
OFFICIAL NOTICE AND AGENDA  COUNTY OF MARATHON 
of a meeting of the County Board, Committee, Agency,                                                                  WAUSAU, WI 54403 
Corporation, or Sub-Unit thereof, 
 

MARATHON COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION  
AGENDA  

 
Date & Time of Meeting: Tuesday, August 12, 2025, at 2:00pm 

Meeting Location: Wisconsin Room, 1000 Lake View Drive, Wausau, WI 54403 

Members: Randy Fifrick – Chair, Allen Opall (Designee, Gaylene Rhoden – Vice Chair), Dan Helgeson, Betty Hoenisch, 
Steve Hagman, Doug Diny, Tim Buttke, Matt Lee Baer, David Phelps, David Baker, Mark Maloney, Kregg Hoehn, Pete 
Nievinski, Matthew Bronson 

The meeting site identified above will be open to the public. Instead of in person attendance, Metropolitan Planning 
Commission members and the public may attend this meeting by telephone and video conference. Persons wishing to 
attend the meeting virtually may call into the telephone conference beginning five (5) minutes prior to the start 
time indicated above using the following number:  

PHONE NUMBER: 1-408-418-9388 

ACCESS CODE: 2488 427 8963 

Please Note: If you are prompted to provide an “Attendee Identification Number” press the # symbol. No other number is 
required to participate in the telephone conference.  

When you enter the telephone conference, PLEASE PUT YOUR PHONE ON MUTE! 

1. Call Meeting to Order 
2. Introductions 
3. Public Comment  
4. Approval of Minutes: June 10, 2025, MPO Commission Meeting 
5. Policy Issues, Discussion, and Possible Commission Action 

A. 2025-2028 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment  
B. Wausau MPO Functional Classification System Map 
C. Letter of Support - Greater Wausau Prosperity Partnership and Visit Wausau application for a 

Destination Marketing Grant for the Wisconsin Gravel Roads Project 
6. Educational Presentations and Commission Discussion 

A. Wausau MPO Bike/Ped Sub-Committee Update  
B. 2026-2029 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Discussion  
C. 2025-2028 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Administrative Change  
D. USDOT SAFE ROADS Initiative  
E. 2026-2031 Local Bridge Program Cycle 
F. Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) Funding 2027-2029 Cycle  

7. Next Meeting Date & Time, Announcements, and Future Agenda Items 
A. Next Meeting Date and Time – Tuesday, September 9th, 2025, at 2:00 PM 
B. Future Agenda Items – Members are asked to bring items for future discussion 

8. Adjournment 
Any person planning to attend this meeting who needs some type of special accommodation to participate should call the County 
Clerk’s Office at 715-261-1500 or email countyclerk@marathoncounty.gov one business day before the meeting. 
 
 
EMAILED TO: Courthouse, WDH, City Pages, and other Media Groups                             
EMAILED BY: AA                                                                                                      SIGNED: ________________________________ 

mailto:countyclerk@marathoncounty.gov


DATE:             8/5/2025                                                                                             PRESIDING OFFICER OR DESIGNEE 
EMAIL TIME:  2:00pm                                                                                                           
                                                                                                                                   NOTICE POSTED AT COURTHOUSE: 
                                                                                                                                   BY: _____________________________________   
                                                                                                                                   DATE & TIME: ____________________________                                                              



 
 

MARATHON COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
June 10th, 2025 

. 
Meeting Attendance: Randy Fifrick – Chair, Gaylene Rhoden – Vice Chair, Aaron Anklam, Laurie 

Miskimins, Morgan Arnold, Andrew Lynch, Dave Phelps, Dave Baker, Darryl 
Landeau, Dave Meurett, Ryan VanDeWalle, Arran Hersey, Tim Buttke, Greg Ulman, 
Brad Lenz, Jeff Gates, Jami Gebert, Jason Nordberg, Allen Wesolowski  

 
1. Call Meeting to Order 

In the presence of a quorum, with the agenda being properly signed and posted, the meeting was 
called to order by Chairperson Fifrick at 2:00 p.m. in the Wisconsin Room, 1000 Lake View Drive, 
Wausau, WI 54403 and virtually via WebEx. 
 

2. Public Comment 
 
 Discussion: No Public Comment Given or Received.  
 
3. Approve Minutes: May 13, 2025, MPO Commission Meeting 
 

Action: Motion/Second by Rhoden/Buttke to approve May 13th, 2025, MPOC Minutes as 
presented. Motion carried by voice vote, no dissent.  

4. Policy Issues, Discussion, and Possible Commission Action 
 
A. 2025-2028 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment  
 
Discussion: Anklam stated there are 3 projects being amended into the TIP. The projects came 
from WisDOT transit and consist of WETAP awards given to organizations that service Marathon 
County. Anklam gave a brief overview of the 3 projects and organizations. It was noted that local 
match amounts are not paid by Marathon County or any Marathon County municipality.  
 
Action: Motion/Second by Rhoden/Buttke to approve the 2025-2028 TIP Amendment as 
presented. Motion carried by voice vote, no dissent.  

5. Educational Presentations and Commission Discussion 

A. Domtar Dam Letter of Support – Update 

Discussion: Anklam stated that a letter of support was sent to Pat Synder, Brent Jacobson, Cory 
Tomczyk, Tammy Baldwin, and Ron Johnson. Staff also sent copies to Domtar Dam manager, 
Dave Faucett.  

B. Safe Streets for All (SS4A) Grant – Update 

Discussion: Anklam gave an update to the SS4A grant application. Staff are currently working on 
putting together the required documents and forms for the application. Staff anticipates submitting 
the application by the end of this week. It was also noted that staff informed ERC and County 
Infrastructure about the intent to submit the application.  
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C. Wausau MPO Bike/Ped Subcommittee 

Discussion: Anklam stated that he has heard from a handful of communities about who their 
representative will be. Anklam asked if you have an individual that you would like to represent your 
community for the subcommittee, please email him by the end of the week with that person’s 
contact information. Anklam stated that they still need to decide on a date and time for a meeting 
schedule. This will be done when staff has a complete member list. Reminder from Chairperson 
Fifrick for all municipalities to get their designated individuals assigned and let staff know.  

D. Wausau MPO Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Survey  

Discussion: Miskimins stated that the survey will help the MPO gather information on how our 
communities are using ITS and will use this information to help individuals get connected to funding 
opportunities and pilot opportunities. Staff will also use this information when we update our long-
range transportation plan in 2026. If anyone has any suggestions to add to this survey, please email 
staff with your suggestions by next Friday June 20th, 2025. Fifrick noted that he liked the length of 
the survey and suggested adding a few more examples of ITS in the introduction of the survey.  

E. STP-Urban and TAP 

Discussion: Anklam stated that the 2026-2031 STP Urban application is now available and closes 
October 31, 2025. TAP is expected to open later this week or early next week and close on the 
same day. Anklam stated that staff does not yet know how much the MPO is allocated for these 
grants but will send the group an email when that information becomes available. Anklam then gave 
a brief explanation on the STP-U and TAP grants.  

6. Next Meeting Date & Time, Announcements, and Agenda Items for Next Meeting Date 

A. Next Meeting Date and Time – TBD 

Discussion: Staff stated as of now we don’t have anything for the July 8, 2025, Meeting. Unless 
something comes requiring commission action we likely will not have the July 8th Meeting. Staff will 
keep the group informed regarding our next meeting. 

B. Future Agenda Items – Members are asked to bring items for future discussion.   

Discussion: No discussion. 

 
7. Adjournment  

Action: There being no further business before the members, Motion/Second by 
VanDeWalle/Rhoden to adjourn the meeting of the Marathon County Metropolitan Planning 
Commission at 2:17pm Motion carried by voice vote, no dissent. 

 
Submitted by: 
Aaron Anklam, Transportation Planner 
Wausau MPO 
Marathon County Conservation, Planning and Zoning 
 



AMENDMENT 
 

TO THE  
 

2025-2028 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 

PROGRAM (TIP) 
 
 

FOR THE  
 

MARATHON COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
COMMISSION/WAUSAU AREA METROPOLITAN 

PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MPO) 
 
 
 
 

August 12, 2025 
 



 

 
MARATHON COUNTY METROPOLITAN PLANNING 

COMMISSION RESOLUTION   #3-25  

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE AMENDMENT TO THE 
2025-2028 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

FOR THE WAUSAU METROPOLITAN AREA 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Marathon County Metropolitan Planning Commission was designated 

the Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Wausau Urbanized Area; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, in compliance with Metropolitan Transportation Planning Regulations by 

the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Marathon County Metropolitan 
Planning Commission has developed a four-year transportation 
improvement program (TIP) for the Wausau Metropolitan Area; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Transportation Improvement Program identifies transit, 

pedestrian/bicycle, and highway improvement projects and programs 
consistent with current transportation plans; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Marathon County 

Metropolitan Planning Commission endorses the Long Range Transportation Plan for 
the Wausau Metropolitan Area and the Transit Development Program for the Wausau 
Area Transit System, which will be continually updated and maintained as part of the 
urban transportation planning process; 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Marathon County Metropolitan 

Planning Commission approves moving the construction funds of $1,725,920 outside of 
the TIPs four-year window for Marathon County’s CTH W Pavement Replacement 
Project, and attaches the 2025-2028 TIP Amendment Tables 1 and 2 
Spreadsheets as part of this amendment to the 2025-2028 Transportation 
Improvement Program for the Wausau Metropolitan Area; and 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, in accordance with 23 CFR 450.336, the 

Wausau Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Wausau, WI urbanized area hereby 
certifies that the metropolitan transportation planning process is addressing the major 
issues facing the metropolitan planning area and is being conducted in accordance 
with all applicable requirements of: 

 
1. 23 U.S.C. 134 and 49 U.S.C. 5303, and this subpart; 
 
2. Sections 174 and 176 (c) and (d) of the Clean Air Act as amended (42 

U.S.C. 7504, 7506 (c) and (d)) and 40 CFR part 93; 
 

3. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended (42 USC 2000d-1) and 49 
CFR part 21; 



 

4. 49 USC 5332, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, creed, 
national origin, sex, or age in employment or business opportunity; 

 
5. Section 1101(b) of the Fix ing America's Surface Transportation (FAST Act) 

(Pub. L. 114- 
357)  and 49 C F R  P a r t  26 regarding the involvement of disadvantaged 
b u s i n e s s  enterprises in the US DOT funded projects; 

 
6. 23 CFR part 230, regarding the implementation of an equal employment 

opportunity program on Federal and Federal-aid highway construction 
contracts; 

 
7. The provisions of the America ns with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 1210 1 

et seq.) 
and 49 CRF Parts 27, 37, and 38; 

 
8. The Older Americans Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 6101, prohibiting 

discrimination on the basis of age in programs or activities receiving Federal 
financial assistance; 

 
9. Section 324 of title 23, U.S.C.  regarding the prohibition of discrimination 

based on gender; and 
 

10. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794) and 49 CFR 27 
regarding discrimination against individuals with disabilities. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Marathon County Metropolitan 

Planning Commission certifies that the Transportation Improvement Program contains 
only projects that are consistent with the transportation plan for the urban area and 
recommends that this document be submitted to the appropriate federal and state 
agencies for approval. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

Dated this 12th day of August 2025 
  

 
 

 
__________________________________ 
Randy Fifrick, Commission Chairman   
  
 

 
____________________________________ 
Laurie Miskimins, MPO Director, Marathon 
County Metro Planning Commission Secretary 



PRIMARY COMMENTS
JURISDICTION/ TYPE FOS# & Let Date
PROJECT PROJECT OF P=preservation
LOCATION DESCRIPTION COST FED STATE LOCAL TOTAL FED STATE LOCAL TOTAL FED STATE LOCAL TOTAL FED STATE LOCAL TOTAL E=expansion

Highway Section  - Project Changes

Pavement Replacement PE $147,936 $36,984 $184,920 STP-Rural Porject 
Marathon County CTH W ROW ID# 9473-00-01/71

51 Evergreen Rd to CTH WW CONST $1,380,736 $345,184 $1,725,920 P
TOTAL $147,936 $36,984 $184,920 $1,380,736 $345,184 $1,725,920

373-24-024 (STBG)

Total Improvement Cost:
 $1,911,340. This total includes past and future
project phases which may be outside of the four-year TIP 
cycle and is for illustrative purposes only.

2025 - 2028 TABLE 1 AMENDMENT
TIP PROJECT LISTING  ($)

2025 2026 2027 2028

Amendment 8/12/2025

Red text Indicates changes

*** Construction moving to 2029 ***

O:\MPO\PLANS\TIP\Amendments\2025\8 August\WausauTable1-TIPAmendment_8-12-25.xls



Funding Source
Agency Program 2025 2026 2027 2028 Program 2025 2026 2027 2028

Federal Highway NHPP $23,632,389 $14,283,400 $0 $13,927,389 NHPP $23,632,389 $14,283,400 $0 $13,927,389 

Administration STBG $0 $1,212,247 $2,634,977 $4,711,534 STBG $0 $1,212,247 $2,634,977 $4,711,534 

BR $0 $2,025,208 $0 $0 BR $0 $2,025,208 $0 $0 

IM $0 $0 $0 $0 IM $0 $0 $0 $0 

TAP $2,326,717 $847,937 $0 $0 TAP $2,326,717 $847,937 $0 $0 

CRP $0 $0 $0 $0 CRP $0 $0 $0 $0 

HSIP $351,703 $180,000 $832,590 $0 HSIP $351,703 $180,000 $832,590 $0 

WEVI $885,428 $0 $0 $0 WEVI $885,428 $0 $0 $0 

OCR $178,265 $0 $0 $0 OCR $178,265 $0 $0 $0 

Totals $27,374,502 $18,548,792 $3,467,567 $18,638,923 Totals $27,374,502 $18,548,792 $3,467,567 $18,638,923 

Totals Program Expenditures Inflated 
by 2.93% Annually $27,374,502 $19,092,272 $3,670,766 $20,277,284 Estimated Available Funding 

Inflated by 2.00% Annually $27,374,502 $18,871,541 $3,588,238 $19,611,875 

Federal Transit 
Administration

Section 5307 -- Wausau 
Urbanized Area $1,418,551 $1,461,107 $1,490,329 $1,621,329 Section 5307 -- Wausau 

Urbanized Area $1,418,551 $1,461,107 $1,490,329 $1,621,329 

Section 5310 $603,435 $0 $0 $0 Section 5310 $603,435 $0 $0 $0 

Section 5339 $3,570,424 $2,834,955 $0 $0 Section 5339 $3,570,424 $2,834,955 $0 $0 

Section 5307 - Other $2,064,530 $111,875 $114,112 $124,142 Section 5307 - Other $2,064,530 $111,875 $114,112 $124,142 

Totals $7,656,940 $4,407,937 $1,604,441 $1,745,471 Totals $7,656,940 $4,407,937 $1,604,441 $1,745,471 

Totals Program Expenditures Inflated 
by 2.93% Annually $7,656,940 $4,537,090 $1,698,461 $1,898,898 Estimated Available Funding 

Inflated by 2.00% Annually $7,656,940 $4,484,635 $1,660,276 $1,836,585 

TABLE 2 

Assessment of Available Funding for the 2025-2028 Transportation Improvement Program - Amendment August 12 2025

Estimated Available FundingProgrammed ExpendituresFunding Source

The four-year totals indicate that estimated funding is reasonably expected to be available in comparison to programmed expenditures for the 2025-2028 TIP. There are a few instances 
where programmed funding appears to exceed estimated available funding when comparing amounts from year to year. In general, this can be attributed to differences in applied inflation 
rates between revenue and expenditures. There are also instances where projects have been selected and programmed in the previous TIP, but have not yet been completed and remain in 
the TIP but do not require additional funding (such as transit capital projects). For NHPP funding, this could be attributed to larger projects, such as freeway reconstruction projects, 
programmed by WisDOT in the four years of the TIP that can be authorized using Advance Construction allowance from FHWA or funded through alternate funding sources not indicated 
within this fiscal constraint report. Additionally, the years in the TIP represent calendar years but the State fiscal year runs from July 1 of a year to June 30 of the following year. Depending on 
what proportion of available Federal funding is scheduled in the two halves of the State fiscal year, it could appear that more funding is being scheduled for obligation than what is estimated 
for a particular calendar year.

O:\MPO\PLANS\TIP\Amendments\2025\8 August\WausauTable2 - TIPAmendment_6-10-25.xls 7/15/2025



MARATHON COUNTY METROPOLITAN 
PLANNING COMMISSION  

RESOLUTION #4-25 
Approval of Changes to the Wausau MPO Functional 

Classification System  

 
WHEREAS, the Marathon County Metropolitan Planning Commission  is the designated 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Wausau Urban Area, with responsibility for 
transportation planning; and 

WHEREAS, functional classification is the method by which roads and streets are categorized 
based on the levels of mobility and access they provide; and 

WHEREAS, functional classification of a road or street has a bearing on federal 
transportation funding eligibility, and 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation (WisDOT) have developed guidance for functional classification of roads and 
streets; and 

WHEREAS, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation periodically reviews and updates to 
the functional classification system of roads and streets throughout the state; and 

WHEREAS, these recommended functional classification changes were developed through 
joint review by MPO and WisDOT planning staff; and 

WHEREAS, these recommended changes have been reviewed by the Wausau MPO Technical 
Advisory Committee; and 

WHEREAS, documents showing the recommended changes are attached; and 

WHEREAS, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation will, after local approval of the 
recommended FC changes, approve the changes and submit them to FHWA for final 
approval; and 

WHEREAS, the approved final FC map will be made available to the Wausau MPO after 
FHWA final approval; and 

WHEREAS, the new functional classifications will supersede the existing functional 
classifications in the urban area; 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the Marathon County Metropolitan Planning Commission 
hereby approves all recommended functional classifications 

 

 

 



Dated this 12th day of August 2025  

 

 

 

 

_________________________________________________ 

Randy Fifrick, Commission Chairman  

 

ATTEST:  

 

 
 
 
_______________________________________________ 
Laurie Miskimins, MPO Director, Marathon  
County Metro Planning Commission Secretary 
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11. N 1st St
PA->COL

Principal Arterial

Minor Arterial

Major Collector

Local

Urban Area Boundary

Other Nearby Urban Area FHWA Approval Date: XX/XX/XX
0 1 2 30.5

Miles
WisDOT Bureau of Planning and Economic Development

The information on these maps was created for the official use of the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT). Any
other use, while not prohibited, is the sole responsibility of the user. WisDOT expressly disclaims all liability regarding fitness of
use of the information for other than official WisDOT business.

10. McIndoe St
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9. STH 52
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1. STH 153
MA->COL

Central
Wisconsin

Airport

2. CTH XX
COL->MA

3. STH 153
PA->MA

4. CTH X
MA->COL

5. Pine Rd/Creek Rd
COL->LOC

7. CTH J
MA->COL

8. Ross Ave
MA->COL

12. CTH NN
MA->COL

13. CTH N
MA->COL

14. CTH KK
MA->COL

16. Tesch Ln/Eagle Nest Blvd
MA->COL

15. Terrebonne Dr
MA->COL

17. N 1st St
PA->LOC

18. McIndoe St
PA->COL

6. Washington St
COL->MA

20. Military Rd
LOC->COL

19. Pflieger St/Becker St
COL->LOC



RECOMMENDED FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION CHANGES

WisDOT Region: North Central (NC)
County: Marathon
Urban(ized) Area: Wausau

77,429

Urban Area: IH PA MA COL LOC TOTAL
Starting Mileage: 9.5 54.53 92.3 100.29 461.33 717.95

No. Route Limits From To IH PA MA COL LOC Reason
1 STH 153 Golf Club Blvd - UAB uMA to uCOL -1.80 1.80
2 CTH XX Tesch Ln - Old USH 51 uCOL to uMA 1.23 -1.23 AADT (6600) is above MA minimum (4400), continuity improvement (more logical route for MA connection to old USH 51)
3 STH 153 Range Line Rd - CTH B uPA to uMA -1.31 1.31
4 CTH X Kowalski Rd - Wood Rd uMA to uCOL -0.75 0.75 No AADT data, Improved continuity (removes arterial dead-end)
5 Pine Rd/Creek Rd Pleasant Dr - Bank Rd uCOL to uLOC -1.55 1.55
6 Washington St N 1st St - N 6th St uCOL to uMA 0.33 -0.33 Estimated AADT for MA, Segment changed to 2-way traffic
7 CTH J Schofield Ave - UAB uMA to uCOL -1.90 1.90
8 Ross Ave Fuller St - UAB uMA to uCOL -2.93 2.93 Improved continuity (removes arterial dead-end)
9 STH 52 N 6th St - CTH X uPA to uMA -2.72 2.72
10 McIndoe St N 3rd St - N 1st St uPA to uLOC -0.11  0.11 AADT is below PA minimum, Improved continuity (STN rerouted)
11 N 1st St Grant St - STH 52 uPA to uCOL -0.12  0.12
12 CTH NN UAB - CTH R uMA to uCOL -2.91 2.91 AADT is below MA minimum (3700), Improved continuity (removes arterial dead-end)
13 CTH N Thornapple Rd - CTH KK uMA to uCOL -2.53 2.53
14 CTH KK CTH N - Fox Glove Rd uMA to uCOL -1.50 1.50 AADT is below MA minimum (3700), Improved continuity (removes arterial dead-end)
15 Terrebonne Dr Kowalski Rd - CTH XX uMA to uCOL -1.00 1.00
16 Tesch Ln/Eagle Nest Blvd CTH XX - Old USH 51 uMA to uCOL -1.21 1.21 AADT is below MA minimum (4000), improved continuity: CTH XX is a more logical minor arterial in this area
17 N 1st St Grant St - McIndoe St uPA to uLOC -0.12 0.12
18 McIndoe St N 3rd St - N 6th St uPA to uCOL -0.20 0.20 AADT is below PA minimum, Improved continuity (STN rerouted)
19 Pflieger St/Becker St Military Rd - Grand Ave uCOL to uLOC -0.44 0.44
20 Military Rd Grand Ave - Pflieger St uLOC to uCOL 0.35 -0.35 Planned route that was been constructed now, AADT of 1200 is in the range for COL
21 to
22 to

Change: 0 -4.58 -10.94 13.65 1.87

End Mileage: 9.5 49.95 81.36 113.94 463.2 717.95

End %: 1.3% 7.0% 11.3% 15.9% 64.5%
desirable range 4% - 11% 7% - 14% 3% - 16% 62% - 74%

WAUSAU

Population:

        AADT is below MA minimum (2300), Improved con nuity (removes arterial dead-end)

AADT is slightly below PA minimum (7500) except at bridge, Improved continuity (removes arterial dead-end)

No AADT data, Improved continuity (removes collector dead-end), limited land use

AADT is below PA minimum, Improved continuity (STN rerouted)

Military Rd planned route is constructed now and is the more logical COL route, estimated AADT below COL level

AADT is below MA minimum (3100), Improved continuity (removes arterial dead-end)

AADT is below PA minimum (5300), Improved continuity (removes arterial dead-end)

AADT is below PA minimum, Improved continuity (STN rerouted)

AADT is below MA minimum (3100), Improved continuity (removes arterial dead-end)

AADT is well below MA minimum (730), improved continuity: CTH XX is a more logical minor arterial in this area
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 Functional Classification Overview 

Wisconsin’s roadway network connects people and places within the state and beyond.  Elements of this 

network have been developed with various travel objectives in mind, ranging from long-distance 

passenger and freight movement to local travel from residential neighborhoods to nearby businesses. 

Functional Classification is a way of defining and categorizing the various roles that streets and highways 

play in serving these varied transportation needs as part of the statewide system. 

Highways typically enable mobility, allowing higher speed travel with few disruptions for longer distance 

trips, while other roads and streets primarily provide access—to homes, places of business or industry, 

civic buildings, recreational areas, and many other types of facilities.  Arterial, Collector, and Local 

classifications were developed to categorize roads based on the amount and types of traffic the roads 

carry, characteristics of the roadways, land uses in the vicinity of the roadways, and the development and 

population density of the surrounding area. 

1.1. History 

On a national level, the functional classification system began with the 

passage of the Federal Aid Act of 1921, which established the federal aid 

primary system to distribute federal funds for state highway improvement 

projects.  The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 created policies and 

procedures for classifying roadways eligible for federal aid based on the 

functional usage of the roadways.  This resulted in a defined set of 

standard functional classifications.  The functional system became effective 

July 1, 1976. 

1.2. Purpose  

Beyond determining eligibility for funding under the Federal-aid program, functional classification data is 

used for numerous planning, programming, and design purposes.  These include: 

 Performance measurement and reporting (Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS), etc.) 

 Federal and state funding programs 

 Program budgeting and project prioritization 

 Highway design considerations 

 Traffic counting program 

 Maintenance planning 

While a road’s functional classification alone does not dictate its design, it is an important factor in design 

considerations.  Functional classification carries with it expectations about travel speed, travel capacity, 

and relationship to existing and future land use development.  The AASHTO “Green Book”, A Policy on 

Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, includes design considerations for each classification of 

roadway.  With agencies moving toward a performance-based design and management approach, 

The intended audience of 

this document are 

Transportation System 

Planners in WisDOT’s 

region offices, WisDOT’s 

Division of Transportation 

Investment, and interested 

agencies and stakeholders.    

The focus is technical 

information on the 

numerous factors that 

influence the functional 

classification of a road or 

street. 
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functional classification will continue to be an important consideration in setting expectations and 

measuring outcomes for transportation mobility. 

1.3. Funding Implications 

Functional classification is a criterion for federal funding eligibility.  Traditionally, there has been a 

minimum functional classification requirement where urban roads have to be classified as a Collector or 

higher, and rural roads must be classified as a Major Collector or higher in order to receive federal 

highway aid.  However, the Bipartisan Infrastructure Bill (BIL), passed in November 2021, added an 

optional funding category for Rural Minor Collectors, Rural Local Roads, and some Urban Local Roads (in 

urban areas with a population less than 50,000).  See Appendix C: Functional Classification Funding 

Implications for additional information on the impact of classification on funding options. 

The distinction between urban and rural roads is discussed in Section 2. 

1.4. FHWA Guidance 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) published its Highway Functional Classification Concepts, 

Criteria, and Procedures guidance in 2013.  WisDOT has ensured that Wisconsin’s Functional 

Classification Criteria are aligned with federal guidance; it is referenced below, where appropriate.  When 

the FHWA guidance is updated, WisDOT will review this document and revise it, if necessary, to remain 

aligned with federal guidance. 

 

https://www.transportation.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_classifications/fcauab.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_classifications/fcauab.pdf
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 Functional Classification Theory and Concepts 

2.1. Functional Classification Basics 

Roadway segments are assigned to one of several possible functional classifications based on the 

character of the travel service each roadway 

provides. 

Roadways serve two primary travel needs:  access 

and mobility. 

 Roadway access focuses on providing 

people with access to and from homes, 

businesses, and other destinations.  This 

type of roadway typically provides many 

opportunities for entry and exit. 

 Roadway mobility focuses on providing efficient travel over longer distances, limiting entry and 

exit points, and generally allowing for higher speed travel. 

Three broad classes of roadways exist:  Arterial, Collector, and Local Road.  Generally, Arterials focus on 

travel mobility while Local Roads focus on providing access. Positioned between the two, Collectors offer 

a combination of mobility and access. 

Table 2.1: Roadway Classes 

Roadway Type Definition 

Arterial Provide mobility so people can move from one place to another quickly and safely 

Collector Provide links between Arterial and Local Roads and balance of mobility and access safely 

Local Provide access to homes, businesses, and other property 

Figure 2.2:  Roadway Focused on Access, Spaight Street Figure 2.1:  Roadway Focused on Mobility, I-90 Arterial 
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2.2. Functional Classification Category Characteristics 

The three roadway functional classifications (Arterial, Collector, and Local) are further refined into seven 

federal sub-categories based on their role and function.  It is important to note that the characteristics of 

these classifications can vary depending on whether a roadway is in an urban or rural setting.  The 

following descriptions and tables present some of the key differences. 

Arterials are divided into Principal and Minor Arterials, with Principal Arterials subdivided into Interstate, 

Freeways and Expressways, and Other.  Collectors are divided into Major and Minor Collectors. 

Table 2.2: Federal Functional Classification Categories 

Functional Classification Abbreviation FHWA Code* 

Principal Arterial - Interstate PA 1 

Principal Arterial - Freeways and Expressways PA 2 

Principal Arterial - Other PA 3 

Minor Arterial MA 4 

Major Collector MAC/COL 5 

Minor Collector MIC 6 

Local LOC 7 

*Functional system code as defined in the HPMS Data Collection Field Manual. 

2.2.1. Arterials 

Arterial roadways are at the highest level of the highway functional classification system.  They provide a 

high level of mobility, have high speed limits, carry high traffic volumes, and allow for long-distance, 

uninterrupted travel.  Rural Arterial roadways connect states, regions, and urban centers, may have 

multiple lanes, and provide limited access, such as at interchanges. Urban Arterials serve the major activity 

centers within the urban area and are its highest traffic volume corridors.  FHWA separates Arterials into 

the following sub-categories. 

Principal Arterials 

 Interstates:  Getting from place to place is easiest on the interstate system.  Compared to other 

roadways, interstates have high speed limits, 4-lanes of travel or more, and the most vehicle miles 

of travel (VMT) of other roadway types.  Interstate access is only provided at interchanges, thus, 

land along interstates cannot be directly accessed by the interstate itself.  Interstates have the 

lowest centerline mileage percentage on Wisconsin’s roadway network. 

 Freeways and Expressways:  These roadways are very similar to interstates.  They offer high 

mobility, have high VMT, and provide limited access with high-speed limits and multiple travel 

lanes.  Freeways are divided highways with no at-grade intersections, ramp only access, and no 

driveway connections.  While Expressways allow some at-grade intersections and some driveways 

are possible. 

 Other Principal Arterials:  These roadways also offer high levels of mobility but provide at-grade 

access to side roads and direct access to adjacent homes and businesses. 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/hpms/fieldmanual/hpms_field_manual_dec2016.pdf
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Table 2.3: Principal Arterial Characteristics 

Principal Arterials 

Urban Rural 

• Serve major activity centers, highest traffic volume 

corridors, and longest trip demands 

• Carry high proportion of total urban travel on 

minimum of mileage 

• Connect to major rural corridors 

• Serve demand for intra-area travel between the central 

business district and outlying residential areas 

• Serve corridor movements having trip length and 

travel density characteristics indicative of substantial 

statewide or interstate travel 

• Connect urban areas with populations greater than 

25,000 

• Provide an integrated network of continuous routes 

Adapted from Table 3-1 in FHWA Highway Functional Classification: Concepts, Criteria, and Procedures. 

Minor Arterials 

Minor Arterials connect and support the system of Principal Arterials, serving trips of moderate length.  In 

rural areas they provide links between cities, while in urban areas, Minor Arterials often support other 

transportation modes, such as bus travel, and typically have lower speeds than Principal Arterials.  All 

Minor Arterials provide opportunities for direct access to adjacent land uses. 

Table 2.4: Minor Arterial Characteristics  

Minor Arterials 

Urban Rural 

• Interconnect and augment Principal Arterials 

• Serve trips of moderate length at a somewhat lower 

level of travel mobility than Principal Arterials 

• Distribute traffic to smaller geographic areas than 

those served by Principal Arterials 

• Provide access to adjacent land uses and 

neighborhoods 

• Link cities and larger towns (and other major 

destinations such as resorts capable of attracting travel 

over long distances) 

• Form and provide intrastate and inter-county service 

• Are spaced at intervals, consistent with population 

density, so that all developed areas within Wisconsin are 

within a reasonable distance of an Arterial roadway 

• Provide service to corridors with trip lengths and travel 

density greater than those served by Collectors and 

Local Roads 

Adapted from Table 3-2 in FHWA Highway Functional Classification: Concepts, Criteria, and Procedures. 

2.2.2. Collectors 

As the name implies, the primary role of Collectors is to collect and distribute traffic from Local Roads to 

Arterials.  Within urban areas, Collectors provide circulation in residential neighborhoods, commercial, 

civic, and industrial areas.  While in rural areas, they link communities and agricultural areas not served by 

Arterials.  Collectors carry more traffic and longer trips than local roads and provide more access to 

adjacent homes and businesses than Arterials. 
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Major Collectors 

Major Collectors circulate traffic and provide access to local businesses or homes.  They distribute trips 

between Local Roads and Arterials over greater distances than Minor Collectors.  Major Collectors 

generally have fewer driveways, higher speed limits, higher VMT, more travel lanes, and are spaced at 

greater intervals than Minor Collectors.  In rural areas they provide service to small-to-moderate sized 

communities and other intra-area traffic generators and link those generators to nearby larger population 

centers (cities, villages, and towns) or Arterials.  Many rural Major Collectors are also county highways. 

Table 2.5: Major Collector Characteristics 

Major Collectors 

Urban Rural 

• Serve both land access and traffic circulation in higher 

density residential, and commercial/industrial areas 

• Penetrate residential neighborhoods, often 

•  for significant distances 

• Distribute and channel trips between Local Roads and 

Arterials, usually greater than three-quarters of a mile 

• Operating characteristics include higher speeds and 

more signalized intersections 

• Provide service to any county seat not on an Arterial 

route, to the larger communities not directly served by 

an Arterial and to other traffic generators of equivalent 

intra-county importance such as consolidated schools, 

shipping points, county parks and other important 

rural industry locations 

• Link these places with nearby larger communities and 

urban areas or with Arterial routes 

• Serve the most important intra-county travel corridors 

(arterials or other major collectors).  

Adapted from Table 3-3 in FHWA Highway Functional Classification: Concepts, Criteria, and Procedures. 

 

 

Minor Collectors 

The role of Minor Collectors is very similar to that of Major Collectors, but they connect Arterials and 

Local Roads over shorter distances and serve lower density areas.  Generally, they have lower speed limits 

and serve smaller communities than Major Collectors do.  Rural Minor Collectors provide service to 

smaller population clusters not already served by a Collector or Arterial, link the locally important traffic 

generators, and are spaced to collect traffic from Local Roads and bring developed areas within a 

reasonable distance of a Collector road. 

  

Note:  In 2008, FHWA policy added the option to divide Urban Collectors into Urban Major and Minor 

Collectors.  Before that time all Collectors in an urban area were classified only as Urban Collectors. Beginning 

in 2010, all existing Urban Collectors were to be reported in HPMS as Urban Major Collectors. Splitting the 

Urban Collector pool into major and minor categories is optional and left to each State’s discretion.  Since both 

Urban Major and Urban Minor Collectors are considered Federal Aid Eligible Roads, Wisconsin has not divided 

them and does not define Minor Collectors in urban areas.  All Urban Collectors in Wisconsin are considered 

Urban Major Collectors. 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/ohpi/hpms/fchguidance.cfm
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Table 2.6: Minor Collector Characteristics 

Minor Collectors 

Urban Rural 

• Serve both land access and traffic circulation in lower 

density residential and commercial/industrial areas 

• Penetrate residential neighborhoods, often only for a 

short distance 

• Distribute and channel trips between Local Roads and 

Arterials, usually less than three-quarters of a mile 

• Operating characteristics include lower speeds and fewer 

signalized intersections 

• Are spaced at intervals, consistent with population 

density, to collect traffic from Local Roads and bring 

all developed areas within reasonable distance of a 

Collector 

• Provide service to smaller communities not served 

by an Arterial or Major Collector 

• Link locally important traffic generators with 

surrounding rural areas 

Adapted from Table 3-3 in FHWA Highway Functional Classification: Concepts, Criteria, and Procedures. 

Note: Wisconsin does not use the Urban Minor Collector classification; all Collectors in urban areas are classified as Urban Major Collectors. 

2.2.3. Local Roads 

Local Roads are at the bottom of the functional classification hierarchy, even though they comprise the 

largest percentage of all roadways in the state.  Their role is to provide access to homes and businesses.  

They have low speed limits and offer limited mobility for through traffic. 

2.3. Differences Between Classifications in Urban and Rural Areas 

Urban areas are defined as populated places with populations of 5,000 or higher.  After each decennial 

census, WisDOT works with local officials to develop an adjusted urban area (UA) boundary for each 

census-defined urban area.  FHWA reviews and approves these adjusted 

boundaries.  Once approved, the adjusted boundary becomes the official 

Urban Area Boundary for purposes of functional classification.  All areas not 

within an Urban Area Boundary are designated as rural areas.  Throughout 

this document, any references to “urban” or “urban area” refer to this 

adjusted urban area boundary.  Roadways located inside the UA boundary 

are considered urban for the purposes of functional classification, while 

roads outside the UA boundary are considered rural.  Functional 

classification maps are prepared for each urban area and each county (for 

rural areas) in the state. 

When classifying roadways, the emphasis is on function and service rather than the road’s location on 

either side of an urban boundary.  Nevertheless, urban areas generally have a higher density of roadways, 

more land use development, and greater population than rural areas, so separate thresholds for urban 

and rural roads have been established for several key classification criteria.  When considering factors 

such as traffic volumes and land use, for example, the criteria tables in Section 5 are separated for urban 

and rural roadways. 

 

The term urban is 

sometimes confused 

with a municipal (city, 

village) boundary, but 

for purposes of 

functional classification 

urban refers to 

roadways within an 

adjusted urban area 

boundary. 
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2.4. Density of Development 

Beyond an area’s urban or rural nature, the level of development is an important factor to consider.  

Traffic volumes generally increase as the density of population and development increase.  A sparsely 

populated county such as Iron County will have much less traffic overall than a densely populated county 

such as Waukesha County.  In urban areas, traffic volumes in lower density (suburban) areas are generally 

lower than in higher density (urban core) areas. 

Using the same AADT guidelines for roadways in high- and low-density areas would not result in a 

balanced network.  For this reason, three levels of density have been defined (low, medium, high) to be 

used when evaluating traffic volumes (AADT).  Corresponding AADT thresholds have been developed for 

each density level. 

In rural areas, density is defined by the population density (population/square mile) of each county, 

excluding the urban area population.  See Appendix A for population densities by county.  Urban areas 

often encompass multiple cities, villages, and towns with differing density levels.  For example, the 

Janesville urban area includes the City of Janesville, City of Milton, and parts of the surrounding towns 

(Janesville, Harmony, La Prairie, Milton, and Rock).  For urban areas, the population of each city, village, or 

town within it are used as a guide to select the proper density level.  In the Janesville example, Janesville 

would be considered high density, with a population over 50,000, while Milton and town areas would be 

considered low density, with populations under 25,000. 

Table 2.7: Urban and Rural Population Densities 

Three levels of density give the planner more ability to use the density category that best describes the 

development level of an area.  The Madison urban area, illustrated in Figure 2.3, depicts these various 

population densities. 

In the Madison urban area, even though Middleton and Monona have a population under 25,000, they 

would be considered high density because they are extensions of Madison from a land development 

viewpoint.  The core developed area in each of these areas is essentially merged to form a single larger 

developed area. 

Sun Prairie would be considered medium density with its core land development separate from 

Madison’s and a population around 33,000.  Sun Prairie’s core land development does not merge with 

Madison in the same way that Middleton and Monona do. 

 Urban Rural 

Low Density Population 5,000-25,000 Population 0-30/SQ Mile 

Medium Density Population 25,000-50,000 Population 30-45/SQ Mile 

High Density Population Above 50,000 Population 45+/SQ Mile 
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Fitchburg is an example of a city that includes both a highly developed section and a rural area.  The 

northern part of the city would be considered high density as part of the Madison developed area, while 

the southern section, if it were 

within the Madison UAB, 

would be considered low 

density as it contains mainly 

farm fields. 

Stoughton, Waunakee, De 

Forest, and Cottage Grove 

would be considered low 

density (with a population 

under 25,000) because their 

core land development is 

separate from Madison’s. 

Rural communities with less 

than 5,000 population are not 

considered urban areas by 

definition (per FHWA, as 

discussed earlier) but, as their 

population grows, traffic 

volumes increase and 

development becomes more 

dense.  At some point during 

this progression, these 

communities may function 

more as small urban areas than 

undeveloped rural areas.  

Planners can use the “rural community” column in the Criteria Tables 4.1, 4.7, 4.8, and 5.2 when evaluating 

these communities.  Planners should use judgement on when to apply the “rural community” standard; 

many communities with a population under 2,000 may be more rural in character, while those above 

3,000 may begin to exhibit more low-density urban characteristics. 

In addition to traffic volumes, density categories can be useful when considering maximum roadway 

spacing.  In urban areas, Arterial and Collectors will often be spaced closer together in the more densely 

developed areas.  Rural developed communities are also more likely to have roadways spaced closer 

together than the less developed portions of a county.  See Section 4.1.4 for additional guidance. 

Figure 2.3: Example of Population Density 
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 The Functional Classification Update Process 

3.1. Classification Process 

WisDOT’s Bureau of Planning and Economic Development (BPED) is responsible for updating and 

maintaining the state’s functional classification system.  Changes to the system take place regularly as 

part of the state’s comprehensive transportation planning efforts and in response to proposed changes 

by MPOs and county and municipal officials. 

Staff in BPED’s Planning Section, Statewide Planning Unit, perform a systematic statewide review of the 

functional classification network following each decennial census.  This process examines classifications 

for each county and every urban area in the state.  Planning staff coordinate with the stakeholders in each 

area to revise the functional classification map and submit changes to FHWA for approval.  With 72 

counties and over 70 urban areas, this process and the associated stakeholder coordination takes several 

years to complete.  The goal is to review and update the entire system every 10 years. 

In addition to BPED’s systematic review of the network, functional classification is also reviewed in 

response to local government or MPO-proposed changes (related to updated boundaries, new 

development, road construction, traffic information, etc.) and WisDOT Region-proposed changes as part 

of a specific improvement or jurisdictional transfer efforts. 

The functional classification review and approval process is iterative and follows these steps:

1. BPED begins by reviewing any changes that have taken place in the area being studied since its 

last functional class map was approved.  This review looks at many factors including: 

» The area’s current mileage percentages 

» Identification of any Arterial continuity issues 

» Changes in development within the community 

» New roadways and new road configurations 

» Changes in traffic volumes 

» Urban area boundary adjustment needs 

» Population changes 

2. Using these criteria, as well as FHWA’s Highway Functional Classification: Concepts, Criteria and 

Procedures, BPED Planning staff analyze the roadways in the area and creates a map of any 

proposed classification changes.  The proposed changes include a map highlighting the roadways 

that are changing and a table that lists the impacts to mileage and reasons for change.  Note: Due 

to the roadway and land use complexity of larger urban areas, BPED often collaborates with MPO 

staff on developing the list of initial proposed changes. 

3. BPED shares the proposed functional classification changes with the appropriate WisDOT DTSD 

Region planning staff for review and follow-up discussion.  After incorporating input from the 

Region, the changes are finalized for presentation to the local officials. 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_classifications/fcauab.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_classifications/fcauab.pdf
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4. The DTSD Region planner presents the proposed changes to the local elected officials—MPO 

contact and board, Urban Area (City/Town) elected officials or board, or County 

Board/Commission—for local review, consideration, and approval. 

» If the local officials have questions or suggestions, they will communicate those to the 

Region Planner who will then discuss them with BPED. 

» If beneficial, BPED can meet with the Region Planner and local officials to discuss the 

proposed changes, consider information or data provided by the locals, and reach 

concurrence on the proposal. 

» After BPED incorporates local and Region input, the revised proposal is submitted to the 

local officials for approval. 

5. Local officials discuss the proposed classification changes at a board or committee meeting and 

approve the changes.  They then send a copy of the approval document to the DTSD Region staff 

who reviews it to make sure it is correct and complete and then forwards it to BPED.  (Most often, 

the approval document is a resolution approving the changes. However, a copy of the meeting 

minutes showing a passed motion to approve the functional classification changes is acceptable in 

certain circumstances) 

6. Once a local approval document is received, BPED prepares a final draft of the proposed changes 

for submittal to FHWA for approval.  The submittal packet contains the following documents. 

» Formal letter (signed by the BPED Bureau Director) requesting that FHWA approve the 

proposed changes to the given urban or rural area 

» Change list (spreadsheet) identifying road segments, old and new classifications, changes in 

mileage, and brief description of reasoning for each change 

» Change map highlighting the proposed changes 

» Documentation of local approval from the local officials 

» Draft of the revised Final Functional Classification Map 

» Any additional documentation required 

7. FHWA reviews and approves the proposed functional classification changes and draft map and 

sends an approval letter to BPED. 

» If FHWA has questions before approving the changes, they will communicate those to BPED. 

» BPED will clarify the reasoning for the proposed changes and will meet with FHWA, if 

necessary, to discuss and concur on the final changes before FHWA approval.   

» If FHWA does not approve a given change (this is rare), BPED will send a revised proposal 

back to the municipality for re-approval. 

8. BPED creates the final approved map PDF and posts it to the WisDOT website, sends a copy to 

FHWA, and notifies the Region Planner, who then notifies the local officials.
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3.2. Boundary Considerations 

Functional classification changes sometimes include revisions to the urban area boundary.  In cases where 

significant development has taken place outside of the current urban area since the last UA boundary 

map was approved, it may be necessary to consider revising the boundary to reflect this change.  In these 

cases, a new adjusted urban area boundary and associated documentation are included as part of the 

submittal packet to FHWA for approval.  For more information on how urban areas are defined and 

adjusted after each decennial census, see WisDOT Boundary Adjustment Guidance. 

3.3. Review Timeline 

Review of proposed function/boundary changes is an iterative process and prone to delays while one 

party is waiting for another party to complete its phase of the review.  To coordinate changes in a timely 

manner, WisDOT has established a timeframe for the review and approval process.  The policy (linked 

below) states that after WisDOT region planners and BPED concur on the proposed change, the region 

sends them to the local government (MPO, urban area, municipality, or county) for review.  From this 

date, the local entity has 60 days to complete its review of the proposed functional classification changes 

and respond to the Region with notice of approval or with questions or comments that require further 

discussion. 

WisDOT’s policy on review timelines are available on the functional classification webpage: 

(https://wisconsindot.gov/Documents/projects/data-plan/plan-res/functional/timeframes.pdf) 

https://wisconsindot.gov/Documents/projects/data-plan/plan-res/functional/timeframes.pdf
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 Functional Classification Factors 

There are many factors that impact the determination of the functional classification of a roadway.  

Generally, no single factor defines the functional classification of a road on its own; multiple factors must 

be considered when making the designation.  As highlighted in the current FHWA guidelines: “The 

process of determining the correct functional classification of a particular roadway is as much art as it is 

science.”  And, as stated in the first section of those guidelines, any changes should aim to achieve a 

logical and continuous roadway system in which traffic moves efficiently on and between Local Roads, 

Collectors, and Arterials. 

When considering a change to the existing functional classification of a roadway, or determining the 

appropriate functional classification for a new or not previously classified roadway, WisDOT Systems 

Planners consider each of the primary factors: 

 System Continuity 

 Route Usage/Traffic Volume 

 Land Use Served 

 Route Spacing 

Typically, at least two factors must be met to justify a roadway’s functional classification.  In rare cases, a 

single factor is strong enough (such as a very high traffic volume), that it can justify a classification on its 

own.  Road segments are not evaluated in a bubble though, and the proposed classification must fit into 

the larger network.  A strong emphasis is placed on maintaining overall system continuity.  For 

example, if an individual segment meets the criteria for a Primary Arterial, but a parallel Primary Arterial 

like a Freeway is located nearby, it might only be designated a Minor Arterial to maintain system balance. 

FHWA provides guidelines for statewide system percentage goals for each class of roadway (see table 3-5 

and 3-6 in the FHWA Highway Functional Classification:  Concepts, Criteria and Procedures).  When 

designating roadway classifications, planners strive to balance each county and urban area with these 

guidelines in mind. 

While system continuity, traffic volumes, land use, and spacing are the primary factors used in 

determining functional class, several supplemental factors are also considered: 

 System Mileage Percentages 

 Geographic Barriers 

 Arterial Connections 

 Alternative Population Connections 

 Parallels Arterials 

 Truck Routes/Bus Routes 

 Seasonal Demand 

 Roadway Characteristics 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_classifications/fcauab.pdf
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4.1. Primary Factors 

4.1.1. System Continuity 

Continuity and connectivity are cornerstones of a well-functioning road network.  Arterials, which make 

up the backbone of the roadway system, should connect to other Arterials and terminate at other 

Arterials of equal or higher classification.  Principal Arterials should end only at other Principal Arterials, 

while Minor Arterials should end at either a Minor or Principal Arterial.  Arterials should create a closed 

loop system and not dead-end. 

However, there are exceptions to this guideline.  Arterials can terminate at large regional traffic 

generators (such as ports) or can connect at an intersection of several lower classified routes that 

together provide the same capacity as the Arterial; this is called diffusion. 

Collectors follow this same general guideline, primarily ending at Arterials or other Collectors, but are a 

bit more flexible when it comes to end points.  Collectors can end at major destinations (high schools, 

malls, etc.) if topological or other factors prevent them from connecting to another Collector or Arterial.  

Collectors can also end in an intersection of multiple Local Roads or Minor Collectors which together 

provide comparable service. 

Local Roads can connect to any type of roadway but are more likely to connect to Collectors than 

Arterials. 

Road segments that don’t meet the normal criteria for a specific classification can be classified higher in 

order to maintain the overall continuity of the roadway network.  The reverse is also true.  For example, in 

Figure 4.3, CTH A is designated a Minor Arterial from 8th Street to the urban area boundary.  Even though 

that segment of road might have higher traffic volumes, the Arterial should end at 8th Street improving 

system continuity, as shown in Figure 4.4. 

Figure 4.2:  Example of Diffusion Figure 4.1:  Example of Arterial Dead-end 
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Figure 4.6:  Ramp Example Figure 4.5:  Roundabout Example 

While functional classification criteria differ in urban and rural areas, the functional classification of a 

roadway does not change just because it crosses an urban area boundary.  A road’s classification changes 

only when the prevailing criteria justify it, and then, only at a qualifying intersection.  For example, as CTH 

A enters an urban area (Figure 4.3), it should not change at the urban area boundary but continue as a 

Collector until it reaches 8th street, as shown in Figure 4.4.  This way the Minor Arterial remains continuous 

and changes at a logical intersection rather than at the adjusted urban area boundary. 

When classifying a roundabout, typically the entire roundabout is assigned the classification of the 

highest classification connected to it; see Figure 4.5.  There may be some variation to this for very 

complex designs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For ramps, all four legs of a standard ramp are assigned the classification of the highest classified road 

connected to it, not including the main through line; see Figure 4.6.  For example, if a Collector and a 

Minor Arterial connect to a Principal Arterial via ramps, all ramps would be classified as Minor Arterial. 

  

Figure 4.4:  Example of Continuity Improvement Figure 4.3:  Example of Continuity Issue 
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4.1.2. Route Usage/Traffic Volume 

While there is a general relationship between the functional classification of a roadway and its Annual 

Average Daily Traffic volume (AADT), traffic volume alone does not dictate a roadway’s functional 

classification.  Two roads that carry the same traffic volume may serve very different purposes and 

therefore have different functional classifications.  Conversely, two roadways may have the same 

functional classification but carry very different traffic volumes. 

When examining volumes in any given area, the higher functionally classified roads generally carry the 

higher traffic volumes.  Arterials, for instance, tend to carry higher volumes of traffic than other functional 

classes.  So, while AADT is an important factor in assigning functional classification, it must be used along 

with other supporting factors and the system percentage goals (see Section 4.2.1) to determine the 

proper classification to fit the overall roadway network. 

Larger population and a greater density of development result in higher traffic volumes.  To account for 

this during the classification process, AADT thresholds have been developed for three levels of density.  In 

urban areas, density is based on total population of each municipality within the adjusted urban area 

boundary.  In rural areas, density is defined by the population density per square mile (Table 2.7). 

Table 4.1: Route Usage 

Route Usage (AADT) 

Urban Rural 

FC Low Med High Low Med High Rural Community 

PA 3750+ 6000+ 9000+ 2000+ 3000+ 6000+ 3750+ 

MA 1500+ 3000+ 4500+ 800+ 1200+ 2000+ 1500+ 

MAC/COL 750+ 1500+ 2250+ 300+ 500+ 1000+ 750+ 

MIC   200+ 300+ 400+ 450+ 

WisDOT collects traffic data by county on a 3-, 6-, or 10-year cycle based on traffic volume and functional 

classification of the roadway.  This approach is based on guidance in the HPMS Field Manual, which states 

that Principal Arterials be counted on a minimum three-year cycle and Minor Arterials and Major 

Collectors be counted on a minimum six-year cycle.  Current and past AADT data, statewide, can be 

accessed through WisDOT’s Traffic Count application, TCMap. 

On road segments where current AADT counts are not available, planners have two options: 

 Request that a special count be conducted during the next traffic count season, or  

 Create an estimated count using tools such as WisDOT’s travel demand models or the Institute of 

Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual. 

Traffic counts or estimates performed by the local government or consultants can also be used when 

available, if approved by WisDOT.  Routes that are classified as Collectors and above become part of the 

statewide traffic count program and will be counted as part of the traffic counting cycle.  Once actual 

counts are available, they must be checked to ensure they support the classification selected.  If 

necessary, the classification will be revised.  The most recent traffic counts available should always be 

used when making any determination. 

https://wisdot.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2e12a4f051de4ea9bc865ec6393731f8
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4.1.3. Land Use 

The type of land uses served by a roadway can be used as a factor in determining its classification.  To 

provide travelers access to and from important destinations, specific classes of roadways are typically 

located near specific land use types.  The level of classification is related to the level of land use 

importance or access needed.  For example, a major emergency health facility or large high school may 

be served by a higher classified road than a neighborhood park. 

The characteristics and density of land use features differ between urban and rural areas and are 

described in the following sections: 

Urban Land Use 

In urban areas, Principal Arterials are generally located near high-level public facilities, providing travelers 

easy access to these important destinations.  Minor Arterials serve mid-level public facilities that are not 

already served by a Principal Arterial.  The following table describes land use features typically served by 

Urban Arterials: 

Table 4.2: Urban Land Uses – Arterials 

Principal Arterial Minor Arterial 

Intermodal terminals Airports 

Regional shopping centers Community shopping centers 

Major colleges and universities Commercial/Industrial areas 

Large industrial parks Large high schools or community colleges 

Large stadiums/arenas, convention centers Community hospitals/medical centers 

Major medical centers Large Parks or recreation areas 

Large gambling facilities Fire stations or emergency Services 

Central business district of an urban area Theatre complexes 

Major airports Civic/Community centers 

In urban areas, Collectors usually serve most base-level public facilities that are not already served by an 

Arterial. Base-level public facilities include: 

Table 4.3: Urban Land Uses – Collectors 

Land Uses Served by Urban (Major) Collectors 

Schools (elementary, middle, and high schools) 

Commercial/Industrial areas 

Neighborhood shopping areas 

Parks or recreation areas (typically with parking and multiple facilities) 

Marinas 

Municipal buildings/facilities (administration, garage, etc.) 
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Rural Land Use 

In rural areas, in addition to providing connections between major population centers, Principal Arterials 

also provide access to recreational areas of national or regional significance, such as Wisconsin Dells, 

Devils Lake, and Door County.  Minor Arterials interconnect and augment the Principal Arterial system 

and provide connections to mid-sized communities.  They also serve areas of state or local significance 

such as Mirror Lake, Governor Dodge State Park, House on the Rock, and Perrot State Park that are not 

already served by a Principal Arterial.  The following table describes land use features typically served by 

Rural Arterials: 

Table 4.4: Rural Land Uses – Arterials 

Land Uses Typically Served by: 

Rural Principal Arterial Rural Minor Arterial 

Apostle Islands Areas of state or local significance that attract hundreds 

of thousands of visitors each year, such as Mirror Lake, 

Governor Dodge State Park, House on the Rock, and 

Perrot State Park, and are not already served by a 

Principal Arterial. 

 

Wisconsin Dells/Lake Delton Area 

Devils Lake 

Oneida/Vilas County Lakes Area 

Hayward Area 

Horicon Marsh Area 

Lake Geneva Area 

Kettle Moraine Area 

Iron Mountain (MI) Area 

In rural areas, planners should determine what land use features are served by a given roadway.  If the 

segment being evaluated serves at least one high-level land use feature (or equivalent) it may be 

considered for a Minor Collector designation.  If the road serves two or more high-level land use features 

it may be considered for a Major Collector classification. 

Table 4.5: Rural Land Uses – Collectors 

Type Factors Required 

Major Collector Two or more high-level land use factors or equivalent 

Minor Collector One high-level land use factor or equivalent 

The following table describes typical rural land use features that may be served by Rural Major or Minor 

Collectors.  These features are divided into three categories:  high-level, mid-level, and base-level. 
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Table 4.6: Factor Levels for Rural Land Use Types 

Factor Level Typical Land Use Types 

High-level 
School, medical facility, county/state park, population cluster of 200+, state/county institution, 

large business, freight or transportation terminal, airport 

Mid-level 

Church, community or civic center, campground, grocery, gas station, convenience store, agri-

business facility, restaurant, tavern, landfill site, lumber mill, quarry, utility plant, 

commercial/industrial/corporate park, gambling facility, population cluster of 100-199, golf-

course, marina, ski resort, medium sized business, senior housing complex 

Base-level 
Sports field (soccer, baseball, etc.), trail head, community park, horse stables, population clusters 

of 50-99, commercial forestland, public hunting/fishing lands 

For this guideline, two mid-level land uses are equivalent to one high-level land use and two base-level 

land uses are equivalent to one mid-level use.  For example:  two base-level and one mid-level would 

equal one high-level use, etc. 

This is meant as a rough guideline; planners should use their experience and judgement to determine if a 

given roadway meets the land use criteria to be considered a Collector.  If a mid-level feature is large 

enough it may be considered a high-level factor.  For example, a large ski-resort could be considered a 

large business, and therefore, a high-level land use.  The reverse is also true; if a land-use feature is 

smaller than average it should be considered a level lower.  For example, a campground with only a few 

sites might be considered only a base-level land use. 

The specific land uses identified regardless of types will be assessed by WisDOT to determine the proper 

factor levels. 

Land Use Service Distance 

In some cases, a classified road may directly connect to the corresponding land use, like a Principal 

Arterial leading to the entrance of a major airport or a Collector running in front of a high school.  

Functionally classified roads don’t always have to directly connect to a related land use to serve them 

though.  For example, a hospital located a couple blocks away from an Arterial road may be close enough 

to allow traffic to quickly get access to and from it. 

It isn’t always practical to have a classified roadway connect directly to specific land use type.  Table 4.7 

gives the planner some guidelines for considering the distance a facility may be from a corresponding 

roadway classification to be considered served by it. 

Table 4.7: Land Use Service Distance 

Classification Urban Rural Rural Community 

Principal Arterial 1 mile 10 miles --- 

Minor Arterial ½ mile 2 miles --- 

Collector ¼ mile ½ mile ¼ mile 

Note:  Land use service is based on “over the road” distance, not “as the crow flies” distance.  
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4.1.4. Route Spacing 

Route spacing is an important factor in the functional roadway network.  Optimal spacing allows travelers 

to easily move from Local Road to Collector to Arterial and back again.  Appropriate spacing of Collectors 

and Arterials will help in achieving an efficient and effective roadway system. 

Ideally, regular and logical spacing of each class of roadway exists with Arterials spaced at greater 

intervals than Collectors, and Collectors spaced further apart than Local Roads. 

In the example, Principal Arterials form the backbone of the roadway network with Minor Arterials located 

between Principal Arterials.  Collectors are located between Arterials, collecting the traffic from Local 

Roads and channeling it to the Arterial network. 

The actual spacing of roadways vary 

based on the density of an area.  In 

general, the more intense the 

development, the closer the spacing of 

roadways within the same functional 

classification category.  In suburban 

areas for example, neighborhoods tend 

to be larger than in the urban core of a 

city, resulting in greater roadway 

spacing.  Geographic barriers, such as 

bodies of water, can greatly influence 

the layout and spacing of roadways as 

well. 

With this in mind, spacing guidelines 

have been developed for Wisconsin’s 

roadway network.  In rural areas, the goal is for the distance between Collectors to be no more than 10 

miles and the distance between Arterials to be no more than 30 miles, where topography allows.  In 

urban areas, spacing varies by the density of development ranging from ¼ mile to 1 mile in the urban 

core to 1 to 3 miles in suburban areas. 

Table 4.8: Maximum Spacing Guidelines 

Functional Class Urban Urban Core Rural Rural Community 

 Principal Arterial 3 miles 1 mile 30 miles --- 

 Minor Arterial 2 miles ½ mile 30 miles --- 

 Collector (Major) 1 mile ¼ mile 10 miles 1 mile 

 Collector (Minor) --- --- 10 miles ½ mile 

While there is no minimum spacing requirement, the guideline is to avoid assigning the same functional 

classification to adjacent parallel routes unless enough other factors justify the need to do so.  This is 

especially true when classifying Arterials. 

When considering functional classification modifications, these maximum spacing guidelines can be used 

in conjunction with the other factors to determine the appropriate roadway classification. 

Figure 4.7:  Functional Classification Examples 
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4.2. Supplemental Factors 

4.2.1. System Mileage Percentages 

FHWA provides guidelines for statewide mileage percentages for each classification of roadway. Thus, 

system mileage should be an important consideration when determining functional classification. 

Functional classification is analyzed for each urban area and the rural portion of each county in the state.  

Even though the system mileage goals are based on statewide percentages, it is a good practice to try to 

keep each individual urban area and county within the desired ranges in order to ensure the overall 

statewide system remains within the guidelines.  There will be some variation within individual rural and 

urban areas. 

In areas where the total mileage of a specific functional classification is considerably higher than the 

FHWA guidelines, the mileage percentage goals themselves may be considered as a factor in classifying a 

specific roadway segment. 

Table 4.9: System Mileage Percentage Guidelines 

Classification Urban Rural 

Principal Arterial - Interstates 1% - 3% 1% - 3% 

Principal Arterial 4% - 11% 2% - 8% 

Minor Arterial 7% - 14% 2% - 6% 

Collector/Major Collector 3% - 16% 8% - 19% 

Minor Collector --- 3% - 15% 

Local 62% - 74% 62% - 74% 

Normally a county’s combined Arterial and Collector mileage account for 35% or less of its total mileage.  

In some counties with a high percentage of Arterials, the Arterial and Collector mileage combined may 

exceed the 35% guideline, normally by the amount its Arterial system exceeds 12%. 

4.2.2. Geographic Barriers 

Extra care should be taken when 

classifying routes that cross major 

rivers or Freeways or pass through 

or around large natural areas, 

reserves, bluffs, lakes, or other 

geographic barriers.  Though these 

roads may carry lower traffic 

volumes, when the nearest road that 

provides an alternative route around 

a barrier is a significant distance 

away, the presence of a geographic 

barrier should be a consideration in 

classifying the road.  This applies 

primarily to Collectors, but in some situations such as a major river crossing, it may apply to Arterials. 

Figure 4.8:  Geographic Barrier Example 
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4.2.3. Arterial Connections 

Local Roads that connect directly to a Freeway or other Arterial should be examined to see if they serve as 

a channel for other connected local streets.  Freeway connection can be used as a consideration in the 

designation of Collectors; see Figure 4.9. 

4.2.4. Alternate Population Connections 

In many instances, two or more routes provide connections between the same two population centers.  

Primary routes between the two are generally easily identified and can be classified using the primary 

criteria.  If additional routes exist, the fact that they provide an alternate population connection can be 

used as a consideration in determining functional classification.  This factor only applies to the 

designation of Collectors or Minor Arterials; see Figure 4.9.  

4.2.5. Parallel Routes 

A rural route that closely parallels an Arterial 

often keeps the shorter trips off the Arterial.  

Parallel routes can also be important detour 

routes if traffic needs to be diverted from the 

Arterial.  As such, the fact that a Local Road 

parallels an Arterial can be used as a factor in 

designating it as a Collector; see Figure 4.10.  

Also, when two Arterials closely parallel each 

other with roughly the same attributes, one of 

the two is typically designated a class lower.  It 

is not desirable to have Arterials of the same 

classification side-by-side (see spacing 

guidelines in Section 4.1.4).  

Figure 4.9:  Alternate Population Connection and Arterial Connection Example 

Figure 4.10:  Parallels Arterial Example 
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4.2.6. Truck Routes/Bus Routes 

A route that serves as a truck or bus route can be a justifying factor for classification of Minor Arterials or 

Collectors. 

4.2.7. Seasonal Demand 

For routes that experience a large increase in traffic during specific times of the year due to tourism, 

recreation, or other recurring events, the increased seasonal demand can be considered as a factor in 

determining the appropriate classification. 

4.2.8. Roadway Characteristics 

In cases where a road’s classification isn’t apparent using the other selection criteria, its existing 

characteristics can help in determining the appropriate classification.  Roadway characteristics to consider 

include: 

 Number of Access Points – Arterials in general have less access points (driveways) allowed than 

Collectors or Local Roads. 

 Speed Limit – Arterials tend to have higher speed limits and Locals have lower speed limits. 

 Number of travel lanes – In general, Arterials have more travel lanes than Collectors and Collectors 

have more travel lanes than Locals. 

 Truck/Commercial Vehicle Usage – Roadways that carry more trucks or commercial vehicles are 

more likely to have a higher classification than roads that are not suited to large vehicle traffic. 

 Signalization – Roadways with more traffic signals are more likely to function as Collectors and 

Arterials than as Local Roads. 

 Divided/Undivided Status – Divided roadways are often classified higher than undivided roadways. 
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 Functional Classification Criteria Tables 

These tables present the classification factors in a compact format for easy reference.  These factors are 

discussed in detail in Section 4.  Use the Urban Criteria table for roadways within an urban area; use the 

Rural Criteria table for roads outside these areas. 

Table 5.1: Urban Criteria 

Urban Criteria 
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Primary Factors Supplemental Factors 
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Low Med High Urban Urban Core 

PA 3750+ 6000+ 9000+ 3 mi 1 mi 1 mi of high- level facilities 5.0%-14.0%* 

MA 1500+ 3000+ 4500+ 2 mi 1/2 mi 1/2 mi of mid-level facilities 7.0%-14.0% 

COL 750+ 1500+ 2250+ 1 mi 1/4 mi 1/4 mi of base-level facilities 3.0%-16.0% 

LOC  62.0%-74.0% 

Meet at Least 2 Factors 

     *Note: Includes Interstate mileage, which is 1%-3% statewide 

 

Table 5.2: Rural Criteria 

Rural Criteria 
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Primary Factors Supplemental Factors 
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Low Med High 
Rural 

Community 
Rural 

Rural 

Community 

PA 2000+ 3000+ 6000+ 3750+ 30 mi * Named Place List 3.0%-11.0%* 

MA 800+ 1200+ 2000+ 1500+ 30 mi * > 300k Annual Visits 2.0%-6.0% 

MAC 300+ 500+ 1000+ 750+ 10 mi 1 mi 2 High Level Factors 8.0%-19.0% 

MIC 200+ 300+ 400+ 450+ 10 mi 1/2 mi 1 High Level Factor 3.0%-15.0% 

LOC   62.0%-74.0% 

Meet at Least 2 Factors 

     *Note: Includes Interstate mileage, which is 1%-3% statewide  
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5.1. Land Use Factors 

These tables present the land use factors in a compact format for easy reference.  See Section 4.1.3 for a 

detailed explanation of these factors.  Table 5.3 below is for roadways within an urban area, while roads 

that are outside these areas use Table 5.4. 

Table 5.3: Urban Land Use Factors 

Principal Arterial Minor Arterial Collector 

within 1 Mile of: within 1/2 Mile of: within 1/4 Mile of: 

Intermodal terminals Airports Schools 

Regional shopping centers Community shopping centers Commercial/Industrial areas 

Major colleges and universities Commercial/Industrial areas  Neighborhood shopping centers 

Large industrial parks Large High schools or community colleges Park or Recreation areas  

Large stadiums, convention centers Community hospital/medical centers Marinas 

Major medical centers Large Park or Recreation areas  Municipal Administration Buildings 

Large gambling facilities Fire station or Emergency Services    

Central business district of an urban area  Theatre Complex   

Major Airports Civic Center/Community Center   

Table 5.4: Rural Land Use Factors 

Type Factors Required 

Principal Arterial Segments serving specific high-profile destinations - see Table 4.3.3 

Minor Arterial Segments serving destinations with greater than 300,000 annual visits 

Major Collector Segments serving two (2) or more high-level land use factors (HLF) or equivalent 

Minor Collector Segments serving one (1) high-level land use factor (HLF) or equivalent 

Table 5.5: Rural Collector Land Use Factor Levels 

Factor Level HLF Land Use Types 

High-level 1.0 
School, medical facility, county/state park, population cluster of 200+, state/county 

institution, large business, transportation terminal, airport 

Mid-level 0.5 

Church, community or civic center, campground, grocery, gas station, convenience store, 

agri-business facility, restaurant, tavern, landfill site, lumber mill, quarry, utility plant, 

commercial/industrial/corporate park, gambling facility, population cluster of 100-199, 

golf-course, marina, ski resort, medium sized business, senior housing complex 

Base-level 0.25 
Sports field (soccer, baseball, etc.), trail head, community park, horse stables, population 

clusters of 50-99, commercial forestland, public hunting/fishing lands 
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 Planned Routes 

Planned Routes are roadways that are scheduled for future construction and programmed for completion 

within four years and are therefore included in the STIP, TIP, or have secured local funding.  When 

updating the functional classification of a rural or urban area, these planned routes should be analyzed, 

and the planned functional classification should be assigned (based on estimates from existing roads 

and/or WisDOT approved forecast 

numbers for the planned route). 

These planned routes, symbolized with 

dashed lines to represent that they are not 

constructed yet, are included on the map 

submitted to FHWA for approval.  The 

estimated construction year for planned 

routes must be included in the submittal.  

Per FHWA guidance, only projects that are 

programmed and scheduled to be 

complete in the next four years are to be 

included for approval as planned routes. 

Planned routes approved on a functional 

classification map do not need to be re-

approved after the road is constructed.  

Only the map needs to be updated with a 

solid line to indicate the completed route.  This practice avoids having to repeat the map submittal and 

approval process for only the newly constructed roadway.  

Projects planned beyond 4 years are not included on the functional classification map.  However, a new 

planned route, once designated and scheduled for programming, can be added to the map at any time 

following the normal approval process.  If a planned project is canceled, the functional classification map 

should be revised to reflect this change and submitted to FHWA for approval following the process 

defined in section 3.

Figure 6.1: Planned Route Example  

Planned 

Collector 
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 Population Densities by County 

Based on 2010 Census 

Populations 

Note: This figure will be 

updated when 2020 

Census data is available 

Note: County density is the population density (population/square mile) of each 

county after the urban population and area is removed. 
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 Revision Notes 

This 2022 version of WisDOT’s Functional Classification (FC) Criteria significantly updates, clarifies, and 

streamlines the previous document to make it more useful both as a reference and as user manual.  It is 

the first major update to Wisconsin’s FC criteria, although there have been a few minor changes over the 

last 40 years, most recently in April 2013.  The revisions included in this update are based on a thorough 

review of current uses of the road network in both urban and rural areas, as well as updated information 

on population, population density, density of development, land uses, traffic flow, and system continuity.  

Over time, interpretation of the existing criteria had evolved and led to some factors which were not 

clearly or accurately described in the criteria, and others which were never used.  Also, there have been 

road, traffic, and land use situations where the existing criteria simply did not provide appropriate 

guidance for consistent analysis and decision-making.  While this update remains true to the original 

document, it improves the descriptions of functional classification factors, removes outdated concepts, 

formalizes current practices, and aligns WisDOT’s criteria with FHWA Functional Classification guidance 

(FHWA Highway Functional Classification: Concepts, Criteria and Procedures, 2013). 

B.1. Key Changes 

 Improved format and organization 

 Added information on the background, purpose, and theory of Functional Classification 

 Added information on WisDOT’s Functional Classification update process 

 Reemphasized System Continuity as a key consideration 

 Separated urban/rural considerations from Functional Classification factors 

 Clarified explanation of Functional Classification factors and provision for flexibility in 

interpretation 

 Simplified and updated Land Use factors and replaced point system for Rural Collectors 

 Eliminated separate category for “Chart C” communities; replaced with criteria for smaller 

developed communities in rural areas 

 Reduced horizon for inclusion of planned routes from ten years to four years 

 Updated and reformatted Criteria Tables 

 Eliminated Population Service as an active criterion

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_classifications/fcauab.pdf
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 Functional Classification and Funding 
Implications 

The federal Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) program provides funding for federal-aid eligible 

roads that constitute the National Highway System (NHS) and for other public roads.  Traditionally, roads 

functionally classified as a Rural Major Collector or higher and Urban Collector or higher were eligible for 

STBG funds.  However, the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law (BIL), passed in November 2021, provides an 

option for up to 15% of a state’s STBG allocation—for rural areas and urban areas with populations less 

than 50,000—to be used for projects on roadways functionally classified as Urban Local Roads, Rural 

Local Roads, and Rural Minor Collectors.  WisDOT created the STP-Local Program to address this new 

funding opportunity.  Note: Roads in urban areas with populations of 50,000 and higher are excluded 

from this optional funding program. 

In Wisconsin, STBG funds are awarded through the STP-Urban, STP-Rural, and new STP-Local Program.  

For more information on funding, see WisDOT’s Program Management Manual and Local Programs 

Webpage.  These resources will be updated with current information as details for implementing the new 

federal law are finalized. 

The Urban/Rural designation is determined by the federally-approved adjusted urban area boundary.  

After each decennial census, the census-defined urban boundaries are reviewed by WisDOT and 

respective local governments, adjusted to meet transportation planning needs, and approved by FHWA. 

There are several important considerations for funding eligibility: 

 Public ownership of the road or street—the jurisdiction (city, village, town) in which the road lies—

does not affect STBG funding eligibility. 

 The functional classification—Principal Arterial, Major Collector, etc.—does not affect the amount 

of federal funds for which a road is eligible.  That dollar amount is determined through WisDOT’s 

highway improvement program development and local program project selection processes. 

 Funding eligibility is determined by the current functional classification of the road.  The intended, 

desired, or expected future classification is not a valid criterion for functional classification of the 

roadway.  A need or desire for additional funding is not a valid justification for a functional 

classification change. 

 The Local Bridge Program and Local Road Improvement Program (LRIP) do not have a functional 

classification requirement; however, LRIP does have a statutory “deteriorating roadway” 

requirement and Local Bridge is governed by a statutory sufficiency rating requirement.  For more 

information on these requirements, see WisDOT’s Local Programs Webpage. 

Guidance is provided in FHWA’s Federal-Aid Policy Guide; this and links to other relevant federal funding 

guidance will be updated as the details of the BIL are finalized.

https://www.transportation.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-law
https://iisgtwyp.wi.gov/ffm/pmm/02/tc2.pdf
https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/local-gov/astnce-pgms/highway/default.aspx
https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/local-gov/astnce-pgms/highway/default.aspx
https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/local-gov/astnce-pgms/highway/localbridge.aspx
https://wisconsindot.gov/pages/doing-bus/local-gov/astnce-pgms/highway/lrip.aspx
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/fapgtoc.htm
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 Additional Resources 

FHWA Functional Classification Guidance 

FHWA Highway Functional Classification:  Concepts, Criteria and Procedures, 2013 

 

WisDOT Facilities Development Manual (FDM) 

Facilities Development Manual  (Chapter 4-1-15 covers functional classification concepts) 

 

WisDOT Program Management Manual (PMM) 

Program Management Manual  (Chapter 2 covers functional classification for STP Program Funding) 

 

HPMS Field Manual 

HPMS Data Collection Field Manual 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/statewide/related/highway_functional_classifications/fcauab.pdf
https://wisconsindot.gov/rdwy/fdm/fd-04-01.pdf#fd4-1-15
https://iisgtwyp.wi.gov/ffm/pmm/02/tc2.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/hpms/fieldmanual/hpms_field_manual_dec2016.pdf


Wisconsin GravelTM Roads Project 

Project Mission: Create the premier destination for gravel bike riding in the U.S. utilizing 
existing granite gravel dairy roads within Northcentral Wisconsin. 

Project Scope: Creation of over 900-miles of branded gravel trail loops utilizing existing 
dairy roads in Marathon, Lincoln, Taylor, Langlade, and Shawano Counties. The project 
consists of 13 interlocking trail loops with eight trailhead communities.  Connection is 
provided to the Mountain-Bay State Trail and the Wiouwish State Trail making the overall 
trail network over 1,000-miles. The uniqueness in the gravel roads project is in the story 
boards located at the trailheads and along each trail telling the stories of events, people 
and place, making this one of the first bike trails in the U.S. that centers on placemaking. 
Future trail extensions are planned for 2026-27 with connections to Rhinelander and the 
Portage County Trail System (Green Circle) offering the gravel bike rider one of the most 
comprehensive trail system in the U.S. connecting communities to amenities such as 
mountain bike parks in a three-county area.  

Trail Designer: Shane Hitz  

Unique Trail Features: The trail is unique in many ways including Wi-Fi connectivity, use of 
QR codes that tie back to trail maintenance, trailhead kiosks, roadside storyboards, biking 
apps, gravel road passport, rural art, camping, adventure guide and strategically located 
fixation and e-charging stations.      

Project Estimate: The budget is still a work in process, but the estimated cost for trail 
amenities, signage, and marketing are in the range of $50K to $150K with monies coming 
from foundations, donors, sponsors, and corporations.      

Trailhead Amenities: Fixation maintenance station, kiosk sign, branded bike racks and a 
picnic table. Most trailheads have existing 
restrooms, water and additional amenities 
such as park benches and playgrounds.        

Partners: Wisconsin Department of Tourism, 
Wisconsin Office of Outdoor Recreation, 
Marathon County Parks, Lincoln County 
Parks, Village of Athens, Village of Edgar, 
Village of Rib Mountain, Town of Ringle, 
Village of Birnamwood, Village of Wittenberg, 
Central Wisconsin’s Visitors Bureau (CVB), 

Merrill Chamber of Commerce, Kocurek Outdoor Recreation Foundation, and Marathon & 
Lincoln County Highway Departments. 



Marketing: In July of 2025 the first of multiple Press Releases will be initiated highlighting 
the roads to media outlets throughout the state via the CVB.  The CVB will be applying for a 

$39,550 JEM Destination Grant from the Wisconsin Department 
of Tourism with a local grant of $10,000 in September of 2025 to 
be spent in the first quarter of 2026 to market the gravel roads in 
multiple states and across Wisconsin.  Additionally, the City of 
Wausau’s spring 2026 newsletter will highlight the trail system 
and biking. We plan to launch the trails in May of 2026 during 
National Bike Month with a biking event on June 6th, 2026, 
National Trail Day.  A full marketing launch is being prepared and 
coordinated with the CVB.    

Bike Apps & Downloadable Maps: Presently the trail is on Ride 
with GPS.  Plans include Strava, Komoot, Google Maps, AllTrails, 
and Bikemap along with downloadable maps on the CVB and 
IRONBULL websites.   

Timeframe: Plans are for five trailheads to be developed by the fall of 2025.  They are the 
Big Poniatowski and Athens Graventure loops located in 
Athens, WI., the West Edgar and Scotch Creek Singletrack 
loops located in Edgar, WI., and the Rib Mountain Loop 
located in Rib Mountain at the proposed trailhead being 
developed by the Kocourek Outdoor Recreation Foundation 
west of Rib Mountain. 
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Marathon County Metropolitan Planning Organization  
1100 Lake View Drive, Suite 400 
Wausau, WI 54403 
 
August 12, 2025 
 
The Wisconsin Department of Tourism 
Joint Effort Marketing Grant 
3319 West Beltline Highway 
Madison, WI 53713 
 
RE: Greater Wausau Prosperity Partnership (GWPP) and Visit Wausau 
Destination Marketing Grant 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
On behalf of the Marathon County Metropolitan Planning Organization (Wausau MPO), I 
write to express our support for the Greater Wausau Prosperity Partnership and Visit 
Wausau’s application for a Joint Effort Marketing (JEM) Grant to promote the Wisconsin 
Gravel Roads Project. 
 
Marathon County is home to vast natural resources, vibrant rural communities, and 
growing infrastructure that supports outdoor recreation and tourism. Bicycling, 
particularly gravel and rural cycling, plays an increasingly important role in enhancing 
quality of life, driving tourism, and connecting residents and visitors to our region’s rich 
cultural and environmental assets. 
 
The Wisconsin Gravel Roads Project positions Northcentral Wisconsin as a premier 
gravel biking destination in the U.S. Featuring over 900 miles of interlocking gravel trail 
loops across Marathon and neighboring counties, the project includes storyboards 
highlighting regional history and culture, trailhead amenities, and advanced tools 
including Wi-Fi connectivity, downloadable maps, and e-charging stations. These 
features will create a memorable and accessible experience for riders of all abilities. 
 
Marketing support through this grant is crucial to ensure the successful launch and 
promotion of this unique outdoor recreation opportunity. The project's innovative 
placemaking approach and partnership-driven development reflect the collaborative 
spirit of our region and its dedication to sustainable tourism growth. 
 
We strongly support this application and look forward to welcoming visitors from across 
Wisconsin and beyond to experience the scenic beauty and hospitality of Marathon 
County. 
 



Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Randy Fifrick 
Chairperson 
Marathon County Metropolitan Planning Organization 
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PRIMARY COMMENTS
JURISDICTION/ TYPE FOS# & Let Date
PROJECT PROJECT OF P=preservation
LOCATION DESCRIPTION COST FED STATE LOCAL TOTAL FED STATE LOCAL TOTAL FED STATE LOCAL TOTAL FED STATE LOCAL TOTAL E=expansion

Highway Section  - Project Changes

Multi-Use Path/Bridge PE ID #6999-14-05/75
City of Bus 51 Bike/Ped Trail & Bridge ROW P

48 Schofield Summer St to Ross Ave CONST $1,185,520 $296,380 $1,481,900 $1,185,520 $296,380 $1,481,900 Let Date: 8/25/2026
TOTAL $1,185,520 $296,380 $1,481,900 $1,185,520 $296,380 $1,481,900

373-23-018 (TAP) (TAP)

2025 - 2028 TABLE 1 ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGE
TIP PROJECT LISTING  ($)

2025 2026 2027 2028

Administrative Change 8/12/2025

Red text indicates changes

O:\MPO\PLANS\TIP\Amendments\2025\8 August\Admin Change\WausauTable1-TIPAdminChange_8-12.xls



From: Sorensen, Matthew - DOT
To: Laurie Miskimins; Aaron Anklam
Cc: Hoesly, Colleen M - DOT; Rouleau, Benjamin M - DOT; Johnson-Gast, Matthew - DOT; Meurett, David - DOT;

Turner, Sydney - DOT
Subject: MPO Action Required: SAFE ROADS Initiative - Deadline August 15, 2025
Date: Friday, August 1, 2025 3:33:43 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
Safety_Projects_WAU.xlsx

Good Afternoon -
 
On July 1, USDOT Secretary Sean Duffy sent a letter to all state governors introducing the Safe
Arterials for Everyone through Reliable Operations and Distraction-Reducing Strategies (SAFE
ROADS) initiative.
 

The letter is here, with more information here.
 

The ask is this: “Within 60 days, I request that your State DOT, in coordination with your
metropolitan planning organizations, use available safety data, analysis, and assessments to
develop a list of arterial segments, including intersections, with the highest safety, operational,
or compliance concerns that will be addressed by the end of Fiscal Year 2026.”
 

WisDOT has taken the following steps:
Reviewed other states’ approaches to this request;
Identified STN and WISLR arterial linework based on the functional class information included
in the SAFE ROADS page (“‘other principal arterial’ or ‘minor arterial’”);
Identified projects let between July 2025 and August 2026 in programs 206, 290, 302, and 303
that are on the arterial linework. Skipping the September 2026 letting will provide some
buffer to allow projects to move toward construction by 9/30/26.
Sorted projects into three categories:

Arterial HSIP projects
Arterial Non-HSIP Safety Improvement projects
Needs Evaluation

 

This approach was approved by the Secretary’s office, and lists have been sent to each Region for
validation of the Arterial HSIP and Arterial Non-HSIP Safety Improvement projects and filling out data
for the Needs Evaluation projects – this process is ongoing.
 

As required by USDOT, and as discussed at the 2025 Q3 MPO/RPC Quarterly Directors Meeting on
July 22, WisDOT is sending a list of identified projects to each MPO (see attached).
 

Please do the following upon receipt of this email:
Look at the projects included in the spreadsheet – if there are any errors or if the MPO would
like to provide any comments, these can be incorporated.
If there are projects in the MPO not on the list that addressing safety, operational, or



compliance concerns and will be started between July 1, 2025, and September 30, 2026,
please add them.

The highest priority are any projects with Federal funding that may be provided directly
to a recipient in the MPO, but please identify any significant projects without Federal
funding as well.
For added projects, please complete as much information about the project as possible
in the spreadsheet – WisDOT can follow up as needed.

Please return the attached spreadsheet, after MPO review, to Benjamin Rouleau at
benjamin.rouleau@dot.wi.gov, by August 15, 2025.

Please direct any questions to Benjamin Rouleau (benjamin.rouleau@dot.wi.gov; 608-266-7717) or 
to Matthew Sorensen, at the contact information listed below.



FOS PROJ ID lead region PPROJ RTE TY CD PPJL RTNM TXT STATE FISCAL YEAR PPROJ CNCP CD SUB PGM CD PPROJ PGM DESC DES CRIT TY DESC WDOT PGM DESC IMPT WORK TY DESC WORK TYPE DESCRIPTION WORKTYPE WDOTP HSIP MPO Category Treatment Identification Source
69990076 NC LOC STR 2026 RECST 206 ----- STP URBAN 50,000 - 200,000 RECONSTRUCT WITH NO ADDITIONAL LANES No HSIP Funding WAU Needs Evaluation Needs Evaluation Needs Evaluation
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USDOT SAFE ROADS Initiative  
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/memorandum/Governors_Safe_Roads.htm  

https://www.transportation.gov/briefing-room/us-transportation-secretary-sean-p-duffy-governors-
roads-are-safety-not-politics  

 

Local Bridge Improvement Assistance Program 2026-2031 
Program Cycle: 

<https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/local-gov/astnce-pgms/highway/localbridge.aspx  

 

Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) 2027-2029 Program 
Cycle: 

https://highways.dot.gov/federal-lands/flap  

 
 

 

 

 

https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/memorandum/Governors_Safe_Roads.htm
https://www.transportation.gov/briefing-room/us-transportation-secretary-sean-p-duffy-governors-roads-are-safety-not-politics
https://www.transportation.gov/briefing-room/us-transportation-secretary-sean-p-duffy-governors-roads-are-safety-not-politics
https://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/local-gov/astnce-pgms/highway/localbridge.aspx
https://highways.dot.gov/federal-lands/flap
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