JUNE 2009 - Virginia Report

The Statesu e
Stimulus

Are they using it to create jobs and
21st century transportation?
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Given the opportunity to use ARRA funds to
make progress and invest in projects that would
produce the highest returns, states and regions
made a wide range of choices—some good and
some poor.

Good:

In 11 states, 100% of the money going to roads is
going to roadepair. A total of 17 states are
spending 90% or more on repair.

Seven states are spending more than 10% of
funds to make progress on expanding choices: on
public transportation, walking, and biking.

Of those, outstanding states that are doing both:

Of the $they % to public

spend on transportation
roads, and bike/ped
% to repair

District of

Columbia 100% 41.5%

Delaware 100% 27.9%

lowa 93% 16.5%




Poor: %

38.3% of Kentucky’s lane miles are in “Poor” / © °
condition, and 573 of its bridges are “structurally
deficient.” Yet given $421 million in flexible
funds, Kentucky will spend 88% on new roads, $ I 0 |
rather than fixing the deteriorating system it has. # " | & '
And if the state can't afford to maintain what it \ .
. o Q) #" &
has, how does it plan to maintain the new roads?
Other states spending less than half of road Z;) . 1 %
money on repair:
% of Number of S) %
roads not  structurally % %
%of$on in“good”  deficient % 6
repair condition  bridges
Ohio 48% 41% 578
Florida 23% 24% 60 ' % /< @BO
Arkansas 15% 62% 285 2 1
Kansas 14% 25% 71 % 1
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http://fastlane.dot.gov/2009/06/public-transpodati
delivers-public-benefits.htmlune 02, 2009.
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9 Investing in areas with high job needs

improves employment faster than investing
elsewherePutting or keeping public
transportation in communities with high
unemployment produces up to 2.5 times
more jobs than putting public transportation
in communities with low unemployment.
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Table 1: Indicators of road and bridge conditions

Additional costs Structurally
Roads not in per driver due to deficient bridges,
“good” condition, roads in “poor” Interstate and
2007, percent®  condition, 20077 state, 2008’
Alabama 1: $162 199
Alaska 1 $324 77
Arizona $ $207 65
Arkansas 0 $302 285
California : $590 793
Colorado )0 $292 242
Connecticut 00 $313 165
Delaware )0 $282 20
Florida & $126 60
Georgia : $ 44 125
Hawaii 3 $503 51
Idaho &$ $318 76
lllinois )& $297 822
Indiana && $242 294
lowa )3 $383 241
Kansas ) $318 71
Kentucky &) $187 573
Louisiana 0 $388 675
Maine &0 $250 256
Maryland ); $425 134
Massachusetts )$ $301 345
Michigan &3 $370 441
Minnesota )$ $347 127
Mississippi ); $394 356
Missouri 0 $410 1,665
Montana & $195 61
Nebraska $; $278 116
Nevada 3 $227 20
New Hampshire & $250 133
° . &F 89 > ?
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New Jersey 3 $596 254
New Mexico $0 $279 243
New York 0) $405 698
North Carolina ) $251 2,537
North Dakota &$ $238 26
Ohio & $209 578
Oklahoma 0 $457 924
Oregon $; $166 179
Pennsylvania 01 $346 3
Rhode Island : $473 150
South Carolina &3 $262 1,025
South Dakota &3 $319 86
Tennessee 3 $180 300
Texas )3 $336 421
Utah &3 $176 80
Vermont ) $308 190
Virginia )& $249 1,054
Washington &1 $266 152
West Virginia ); $280 1,024
Wisconsin &1 $281 217
Wyoming &) $230 76
U.S. Total 49% $335 18,722
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| | + Information about the transportation projects
’ selected by the states, the District of Columbia,
| | | and the MPOs to receive stimulus funding is
e ) available from U.S. DOT at

! http://testimony.ost.dot.gov/ARRAcerts/

| | SGA reviewed all Section 1511 certifications,

’ ) from states and MPOs, posted through June 15,
2009. Projects in these filings account for 80
percent of the available $26.6 billion in STP
ARRA funding® States and MPOs have until

% March 2, 2010 to commit the remaining 20%.
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Because the goal of this report is to ask how # E
states and MPOs are using the freedom they 2 # E
have under ARRA, SGA included in this review < 1'?2 1 E
and analysis only projects funded through the ( E
flexible STP funding. The law already F (5
determines that a separate $8.4 billion will be %
public transportation projects. This study
reviews state decisions with flexible STP funds # @ % A
to learn what projects are being funded, and as a % 5
window into state decision making and priority H I
setting. % O
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Table 2: ARRA Surface Transportation Program commiments per Section 1511 Certifications through 6/189, by state

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

D. of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

Total
(al $in M)

482.7
158.7
526.6
335.8
2,169.5
411.7
181.7
143.0
123.5
1,354.0
541.1
92.3
1731
510.9
274.4
231.4
484.1
310.8
338.6
131.4
224.6
336.2
797.9
407.2
309.8
135.7
173.5
188.5

Highway
System
Preservation
324.8

147.2
2741
51.1
1175.7
306.2
181.7
102.3
71.2
293.2
3201
55.0
133.6
487.8
154.9
178.8
65.8
36.0
215.5
1275
2101
202.5
663.3
339.1
269.2
115.8
112.8
151.5

Percent-
age

67%
93%
52%
15.2%
54%
74%
100%
2%
58%
22%
61%
60%
7%
95%
56%
7%
14%
12%
64%
97%
94%
60%
83%
83%
87%
85%
65%
80%

Highway
New
Capacity

154.1
0.0
205.1
273.2
902.5
56.7
0.0
0.0
0.0
991.3
156.5
26.8
29.1
22.8
113.0
14.4
409.5
266.8
110.3
0.0
0.0
66.9
96.1
66.2
39.2
20.0
48.0
34.7

Percent-
age

32%
0%
39%
81.4%
42%
14%
0%
0%
0%
73%
29%
29%
17%
4%
41%
6%
85%
86%
33%
0%
0%
20%
12%
16%
13%
15%
28%
18%

Non-
Motorized +
Related

2.8

3.8
27.2
0.0
41.4
16.6
0.0
17.4
51.2
54.5
25.4
10.1
8.1
0.0
0.0
12.3
4.7
3.5
12.8
1.9
13.6
47.0
30.5
0.0
1.4
0.0
6.8
2.1

Percent-
age

1%
2%
5%
0.0%
2%
4%
0%
12%
41%
4%
5%
11%
5%
0%
0%
5%
1%
1%
4%
1%
6%
14%
4%
0%
0%
0%
4%
1%

Transit +
Related
0.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
12.8
311
0.0
22.5
0.0
4.6
25.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
25.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
16.8
0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Percent-
age
0.2%
0%
0%
0%
1%
8%
0%
16%
0%
0.3%
5%
0%
0%
0%
0%
11%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
5%
0.1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Other

0.2
7.7
3.8
115
36.0
11
0.0
0.8
11
6.2
51
0.4
2.4
0.3
6.5
0.0
41
45
0.0
2.0
0.9
0.0
7.1
1.9
0.0
0.0
59
0.2

2<



29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51

Nevada

N. Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Totals
% Total

204.8 185.8 91% 5.0 204 0.0 0% 0.4 0.2% 13.6
120.0 63.5 53% 54.5 45% 2.0 204 0.0 0% 0.0
461.5 441.9 96% 0.0 0% 19.6 4% 0.0 0% 0.0
107.9 85.9 80% 22.0 20% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0
600.9 557.3 93% 27.0 4% 10.1 204 4.8 1% 1.7
694.3 336.9 49% 317.8 46% 24.6 4% 4.3 1% 10.6
95.1 95.1 100% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0
1,054.2 414.3 39% 445.3 42% 11.7 1% 18.2 204 164.7
481.3 435.4 90% 45.9 10% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0
248.1 133.9 54% 41.9 17% 20.2 8% 21.3 9% 30.8
1,026.8 929.4 91% 58.9 6% 38.4 4% 0.0 0% 0.1
138.5 127.1 92% 0.0 0% 10.4 8% 0.0 0% 1.0
4335 354.0 82% 67.5 16% 12.0 3% 0.0 0% 0.0
106.2 106.2 100% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0
468.4 278.8 60% 186.8 40% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 2.8
1,529.4 781.7 51% 697.4 46% 7.7 0.5% 0.0 0% 42.6
2325 154.5 66% 69.6 30% 8.1 3% 0.0 0% 0.4
59.5 59.6 100% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0
472.1 302.3 64.0% 139.9 30% 20.9 4% 0.0 0% 9.0
493.9 303.3 61% 143.9 20% 20.5 4% 0.0 0% 26.3
208.3 112.3 54% 96.0 46% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 0.0
393.6 251.7 64% 137.8 35% 4.1 1% 0.0 0% 0.0
158.4 128.5 81% 254 16% 0.0 0% 0.0 0% 45
$21,337.9 $13,415.1 $6,685.8 $605.4 $189.4 $417.7
62.9% 31.3% 2.8% 0.9% 2.0%
Source: Analysis of state Section 1511 certifiagagiby Charlier Associates, Inc. and Mark Stouthviéire exceptions, category totals are rounded.
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Amount

%

Allocated to:

:3B

$ 6.6 billion (31.3%)
$ 21.3 billion (62.9%)
$605.4 million (2.8%)
$189.4 million (0.9%)
$417.7 million (2.0%)
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The performance of the states’ chosen projectsaoh ef these performance measures could be distusse
at length. Three conclusions about state and rabaatision-making, as a whole, seem particularly
strong.

1. Despite a multi-trillion dollar backlog of roadwagnd bridge repairs throughout the country,
almost a third of the money more than $6.6 billion was committed to new capacity roads
and bridges rather than to repair and other presation projects.

The nation is growing, and many areas need sulstanprovements in connectivity. Many places
will need additional roadway capacity. Howegiven the enormous roadway and bridge repair
backlog, its costs in terms of vehicle repairsthireat to human safety, and the job-creation
advantages of roadway preservation projects, thgnitude of new construction cannot said to be
fulfilling the goals of the ARRA.

2. States generally failed to take advantage of a goiebpportunity offered by the flexibility in the
STP to make progress on the huge public transpadatbacklog, and move towards a more
balanced transportation system.

Given the growing demand, the need for upgradiegtified in the ASCE report, and the many
benefits of public transportation, the $189 milliarSTP funding allocated by the states so far is
grossly inadequate. Even when the dedicated, n&hf@&Tding for public transportation is taken into
consideration, commitments to transportation chtafidar short of the need.

The $600 million in STP funding commitments to mantorized transportation is better, but also
fails to meaningfully respond to the public's néedmore affordable and healthy transportation
options. This level of spending for bicycling andlking will have minimal impact on the nation’s
stock of bicycle and pedestrian routes, or on iddial mobility.

3. We could get much more from our transportation sging, but the federal program isn't set up
to ensure that we get the most from the money sp#fith scarce resources, large backlogs and
increasing challenges, it's an opportunity we cafford to waste.

% % %
% % % % %
% % 5
. & %
% ) %
% % % %

Taken together, the data:

paint a picture of a missed opportunity to makenash progress as possible on pressing needs.
show the need for policy reforms that will resualstates making greater progress on those needs.
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System
Preservation
1| Alaska 100%
2 | Connecticut 100%
3 | Delaware 100%
District of
4 Columbia 100%
5 | Maine 100%
6 | Maryland 100%
7 | New Jersey 100%
8 | North Dakota 100%
9 | Rhode Island 100%
10 | South Dakota 100%
11 | Vermont 100%
12 | Nevada 97%
13| lllinois 96%
14 | New York 95%
15| Pennsylvania 94%
16 | lowa 93%
17 | Oklahoma 90%
18 | Michigan 87%
19 | Mississippi 87%
20 | Missouri 85%
21| Colorado 84%
22 | Minnesota 84%
23 | South Carolina 84%
24 | Wyoming 83%
25 | Idaho 82%
26 | Nebraska 81%
27 | New Mexico 80%
28 | Oregon 76%
29 | Massachusetts 75%
30 | Georgia 73%
31| Montana 70%
32 | Utah 69%
23 % % 2.(
( X C 8/C
! X C 8/C
20

% of total road spending
allocated to?°

New
Capacity

0%

0%
0%

0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
3%
4%
5%
6%
7%
10%
13%
13%
15%
16%
16%
16%
17%
18%
19%
20%
24%
25%
27%
30%
31%

Percent of
roads not
in “good”
condition

2%

66%
56%

46%
58%
90%
43%
83%
49%
55%
19%
54%
65%
67%
59%
60%
49%
58%
61%
56%
53%
49%
45%
43%
38%
36%
38%
49%
8%

24%
49%

% .

District of
Columbia

Delaware
Massachusetts

Oregon

lowa
Colorado
Hawaii
Georgia
Rhode Island
Maryland
Arizona
Virginia

Idaho

Florida

New Jersey
North Carolina
Washington
Michigan
Montana
Louisiana
Pennsylvania
Utah

Ohio

South Carolina
California
New York
Alaska

New Hampshire
Maine
Kentucky
Nebraska
Kansas

$C ! 0

Percent of funding on
public transportation +
non-motorized projects™

41.5%

27.9%
19.0%

16.7%

16.5%
11.3%
10.9%
9.3%
7.5%
6.1%
5.2%
5.2%
4.7%
4.4%
4.2%
4.2%
4.2%
3.9%
3.9%
3.8%
3.7%
3.5%
2.8%
2.8%
2.5%
2.5%
2.4%
1.7%
1.4%
1.2%
1.1%
1.0%




33 | Alabama 68% 32% 27% Wisconsin 1.0%
34 | Washington 68% 32% 47% Alabama 0.7%
35| Hawaii 67% 33% 90% Mississippi 0.5%
36 | Louisiana 66% 34% 62% Texas 0.5%
37 | Wisconsin 65% 35% 47% Nevada 0.2%
38 | Tennessee 60% 40% 29% Arkansas 0.0%
39 | Virginia 60% 40% 54% Connecticut 0.0%
40 | Indiana 58% 42% 44% Illinois 0.0%
41 | Arizona 57% 43% 32% Indiana 0.0%
42 | California 57% 43% 82% Minnesota 0.0%
43 | New Hampshire 54% 46% 40% Missouri 0.0%
44 | West Virginia 54% 46% 58% New Mexico 0.0%
45 | Texas 53% 47% 59% North Dakota 0.0%
46 | North Carolina 51% 49% 51% Oklahoma 0.0%
47 | Ohio 48% 52% 41% South Dakota 0.0%
48 | Florida 23% 77% 24% Tennessee 0.0%
49 | Arkansas 15% 85% 62% Vermont 0.0%
50 | Kansas 14% 86% 25% West Virginia 0.0%
51 | Kentucky 12% 88% 45% Wyoming 0.0%
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Sources for Virginia narrative:
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Briefing to the Commonwealth Transportation Boauhe 17, 2009,
http://www.ctb.virginia.gov/resources/2009/cm 6 ARRune 17 09.pdf

Section 1511 Reports:

http://www.stimulus.virginia.gov/docs/Section151ifeation. pdf

http://www.stimulus.virginia.gov/docs/Section151 Hifeation-2.pdf

http://www.stimulus.virginia.gov/docs/Section151 tifecation-3.pdf
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State processthe Transportation Committee
chairs in the legislature created their projedt lis
largely behind closed doors and with little
evidence of criteria, pushed through legislative
approval with little or no stakeholder
involvement, and obligated the full amount of
transportation money in one fell swoop.

The ResultThe allocated funding is heavy

on highway projects, especially in outlying
areas. No money is being spent on local
roads (only on state or interstate projects);
and the highly populated Seattle area was left
without any of the $75 million in federal aid

it was counting on for street improvement
projects.

MPO processin contrast with the state process,
the largest MPO, Puget Sound Regional
Council, had an open and collaborative process
and sought public comment for prioritizing
projects and creating its list. The Regional
Project Evaluation Committee consisting of

local government planners and members of the
community met six times between December
and March to develop recommendations.
Criteria for project selection included a sense of
geographic balance, rural as well as urban
projects, and the incorporation of a broad array
of project types.

The ResultA draft project list was shared
with the PSRC'’s Transportation Policy
Board, a group of elected officials and
stakeholders. A final project list was adopted
unanimously in March, and includes 20%
non-motorized projects, 3% public
transportation, 25% safety and maintenance,
24% complete streets projects, and

28% capacity (freight, general purpose, and
other).

It was not the case that the state process was
driven by extra urgency; both processes finished
at essentially the same time.

*

MPO processThe MPO for the Minneapolis-
Saint Paul region is the Metropolitan Council
and its Transportation Advisory Board. The
Transportation Advisory Board repeatedly
denied requests for public comment as it
allocated its portion of STP funds. After pressure
from the Metropolitan Council and the
Minnesota division of the Federal Highway
Administration, the Board took comment from
the public on allocating stimulus funds. It was
the first time that participants could remember
the Board actively soliciting input and then
having most members present to heaf it.
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The ResultThe stimulus funding led to an
opening for public participation. The

subsequent spending choices do not appear to

have been influenced by the input. One
group, frustrated both by what it perceived as
an unresponsive process and by the
Minnesota Department of Transportation’s
perceived unwillingness to spend funds on
accessibility projects mandated by Americans
with Disabilities Act requirements, has begun
legal action.

Case: California

State proces<Caltrans released a project list for
public disclosure in late 2008. In response,
several citizen groups called for more public
transportation and repair projects. This resulted
in an improved Caltrans list; and it also led to
three statewide stakeholder phone calls to
discuss the formation of state legislation on the
spending of expected transportation stimulus
funds. Caltrans asked for comment on draft
legislation and provided detailed charts on the
spending and decision-making processes. Once
the process reached the legislature,

30 organizations sent a letter urging legislators
to prioritize fix-it-first and also provided mark-
ups to the draft legislation originated by
Caltrans.

The ResultThe legislature was largely
responsive to the groups’ arguments and
coalition proposals set the tone for debate.
The resulting legislation incorporated the
arguments put forth by the coalition, and

%
%
% %

Caltrans accepted those much-improved
provisions as well. Furthermore, the public
comment and organizational feedback
opportunities allowed interested parties to
organize offensively and shape discussions
throughout the process. In the end, openness
led to substantial improvements.
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Virginia offered significant transparency of
information, but inadequate opportunity for
the general public to contribute
substantively to the allocation of the
discretionary ARRA funds.

Virginia Governor Tim Kaine established a
well-publicized “Stimulus” website,

.88 % % 8 , for Virginians to
submit ideas for spending. Over 9000
submissions were posted in an extensive
spreadsheet and directed to the appropriate
agencies. The site includes clear and
understandable Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) presentations on
stimulus spending and the 1511
certifications.




Yet, at least in the case of transportation, the
process for selecting stimulus spending
priorities appeared to proceed on a separate
internal track from the public submissions.
VDOT and the Commonwealth
Transportation Board (CTB) held no
dedicated public hearings for the allocation
of the discretionary funds. They
appropriately and reportedly consulted with
local officials, metropolitan planning
organizations and legislators to develop the
list of projects, but there is no posted record
of these consultations. The CTB’s monthly
meetings in Richmond in April and May
offered a routine general public comment
period, but neither the VDOT website, nor
the state stimulus website publicized this as
an opportunity to respond to VDOT'’s
stimulus project lists.

4 !

At the national level, “transparency” is about
being able to find out

1. On what kinds of projects was money
spent?

2. Did those projects contribute to progress
on one or more national goals?

Neither question is easy or straightforward to
answer using currently available data. Several
challenges to using the available data were
described in “Challenges understanding states’
reporting” in Chapter 5. Smart Growth America
retained several respected consultants to review

the Section 1511 reports and categorize projects:

Mark Stout, the former Assistant Commissioner

for Planning and Development at the New Jersey
Department of Transportation; and a team from
Charlier Associates, Inc. in Boulder, CO, a firm
that does transportation planning and consulting
for DOTs and MPOs across the country. This
team of transportation professionals required
several person-weeks of time to develop the data
in this report. They also encountered substantial
difficulty in some cases in 1) finding the list of
certified projects at all, and 2) understanding the
project descriptions. And there is at present no
way to tell whether projects are located in
“economically distressed areas.”

If transportation planning professionals cannot
easily answer the two transparency questions,
then the process is not transparent.

Transparency is clearly one key to
accountability. But it is only half of the picture.
Accountability requires that we know both what
states did with the money and what was
supposed to be accomplished with the money. In
transportation, this is sometimes interpreted
narrowly: the money was meant for public
transportation, and it was spent on public
transportation. This however, is a poor version
of accountability because public transportation
money, flexible STP money and other monies
are provided to accomplish outcomes. For
example: did the public transportation improve
access for low-income communities, improve
energy security, and provide employers with
access to a broader labor pool?

In the case of ARRA's flexible transportation
funds, goals included rapid job creation, long-
term economic outcomes, and progress toward a
21 century transportation system. It is worth
noting that neither the ARRA nor the normal
federal transportation program through which
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Adapted from US Department of Transportation, “Aiten Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009:
Implementing Guidance (Updated April 1, 2009)".
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State Total Distribution State Total Distribution
Alabama $ 513,692,083 North Carolina 735,526,6
Alaska 175,461,487 North Dakota 170,126,497
Arizona 521,958,401 Ohio 935,677,030
Arkansas 351,544,468 Oklahoma 464,655,225
California 2,569,568,320 Oregon 333,902,389
Colorado 403,924,130 Pennsylvania 1,026,429,012
Connecticut 302,053,956 Rhode Island 137,095,725
Delaware 121,828,650 South Carolina 463,081,483
Dist. Of Col. 123,507,842 South Dakota 183,029,3
Florida 1,346,735,003 Tennessee 572,701,043
Georgia 931,585,680 Texas 2,250,015,146
Hawaii 125,746,380 Utah 213,545,653
Idaho 181,934,631 Vermont 125,791,291
lllinois 935,592,704 Virginia 694,460,823
Indiana 657,967,707 Washington 492,242,337
lowa 358,162,431 West Virginia 210,852,204
Kansas 347,817,167 Wisconsin 529,111,915
Kentucky 421,094,991 Wyoming 157,616,058
Louisiana 429,859,427 Total $26,660,000,000
Maine 130,752,032
Maryland 431,034,777
Massachusetts 437,865,255
Michigan 847,204,834
Minnesota 502,284,177
Mississippi 354,564,343
Missouri 637,121,984
Montana 211,793,391
Nebraska 235,589,279
Nevada 201,352,460
New Hampshire 129,440,556
New Jersey 651,774,480
New Mexico 252,644,377
New York 1,120,684,723
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