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Overview

Roads and bridges in the United States are a vital part of daily life, connecting people to jobs, schools, homes,
and services and supporting nearly $19 trillion in freight each year." In fiscal year 2024, the latest year for which
data was available, states spent about $247 billion—roughly 8% of their total expenditures that year—on these
roadway assets.?

Yet even with those hundreds of billions spent, many states and localities struggle to make the investments
necessary to preserve and maintain their transportation systems, a situation that in turn threatens economic
development, the safety of millions of drivers and residents, and the long-term sustainability of public budgets.
One factor in these investment challenges is a persistent lack of consistent data on infrastructure conditions and
spending needs, which—despite recent improvements in disclosure thanks to federally mandated reporting—
has hindered policymakers’ ability to fully assess these capital assets, make spending decisions, and ensure
public accountability and transparency.?

To better understand the scale of the data and investment issues, The Pew Charitable Trusts analyzed
information from all 50 states’ most recent Transportation Asset Management Plans (TAMPs), largely released
in 2022. These reports, which are a requirement for states receiving federal National Highway System (NHS)
funding, help state departments of transportation (DOTs) assess the condition of their NHS roads and bridges
and implement performance-based asset management practices.* Although state DOTs vary in which roads
and bridges they analyze, how they define and measure roadway conditions, and what types of information
they provide, TAMPs nevertheless provide key insights, such as whether state policies will ensure that
transportation infrastructure is maintained in good condition or push the cost of roadway maintenance and
repair to future budgets.

Most TAMP reports include a gap analysis that projects the condition of key roads and bridges over 10 years
and compare that with what the state has determined as a “state of good repair” (SOGR)—a benchmark of an
adequate condition for public roads and bridges—to determine whether they will achieve an SOGR over the next
10 years. Pew designates states that expect to fall short of their SOGR benchmarks as having a “condition gap.”
Additionally, some states include 10-year projections of the funding necessary to maintain NHS and other state
roadways at the state’'s SOGR, as well as expected investments in those roads and bridges and the difference
between needed and anticipated spending. Pew identifies states with an investment shortfall as having a
“funding gap.” (See the separate methodology and information on sources for more information.)

The key findings from Pew's analysis are:

- 33 states expect to miss at least some of their benchmarks for roadway conditions, preservation and
maintenance funding, or both over the next decade. Just 11 states are on track to meet their funding and
condition goals for both roads and bridges. The remaining six states did not have adequate information to
assess whether they will meet their targets or face gaps.

« 24 states reported a combined $86.3 billion funding gap over 10 years. These states already expect
to collectively spend $194 billion on TAMP roads and bridges over the next decade and would need to
increase spending by 44% to reach the $280 billion required to close the shortfall. Only nine states
projected adequate funding, and 17 did not report sufficient information to evaluate whether their spending
would be sufficient. Because TAMP reporting requirements cover only NHS roads and bridges—though
some states voluntarily report on all state roads—the total funding gap excludes the bulk of the shortfall for
non-NHS roadways.



- 29 states projected a condition gap for their roads, bridges, or both over 10 years. Eleven states projected
that their roads and bridges would meet condition benchmarks, and 10 had missing or incomplete data.

« TAMP reporting offers an opportunity for states to better understand and budget for roadway
preservation and maintenance. Although a persistent lack of comprehensive data is a barrier to fully
assessing the gaps that states face, the TAMPs offer important insights drawn from states' data and
analyses about how states manage roads and bridges. State policymakers can use these reports to ensure
that their budgeting and transportation spending decisions will be sufficient to resolve projected funding
and condition gaps and avoid future shortfalls.

- Pew recommends that states improve reporting and use that information to make informed decisions.
Changes, such as reporting data on non-NHS as well as NHS roadways and using clear reporting standards,
can provide critical information for policymaking. Examples from states offer ways to make transportation
reporting more consistent, comprehensive, and current so that the information can guide decision-making
and improve transparency.

This report reveals significant fiscal and roadway asset management challenges facing states, but it also
highlights the value of improved disclosure and reporting as a result of the TAMP mandate: Being able to identify
a problem is the first step to being able to sustainably address it.

States project transportation infrastructure maintenance
shortfalls

Pew's research found that most states expect a shortfall over the next decade in their ability to repair,
rehabilitate, and preserve their NHS roads and bridges as well as other state and local roadways included in
their TAMP reports. (See Figure 1.) Thirty-three states included information in their TAMPs indicating gaps in
funding, condition, or both for their NHS and other roads and bridges; 11 had data projecting that they would
meet their SOGR benchmarks and anticipated no funding shortfalls; and six lacked adequate data to make
those assessments.

Some states compared projections of capital expenditures needed to preserve roads and bridges with expected
investments in preservation, repair, and rehabilitation to determine whether the state faces a funding gap.
Other states compare the expected conditions of roads and bridges with what the state DOT considers an
SOGR to identify possible condition gaps. Twenty-seven states provide both comparisons to help policymakers
and stakeholders understand whether current policy will adequately preserve the roads and bridges that state
residents rely on.



Figure 1

Most States Expect a Shortfall in Roadway Condition, Funding,
or Both

Reported 10-year state of repair or funding gaps
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Note: The base year used for 10-year projections varies by state.
Source: Pew analysis of states’ most recent Transportation Asset Management Plans
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Funding gaps

The federal government requires that state TAMPs describe DOT processes for developing their 10-year financial
plans and investment strategies, including projected costs and available funding for future work.> Thirty-five
states provided sufficient details about their investment strategies to assess whether expected investments

will be sufficient to fund the preservation and repair of roads and bridges and avoid deferred maintenance—the
difference between what should have been invested to maintain and repair public infrastructure and what was
actually spent—or will lead to funding gaps that burden future budgets and leave roadways in poor condition.

The TAMP data shows that most of those states face substantial shortfalls, with 24 states reporting funding gaps
for roads, bridges, or both totaling $86.3 billion over 10 years, or $8.6 billion annually. (See Figure 2.) Based on
TAMP reporting, these states expected to spend $194 billion on roads and bridges covered by the TAMP, so filling
the gap would require a 44% increase over current spending projections. On average, each of those states would
need to invest nearly $359 million annually in addition to what they already expect to spend to get back on track
with necessary maintenance and preservation of transportation infrastructure.



Figure 2

24 States Expect Roadway Funding Gaps Totaling $86.3 Billion
Reported 10-year funding shortfalls, by state
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Note: The base year used for 10-year projections varies by state.
Source: Pew analysis of states’ most recent Transportation Asset Management Plans
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Of the states with gaps, 19 anticipated road maintenance shortfalls totaling $38.5 billion over 10 years,
and 19 projected bridge maintenance funding gaps equaling $37.8 billion.

Of the 24 states reporting funding gaps, three expected adequate funding for roads but not bridges, and three
others forecast sufficient investments for bridges but not roads. Arkansas and Pennsylvania provided a combined
funding gap for roads and bridges. The remaining 16 states had funding gaps for both categories of transportation
assets. And nine states—Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, and Nevada—
reported no funding gaps.

Notable state funding gaps include the following:
« Michigan reported the largest road funding gap at $15 billion between expected spending of $9.2 billion and
needed investments in TAMP roads of $24 billion.¢

« New York had the largest bridge gap, totaling slightly more than $11 billion. The state's DOT estimated that
$17 billion would be needed over 10 years to meet condition goals for bridges but that only $6 billion in
funding would be available over that period.’”



+ Kansas had the smallest reported funding gap of $60 million.®

« Arkansas and Pennsylvania reported total funding gaps of $1.7 billion and $8.2 billion, respectively, but did
not provide data broken down by asset category.®

Some TAMPs indicated that funding will be insufficient but did not provide an assessment of how much

more funding will be needed. For instance, Louisiana’s 2022 TAMP showed that current funding will lead to a
significant decline in the condition of NHS bridges, with more than 20% of the deck area in poor condition by
2034, and even a $200 million increase in annual bridge funding would be insufficient to halt that trend. Based on
these projections, Louisiana's bridge funding gap from 2021 through 2030 would exceed $2 billion, but the report
does not provide sufficient data to support an assessment of how much additional investment would be needed
to close the gap.”®

What should policymakers take away from the prevalence and size of funding gaps for TAMP roads and

bridges? First, the $86 billion gap probably represents a subset of the total shortfall. The 34 states that report

on funding had combined spending on roads and bridges covered by the TAMP of $194 billion over 10 years, or
just $19.4 billion annually. That is just a fraction of state capital outlays for highways, which totaled approximately
$82.7 billion in 2022 according to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) data (capital outlays for local roads
totaled another $45 billion)."

Second, having identified a gap, the next step is to figure out how to sustainably address that funding shortfall.
At the federal level, these findings can inform decisions about surface transportation spending as well as the
value of federal reporting requirements in making information available on the adequacy of preservation and
maintenance efforts for NHS roads and bridges.

For state policymakers, funding and condition gaps indicate that existing revenues and fees from both state
sources and federal transportation spending are insufficient to meet transportation goals. A range of strategies

is available to fill these gaps—such as increasing gasoline and diesel taxes, prioritizing maintenance and
preservation over new construction, levying additional fees, using general fund revenues, issuing bonds, or adding
user charges—and policymakers can look to TAMPs and other analyses for important insights into the scale of
the challenge and the effectiveness of various solutions."”

Condition gaps

Federal regulations require states to conduct condition gap analyses for NHS roads and bridges by setting and
reporting SOGR targets; project whether existing policies are sufficient to meet those goals over two- and four-
year windows; and, where gaps exist, outline strategies to close them.” States typically define SOGR targets in
terms of two key metrics. For road pavement, most states use the federal government'’s condition measures that
evaluate roughness, cracking, and faulting to categorize roads as being in good, fair, or poor condition." And

for bridges, most rely on the National Bridge Inventory rating scale, which assesses the condition of key bridge
features, such as the deck, superstructure, substructure, and culverts.”

Beyond the required two- and four-year analyses, 40 TAMPs included 10-year condition projections for both
roads and bridges that allow time for states that have deficient infrastructure to get back on track and better
show which states’ policies are insufficient to maintain roadways even at current condition levels. Of those

40 states, 17 identified condition gaps for road and bridge conditions, 12 reported gaps for either roads or bridges,
and 11 expect to meet their targets. The remaining 10 states lacked sufficient data in their TAMPs to evaluate
their progress. (See Figure 3.)



Figure 3

29 States Do Not Expect Roads, Bridges, or Both to Meet Condition
Targets

Reported 10-year state of good repair gaps by state
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Source: Pew analysis of states’ most recent Transportation Asset Management Plans
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New Mexico reported significant condition gaps for roads and bridges, indicating long-term challenges in
maintaining transportation assets under its current policies. The state set a 10-year goal of having no more than
1.4% of its interstate pavement lane miles—a calculation that multiplies each mile of roadway by the number of
lanes on the road—in poor condition but instead expects the figure to be 5.6%, for a gap of 4.2%—the nation’s
largest such shortfall. For bridges, the state's goal was to have 50.4% of surface area in good condition, but its
projection is for only 26.8%, resulting in an expected shortfall equal to 23.6% of bridge surface area, the largest
gap based on a good condition target.”

Other notable condition gaps include the following:

- Connecticut has the largest gap for interstate pavement in good condition, needing a 31.2-percentage-point
increase in the share of line miles in good condition to meet the state target.”

« Arkansas shows the biggest gap for non-interstate pavement in good condition, with 46% of lane miles
below the target condition.®



- New York reports the largest gap for non-interstate pavement in poor condition, with 27.6% of lane miles in
poor condition compared with a target of 8%."

- Oklahoma had the largest gap for bridges in poor condition, exceeding the state's target by 5.4% of bridge
deck area.?®

Some states’ projections show significantly larger shortfalls in road conditions for non-interstate NHS roads
compared with interstates. For instance, Arkansas had a gap of only 4 percentage points in the share of its
interstate pavements in good condition, but a 46-point gap for non-interstates. And New York had a gap of
3.4% of interstate lane miles in poor condition versus 19.6% of non-interstate lane miles.

Funding and condition analyses can differ

State DOTs have a great deal of flexibility in defining the benchmarks, level of detail, and metrics used to
measure conditions and needs in their TAMPs. As a result, a state can have a condition gap even if overall
funding is adequate or it may have a funding gap while still achieving its condition targets. For example,
Rhode Island reported no condition gap for TAMP pavement, based on an analysis that focused on whether
the state would meet its SOGR objectives over 10 years, while also projecting a $624 million 10-year funding
gap for maintenance, preservation, repair, and reconstruction. The report explains that although the state's
current spending would not cause pavement conditions to fall below targets over the 10-year period, it
would result in underinvestment in pavement preservation overall, which in turn would lead to “accelerated
pavement deterioration” and higher associated future costs.?" In essence, the condition analysis evaluated—
and documented success for—a narrower target than did the funding analysis, which shows a shortfall in
meeting long-term needs.

Delaware based its pavement funding gap analysis on the overall condition of the highway system. The state’s
2022 TAMP found “no significant gaps projected for state targets” for pavement under a “"baseline funding
scenario.” But the condition analysis indicated that condition targets for certain categories of roads were not
being met, even though pavement funding needs were being met as a whole. As a result, the TAMP showed a
pavement condition gap but no associated funding gap.?

Although such analytical inconsistencies can make comparisons across states more difficult, they can
potentially make the analyses more applicable to the questions that a state’s policymakers and stakeholders
need answers to.

State reporting and data vary, should be improved

States vary in what they analyze and present in their TAMPs. Detailed, consistent, and policy-relevant
information can offer policymakers and stakeholders additional guidance and better inform decisions than just
summary numbers. Offering year-by-year projections, breaking the data down into important categories of road
and bridge maintenance and preservation, and assessing different potential strategies are examples of useful
state reporting practices.

By sharing effective analytical models and promising reporting practices from states throughout the country,
Pew’s examination of TAMPs can help state DOTs learn from each other and present more comprehensive,
consistent information to better inform policymakers, stakeholders, and the public.



Investment reporting

Some states focus simply on reporting annual needed and expected investments under their current strategy.
New Jersey, for instance, projected in the state's 2022 TAMP that achieving a state of good repair for state
highway system (SHS) bridges would require an average annual investment of $790 million through 2032 but
with actual average annual investments of $755 million over the same period. (See Table 1.) In aggregate that
means that the state expects a $35 million annual funding gap based on anticipated needs and available funding
under current policy.

Table 1
New Jersey Documents Annual Costs to Reach State of Good
Repair for Bridges

State’s estimated and expected investments and projected shortfall under
current SOGR policy, by fiscal year, in millions of dollars

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 Average

ggzd;d 5 $900  $700  $910  $655 $805 $850 $660  $830  $625  $985  $790
Investment

trategy $900  $665 $875  $615  $765  $810  $620 $790  $580  $940  $755
Gap $0 $35  $35  $40  $40  $40  $40  $40  $45  $45 $35

Note: New Jersey’s SOGR target for bridges is to have 94% of deck area in at least “fair” condition. The table does not reflect
an additional $45 million for “inspections, administration of the bridge management system, and management of other
structures (culverts, sign structures, etc.)” Averages have been rounded to the nearest $5 million.

Source: New Jersey Department of Transportation, New Jersey Transportation Asset Management Plan, 2022

© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts

By contrast, Washington uses a more detailed projection, showing needs and planned investments broken down
between “operational maintenance,” which covers basic work to prevent roads from crumbling prematurely

but does not extend their useful life, and “capital preservation,” which includes preservation and rehabilitation
(these do extend asset lifespans) as well as replacement when appropriate. (See Table 2.) Compared with New
Jersey's approach, this reporting method provides greater specificity for policymakers and the public, showing
that Washington expects to pay the full anticipated costs for operational maintenance but faces a funding gap of
$1.44 billion through 2031 for capital preservation.



Table 2
Washington Provides Detail on Pavement Needs, Planned Investments

10-year expected and required spending for state-owned assets, in millions of
2021 dollars, 2022-31

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027-31 Total

Pavement 10-year average need

Capital preservation $318 $318 $318 $318 $318 $1,590 $3,180

Operational maintenance $38 $38 $39 $39 $39 $204 $397

Pavement 10-year planned spending

Capital preservation $186 $177 $177 $168 $168 $863 $1,739
Preservation $30 $28 $28 $27 $27 $138 $278
Rehabilitation $104 $99 $99 $94 $94 $483 $973
Replacement $52 $50 $50 $47 $47 $242 $488

Operational maintenance $38 $38 $39 $39 $39 $204 $397

Total need mm $357 $357 $1,794

Total spending mmm $207 $1,067

e [ Lo [owo Lo |

Note: “Operational maintenance” refers to activities that affect the short-term conditions of the assets, while “preservation,’
“rehabilitation,” and “replacement” align with FHWA activity types.
Source: Washington State Department of Transportation, Washington State Transportation Asset Management Plan, 2022

© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts

Condition reporting

Importantly, states differ not only in the benchmarks they set for their roadway conditions but also in the way
they report their analyses. Some states provide year-over-year analyses of projected conditions for the 10-year
TAMP period while others more explicitly tie their condition forecasts to funding needs.

lowa, for example, includes a thorough year-over-year projection of pavement conditions broken down by
interstate versus non-interstate NHS and using the lowa Pavement Condition Index (PCI), a measure of roadway
distress, to assess condition levels and targets.?? The state also includes projections using current funding levels
as well as possible higher and lower levels of investment in roads and bridges, showing how each would affect the
PCl ratings. The findings show interstate roads ending up slightly below the target PCI of 80 and non-interstate
roads with significant declines. It further shows that a 50% boost in funding would still leave non-interstate roads
below the PCl target of 75. (See Figure 4.)



Figure 4
lowa Projects Pavement Conditions Year-Over-Year

Condition forecasts by asset type and percentage of expected funding, 2023-32
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Assets assessed

The infrastructure covered in the TAMPs typically does not include all transportation assets in a state. For
example, California’s TAMP includes only SHS or federally designated NHS assets that are owned and managed
by either the state or a locality, excluding roughly two-thirds of the state's infrastructure that is non-NHS locally
owned and managed.?* (See Figure 5.) This limited scope means that although TAMPs offer valuable insights into
NHS assets, they fail to provide a full picture of state transportation networks and infrastructure performance
and needs.

Figure 5

TAMPs Typically Cover Only a Portion of a State’s Total Highway
Assets

Diagram of California road and bridge infrastructure included in federal reporting

B State-owned and -managed assets
included in California's TAMP

B State-owned NHS assets included in
California's TAMP

M Locally owned NHS assets included in
California's TAMP

Locally owned and managed assets not
included in California's TAMP

Sources: California Department of Transportation, California Transportation Asset Management Plan, 2022

© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts

States can expand the scope of their TAMPs beyond federal requirements to include all road and bridge assets
to provide a more comprehensive view of their infrastructure performance and funding gaps, give policymakers
early warning about possible distress, and support better statewide coordination of transportation policy.

Alternatively, states can present information on transportation asset management separate from the TAMP.
California, for example, releases a State Highway System Management Plan (SHSMP) that covers the complete
state highway system assets—including tunnels, drainage systems, management systems, bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure, and other assets—rather than just the subset of roads and bridges included in the TAMP. The
SHSMP follows the TAMP approach of conducting 10-year gap analyses for conditions and funding and serves

as a "logical extension” of the TAMP reporting process.?® The state’'s 2022 TAMP funding gap analysis shows an
$8.7 billion shortfall over a 10-year analysis period, but the SHSMP finds a funding gap of $41 billion for the more
comprehensive set of assets it covers.

11



Another strategy is offered by the Delaware DOT, which not only includes condition gap analyses for pavement
and bridges as part of the TAMP process but also releases annual summaries of SOGR progress for a broad set of
assets. These yearly analyses provide inventory, funding, and condition data and allow annual assessments of the
adequacy and sustainability of highway funding and asset management in Delaware.?

Reporting condition and funding analyses outside the TAMP process is a rare practice across states, but it can
make transportation asset management information more timely, more comprehensive, and better connected to
state policy questions and concerns.

Gaps assessed

Most states report some of the information needed to assess gaps in their transportation policy, but only 26 have
projections and gap analyses for both funding adequacy and roadway conditions. Without such comprehensive
information, policymakers may not be able to easily connect funding shortfalls with the inability to meet
condition targets and understand the scale of the challenge.

For instance, Colorado set a 10-year target to have 80% of assets achieve "high or moderate drivability” by

2031, but it projects that only 60% will meet that goal under the current investment strategy, resulting in a

20% gap between the state's projected funding needs and its current investment strategy.?” (See Figure 6.)
Colorado presents its metrics, targets, expected condition, performance gap over time, and amount of additional
investment needed to close that gap over a range of time frames, giving policymakers and stakeholders the
information they need to assess the impact of different investment strategies on the trajectory of road conditions
in the state.

Figure 6
Colorado Links Road Performance and Funding Projections
Condition gap analysis, 2022-39

100%

80% = -

o~ ///\

~——

Percentage of pavement with high/
moderate drivability life

40%
20%
0%
SOy 05 05 SO5 SO5 S5 505 SO5 SO5 SO5 S0 S0-. S05 SO5 SO5 SO5. SO, SO
DR T N o e o G R %y S % %
— TAMP investment strategy — Cost to meet target in analysis period
—— Cost to meet target in TAMP time frame Performance target

Note: The gray shaded portion of the graph indicates the end of the 10-year period covered by the studied TAMP report.
Source: Colorado Department of Transportation, Transportation Asset Management Plan 2022, 2022
© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts
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Recommendations

Pew'’s analysis depends heavily on clear and transparent reporting in state TAMPs. And although good reporting
does not necessarily equate to good performance, it forms a foundation for states to accurately assess their
long-term fiscal sustainability and increases transparency, which in turn promotes government accountability and
sound decision-making.

Most importantly, because most states expect to fall short of needed investments, TAMPs need to be connected
to state budgeting to guide policymakers’ decision-making on how to adequately fund road and bridge
preservation and provide transparency and accountability when costs are pushed onto future taxpayers or when
key transportation infrastructure is left in a state of poor repair.

Pew has identified a set of promising practices in use by some states that offer a roadmap for improving state
reporting and transportation policymaking.

Use TAMPs to identify solutions and demonstrate progress

States can use their TAMPs to track changes in infrastructure investment and determine whether those changes
are sufficient to meet state needs. For example, in 2019, Montana had a condition gap for NHS bridges and
expected that its investments would be inadequate to close that gap, even with an increase from $25 million

to $40 million annually. However, the next TAMP, which was published in 2022, projected that the gap would
close over the 10-year analysis period after the state further increased funding to $50 million per year. %

(See Figure 7.) The 2019 TAMP condition gap analysis diagnosed a problem for Montana's transportation
infrastructure and identified the size of the needed remedy, and the 2022 report indicated that state
policymakers had resolved the shortfall.

13



Figure7

Montana Uses Performance Measures to Improve Bridge Conditions

Bridge condition projections from 2019 and 2022 TAMPs
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Montana's approach demonstrates that TAMP gap analyses can offer guidance not only on the likelihood of
shortfalls but also on addressing those shortfalls and ensuring that investments are aligned with SOGR targets.
Projected state funding needs should be explicitly tied to DOT condition goals and should specify the level of
funding and type of maintenance or preservation activities required, ensuring a clear link between funding and
condition. Stronger coordination between transportation agencies and the state budgeting process can ensure
that state policymakers use the information to match actual investment numbers with what the DOT analysis
shows to be necessary.

Include a broad range of assets

Some states report on more than just NHS assets. For example, lllinois provides a comprehensive inventory and
full condition and funding gap analyses for all of its non-NHS and NHS assets, with clearly defined ownership
and responsibilities for all roads.?? (Non-NHS assets make up more than half of the state-maintained pavements
in lllinois.) (See Table 3.) By broadening the scope of its reporting to include non-NHS assets, Illinois presents a
more complete picture of its infrastructure and funding needs, enabling better planning and resource allocation.

Table 3
lllinois Reports on All NHS and Non-NHS Assets

Inventory of pavement by jurisdiction and system, in centerline miles

lllinois Department
of Transportation

System Roadway type Jurisdiction  Jurisdiction total  System total (IDOT)-maintained
total
IDOT 1,892.97
Interstates [llinois Tollway 284.84
Chicago Skyway 7.66
NHS 7,756.50 6,977.16
IDOT 5,084.19
Non-interstate NHS [llinois Tollway 10.07
Local 476.77
Marked routes IDOT 6,570.18
Non-NHS 8,927.34 8,927.34
Unmarked routes IDOT 2,357.16
NHS and Non-NHS pavement 16,683.84 15,904.50

Note: A centerline mile is one mile of roadway measured without regard for the number of lanes.
Source: lllinois Department of Transportation, Transportation Asset Management Plan, 2023

© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts
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States should include non-NHS roads and bridges in their TAMPs to provide a more comprehensive view

of state transportation systems. They could also incorporate critical local roadways into statewide asset
management processes to help state DOTs identify and provide technical assistance and tools to less-resourced
local governments and encourage public reporting and enhanced transparency about infrastructure conditions
statewide. By proactively collecting and reporting comprehensive data, states can identify and mitigate risks;
enhance the connectivity, safety, and economic opportunities for local communities; and enable better

resource allocation.

Link 10-year condition and funding gaps

States can use their TAMPs to clearly connect condition shortfalls to financial gaps. New Jersey's reports outline
the state’s SOGR targets, current and projected bridge conditions, condition gaps, and corresponding investment
data, including detailed funding needs, planned spending, and any anticipated gap.3® (See Table 4.) By providing
a transparent view of how much funding is required to address investment shortfalls and close condition

gaps, this approach offers an accurate picture of the financial resources necessary to achieve New Jersey's
infrastructure goals.

Table 4
New Jersey Ties Bridge Condition Gap Projections to Funding Needs
State’s anticipated 10-year bridge performance and investment, 2023-32

Performance Baseline CY 2021 CY 2032 Planned

State of Good Repair objective 94.0% 94.0%

Condition 90.5% 93.6%

Performance gap (percentage points) -3.5 -0.4
e ] i

Investment required to achieve objective $790 million

Planned funding $755 million

Funding gap -$35 million

Notes: SHS bridges include all New Jersey Department of Transportation-maintained bridges.
Source: New Jersey Department of Transportation, New Jersey Transportation Asset Management Plan, 2022
© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts

16



TAMP analyses offer state DOTs an important opportunity to communicate with policymakers, stakeholders,
and the public. By connecting condition and funding projections, DOTs can make the consequences of inadequate
funding for state roads and bridges apparent to these audiences.

Clarify the relationship between state and federal metrics

State DOTs sometimes develop their own metrics for tracking pavement and bridge conditions while federal
reporting requirements typically focus on federal measures. Clearly demonstrating how each measure and
metric assesses roads or bridges, where they differ, and where they align can make reporting more accessible
and transparent.

Delaware's reports provide a side-by-side comparison to show how state-specific metrics compare with federal
standards, making it easier for stakeholders, policymakers, and the public to understand the state’s infrastructure
performance and fostering informed decision-making.>' (See Table 5.)

Although state-specific metrics often provide more detailed information than federal measures, they can also
create confusion. States should clarify when each metric is used and how they compare in order to improve the
accessibility and transparency of TAMP reporting.

Table 5

Delaware Shows Pavement Conditions Under Federal and State
Metrics

State performance and associated funding needs reporting, 2021 and 2031

Federal Highway Administration measures State measures

Interstate Non-interstate NHS NHS average
Average overall Whole
. pavement network

Scenario | Annual Shareingood  Shareinpoor Shareingood Shareinpoor  condition average OPC

Investment condition condition condition condition

(OPC)
2021 2031 2021 2031 2021 2031 2021 2031 2021 2031 2021 2031

sl e, 60.7% 27.8% 0.34% 121% 403% 281% 073% 428% 842 833 732 764
scenario million
*10% $90.5
Increased miIIi.on 60.7% 265% 0.34% 1.21% 40.3% 301% 0.73% 3.85% 84.2 832 732 777
Funding
110% $74.0
Decreased miIIi'on 60.7% 30.3% 0.34% 1.21% 403% 285% 0.73% 4.25% 84.2 832 732 752
Funding

Note: OPC is the Delaware DOT’s metric for tracking pavement conditions, with higher ratings representing lower levels of

distress.

Source: Delaware Department of Transportation, Delaware Transportation Asset Management Plan, 2022
© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts
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Integrate TAMP reporting with broader state strategies

TAMPs should not be developed solely to satisfy federal requirements. Rather, they should serve as a crucial
component of states’ transportation planning process, helping to align the multiple plans, such as the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and the Long-Range Statewide Transportation Plan (LRTP), that are
mandated by federal and state laws.3?

[llinois uses its TAMPs to clearly outline its overall transportation strategy and explain how its four key
transportation plans relate to each other.3 (See Figure 8.) In this way, lllinois' TAMPs play a pivotal role in
connecting the strategic goals outlined in the LRTP with the specific projects identified in the STIP and provide
a structure for ensuring that the state’s long-term transportation strategy is effectively implemented through
concrete, multiyear planning efforts.3*

States can integrate their TAMP data into their transportation planning by ensuring alignment across the
STIP, LRTP, and other documents to create a cohesive and consistent framework for evaluating infrastructure
performance and making investment decisions.

Figure 8
lllinois Fits Its TAMP Into Transportation Policymaking
State DOT'’s planning workflow

b N
RS — WU —— WA ———— Bl

N

Long-Range Transportation Multi-Year Statewide
Transportation Asset Proposed Transportation
Plan Management Highway Improvement
(min. 20 years) Plan Improvement Plan
(10 years) Program (4 years)
(6 years)

Sources: lllinois Department of Transportation, Transportation Asset Management Plan, 2023
© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts

Use TAMPs to guide investment strategies

Although states would, of course, prefer to have projections showing that their current policies point them in the
right direction, having advance notice of a future shortfall can help them better use available resources in the
short term and make needed policy changes for the long term.

The lllinois DOT acknowledged in its 2023 TAMP the “reality of inadequate funding” and used the awareness of
an ongoing condition gap to identify better ways to deploy its available resources. lllinois presented the effects
of different investment strategies on pavement conditions. The analysis shows that extending the state's existing
fiscal 2023-28 Multi-Year Plan (MYP)-Based Strategy would reduce the share of roads in acceptable condition
from 74% to 51% over 10 years, but a policy that optimized every dollar spent on road projects over the next
decade would keep the share of pavement in acceptable condition relatively stable—72% compared with 74% in
2021. (See Figure 9.)
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However, because the purely optimized strategy also ignores certain real-world constraints—such as projects
already underway that need to be completed and state and federal requirements that certain projects be included
in the state's transportation planning—the lllinois TAMP also includes a modification to existing strategy that
accounts for these factors. The modified strategy builds in some of the findings and results from optimizing
transportation spending and would boost the expected share of roads in acceptable condition in 2032 by

8 percentage points to 59% compared with 51% in the existing plan.

Figure 9
lllinois Assesses Different Pavement Planning Strategies
Comparison of road conditions under various investment approaches
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70%
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50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Percent of pavement in acceptable condition

0%

2023 actual FY23-28 Pre-RBI/IIJA Optimized Modified MYP
MYP-based strategy strategy strategy strategy

Investment approaches

Note: “MYP” stands for “multiyear plan,” and “RBI/IIJA” stands for Rebuild Illinois/Infrastructure, Investment, and Jobs Act.
Source: lllinois Department of Transportation, Transportation Asset Management Plan, 2023
© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts

Because states do not have unlimited resources, analyses such as lllinois’ can allow DOTs to evaluate and
compare different approaches to managing roads and bridges, identify the most effective use of available
transportation dollars, communicate to policymakers, stakeholders, and the public about the available options,
and make state transportation policy more efficient, accountable, and transparent.
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Conclusion

States face a challenging future for transportation funding, with an annual shortfall of at least $8.6 billion of
what they collectively need for road and bridge maintenance and preservation. Based on their own goals and
projections, most states do not expect to be able to keep key roads and bridges in a state of good repair.

To address these funding and condition gaps and ensure that future generations are not left paying the bills

for crumbling infrastructure, states will need to effectively track and manage the condition of their roads and
bridges and clearly communicate that information so that policymakers and the public can understand whether
transportation investment policies are sustainable and make needed adjustments.

State DOTs have already begun improving their reporting since the first TAMPs were published. However, more
can be done to promote transparency and effective planning and to adequately fund the maintenance and
preservation of important transportation infrastructure. States that effectively use data to guide budgeting and
capital investments will be best able to address deferred maintenance, keep roads and bridges in good repair,
maintain their fiscal health, and provide residents with smoother and safer driving conditions.

Appendix A: Terms and abbreviations

Condition gap: The difference between the target state of infrastructure (e.g., in good repair) and the actual
or projected state.

Deferred maintenance: The accumulated gap between what should have been invested to preserve, maintain,
and repair public infrastructure and what was actually spent for those purposes.

Funding gap: The shortfall between the financial resources required to maintain infrastructure assets in a state of
good repair and the funding available or allocated for those purposes.

Highway performance: A measure of how effectively highway systems meet transportation needs, including
factors such as road conditions, safety, traffic flow, and freight efficiency.

Life cycle management: An approach to asset management that considers the total cost of ownership over an
asset’s life span, including planning, construction, operation, maintenance, and eventual replacement or disposal.

National Highway System (NHS): A network of highways designated as significant to the U.S. economy and
national defense under the National Highway System Designation Act of 1995.3°

Non-NHS roads and bridges: Transportation infrastructure not included in the National Highway System.

Risk-based asset management: An approach that incorporates assessments of risks, such as potential
asset failure, extreme weather events, or funding uncertainties, into infrastructure management to prioritize
investments and ensure resilience.

State of good repair (SOGR): An infrastructure condition that ensures safety, functionality, and extended service
life without adding to assets’ capacity or structural value.

Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP): A federally required document that states produce to outline
how they assess and manage their transportation infrastructure.
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Appendix B: State data

Table B.1

State Reporting on Road and Bridge Condition and Funding Gaps

Roads Bridges

State

Condition Funding Condition Funding
Alabama Gap $181 million Gap $590 million
Alaska No gap Did not report Gap Did not report
Arizona No gap Did not report No gap Did not report
HitEmezE Lap (roai1sl7a7n<t:1) ”t!ir(i);ges) e (roai1§7al7r13 ilt::'(i);ges)
California Gap $3.6 billion Gap $5.06 billion
Colorado Gap $1.4 billion No gap No gap
Connecticut Gap $2.2 billion Gap $7.97 billion
Delaware Gap No gap No gap No gap
Florida No gap No gap No gap No gap
Georgia Gap Did not report No gap Did not report
Hawaii No gap No gap No gap No gap
Idaho No gap No gap No gap No gap
lllinois Gap $1.76 billion No gap $529 million
Indiana No gap No gap No gap No gap
lowa Gap $331 million Gap $784 million
Kansas Gap $60 million No gap No gap
Kentucky Gap $2.29 billion Gap $500 million
Louisiana Gap Did not report Gap Did not report
Maine Did not report No gap No gap No gap




Roads Bridges

State

Condition Funding Condition Funding
Maryland Did not report $572 million Did not report $600 million
Massachusetts Gap $200 million Gap $1.6 billion
Michigan Gap $14.8 billion Gap $1 billion
Minnesota No gap No gap Gap $1.4 billion
Mississippi No gap No gap No gap No gap
Missouri Did not report Did not report Did not report Did not report
Montana No gap No gap No gap No gap
Nebraska No gap Did not report Did not report Did not report
Nevada Gap No gap No gap No gap
New Hampshire Gap $80 million No gap No gap
New Jersey No gap No gap Gap $360 million
New Mexico Gap $2.6 billion Gap $367 million
New York Gap $4.3 billion Gap $11.06 billion

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Did not report

No gap

No gap

Gap

Gap

Gap

No gap

Did not report

Gap

Did not report

Did not report

Did not report

$60 million

$1.87 billion

$8.15 billion
(roads and bridges)

$625 million

Did not report

Did not report

Did not report

Gap reported

No gap

Gap

Gap

Gap

No gap

Did not report

No gap

Did not report

Did not report

Did not report

$300 million

$2.93 billion

$8.15 billion
(roads and bridges)

$1.14 billion

Did not report

Did not report
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Roads Bridges
State
Condition Funding Condition Funding

Tennessee Gap Did not report No gap Did not report
Texas Gap Did not report Gap Did not report
Utah Did not report Did not report Did not report Did not report
Vermont Did not report $75 million Did not report $370 million
Virginia No gap No gap Gap Did not report
Washington Gap $1.44 billion Gap $836 million
West Virginia Did not report No gap Did not report $419 million
Wisconsin No gap Did not report No gap Did not report
Wyoming Did not report Did not report No gap Did not report

Source: Pew analysis of state Transportation Asset Management Plans

© 2025 The Pew Charitable Trusts
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