aug. 10, 2005], in con-
sultation with the States and other interested parties, 
the Secretary [of Transportation] shall—

‘‘(1) establish an interstate oasis program; and 
‘‘(2) after providing an opportunity for public com-

ment, develop standards for designating, as an inter-
state oasis, a facility that—

‘‘(A) offers—
‘‘(i) products and services to the public; 
‘‘(ii) 24-hour access to restrooms; and 
‘‘(iii) parking for automobiles and heavy trucks; 

and 
‘‘(B) meets other standards established by the 

Secretary. 
‘‘(b) STANDARDS FOR DESIGNATION.—The standards for 

designation under subsection (a) shall include stand-
ards relating to—

‘‘(1) the appearance of a facility; and 
‘‘(2) the proximity of the facility to the Dwight D. 

Eisenhower National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways. 
‘‘(c) ELIGIBILITY FOR DESIGNATION.—If a State (as de-

fined in section 101(a) of title 23, United States Code) 
elects to participate in the interstate oasis program, 
any facility meeting the standards established by the 
Secretary [of Transportation] shall be eligible for des-
ignation under this section. 

‘‘(d) LOGO.—The Secretary [of Transportation] shall 
design a logo to be displayed by a facility designated 
under this section.’’

VENDING MACHINES; PLACEMENT IN REST, RECREATION, 
AND SAFETY REST AREAS; STATE OPERATION OF MA-
CHINES 

Pub. L. 97–424, title I, § 111, Jan. 6, 1983, 96 Stat. 2106, 
provided that notwithstanding section 111 of this title 
before Oct. 1, 1983, any State could permit placement of 
vending machines in rest and recreation areas and in 
safety rest areas constructed or located on rights-of-
way of National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways [now Dwight D. Eisenhower System of Inter-
state and Defense Highways] in such State. Such vend-
ing machines could only dispense such food, drink, and 
other articles as the State highway department deter-
mined were appropriate and desirable. Such vending 
machines could only be operated by the State. In per-
mitting the placement of vending machines under this 
section, the State had to give priority to vending ma-
chines which were operated through the State licensing 
agency designated pursuant to section 2(a)(5) of the Act 
of June 20, 1936, known as the Randolph-Sheppard Act 
(20 U.S.C. 107a(a)(5)). 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT FOR VENDING MACHINES IN 
REST AND RECREATION AREAS 

Section 153 of Pub. L. 95–599 authorized Secretary of 
Transportation to implement a demonstration project 
respecting placement of vending machines in rest and 
recreation areas and to report not later than two years 
after Nov. 6, 1978, on results of such project. 
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1 So in original.

REVISION OF AGREEMENTS RELATING TO UTILIZATION OF 
SPACE ON RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

Section 104(b) of Pub. L. 87–61 authorized Secretary of 
Commerce [now Transportation], on application, to re-
vise any agreement made prior to June 29, 1961, to ex-
tent that such agreement relates to utilization of space 
on rights-of-way on National System of Interstate and 
Defense Highways [now Dwight D. Eisenhower System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways] to conform to sec-
tion 111 of this title as amended by subsection (a). 

§ 112. Letting of contracts 

(a) In all cases where the construction is to be 
performed by the State transportation depart-
ment or under its supervision, a request for sub-
mission of bids shall be made by advertisement 
unless some other method is approved by the 
Secretary. The Secretary shall require such 
plans and specifications and such methods of 
bidding as shall be effective in securing competi-
tion. 

(b) BIDDING REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraphs (2) 

and (3), construction of each project, subject 
to the provisions of subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, shall be performed by contract awarded 
by competitive bidding, unless the State 
transportation department demonstrates, to 
the satisfaction of the Secretary, that some 
other method is more cost effective or that an 
emergency exists. Contracts for the construc-
tion of each project shall be awarded only on 
the basis of the lowest responsive bid submit-
ted by a bidder meeting established criteria of 
responsibility. No requirement or obligation 
shall be imposed as a condition precedent to 
the award of a contract to such bidder for a 
project, or to the Secretary’s concurrence in 
the award of a contract to such bidder, unless 
such requirement or obligation is otherwise 
lawful and is specifically set forth in the ad-
vertised specifications. 

(2) CONTRACTING FOR ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
SERVICES.—

(A) GENERAL RULE.—Subject to paragraph 
(3), each contract for program management, 
construction management, feasibility stud-
ies, preliminary engineering, design, engi-
neering, surveying, mapping, or architec-
tural related services with respect to a 
project subject to the provisions of sub-
section (a) of this section shall be awarded 
in the same manner as a contract for archi-
tectural and engineering services is nego-
tiated under chapter 11 of title 40. 

(B) PERFORMANCE AND AUDITS.—Any con-
tract or subcontract awarded in accordance 
with subparagraph (A), whether funded in 
whole or in part with Federal-aid highway 
funds, shall be performed and audited in 
compliance with cost principles contained in 
the Federal Acquisition Regulations of part 
31 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(C) INDIRECT COST RATES.—Instead of per-
forming its own audits, a recipient of funds 
under a contract or subcontract awarded in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) shall ac-
cept indirect cost rates established in ac-
cordance with the Federal Acquisition Regu-
lations for 1-year applicable accounting peri-
ods by a cognizant Federal or State govern-

ment agency, if such rates are not currently 
under dispute. 

(D) APPLICATION OF RATES.—Once a firm’s 
indirect cost rates are accepted under this 
paragraph, the recipient of the funds shall 
apply such rates for the purposes of contract 
estimation, negotiation, administration, re-
porting, and contract payment and shall not 
be limited by administrative or de facto ceil-
ings of any kind. 

(E) PRENOTIFICATION; CONFIDENTIALITY OF 
DATA.—A recipient of funds requesting or 
using the cost and rate data described in 
subparagraph (D) shall notify any affected 
firm before such request or use. Such data 
shall be confidential and shall not be acces-
sible or provided, in whole or in part, to an-
other firm or to any government agency 
which is not part of the group of agencies 
sharing cost data under this paragraph, ex-
cept by written permission of the audited 
firm. If prohibited by law, such cost and rate 
data shall not be disclosed under any cir-
cumstances. 

(F)(F) 1 Subparagraphs (B), (C), (D) and (E) 
herein shall not apply to the States of West 
Virginia or Minnesota. 

(3) DESIGN-BUILD CONTRACTING.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A State transportation 

department or local transportation agency 
may award a design-build contract for a 
qualified project described in subparagraph 
(C) using any procurement process permitted 
by applicable State and local law. 

(B) LIMITATION ON FINAL DESIGN.—Final de-
sign under a design-build contract referred 
to in subparagraph (A) shall not commence 
before compliance with section 102 of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4332). 

(C) QUALIFIED PROJECTS.—A qualified 
project referred to in subparagraph (A) is a 
project under this chapter (including inter-
modal projects) for which the Secretary has 
approved the use of design-build contracting 
under criteria specified in regulations issued 
by the Secretary. 

(D) REGULATORY PROCESS.—Not later than 
90 days after the date of enactment of the 
SAFETEA–LU, the Secretary shall issue re-
vised regulations under section 1307(c) of the 
Transportation Equity Act for 21st Century 
(23 U.S.C. 112 note; 112 Stat. 230) that—

(i) do not preclude a State transpor-
tation department or local transportation 
agency, prior to compliance with section 
102 of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332), from—

(I) issuing requests for proposals; 
(II) proceeding with awards of design-

build contracts; or 
(III) issuing notices to proceed with 

preliminary design work under design-
build contracts;

(ii) require that the State transportation 
department or local transportation agency 
receive concurrence from the Secretary be-
fore carrying out an activity under clause 
(i); and 
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and the date of such relinquishment ac-
tion clearly delineated thereon. 

(2) If it is found at any time after re-
linquishment that a relinquished facil-
ity is in fact required for the safe and 
proper operation of the Federal-aid 
highway, the State shall take imme-
diate action to restore such facility to 
its jurisdiction without cost to Fed-
eral-aid highway funds. 

(3) If it is found at any time that a 
relinquished frontage road or portion 
thereof or any part of the right-of-way 
therefor has been abandoned by local 
governmental authority and a showing 
cannot be made that such abandoned 
facility is no longer required as a pub-
lic road, it is to be understood that the 
Federal Highway Administrator may 
cause to be withheld from Federal-aid 
highway funds due to the State an 
amount equal to the Federal-aid par-
ticipation in the abandoned facility. 

(4) In no case shall any relinquish-
ment include any portion of the right- 
of-way within the access control lines 
as shown on the plans for a Federal-aid 
project approved by the FHWA, with-
out the prior approval of the Federal 
Highway Administrator. 

(5) There cannot be additional Fed-
eral-aid participation in future con-
struction or reconstruction on any re-
linquished ‘‘off the Federal-aid sys-
tem’’ facility unless the underlying 
reason for such future work is caused 
by future improvement of the associ-
ated Federal-aid highway. 

(g) In the event that a State desires 
to apply for approval by the Federal 
Highway Administrator for the relin-
quishment of a facility such as de-
scribed in paragraph (d) (1) and (2) of 
this section, the facts pertinent to such 
proposal are to be presented to the di-
vision engineer of the FHWA. The divi-
sion engineer shall have appropriate re-
view made of such presentation and 
forward the material presented by the 
State together with his findings there-
on through the Regional Federal High-
way Administrator for consideration 
by the Federal Highway Administrator 
and determination of action to be 
taken. 

(h) No change may be made in con-
trol of access, without the joint deter-
mination and approval of the SHA and 
FHWA. This would not prevent the re-

linquishment of title, without prior ap-
proval of the FHWA, of a segment of 
the right-of-way provided there is an 
abandonment of a section of highway 
inclusive of such segment. 

(i) Relinquishments must be justified 
by the State’s finding concurred in by 
the FHWA, that: 

(1) The subject land will not be need-
ed for Federal-aid highway purposes in 
the foreseeable future; 

(2) That the right-of-way being re-
tained is adequate under present day 
standards for the facility involved; 

(3) That the release will not ad-
versely affect the Federal-aid highway 
facility or the traffic thereon; 

(4) That the lands to be relinquished 
are not suitable for retention in order 
to restore, preserve, or improve the 
scenic beauty adjacent to the highway 
consonant with the intent of 23 U.S.C. 
319 and Pub. L. 89–285, Title III, sec-
tions 302–305 (Highway Beautification 
Act of 1965). 

(j) If a relinquishment is to a Fed-
eral, State, or local government agency 
for highway purposes, there need not 
be a charge to the said agency, nor in 
such event any credit to Federal funds. 
If for any reason there is a charge, the 
STD may retain the Federal share of 
the proceeds if used for projects eligi-
ble under title 23 of the United States 
Code. 

[39 FR 33311, Sept. 17, 1974, as amended at 64 
FR 71289, Dec. 21, 1999] 

PART 625—DESIGN STANDARDS 
FOR HIGHWAYS 

Sec. 
625.1 Purpose. 
625.2 Policy. 
625.3 Application. 
625.4 Standards, policies, and standard spec-

ifications. 

AUTHORITY: 23 U.S.C. 109, 315, and 402; Sec. 
1073 of Pub. L. 102–240, 105 Stat. 1914, 2012; 49 
CFR 1.48(b) and (n). 

SOURCE: 62 FR 15397, Apr. 1, 1997, unless 
otherwise noted. 

§ 625.1 Purpose. 
To designate those standards, poli-

cies, and standard specifications that 
are acceptable to the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) for application 
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in the geometric and structural design 
of highways. 

§ 625.2 Policy. 
(a) Plans and specifications for pro-

posed National Highway System (NHS) 
projects shall provide for a facility 
that will— 

(1) Adequately serve the existing and 
planned future traffic of the highway 
in a manner that is conducive to safe-
ty, durability, and economy of mainte-
nance; and 

(2) Be designed and constructed in ac-
cordance with criteria best suited to 
accomplish the objectives described in 
paragraph (a)(1) of this section and to 
conform to the particular needs of each 
locality. 

(b) Resurfacing, restoration, and re-
habilitation (RRR) projects, other than 
those on the Interstate system and 
other freeways, shall be constructed in 
accordance with standards which pre-
serve and extend the service life of 
highways and enhance highway safety. 
Resurfacing, restoration, and rehabili-
tation work includes placement of ad-
ditional surface material and/or other 
work necessary to return an existing 
roadway, including shoulders, bridges, 
the roadside, and appurtenances to a 
condition of structural or functional 
adequacy. 

(c) An important goal of the FHWA is 
to provide the highest practical and 
feasible level of safety for people and 
property associated with the Nation’s 
highway transportation systems and to 
reduce highway hazards and the result-
ing number and severity of accidents 
on all the Nation’s highways. 

§ 625.3 Application. 
(a) Applicable Standards. (1) Design 

and construction standards for new 
construction, reconstruction, resur-
facing (except for maintenance resur-
facing), restoration, or rehabilitation 
of a highway on the NHS (other than a 
highway also on the Interstate System 
or other freeway) shall be those ap-
proved by the Secretary in cooperation 
with the State highway departments. 
These standards may take into ac-
count, in addition to the criteria de-
scribed in § 625.2(a), the following: 

(i) The constructed and natural envi-
ronment of the area; 

(ii) The environmental, scenic, aes-
thetic, historic, community, and pres-
ervation impacts of the activity; and 

(iii) Access for other modes of trans-
portation. 

(2) Federal-aid projects not on the 
NHS are to be designed, constructed, 
operated, and maintained in accord-
ance with State laws, regulations, di-
rectives, safety standards, design 
standards, and construction standards. 

(b) The standards, policies, and 
standard specifications cited in § 625.4 
of this part contain specific criteria 
and controls for the design of NHS 
projects. Deviations from specific min-
imum values therein are to be handled 
in accordance with procedures in para-
graph (f) of this section. If there is a 
conflict between criteria in the docu-
ments enumerated in § 625.4 of this 
part, the latest listed standard, policy, 
or standard specification will govern. 

(c) Application of FHWA regulations, 
although cited in § 625.4 of this part as 
standards, policies, and standard speci-
fications, shall be as set forth therein. 

(d) This regulation establishes Fed-
eral standards for work on the NHS re-
gardless of funding source. 

(e) The Division Administrator shall 
determine the applicability of the 
roadway geometric design standards to 
traffic engineering, safety, and preven-
tive maintenance projects which in-
clude very minor or no roadway work. 
Formal findings of applicability are ex-
pected only as needed to resolve con-
troversies. 

(f) Exceptions. (1) Approval within the 
delegated authority provided by FHWA 
Order M1100.1A may be given on a 
project basis to designs which do not 
conform to the minimum criteria as 
set forth in the standards, policies, and 
standard specifications for: 

(i) Experimental features on projects; 
and 

(ii) Projects where conditions war-
rant that exceptions be made. 

(2) The determination to approve a 
project design that does not conform to 
the minimum criteria is to be made 
only after due consideration is given to 
all project conditions such as max-
imum service and safety benefits for 
the dollar invested, compatibility with 
adjacent sections of roadway and the 
probable time before reconstruction of 
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the section due to increased traffic de-
mands or changed conditions. 

§ 625.4 Standards, policies, and stand-
ard specifications. 

The documents listed in this section 
are incorporated by reference with the 
approval of the Director of the Federal 
Register in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 
552(a) and 1 CFR part 51 and are on file 
at the Office of the Federal Register in 
Washington, DC. They are available as 
noted in paragraph (d) of this section. 
The other CFR references listed in this 
section are included for cross-reference 
purposes only. 

(a) Roadway and appurtenances. (1) A 
Policy on Geometric Design of High-
ways and Streets, AASHTO 2001. [See 
§ 625.4(d)(1)] 

(2) A Policy on Design Standards— 
Interstate System, AASHTO 1991. [See 
§ 625.4(d)(1)] 

(3) The geometric design standards 
for resurfacing, restoration, and reha-
bilitation (RRR) projects on NHS high-
ways other than freeways shall be the 
procedures and the design or design cri-
teria established for individual 
projects, groups of projects, or all non-
freeway RRR projects in a State, and 
as approved by the FHWA. The other 
geometric design standards in this sec-
tion do not apply to RRR projects on 
NHS highways other than freeways, ex-
cept as adopted on an individual State 
basis. The RRR design standards shall 
reflect the consideration of the traffic, 
safety, economic, physical, commu-
nity, and environmental needs of the 
projects. 

(4) Erosion and Sediment Control on 
Highway Construction Projects, refer 
to 23 CFR part 650, subpart B. 

(5) Location and Hydraulic Design of 
Encroachments on Flood Plains, refer 
to 23 CFR part 650, subpart A. 

(6) Procedures for Abatement of 
Highway Traffic Noise and Construc-
tion Noise, refer to 23 CFR part 772. 

(7) Accommodation of Utilities, refer 
to 23 CFR part 645, subpart B. 

(8) Pavement Design, refer to 23 CFR 
part 626. 

(b) Bridges and structures. (1) Stand-
ard Specifications for Highway Bridges, 
Fifteenth Edition, AASHTO 1992. [See 
§ 625.4(d)(1)] 

(2) Interim Specifications—Bridges, 
AASHTO 1993. [See § 625.4(d)(1)] 

(3) Interim Specifications—Bridges, 
AASHTO 1994. [See § 625.4(d)(1)] 

(4) Interim Specifications—Bridges, 
AASHTO 1995. [See § 625.4(d)(1)] 

(5) AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design 
Specifications, First Edition, AASHTO 
1994 (U.S. Units). [See § 625.4(d)(1)] 

(6) AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design 
Specifications, First Edition, AASHTO 
1994 (SI Units). [See § 625.4(d)(1)] 

(7) Standard Specifications for Mov-
able Highway Bridges, AASHTO 1988. 
[See § 625.4(d)(1)] 

(8) Bridge Welding Code, ANSI/ 
AASHTO/AWS D1.5–95, AASHTO. [See 
§ 625.4(d) (1) and (2)] 

(9) Structural Welding Code—Rein-
forcing Steel, ANSI/AWS D1.4–92, 1992. 
[See § 625.4(d)(2)] 

(10) Standard Specifications for 
Structural Supports for Highway 
Signs, Luminaires and Traffic Signals, 
AASHTO 1994. [See § 625.4(d)(1)] 

(11) Navigational Clearances for 
Bridges, refer to 23 CFR part 650, sub-
part H. 

(c) Materials. (1) General Materials 
Requirements, refer to 23 CFR part 635, 
subpart D. 

(2) Standard Specifications for Trans-
portation Materials and Methods of 
Sampling and Testing, parts I and II, 
AASHTO 1995. [See § 625.4(d)(1)] 

(3) Sampling and Testing of Mate-
rials and Construction, refer to 23 CFR 
part 637, subpart B. 

(d) Availability of documents incor-
porated by reference. The documents 
listed in § 625.4 are incorporated by ref-
erence and are on file and available for 
inspection at the National Archives 
and Records Administration (NARA). 
For information on the availability of 
this material at NARA, call 202–741– 
6030, or go to: http://www.archives.gov/ 
federallregister/ 
codeloflfederallregulations/ 
ibrllocations.html. These documents 
may also be reviewed at the Depart-
ment of Transportation Library, 400 
Seventh Street, SW., Washington, DC, 
in Room 2200. These documents are 
also available for inspection and copy-
ing as provided in 49 CFR part 7, appen-
dix D. Copies of these documents may 
be obtained from the following organi-
zations: 
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(1) American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO), Suite 249, 444 North Capitol 
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20001. 

(2) American Welding Society (AWS), 
2501 Northwest Seventh Street, Miami, 
FL 33125. 

[62 FR 15397, Apr. 1, 1997, as amended at 67 
FR 6395, Feb. 12, 2002; 69 FR 18803, Apr. 9, 
2004] 

PART 626—PAVEMENT POLICY 

Sec. 
626.1 Purpose. 
626.2 Definitions. 
626.3 Policy. 

AUTHORITY: 23 U.S.C. 101(e), 109, and 315; 49 
CFR 1.48(b) 

SOURCE: 61 FR 67174, Dec. 19, 1996, unless 
otherwise noted. 

§ 626.1 Purpose. 
To set forth pavement design policy 

for Federal-aid highway projects. 

§ 626.2 Definitions. 
Unless otherwise specified in this 

part, the definitions in 23 U.S.C. 101(a) 
are applicable to this part. As used in 
this part: 

Pavement design means a project level 
activity where detailed engineering 
and economic considerations are given 
to alternative combinations of subbase, 
base, and surface materials which will 
provide adequate load carrying capac-
ity. Factors which are considered in-
clude: Materials, traffic, climate, 
maintenance, drainage, and life-cycle 
costs. 

§ 626.3 Policy. 
Pavement shall be designed to ac-

commodate current and predicted traf-
fic needs in a safe, durable, and cost ef-
fective manner. 

PART 627—VALUE ENGINEERING 

Sec. 
627.1 Purpose and applicability. 
627.3 Definitions. 
627.5 General principles and procedures. 

AUTHORITY: 23 U.S.C. 106(d), 106(f), 112(b), 
302, 307, and 315; 49 CFR 18. 

SOURCE: 62 FR 6868, Feb. 14, 1997, unless 
otherwise noted. 

§ 627.1 Purpose and applicability. 

(a) This regulation will establish a 
program to improve project quality, re-
duce project costs, foster innovation, 
eliminate unnecessary and costly de-
sign elements, and ensure efficient in-
vestments by requiring the application 
of value engineering (VE) to all Fed-
eral-aid highway projects on the Na-
tional Highway System (NHS) with an 
estimated cost of $25 million or more. 

(b) In accordance with the Federal- 
State relationship established under 
the Federal-aid highway program, 
State transportation departments 
(STDs) shall assure that a VE analysis 
has been performed on all applicable 
projects and that all resulting, ap-
proved recommendations are incor-
porated into the plans, specifications 
and estimate. 

[62 FR 6868, Feb. 14, 1997, as amended at 67 
FR 75924, Dec. 10, 2002] 

§ 627.3 Definitions. 

Project. A portion of a highway that a 
State proposes to construct, recon-
struct, or improve as described in the 
preliminary design report or applicable 
environmental document. A project 
may consist of several contracts or 
phases over several years. 

Value engineering. The systematic ap-
plication of recognized techniques by a 
multi-disciplined team to identify the 
function of a product or service, estab-
lish a worth for that function, generate 
alternatives through the use of cre-
ative thinking, and provide the needed 
functions to accomplish the original 
purpose of the project, reliably, and at 
the lowest life-cycle cost without sac-
rificing safety, necessary quality, and 
environmental attributes of the 
project. 

§ 627.5 General principles and proce-
dures. 

(a) State VE programs. State transpor-
tation departments must establish pro-
grams to assure that VE studies are 
performed on all Federal-aid highway 
projects on the NHS with an estimated 
cost of $25 million or more. Program 
procedures should provide for the iden-
tification of candidate projects for VE 
studies early in the development of the 
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Appendix B 
 
 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Policy – “Additional Interchanges to the Interstate System,” 
published in the Federal Register, Vol. 63, No. 28, February 11, 1998, pp.7045-7047. 
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Appendix C 
 
 

FHWA Region Office Memorandum dated March 12, 1997 to FHWA Division Administrators, entitled 
“Delegation of Authority – Requests for New or Revised Access Points on Completed Interstate Highways.” 
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Appendix D 
 
 

FHWA Region Office Memorandum (and attached Tom Ptak’s December 8, 1997 policy memorandum), 
dated December 19, 1997, entitled “Access Control on Non-Interstate NHS Freeways.” 
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Appendix E 
 

 
Connecticut Planning Regions Map showing Transportation Management Areas (TMA) in Connecticut. 
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