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Agenda



• HB 2 of the 2014 General Assembly (SMART SCALE) required the implementation of a 

formal prioritization process by June 2016

– Needed to remove the political element and select projects that bring the best value

• It reformed Virginia’s transportation programming process by requiring the use of a data-

driven, outcome-based prioritization process

• SMART SCALE has improved the transparency and accountability of project selection 

and improved the stability of the Six-Year Improvement Program

• The process scores projects based on an objective and fair analysis that is applied 

statewide, helping the CTB select projects that provide the greatest benefits for tax 

dollars spent
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Why SMART SCALE



• Effective July 1, 2014 (as defined in § 33.2-214.1), required the development of a 

prioritization process that the CTB was to use for project selection by July 2016. 

• Benefit-Cost Relationship Required

• Six Factor Areas Required (SCALE) – safety, congestion mitigation, accessibility, land 

use*, economic development, and environmental quality

• Multi-Modal Project Evaluation – must consider highway, transit, rail, roadway, 

technology operational improvements, and transportation demand management 

strategies

• Meet a VTrans Need

• Projects must be fully funded when added to the SYIP

*Note: Land Use is required in populations over 200,000 defined in the 6th enactment clause 

4

Virginia Code - Development of Prioritization Process (HB 2)



1. Six-Year Improvement Program Development Policy 

- December 7, 2016

2. Policy for Implementation of the SMART SCALE Project Prioritization Process 

- Updated December 8, 2021

3. SMART SCALE Cost Overrun Policy 

- October 30, 2018
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CTB Policy - SMART SCALE Prioritization Process



The 1986 formula was often referred to as the 40/30/30 formula

• Interstate and Unpaved roads were addressed first, with the balance distributed 

– 40% for the primary system, provided to each district for primary routes using vehicle 

miles of travel (VMT), primary lane miles, and a needs factor – allocated by the CTB

– 30% to counties for secondary routes using population and land area – controlled by 

Local Board of Supervisors

– 30% to cities and towns for urban routes using population – controlled by City/Town 

Council Allocated

The new formula established by HB 1887 distributes the District Grant Program 

(DGP) funds to the districts in a similar manner as the previous 40/30/30 formula.
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Virginia Code - Transportation Funding Formula



7

Virginia Code - Transportation Funding Formula (HB 1887, HB 1414) 

§ 33.2-358 Allocation of funds to programs

• HB 1887 (Rounds 1 – 3)

• Established the State of Good Repair (SGR - 45%) High-

Priority Projects Program (HPP – 27.5%) and the District Grant 

Program (DGP – 27.5%)

• HB 1414 (Rounds 4 – 5)

• Restructured Virginia’s transportation funding model and 

updated program shares

• Enacted changes to statewide revenue sources and regional 

funding sources

• Imposed the regional fuels tax in all areas of the 

Commonwealth where it is not imposed to be used in DGP 

addition to the formula DGP (referred to as the Supplement 

District Grant) 
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Virginia Code - District Grant Program Supported by Regional Gas Tax 
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Virginia Code - Example Supplemental Grant (FY 2024)
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SMART SCALE Previous Round Summary



• Application timing 
and documentation

• Common-sense 
engineering 
principles

• Two-year cycle 
established

• Application timing 
extended

• Project eligibility 
and readiness bar 
raised

• Pre-application 
limits and schedule 
modifications

• Project eligibility 
restrictions

• Study requirements 
refined

• Cost estimating 
transparency and 
consistency

Environmental
• Considered impact
Safety
• Added crash types 

with injuries
Land Use
• Added the second 

measure

• Began cap limits
Economic Dev
• Distinguished the 

level of readiness 
for site plans

Land Use
• Added non-work 

accessibility

Congestion
• Expanded to off-

peak
Safety
• Targeted crash 

reduction
• Modified weightings

Environmental
• New emissions 

measures
• Right-size impact 

buffer 
Land Use
• Expanded to rural 

localities
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Round 2     Round 3     Round 4      Round 5

Committed to a regular lessons-

learned process through 

engagement with partners and 

applicants

Committed to research and testing 

of best practices

Committed to a process of 

adjustments and feedback, 

supported by improved tools, 

training, and guidance for 

applicants

Improvement History

External review 

group, surveys, 

and regional 

workshops

CTB Retreat, nine 

regional meetings, 

and applicant 

feedback

Fall meetings, 

public comment, 

and applicant 

feedback

Online tools and 

meetings to work 

through pandemic 

disruptions

IMPROVEMENTS
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SMART SCALE Previous Round Summary

Continuous Improvement
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SMART SCALE Prioritization Process

CTB Policy

Funding Scenario

HPP 
Eligibility

DGP

Eligibility

Staff 
Scenario 

Steps
Consensus

Scoring

Weighting Typology Methods

Post-SYIP

Delivery
Project 
Change

Virginia Code

• Adjusting in one area can affect another

• A singular issue identified might be resolved by adjusting multiple 

components of the process

• Portal

• Eligibility

• Communications

• Readiness

Procedural  
(OIPI and 

Agency Staff)
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Funding Program Eligibility

Funding Scenario

HPP
Eligibility

DGP
Eligibility
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Funding Program Eligibility

Procedural

Project
Eligibility
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Application, Screening, and Validation

Procedural

Portal
Project

Eligibility
Readiness
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Area Type and Factor Weighting

Scoring

Weighting Typology
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Factors and Measures

See Appendix (p. 32) for an example 

scorecard including all measures

Scoring

Weighting Methods
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Normalization

Scoring

Methods
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Funding Scenario Steps

Funding Scenario

Steps



Post-SYIP

Delivery
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Program Delivery
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Project Change Process

Post-SYIP

Project 
Change
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Potential Issues Identified

Indentified Issue Detail CTB

Application Quality Staff resources are stretched to dedicate to applicant support and application quality May

Process Biases
Applicants may submit projects that they think will be successful, not necessarily the 

highest priority
June & July

Forward-Looking Process
Process should be more forward-looking to account for future traffic and future 

economic development
June

Funding Steps Steps to apply funding June

Low Scoring Projects
Some districts may have significantly lower SS scores than in other districts, which is 

inconsistent with the purpose of a statewide prioritization process
July

Emphasis on Safety 

Priority

Safety is an increasing problem that warrants a higher priority in the prioritization 

process
July

One Factor Majority Land use factor has a significant number of projects funded on only that category July

Disconnect Between Need 

and Benefit 

Perception that projects are not demonstrating a benefit in the factor area related to 

the Vtrans need for which they were screened in
September

Flexibility in Project 

Change Process

SMART SCALE project change / cost over-run process is overly burdensome, creates 

project delays, and interupts normal project development issues
September

Project Performance
Are the projects performing like we said they would? 

Is the ultilization matching predictions?
September
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Potential Issues Schedule
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Application Process



• Source – Data, VDOT Staff,  OIPI Staff, CTB Members

o Data – 50% bigger SYIP program, same staff

o Round 5 Data - Over 50% of submitted applications are “not ready” for scoring at full app 

submission (90% at pre-application)

o Round 5 Data – 413 received and 152 recommended for funding (37% recommended for 

funding)

o Round 5 Data – More applications are not an indicator of success

o VDOT Staff Survey- Time and effort spent on document preparation that ultimately got 

screened out
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Potential Issue Identified - Application Quality



Potential Solutions Identified - Application Quality

1. Project Eligibility – Reduce the application cap for all entities 

2. Readiness & SMART Portal – Streamline document approvals before final submission

– Change “conditional screen in” to “conditional screen out” 

3. Readiness - Allow applicants to use their estimate if they agree to cover any shortfall* - VDOT 

does not validate the estimate

– *Note this creates an unfair advantage in the scoring process 

4. Delivery - Tie consensus funding decisions to performance in delivering projects
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Potential Solutions Identified - Application Quality



This resulted in a reduction of overall apps from 394 to 259

The overall success rate rose from 39% to 53%
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Potential Solutions Identified - Application Quality

For Principal Improvement Type

• Bike/Pedestrian applications fell from 97 to 55

• Highway applications fell from 294 to 201

• Bus Transit applications remained at 3

For Area Type

• Area Type A applications fell from 78 to 48

• Area Type B applications fell from 113 to 63

• Area Type C applications fell from 75 to 52

• Area Type D applications fell from 128 to 96

The average total cost of funded projects raised from $15.1M to $16.9M

The average total request of funded projects raised from $10.1M to $11.2M



1. Recommends reducing the application caps for all entities

– Focus on improving outcomes

– Higher quality and focused on priorities

2. Recommends solution for readiness & SMART Portal Streamline

– Provides earlier and targeted support to applicants

3. Does not support solution to not validate estimates

4. Recommends solution to tie consensus funding decisions to performance in delivering 

projects
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Potential Solutions Identified - Application Quality



• June

– Process Biases (Part 1)

– Forward-Looking Process

– Funding Steps

• July

– Process Biases (Part 2)

– Low Scoring Projects

– Emphasis on Safety Priority

– One Factor Majority

– Retreat (Discuss preliminary 

recommendations)

• August

– No meeting
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Next Steps



Thank you
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Sample Scorecard
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