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Summary of recommendations for 

improving the process for Round 3 
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Purpose  

• SMART SCALE is the nation’s first outcome-based 

prioritization process 
 

• ‘Look Back’ on round 1 and round 2 
 

• First 2 rounds of implementation resulted in the 

identification of potential changes to improve process 
– Administrative process 

– Modifications to measures 
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‘Look Back’ on  

Rounds 1 & 2 

• Weighting frameworks were a big topic of discussion 

– how are they driving outcomes? 

 

• Is there a bias towards projects of a particular size? 

Big? Small? 

 

• What types of projects are being funded through 

SMART SCALE? Where? 
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‘Look Back’ – Weighting 

Frameworks 
 

Examined what would happen to staff recommended scenario from 

Round 2 if weighting frameworks were modified 

• 2 categories – ‘urban’ (A and B combined), ‘rural’ (C and D combined) 

• 1 category – congestion and safety 

• 1 category – safety and economic development 

• 1 category – all measures are weighted equal  

 Factor 
Congestion 

Mitigation 

Economic 

Development 
Accessibility Safety 

Environmental 

Quality 

Land  

Use 

 Category A 45% 5% 15% 5% 10% 20% 

 Category B 15% 20% 25% 20% 10% 10% 

 Category C 15% 25% 25% 25% 10%   

 Category D 10% 35% 15% 30% 10%   
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Evaluation of Weighting 

Frameworks - Conclusions 

• Major changes to weighting frameworks results in a 7-25% 

change in projects selected 

• Between all four tests:  

– 43 projects were ‘added’ to the funding scenario – 9 projects 

represent 75% of the additions 

– 53 projects were ‘cut’ from the funding scenario – 12 projects 

represent 67% of the cuts 

• Measures appear to have greater influence over whether a 

project is funded than weighting frameworks 

• No proposed changes to weighting frameworks  
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•Perceived Low-Cost Bias 

–“Smaller projects appear to have a better chance of getting funded regardless of their 

benefit” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Analysis excludes projects that would not otherwise be eligible for SMART SCALE 

** Analysis includes projects selected for funding 

 

“Look Back” – Is there a 

bias in project size? 
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Perceived Low-Cost Bias – Conclusions 

• The majority of projects selected for funding have a total cost less 

than $5M 

• Low cost projects are under represented in SMART SCALE when 

compared to the composition of the historical SYIP 

• Unlike the historical SYIP, SMART SCALE provides a benefit 

measure for projects 

• The overwhelming majority of projects selected for funding, 

regardless of  Total Cost, have a Benefit Score greater than 1 

• Benefit has a greater impact than Total Cost in determining which 

projects are selected for HPP funding  

• SMART SCALE request has more of an impact on whether a project 

is selected for funding than the Total Cost 

 

“Look Back” – Is there a 

bias in project size? 
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‘Look Back’ – What types of projects 

are being funded through SMART 

SCALE?  

 

 
– Round 1  

▪92% of funding to Highways 

▪8% of funding to Bike/Ped, Bus Transit, Rail Transit, and 

TDM 

▪Bus Transit projects most successful (100% funded) 

▪Rail Transit projects least successful (33% funded) 

–Round 2 

▪81% of funding to Highways 

▪19% of funding to Bike/Ped, Bus Transit, Rail Transit, 

and TDM 

▪Rail Transit projects most successful (100% funded) 

▪Highway projects least successful (32% funded) 
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Administrative Policies and 

Procedures 

• Biennial schedule 

 

• Number of applications allowed per applicant 

 

• Project readiness 

 

• Project eligibility 
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Recommended Changes to 

Schedule for Round 3 

5 month application intake 

window - 3 more months 

than previous rounds 

5 month project evaluation and 

scoring window - 2 more months 

than previous rounds 

June 1 deadline for screening and 

eligibility and no new applications 

August 1 deadline for submission 
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Number of Applications 

Round 1 

287 

2.2 

12 

Round 2 

404 

2.8 

33 

Total # 

Submitted 

Total # 

Scored 

Average # 

Application 

Max # of 

Applications 

321 436 

% Change 

36% 

41% 

27% 

175% 
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Recommended Limits on 

Number of Applications 

Establish 3 tiers based on population 

Tier Localities 
MPOs/PDCs/Transit 

Agencies 

Maximum Number of 

Applications 

1  Less than 50K Less than 100K 3 

2   50K to 150K 100K to 1M 5 

3 
Greater than 

150K 
Greater than 1M 10 
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Project Readiness 

ISSUE: Need clear guidance on the required level of planning 

and supporting documentation needed for major projects. 

Applicability: 

• Grade Separations 

• New Traffic Signals 

• New Location Facilities 

• Major Corridor Widening projects 

• Environmental (NEPA and Permitting) 

• Public Support 
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Project Readiness Recommendations 

Proposed Changes 

• Grade Separation on all limited access facilities 

– Require IJR with preferred alternative 

• Grade Separation of at-grade intersection 

– Require planning level study and alternatives analysis 

• New Traffic Signals 

– Require Signal Warrant and Justification and evaluation of alternative 

intersections 



15 15 

Project Readiness Recommendations 

Proposed Changes: 

• New Location 

– Assess requirement for evaluation of multiple alternatives 

(NEPA/permitting) 

• Major Widenings 

– Ensure alternatives to optimize the existing capacity have been 

thoroughly evaluated as part of the planning process 

• Public Support 

– Require local resolution of support as a part of application process 

– Examples 

▪ North Main Intersection Improvements at 460 Bypass - Blacksburg 

- Round 1 

▪ University Drive Extension - City of Fairfax - Round 1 
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Project Eligibility 

ISSUE:  Need to provide clear guidance on how to handle projects that may 

include asset replacement, in addition to a capacity expansion or 

enhancement improvement. 
 

Proposed Changes: 

• SMART SCALE is not intended to fund maintenance and State of Good 

Repair projects 

• Clarify eligibility language in the SMART SCALE policy - If a significant 

portion of the project costs are related to the repair or replacement of 

existing traffic control devices, structures or bridges asset replacement the 

project be excluded from consideration in scoring and rating for SMART 

SCALE. 
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Project Eligibility 

ISSUE:  Need to define clear rules regarding projects that are fully funded 

or committed 
 

Proposed Change 

• Clarify in the policy that SMART SCALE funding is not intended to replace 

other committed funding sources such as local/regional funding, proffers, 

and/or other committed state or federal funding sources 

• If an applicant submits an existing fully funded or committed project with 

independent utility for SMART SCALE funding with intention of requesting 

additional funds to add additional project features such as landscaping, 

streetscaping, and/or bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, then the benefits 

associated with the fully funded or committed project element(s) should be 

excluded from consideration in scoring and rating the project for SMART 

SCALE. 
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Project Eligibility 

ISSUE:  Some applicants included project elements that were 

not clearly related to one another. 

• Project features must be associated such that they are contiguous or 

of the same improvement type (e.g., signal improvements, transit 

stations, etc.) 

– Concern about potential to circumvent application limits 

– Concern about adding unrelated features to increase benefit 
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Recommended 

Modifications to Measures 

Changes are intended to address: 

• Stakeholder concerns 

• Areas where applicants have ‘beat the system’ 

• Areas where project size/impact is not accurately 

captured 

• Improved methodologies 
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Measure Enhancements 

Congestion 

• Benefits to longer projects may have been impacted 
– Phased improvement projects broken into pieces could score similar results 

to the entire project 

– Shorter projects have a higher probability of receiving funding 

 

EXAMPLE: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Recommend modifying measure to account for increase in person miles 

travelled allowed by the project within the capacity of the facility 

District Description 
Throughput 

Score 

Staunton 
Extend SB Deceleration NB Acceleration lanes by 150' 

each, I-81 Exit 296 in Staunton 
1175 

Salem 
Construct 1.12 mile auxiliary lane on I-81N between Exit 

140 to 141 
1664 
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Measure Enhancements 

ED.1 - Site Development 

Issue:   

Current Method 

• Applicant provides all site data used for scoring 

• Transportation Project points (applied to all site) based on consistency with local 

comp plan/economic development  

• Economic Development Site points (site specific) 

• Up to 5 Points Max - used to weight the square footage of each site 

 

Round 2 results raise concerns about the reasonableness of the results for this measure 

• Roundabout project on 2 lane roadway and a cul-de-sac scored highest in the state 

• Findings 

– Zoned properties within allowable buffer contributed to anomalous results 

– Gimme points - consistency with plan and utilities 
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Measure Enhancements 

ED.1 - Site Development 

Recommendations 

• Zoned properties must get primary access from project 

• Remove 0.5 point for consistency with local and regional plans - 

project and site must be specifically referenced in local and regional 

planning documents to get point 

• Eliminate site utilities points 

• Reduce max buffer to 3 miles 

 



23 23 

Measure Enhancements 

ED.1 - Site Development 

Recommendations (cont) 

• Distinguish the level of readiness for site plans 

 

 

 

 

 

• Consider the establishment of maximum square footage 

– Based on current level of development - cannot exceed x% of total 

current square footage in jurisdiction(s) 

 

Site Readiness Points 

Conceptual site plan submitted 0.5 

Conceptual site plan approved 1 

Detailed site plan submitted 2 

Detailed site plan approved 4 
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Measure Enhancements 

ED.2 - Intermodal Access 

 Current Method 

• Points are awarded based on a project’s proximity to freight generators, truck routes, 

and freight destinations. Total points are scaled by the maximum freight tonnage 

within the project area. Size of a project may affect its likelihood of falling within the 

buffer distance of freight facilities, its score does not directly scale by the size of the 

improvement. 

Proposed Method 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Recommendation 

• Scale points by freight tonnage-miles by multiplying the freight tonnage by the length 

of the improvement 
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Safety Measures 

• Many fatalities and severe injuries are the result of factors unrelated 

to roadway design 
 

• Vehicle age and age of occupants plays a major role in determining 

whether a crash results in a fatality or severe injury 

– Statistics from 2013 NHTSA Report 

▪71% more likely to die if car is 18+ years old 

▪50% more likely to die if car is 15-17 years old 

– 2012 AAA Traffic Safety Report 

▪Deaths per 100 million VMT decrease from age 16 until age 60 then 

it increases sharply (survivability) 
 

• Current methodology weights fatalities 18x greater than severe 

injuries 
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Safety Measures 
Recommended Changes 

Issues: 

• Roadway improvements often cannot address crashes 

resulting from driving under the influence 

 

• Have had a project recommended for funding due to single 

crash over 5-year period that involved alcohol 

  

Recommendation: 

• Remove crashes that are the result of driving under the 

influence from consideration in scoring 
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Safety Measures 
Recommended Changes 

Issues: 

• Difference between fatality and severe injury often related to 

age of vehicle and age of occupant 

 

• Many states used a ‘blended’ value for fatalities and severe 

injuries  

 

Recommendation: 

• Use a ‘blended’ weighting for SMART SCALE similar to other 

states in Round 3 scoring 
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Access to Jobs 
Recommended Changes 

• Eliminate the 45 and 60 minute cap for auto and transit 

job access respectively 
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Land Use 

• Focused on projects that support transportation efficient 

development patterns in urban areas 

• Current methodology has limitations 

– Subjectivity 

– Degree to which an area meets certain criteria 

• Office of Intermodal Planning and Investment has 

developed new methodology to measure key 

characteristics – non-work accessibility 
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Land Use 
Non-work Accessibility 

• Examines accessibility to key non-work destinations such 

as grocery, healthcare, education, etc 

• Targets for destinations established using Virginia 

observations  

• Uses GIS software used for Access to Jobs measures 

• Eliminate subjectivity and captures degree to which 

development patterns meet certain criteria 
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Land Use 
Recommended Measures 

• 70% of score based on 
– 2025 population and employment  

               X  

non-work accessibility 

 

• 30% of score based on 
– Change in population and employment (Current day to 2025)  

               X  

non-work accessibility 
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Next Steps and Schedule 

• July CTB Meeting 

– Provide additional information from Retreat 

– Draft CTB Resolution publicly available 

– Draft Policy and Technical Guide publicly available 

– Begin public comment period 

• September – October - Fall Transportation Meetings 

– Training and Outreach on changes 

– Receive Public Comment on proposed changes 

• TBD - Adopt Revised CTB Policy and Policy/Technical 

Guides  

 


