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I. Executive Summary

With a comprehensive climate bill stalled at the federal level, many are turning to the states to make progress
toward reducing carbon emissions. Are the states ready? To succeed, many sectors will need to reduce their carbon
emissions. This report examines what states are doing to curb emissions caused by transportation. As such, it is the
first report to look at state transportation policy as it affects greenhouse gas emissions and compare performance
across the states.

State transportation policy has the potential to significantly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions while also
effectively meeting the nation’s wide-ranging mobility needs. Few studies have specifically sought to evaluate how
states’ transportation policies impact GHG emissions. This report seeks to build on the work of Moving Cooler, a
2009 report by Cambridge Systematics, which quantified the carbon reduction benefits of various transportation
strategies. The analysis here evaluates how well state-level transportation decisions are aligned with efforts to reduce
GHG emissions by examining a selection of key transportation policies currently in place in the 50 states. The
findings suggest that there is tremendous potential for states to make progress on reducing transportation-related
carbon emissions. The report’s recommendations suggest ways states can improve their climate performance while
meeting their mobility needs.
“There is tremendous

potential for states to
Greenhouse Gases From Transportation make progress on reducing
Are a Growing Problem transportation-related
Presidents Barack Obama, George W. Bush, Bill Clinton, and George H.W. carbon emissions.”
Bush have each called for reductions in GHG emissions, yet nationwide
emission rates have steadily increased, rising 27 percent between 1990 and
2007. Nearly half of the net increase has been due to increasing emissions from the transportation sector, which
today accounts for 32 percent of the country’s total carbon emissions according to the U.S. Energy Information
Administration. Without bringing down transportation emissions, it will be impossible to achieve the reductions
scientists have deemed necessary to avoid the worst effects of climate change. Between 1977 and 2001, driving in the
United States measured in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), grew by 151 percent. Average trip lengths, trips per capita
and the proportion of drivers traveling alone also increased, all of which have contributed to rising emission rates.

Innovations leading to more efficient vehicles and new, cleaner fuels could mean large reductions in GHG
emissions, but the projected 50 percent increase in VMT between 2005 and 2030 would undermine much of the
savings these technologies would earn. Without changes to the transportation sector, it will be impossible to achieve
the emissions reductions necessary to avoid the worst effects of climate change.

State Transportation Policies Do Not Manage Carbon Emissions, and Often Make
Them Worse

States are in a unique position to bring down transportation-related GHG emissions, given their primary role in
setting statewide transportation policy and directing large amounts of transportation funding. This report seeks to
better understand the patterns and impacts of current state transportation policies and investment decisions in all
50 states.

The results of the analysis are sobering: most states use few of the available transportation policy tools to reduce

GHG emissions from the transportation sector, and in most cases make decisions that will likely increase
p y
emissions. No state received a higher grade than “B-,” and most states scored lower than “D,” demonstrating a
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lack of alignment between transportation and climate policies. Most states do not make any effort at all to connect
transportation policy with climate change and energy goals, and some put in place systems that effectively sabotage
these goals. In sum, current transportation policy in most states will likely worsen GHG emission trends in the
United States.

The Transportation Sector Can Deliver Major Reductions in GHG Emissions

Because states shape transportation decisions to such a large degree, changes at the state level are critically
important. Conflicts between GHG reduction goals and transportation policies at the state level will hinder
progress toward reducing emissions, just as aligning these policies will encourage it. All 50 states can take individual
action to better align their transportation policies with climate change goals. The following strategies can help
dramatically change the trajectory of climate change while improving travel choices for Americans. States should:

= Balance state transportation investments by using state and federal resources to support robust public
transportation service, prioritize highway repair and safety over new capacity, support non-motorized
transportation, and ensure state fuel taxes can support all transportation modes.

m  Manage traffic through congestion pricing tools and incentivize low-carbon transportation options through
comprehensive commuter programs.

s Link transportation and land use in transportation plans, implement smart growth and growth management
policies, and promote transit oriented development.

= Seta course to reduce emissions by setting per capita transportation GHG or VMT reduction targets.
Federal transportation policy also has a strong influence on state and local transportation decisions and current
federal policies may be contributing to the lack of progress in the states. Therefore, along with reform at the state
level, changes to federal transportation policy are essential. Congress and the White House must work to align

transportation policy more directly with national climate and energy goals. The following policies would strengthen
the country’s transportation network and reduce carbon emissions. The federal government should:

m  Set specific GHG emissions reduction targets for the transportation sector.
»  Establish GHG emission impacts from transportation plans and projects as a criterion for receiving federal aid.

m  Update transportation financing and funding formulas to reward reductions in driving, VMT, and fuel
consumption, instead of rewarding increases in these areas, as is the current practice.

m  Prioritize cleaner transportation modes throughout all programs and policies.

m  Dedicate revenue from GHG fees to fund clean transportation investment.

While significant power to implement change rests in the hands of individual states, the results of this report show
that most will not seek to curb emissions from transportation sector without federal leadership and guidance.

Together, federal and state leaders can make the nation’s climate and transportation goals mutually supportive, but
it will require action at both levels.
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Il. Introduction

In recent years, two important and related trends have emerged with respect to U.S. transportation infrastructure
policy. First, transportation policy experts from across the political spectrum have generally come to agree that

the nation’s transportation policies must become more performance-based and outcome-oriented. Second, it has
become clear that there is an important link between transportation infrastructure decisions and the emission of
the greenhouse gases (GHG) that cause climate change. Since reducing GHG emissions is an important national
objective and nearly one third of the country’s GHG emissions come from the transportation sector, energy use and
GHG emissions should be among the metrics used to evaluate overall transportation performance.

Implementing a performance-based transportation policy that supports GHG reduction goals will require regular
assessment of emissions trends and the major factors that drive them. This information would help state decision-
makers and transportation officials to adopt policies and practices that meet both mobility and climate change
goals. States should know which tools offer the best mobility and GHG reduction benefits and thus contribute

to high system performance. This requires understanding how well current policies of state transportation
departments perform with respect to GHG emissions.

While transportation performance and transportation GHG emissions have been the subject of much study and
debate, relatively little has been done to connect these two issues through actual evaluation of state transportation
policy with respect to climate change. This report seeks to bridge that gap by evaluating the 50 states based on
the degree to which they have implemented policy and investment decisions that have been shown to reduce
transportation-based GHG emissions.

This report assesses the extent to which each state’s transportation policy framework supports reduction of GHG
emissions. Seventeen policy and investment criteria are evaluated to collectively provide an indicator of state
performance with respect to the likely impact of state transportation decisions on GHG emissions. The results
indicate which states are making transportation decisions that are likely to reduce GHG emissions, offering

a method of assessing each state’s relative performance in achieving such an objective. For the purpose of this
report, a state’s transportation policy is understood to be the collection of executive, legislative, and administrative
decisions that together define what transportation projects are built, how they are designed, and how they are
managed to provide mobility options to residents and other travelers.

It is important to note that this report does not suggest that GHG emissions trends are the only metric that should
define transportation performance. On the contrary, efforts to reduce GHG emissions through transportation
strategies must be balanced with other important goals such as mobility, access, connectivity, economic
development, congestion, public health, and other environmental impacts. The policies evaluated in this report
have been shown contribute to these other goals as well. (For a review of such benefits, see Appendix D. For a
thorough discussion of the economic benefits of these strategies, see the Center for Clean Air Policy 2009 report
Cost-Effective GHG Reductions through Smart Growth & Improved Transportation Choices or the forthcoming CCAP
report Growing Wealthier: Smart Growth, Climate Change and American Prosperity).

Further, it is important to recognize that, in the course of evaluating many heterogeneous states in a consistent way,
this report makes certain generalizations and assumptions that do not incorporate some of the unique geographic,
demographic, and economic characteristics of certain areas. Different transportation strategies will achieve varying
degrees of success in reducing emissions based on the characteristics of a state, such as population growth rate, the
extent and nature of its existing built environment, rate of development, economic profile, and the size of its urban,
suburban, and rural areas.
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Ill. U.S. Transportation Emissions and
Climate Change Goals

Reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the transportation sector is an important path to meeting national
climate change and energy independence goals. Currently, 32 percent of the country’s carbon dioxide emissions—
the main greenhouse gas—originate from the transportation sector, making it the nation’s second largest end-use
source, after electricity generation.!2 The U.S. transportation sector’s share of global GHG emissions is larger
than the overall emissions of any nation, with the exception of China and Russia.? In order to meet the emissions
reduction targets that scientists call for to avoid the worst impacts of global warming, it is necessary to achieve
significant GHG reductions in the transportation sector.

Unfortunately, the current policy framework guiding the development of U.S. surface transportation infrastructure
fails to take GHG emissions into account. As a result, transportation accounted for 47 percent of the net increase
in total U.S. emissions since 1990, making it the fastest growing source of emissions through 2007.4 Poor traffic
and congestion management, underinvestment in efficient transportation options, and failure to coordinate
transportation plans with local land use are just some of the policy failures that produce significant inefficiencies in
our transportation system.> Endemic congestion in metropolitan areas and along freight corridors exacerbates this
inefficiency. As a result, petroleum consumption by personal vehicles accounts for 60 percent of transportation-
related GHG emissions in the United States, with an additional 20 percent coming from freight trucks.

Projections show emissions from the transportation rising further in coming decades, consistent with past trends.
Between 1977 and 2001, the U.S. population grew by 30 percent; driving rates, measured in vehicle-miles traveled
(VMT), grew by 151 percent.” In this same time period, average trip lengths, trips per capita, and the proportion
of drivers traveling alone each increased.® While such growth trends have abated somewhat in recent years, they are
still pronounced: between 1990 and 2007 VMT in the United States rose twice as fast as its population. National
VMT is projected to increase by 50 percent between 2005 and 2030. The corresponding increase in GHG
emissions would undermine the emissions savings achieved through improved vehicle efficiency and transitions to
cleaner transportation fuels.!

These trends are not inevitable, and in part result from policy choices made at the federal, state, and local levels.
The 2007 study, Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change, published by the
Urban Land Institute, surveyed decades’ worth of data to examine the relationship between transportation, land
development patterns, and GHG emissions. Growing Cooler found that more efficient, compact developments
allow residents to drive 20 to 40 percent less, which could result in significant GHG reductions.!!

The 2009 companion study, Moving Cooler: An Analysis of Transportation Strategies for Reducing Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, produced by leading transportation experts at the consulting firm Cambridge Systematics, evaluated
the effectiveness of a broad suite of transportation strategies to reduce transportation sector emissions nationwide,
and found significant potential. The report found that a comprehensive set of transportation policy tools deployed
at the maximum level could reduce transportation emission from the projected baseline levels by 24 percent by
2050, many with a net economic benefit. Further, the report showed that many of these policies would be even
more effective when coupled with an economy-wide cap or limit on GHG emissions, which has been the subject
of recent national and Congressional debate. When paired with a carbon price, the maximum emissions reduction
potential of the transportation policies studied in Moving Cooler more than doubles to 52 percent.!?
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IV. State Policy Drives Transportation
Emissions

A. Infrastructure Decisions Drive Travel Choices and Emissions

Where and how we invest in transportation infrastructure has a significant impact on regional travel patterns and
associated emissions. For example, detailed modeling has shown that a six-lane, 18-mile, tolled outer beltway being
built in suburban Maryland north of Washington D.C. will increase GHG emissions in the entire Washington
metropolitan area by 11 percent in 2030. By comparison, a proposed alternative to the facility involving public
transportation and land use measures could have cut emissions 5 percent below the baseline level.! Although the
new highway was intended to relieve congestion on local roads, it will actually create more traffic by triggering
sizable changes in the local travel demand patterns. Moving Cooler reinforces these findings: analysis showed that
eliminating traffic bottlenecks with new road capacity yields short-term emissions reductions, but increases in
traffic on and around the facility will eventually overtake these benefits by a phenomenon known as induced
demand.?

Transportation investments can also be leveraged to drive significant growth and development without associated
increases in auto use and resulting emissions, as demonstrated in Arlington County, Virginia. When the
Washington-area Metro subway was first being built, Arlington chose to route the Orange Line along its main
business arterial, rather than along the adjacent interstate highway, as was originally proposed. Officials zoned for
mixed-use development along the new Metro corridor and other public transit lines, improved the quality of other
travel choices and information, and expanded transportation demand management programs. Commercial, office,
and residential development increased over the next few years and have continued decades later. Despite steady
population growth, with more people able to ride transit, bike, or walk for some of their trips, there is actually

less traffic volume on many roads in the county than in there was in 1996.3 Arlington County made strategic
infrastructure decisions that expanded choices, mobility, access and economic development, and also minimized
carbon emissions. Today, Arlington is a desirable community providing several successful commercial corridors and
housing options ranging from single-family homes and row houses to condos and apartments.

B. Policy and Investment Decisions Shape Transportation Infrastructure

The examples above show how infrastructure decisions can influence transportation-related GHG emissions.

Such individual infrastructure decisions are influenced by broader transportation policy and investment decisions.
These two factors play major roles in the selection, design, and location of transportation projects. Transportation
policy decisions primarily influence the modal selection, design, location, and scope of a transportation project.
Transportation investment decisions further influence project location and design. More importantly though,
these investment decisions also determine the priority of any particular project relative to other projects, which are
typically competing for funding, as well as the overall emphasis a state puts on particular transportation strategies
or modes.

Together these elements—policy and investment decisions—have a major influence on a state’s portfolio of
transportation projects, and will in large part determine what projects will be planned and built in the future. By
surveying each state’s transportation policy and investment decisions, this report seeks to evaluate whether existing
and future transportation infrastructure decisions are likely to result in the reduction of transportation-related
GHG emissions.
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C. States are at the Nexus of the Nation’s Transportation Decisions

Federal, state, and local governments all play a role making transportation policy and investment decisions.

The federal government distributes funding to states, subject to federal planning requirements, through various
transportation programs. Municipalities make decisions on the regional and local scale, customizing transportation
networks to meet their specific community, economic, and geographically needs.

Source of State Highway Public Funding for Highways and
Funds 2006 Transit 2006 (Billions of Dollars)

Local 2%

Federal
$44.38
(23%)

State 65%

Federal 33%

State and Local
$147.53 (77%)

Source: FHWA 2008 Status of the Nation's Highways, Bridges, and Transit: Conditions and Performance

However, states have a variety of unique roles and responsibilities that place them at the nexus of this joint
responsibility. States play the lead role in establishing and administering overarching goals, standards, and policies
for their regions and municipalities. States receive tens of billions of dollars in annual federal transportation grants.
Combined with revenue from state fuel taxes, states oversee and distribute a greater amount of transportation funds
than any other level government. States determine how these funds will be allocated geographically and prioritize
infrastructure options, modes, and facilities, which in turn trigger different local infrastructure decisions and land
development patterns. Each state has an executive agency or department that has responsibility for transportation
planning, programs (including maintenance, safety, and environmental review), project implementation and
construction, and in some cases operations, for multiple modes of transportation. The state departments of
transportation (DOT) also collaborate with other transportation authorities, including tolling authorities, transit
agencies, ports, and local governments (including specially designated districts), each of which are responsible for
different portions of the transportation network. State transportation departments often have the lead responsibility
for major infrastructure planning decisions, as well as the task of overseeing the design, review, and construction of
a project, and ensuring compliance with any applicable federal standards or policies.

These powers and responsibilities position states as the dominant players in the transportation policy and
investment decision-making process, determining the trajectory of the transportation system, land development,
and transportation-related GHG emissions.
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STATE OFFICIALS DERAIL NEW YORK CITY’S CONGESTION PRICING INITIATIVE

New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg unveiled a comprehensive city-wide sustainability plan called
PlaNYC in April of 2007. The plan included a set of transportation initiatives to improve air quality, reduce
congestion, and invest in needed public transportation, pedestrian, and bicycle improvements. The most
notable and potentially transforming initiative was a congestion pricing program for downtown Manhattan,
modeled from downtown London’s successful “congestion charging” zone, which resulted in a 15 percent
reduction in traffic and 30 percent reduction in travel time within the zone.

NYC's proposed congestion pricing program would have charged drivers entering the Manhattan Central
Business District a fee of $8 during the most congested part of the day, between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. Analysis
showed that the policy would loosen gridlock by deterring unnecessary driving. The funds generated from
this program would have been dedicated to repairing and improving the city’s public transportation service.
The program'’s implementation would have allowed the city to receive more than $300 million in discretionary
funding under the Bush Administration’s Urban Partnership Agreement and Congestion Reduction
Demonstration Program.

The New York City Council approved the program in April 2008, but the state legislature killed the program by
refusing to bring the proposal up for a vote. Unable to forward with the program, the city lost the promising
mobility and GHG reduction benefits, as well as the sizable federal grant available for implementation.

The New York State Legislature’s failure to allow New York City to implement congestion pricing is just one
example of state action inhibiting innovative local and regional greenhouse gas reduction policies.

D. Federal Policy Influences State Actions

Despite the dominant role that states play in the transportation decision-making process, federal policy also has
substantial influence on such transportation decisions. Federal dollars have always been a significant source of
funding for major transportation projects and initiatives. Since the 1950s, the federal contribution to capital
investment, operations, and maintenance of U.S. highways has been on average about 25 percent.4 Many
individual projects have a much larger federal share.

Federal funding also supports capital expansion and maintenance of public transportation systems. Since 1988,
about 18 percent of federal surface transportation funds have gone to transit projects.> However, the amount of
state or local matching funds required for transit projects is notably higher than the match required for highway
projects. For example, until very recently, to qualify for funding allocated under the New Starts program, the
Federal Transit Administration required a 50 percent local match on new public transportation investments.® By
comparison, Federal-Aid highway funds, which provide assistance to the states for the construction, reconstruction,
and improvement of eligible highways and bridges, generally require a only 20 percent local match.

Federal policies like these encourage states and municipalities to build transportation modes that are relatively more
carbon-intensive by influencing infrastructure investment decisions. This creates a disincentive for states to develop
public transportation options, which would support climate change and energy goals. Another such example can
be found in the formulas used to allocate federal transportation funds to the states. A large portion of federal-aid
funding is distributed to states according to formulas based on three factors: VMT, fuel consumption, and highway
lane miles. If any of these factors increases, it will result in more federal dollars for the state, even though the state



Getting Back on Track: Aligning State Transportation Policy with Climate Change Goals

would be increasing its carbon emissions. Such a formula rewards states for increases in these metrics, each of which
is at odds with sound climate change policy.”

While the following section evaluates state transportation policy and investment decisions, which have the largest
degree of influence over transportation decisions, the influence that federal transportation policy has in shaping a
state’s decisions must not be underestimated.
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V. Evaluating State Transportation Policies

Methodology, Evaluation, and Analysis

This report evaluates each state based on 17 policy and spending criteria that have been shown by expert analysis
to achieve transportation sector GHG reductions. States can also implement these criteria independent of local
or federal action and each criterion has successfully been adopted in one or more states. The selected evaluation
criteria fall into three categories:

= Infrastructure Policies—These are policies that result in specific changes to transportation infrastructure
projects and associated land use patterns, or that change the way people use infrastructure through pricing and
other incentives. This category evaluates a state’s overall policy framework, including how it uses innovative
policy tools to improve transportation system efficiency while reducing its climate impact.

m  Investments Decisions—This category of evaluation criteria tests the degree to which states support their
overall policy intentions with corresponding investment decisions. Do states direct their transportation dollars
in ways that support and promote low-carbon transportation? The investment criteria look at such things as
whether a state takes advantage of the programmatic flexibility of federal funds, uses state funds to invest in
cleaner transportation projects, and maintains its existing assets in a state of good repair. These criteria are
used to evaluate the state’s overall performance in implementation and support of lower carbon transportation
policies.

s Touchstone Policies—These policies show the depth of a state’s intention to reduce transportation sector
emissions. Examples of touchstone policies include establishing a statewide VMT reduction target or adopting
stringent carbon emission standards for vehicles. Having these policies on their own may not directly reduce
GHG emissions or affect infrastructure decisions, but they are important indicators of the level of recognition
by a state that transportation policies affect GHG emissions, and the commitment of the state to reducing
emissions from transportation.

For both the Infrastructure Policy and Investment Decisions categories, a state earned points based on how well
it met each of the individual evaluation criterion. The criteria within each category were weighted based on their
estimated impact on GHG emissions as determined by the Moving Cooler analysis.! Criteria in the Touchstone
Policies do not lead directly to GHG reductions, but do signal the state’s commitment to reducing emissions

via other policy decisions. Therefore each state meeting these criteria was allocated bonus points on top of its
base Policy and Investment scores. This bonus aims to recognize clear intentions of state policymakers to reduce
transportation-related carbon emission. Each state’s final score was calculated by the averaging the Policy and
Investment scores and adding earned Touchstone bonus points to that average.

The criteria in each category are described below. A more thorough discussion of each of the criteria selected and
how it was evaluated in the report can be found in Appendix A.

10
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1. INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY CRITERIA

States were evaluated under the following criteria to determine their Infrastructure Policy score. These criteria can

be grouped into three sub-categories. The first set includes policies that expand transportation options by changing

the physical infrastructure of the transportation network to increase lower-carbon transportation facilities. The next

sub-category includes policies that provide consumer incentives for cleaner transportation options. The final sub-

category includes policies intended to link land use and transportation decisions, in terms of both on the planning
and project implementation. Figure 1 describes the points allocated to each of the Infrastructure Policy criteria.
Table 1 summarizes how each state scored in the Infrastructure Policies category.

Description and Justification of Infrastructure Policy Criteria
The Infrastructure Policy criteria included in the report are described below.

Increasing Transportation Options

Complete Streets Design Policy

A Complete Streets Design policy ensures that road and street projects are designed and built with all users
in mind, requiring planners and engineers to consider how and when to incorporate facilities like sidewalks,
bike lanes, wheelchair ramps, and bus pull-offs. This approach results in streets and roads that provide safe
and convenient travel for drivers, transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists, as well as for seniors, children, and
people with disabilities. According to the most recent National Household Transportation Survey, completed
in 2001, half of all trips in metropolitan areas are three miles or less (within easy biking distance) and one-
quarter are one mile or less (within easy walking distance). Yet 65 percent of very short trips (under one mile)
are made by automobile, often due to the lack of convenient, safe, and adequate infrastructure for walking,
biking, or taking transit.2 Complete Streets policies would allow more of these short trips to be made on foot
or bike, expand the reach of transit systems, cut down on automobile trips, and provide air quality benefits and
carbon reductions.

State Safe Routes to School Program

Safe routes to school programs improve the safety and connectivity of pedestrian and bicycle networks around
schools and educate and encourage children to walk and bike to school. Many parents drive their children to
school each day, even for short distances. In one generation, the percent of children walking to school dropped
significantly—from about 50 percent in 1969 to just 15 percent in 2001.3 Studies show that if the country
returned to the 1969 level of walking and bicycling to school, VMT would be reduced by 3.2 billion miles,
which translates to an annual savings of 1.5 million tons of carbon dioxide, the equivalent of taking more than
250,000 cars off the road for a year.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans

Bicycle and pedestrian master plans indicate whether the state department of transportation is evaluating and
planning for the needs of non-motorized users. Master plans are also important in prioritizing infrastructure
investments and ensuring there are uninterrupted networks of walkable, bikable streets. While ad hoc
improvements may be useful on a granular scale, walking and bicycling do not become real options for people
unless there are reliable, safe, and completed networks in place.

11
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Incentives for Cleaner Transportation

Pay-As-You-Drive (PAYD) Insurance

Currently, those who drive 300 miles a month pay about the same insurance rates as those who drive 3,000
miles even though the costs to society and corresponding emissions are 10 times higher. Mileage- or usage-
based insurance programs reward more efficient travel habits by tying the cost of an auto insurance policy

to the frequency, timing and overall amount of driving of the covered vehicle. This empowers drivers to
control their insurance costs by leveraging different travel choices and rewards those who consolidate errands
or decrease their overall driving. The Brookings Institution estimates that if all motorists bought accident
insurance based on miles driven, rather than conventional lump-sum insurance, driving would decline by

8 percent nationwide, reducing total U.S. carbon emissions by 2 percent and oil consumption by about 4
percent in a short period of time.>

Variable Road Pricing

Variable road pricing is a dynamic pricing system that charges based on time of day or congestion level

as opposed to applying the same flat fee regardless of the rate of demand or time of day. Also known as
congestion pricing or demand-based pricing, it promotes more efficient use of existing road capacity by
deterring discretionary drivers during peak hours and encouraging the use of other transportation options.
Variable pricing is one of the most powerful tools for managing traffic and breaking gridlock. Several states
have implemented variable pricing on major highways. Tolling is an effective way to manage demand on
heavily used roadways, and it is even more powerful when the revenues are directed toward increasing other
transportation options such as carpool programs, commuter buses and other forms of public transportation.

Commuter Incentives

Incentives or programs that encourage commuting to work using alternatives to driving alone are effective
transportation policy options that reduce greenhouse gas emissions, oil consumption, and traffic congestion.
States have a wide range of programs that promote alternatives to driving alone to work. These range from
tax incentives for telecommuting to ride-matching programs to support of employer based commute trip
reduction programs.

Linking Transportation and Land Use

Smart Growth and Growth Management Policies

Smart growth and growth management policies are put in place to promote compact development, provide
housing and transportation options, and protect open space. These policies facilitate development that allows
people to lower their transportation carbon footprint by living closer to work, school, services, and businesses
and having easy access to many clean transportation choices such as public transit, walking and biking.
Policies included in this category range from urban growth boundaries to state planning efforts to open space
protection. A detailed summary of state smart growth programs is available in Appendix C.

Transit Oriented Development Incentives

Capitalizing on public transportation by concentrating commercial and residential development around transit
stations reduces VMT, creates jobs, spurs development, and increases transit ridership. States policies include
economic development grants, investment zones, and special TOD financing mechanisms.
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Increasing Transportation Options

A state receives 17 points for having a law in place requiring
Complete Streets Design Policy 17 Complete Streets Design. A state receives 15 points for having an
administrative or agency-level Complete Streets design policy.

A state receives 5 points for providing additional non-federal

SR LI OB D SHED AEg > funding to a state-level Safe Routes to School program.

A state receives 3 points for having a bicycle and pedestrian master

Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 3 e

Incentives for Cleaner Transportation

A state receives 15 points for allowing insurance companies to offer

Pay-As-You-Drive (PAYD) Insurance 15 . .
y / 4 a PAYD insurance option.
. - A state receives 6 points for having at least one existing or planned

Variable Road Pricing 6 BCEIVES 5 O having gorp
road facility with variable pricing.
A state can receive a maximum of 24 points for its commuter
programs. A state can receive: 8 points for programs that applied to

. several transportation modes and 4 points or those limited to one
Commuter Incentives 24

mode; 8 points for statewide policies or 4 points for policies that
were limited to certain regions or otherwise restricted by area; 8
points for direct subsidies or services or 4 points for tax incentives.

Linking Transportation and Land Use

A state can receive a maximum of 20 points for having a Smart
Growth or growth management policy in place. A state with a
comprehensive, well-implemented policy in place receives 20
points. A state receives 15 points for having a moderately effective

Smart Growth and Growth Management Policies 20 - o . .
or partially implemented policy in place. A state receives 10 points
for having a policy with limited effectiveness or implementation.
(See appendix for evaluation of state policy effectiveness/
implementation)

Tiansit Orientsd Development lncentives 10 A state receives 10 points for having a program in place to promote

transit-oriented development.
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2. INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS

TABLE 1: INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY SCORES

LINKING TRANSPORTATION
INCREASING TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS INCENTIVES FOR CLEANER TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE

Bike/ . Smart Transit Policy
Pay-As-You- Variable

Complete Safe Routes Pedestrian ) Commuter Growth/ Oriented
Street to School Master Subtotal Drive R_m_ld Incentives Subtotal Growth Mgmt. Development Subtotal
Plans Insurance Pricing Policies Incentives
T NJ (15 5 3 23 15 6 24 45 15 10 25 93
2 MD 17 0 3 20 15 6 24 45 15 10 25 90
3 OR 17 0 0 17 15 0 24 39 20 10 30 86
4 CA 17 5 0 22 15 6 12 33 20 10 30 85
5 MA 17 B 3 25 15 4 20 39 10 10 20 84
6 CT 17 0 3 20 15 0 20 & 10 10 20 75
7 MN 17 0 3 20 15 6 20 4 10 0 10 71
8 I 17 0 0 17 15 6 20 41 10 0 10 68
9 WA 0 5 0 5 15 4 24 43 20 0 20 68
10 VA 15 0 0 15 15 6 16 37 15 0 15 67
11 W 17 0 3 20 5 0 24 39 0 0 0 59
12 VT 17 0 3 20 15 4 0 19 15 0 15 54
13 H 17 0 3 20 15 0 0 15 15 0 15 50
14 Rl 17 0 3 20 15 4 0 19 10 0 10 49
15  AZ 0 5 3 8 15 0 24 39 0 0 0 47
16 DE 15 5 3 23 0 4 20 24 0 0 0 47
17 PA 15 0 3 18 15 4 0 19 0 10 10 47
18 FL 17 0 0 17 15 4 0 19 10 0 10 46
19 GA 0 0 3 15 4 24 43 0 0 0 46
20 NV 0 5 3 8 15 4 0 19 15 0 15 42
21 KY 15 5 0 20 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 39
22 CO 17 0 0 17 15 6 0 21 0 0 0 38
23 NM 0 0 3 3 15 0 20 35 0 0 0 38
24 LA 15 0 3 18 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 37
25 SC 15 0 3 18 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 37
26 M 17 0 0 17 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 36
27 TN (15 0 3 18 15 0 0 15 0 0 0 88
28 KS 0 5 3 8 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 27
29 ME 0 5 3 8 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 27
30 OK 0 5 3 8 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 27
31 TX 0 5 0 5 15 6 0 21 0 0 0 26
32 UT 0 0 3 3 15 6 0 21 0 0 0 24
33 1D 0 5 3 8 15 0 0 15 0 0 0 23
34 AK 0 0 3 3 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 22
35 NH 0 0 3 3 15 4 0 19 0 0 0 22
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INCREASING TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS INCENTIVES FOR CLEANER TRANSPORTATION
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AND LAND USE
Smart Transit
Growth Oriented
Growth M;ml. Development Subtotal
Policies Incentives

0 0 0
0 0
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0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0
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0 0 0

0 0 0
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Analysis—Increasing Transportation Options

Within the Increasing Transportation Options sub-category, the most states earned points for having a statewide
bicycle and/or pedestrian plan, with 30 states receiving 3 points. The criterion where the fewest states fared well was
for providing additional non-federal funding to a State Safe Routes to School Program, for which only 15 states
received the 5 available points. Only 23 states had a Complete Streets design policy in place, and only 14 of those
were codified in state law.

While having specific plans for developing infrastructure projects to accommodate those who choose to travel

by methods other than their vehicle is good first step, which more states need to take, it is also clear that many
states could be taking this principle further with policies that begin to incorporate standards and procedures to
carry such plans out into everyday DOT operation. Examples such as Safe Routes to School, Complete Streets or
other similar policies help to ensure states carry out these plans and that residents begin to see a more multi-modal
transportation network where they live and work.

Despite progress in many states that pursue one or more of the evaluated policies, on balance, too few states take
much responsibility for providing non-highway infrastructure for citizens. Though many of the states that scored
poorly have large numbers of residents living in more rural areas, some rurally oriented states such as Kentucky,
the Carolinas, and Tennessee scored well. In fact, nearly every state has significant population in areas such as small
cities or towns where traditional main streets and downtown centers, as well as newer suburban centers, would
benefit from a greater focus on accommodating and promoting non-highway travel.

BURNING CALORIES INSTEAD OF CARBON: COLORADO’S COMPLETE STREETS POLICY

In June 2010, the State of Colorado adopted Complete Streets legislation, making it the 13th state to do
so. Sponsored by Representative John Kefalas, the legislation codified a policy unanimously adopted by
the Colorado Transportation Commission in October 2009. Now strengthened as law, this policy commits
the state to including the needs of bicyclists and pedestrians in “the planning, design, and operation of
transportation facilities, as a matter of routine.”

Colorado’s policy represents a major step forward in ensuring safety, connectivity, and access for all
transportation users in the state, regardless of age, ability, or chosen mode of transportation. They also
represent several years of stakeholder meetings between the state’s DOT, other state departments, local
governments, and user groups like Bicycle Colorado, whose input was carefully gathered and shaped into a
broadly-supported policy that will provide Coloradans with more transportation choices.

As a result of the Complete Streets policy, Colorado’s DOT is steadily working to make changes in everyday
operations. In February 2010, the DOT released a thorough procedural directive, covering everything from
planning and design to education and maintenance.

As these new standards and procedures take hold across the state in the form of new facilities and upgrades
to existing facilities, Coloradans are sure to see real change on the ground that enhances their ability to travel
conveniently, safely, and sustainably.
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Analysis—Incentives for Cleaner Transportation

Within the Incentives for Cleaner Transportation sub-category, the most states received credit for allowing auto
insurance companies to offer Pay-As-You-Drive (PAYD) policies, with 41 states receiving 15 points for this
criterion. Supporting commuter incentives was in place in the fewest states—just 15 states received credit for this
criterion.

The analysis in Moving Cooler shows that PAYD is one of the most effective policies for reducing GHG emissions
from transportation. While there are numerous technological and structural obstacles that need to be overcome

to see broad market penetration of PAYD insurance policies, it is important that states, which regulate the auto
insurance industry, not stand in the way of this.

Though it is promising that few states restrict this type of insurance policy, more must be done before consumers
and the environment can experience the benefits of PAYD. The next step would be for states to proactively work
with insurers to overcome obstacles to offering PAYD policies and promoting them through education and
incentives, as some states have begun to do (and which will be evaluated in future iterations of this report).

It is disappointing, as well as surprising, that relatively few states support programs or provide incentives to
promote alternatives to commuting alone by car. This type of program is among the most effective and readily
accessible that state transportation departments can take advantage of to ease rush hour congestion. Moreover,
commuter programs are extremely cost-effective compared to increasing capacity, and save money and time for
commuters. Commuter programs might be seen as necessary only in congested areas, but by proactively deploying
these programs statewide, transportation departments can prevent congestion rather than just mitigating it after the
fact, as well as ensuring that all state residents have equal access to the benefits of such programs.

LOW COST, LOW-CARBON MOBILITY: STATE COMMUTER PROGRAMS

Though only about 20 percent of trips are made commuting, they are concentrated in a very short period

of time, often leading to high levels of congestion. Therefore, commuting trips represent especially carbon-
intensive travel. Programs for commuters directly improve mobility for those who use them, as well as others
using less congested roads, reducing pollution including GHG emissions.

Moreover, these programs produce such benefits at relatively low cost. The Washington, D.C.-area Commuter
Connections program, funded by the DOTs of Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia, replaces

auto trips at 21 cents per trip. Around the country, most commuter assistance programs replace driving at
between 1 cent and 6 cents per VMT. Per public dollar, a Transportation Management Organization (TMO) can
accommodate the mobility needs of seven times as many commuters than would new highway investment,
including in areas without substantial transit.

Recent advances in electronic infrastructure and workplace culture have given DOTs an even lower-cost
way to meet mobility needs and reduce emissions. Minnesota DOT estimated that teleworkers remove an
estimated 125,000 commute trips per day off of statewide roads, equivalent to the total number of vehicle
trips carried by 1-394 on a typical weekday.

As a result, the DOT initiated an eWork program, in which participating employers now range from small
businesses with less than 10 employees to large branches of multinational companies, as well as public
agencies and non-profits. The Minnesota DOT finds the program effective at reducing commute trips, vehicle
miles traveled, pollution, and travel time and costs.

| 17



Getting Back on Track: Aligning State Transportation Policy with Climate Change Goals

Analysis—Linking Transportation and Land Use

Opverall, states did not score well within the Linking Transportation and Land Use sub-category. Only 15 states
received credit available for implementing statewide Smart Growth or growth management policies, and seven
states received the 10 points available for offering incentives for transit-oriented development (TOD).

It is unsurprising that states fared poorly in this sub-category. It must be acknowledged that the policies evaluated
are in some ways more complicated and difficult for states to implement than those in other sub-categories. Land
use is in many ways beyond the scope of control of state transportation departments, since zoning and development
decisions are often made by municipal governments. However, state land use guidelines and state-sponsored
transportation investments can have a significant impact on local land use patterns, especially programs designed to
incentivize and reward projects that coordinate transportation and land uses.

Notwithstanding, analysis in both Moving Cooler and Growing Cooler, as well as additional analysis from the
National Academy of Sciences has demonstrated how linking transportation and land use plans is among the
most important steps that can be taken to reduce GHG emissions from transportation.® Further, coordinating
transportation and land use plans is useful for maximizing other benefits, such as those described in Appendix D.
Some states have undertaken statewide efforts to link transportation and land use. California and Massachusetts
have shown, these initiatives can be a collaborative effort with municipalities and local government that yield
benefits for all.

Analysis—Overall Infrastructure Policy Score

There are some broad trends and themes that can be observed in the overall Transportation Policy category scores.
First, transportation policy is often better aligned with goals to reduce energy use and GHG emissions in states that
are also leaders in other areas of climate change policy. Of the 20 states that earned the highest policy scores, most
have completed climate change action plans. The top five have committed to significant statewide GHG emission
reductions, and have joined regional GHG pollution cap-and-trade initiatives. Fourth-ranked California has
enacted the nation’s first state economy-wide GHG reduction law. Virginia was an exception to this pattern. It had
the 10th highest policy score, even though non-transportation proposals to reduce GHG emissions have been met
with skepticism and controversy.

Finally, some states that are leading on climate change action are also taking only very modest steps on adapting
transportation policy to support these goals. New York is a member of an active regional GHG pollution cap-and-
trade framework, for example, yet the state falls near the bottom of the Transportation Policy category ranking.
States such as Vermont, Florida, Rhode Island, and Pennsylvania have all taken significant steps to reduce GHG
emissions, and though ranked well, still achieved only half of the available points. In fact, it is troubling that
outside of the top six, no state received more than 75 of the available points. Nearly every state has significant
opportunity to take further action to better align transportation policy with climate change goals.
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CALIFORNIA'S CLEAN TRANSPORTATION GOAL: THE SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES AND
CLIMATE PROTECTION ACT (S.B. 375)

While states are the primary transportation policy-makers, municipal governments have the greatest
jurisdiction over land use. However, coordinating these two sets of decisions is critical to improving the
efficiency of the transportation network.

California’s landmark Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act seeks to link land use decisions to
transportation funding. While the concept behind this law might be implemented differently in other states,
the general approach is an excellent model for effectively connecting transportation and land use decisions
with respect to achieving GHG emission reductions. The key components of this law are:

1. The state sets an overall GHG reduction target for the transportation sector.
2. The state works with regions to establish a regional share of responsibility for meeting those targets.

3. Regions develop growth plans (aided by the state through technical assistance if needed) that
demonstrate the agreed level of reductions, balanced with other transportation goals.

4. State transportation funding is then prioritized according to these plans, and development incentives
offered to support them.

The requirement that regions must have and follow a growth plan before they receive state transportation
dollars is driven by GHG emission reduction targets. But the law is widely viewed as good policy for reasons
beyond GHG reductions; the more rational and coordinated regulation and public funding should accelerate the
pace at which development consistent with these plans can proceed. For example, the Urban Land Institute,
S.B. 375 Impacts Analysis Report, June 2010 stated:

The overarching anticipated benefit of S.B. 375 is its ability to provide more consistency,
coordination, and clarity to the development process, which the land use industry needs
to start recovering from the recession.

At the press conference releasing the report, one developer said simply that the Sustainable Communities and
Climate Protection Act “is a pro-growth strategy.”

In sum, an S.B. 375-style approach would be an excellent way for other states to bring GHG targets into their
transportation planning process.
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3. INVESTMENT DECISION CRITERIA

While sound policies are critical to directing state transportation policy, state investment decisions offer critical
insight about where the true priorities lie. Investment decisions must back well-intentioned policies if they are to
be effective. In 1991, Congress provided programmatic funding flexibility to increase state options for building
multimodal systems. For example states have a large degree of flexibility in how to spend federal transportation
dollars, particularly dollars received through the Surface Transportation Program. These funds can be spent on a
variety of projects including roads, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, and they can also be “flexed” to support
transit projects. In addition to federal funds, states also spend sizable state generated funds on transportation. The
criteria within the investment category look at how states are choosing to make these substantial investments, and
whether they are reinforcing state and federal climate and mobility goals or undermining them.

Like the policies described above, some of the investment categories are weighted more heavily, based on the
effectiveness of the investment category in reducing GHG emissions and the amount of funding being directed
toward clean transportation and its actual impact.

Description and Justification of Investment Decision Criteria
The Investment Decision criteria included in the report are described below.

u  State Air Pollution Reduction Funds (Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program)
States currently receive funding through the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality program (CMAQ)
for projects that contribute to air quality improvements and reduce congestion. Projects can include diesel
engine retrofits, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, public transit expansion and improvement, intelligent
transportation systems, and freight, among other things. Though CMAQ does not explicitly make eligible
projects that reduce GHGs, almost all eligible project categories reduce GHGs, along with improving regional
air quality. A state that was using its transportation budget in a way that also reduced GHGs would certainly
spend or obligate all of its available CMAQ money.

n  Highway Maintenance Priority
Maintaining transportation assets in a state of good repair is not only the sensible and responsible practice
for states, it has far reaching implications for GHG emissions. State DOTs bear significant responsibility for
keeping the millions of miles of roads they have constructed in safe and usable condition. Unfortunately,
all levels of government have failed to maintain this highway infrastructure; the American Society of Civil
Engineers has given the nation’s roads a grade of D- in their 2009 infrastructure report card.”

Prioritization of maintenance of the existing road system ahead of expanding capacity goes beyond improving
safety and remediating poor road conditions; it can also deter the growth of GHG emissions. Studies show
that new roadway capacity promotes higher driving rates by triggering new development further away from
established communities.8 Congestion and gridlock are often cited as the impetus for investing billions in
highway expansions, bypasses, and new beltways, but most of this new capacity delivers only a short-term
solution, ultimately exacerbating both the congestion and transportation emissions problems. States have
an enormous backlog of repairs and need to focus more resources on this lower-cost and lower emissions
investment. The need for new capacity should be closely reviewed to determine its effect on both land
development and transportation patterns and whether there are other low-emissions solutions available.
This criterion specifically looks at whether states are striking a reasonable balance between maintenance
and expansion.
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Federal Safe Routes to School Funding Distribution

The 2005 federal transportation bill created a $612 million Safe Routes to School program that provides states
funding to give to local governments and schools to increase the numbers of students bicycling and walking to
school. This funding is available for infrastructure projects as well as public awareness campaigns to promote
the benefits of walking and bicycling to school and traffic enforcement around schools. The program is in

high demand by local governments and schools, yet many State DOTs take a long time to get the money out
the door. Significant delays in the state’s administration process can compromise the federal goals behind the
program. This criterion evaluates a state’s commitment to implementing the federal Safe Routes to School
program by looking at the obligation rate of federal funds, which shows how much money has been distributed
to implement projects.

State Support for Non-Motorized Transportation

Walking and bicycling are the only modes of transportation that produce zero greenhouse gas emissions, and
there is tremendous potential to shift short car trips to these modes if the infrastructure is there to support
them. Installing walking and bicycling facilities and building out these networks is relatively inexpensive
compared to other surface transportation improvements. A little bit of funding goes a long way. Virtually

all of the aid from the Federal Highway Administration can be used for non-motorized projects. Nationally,
pedestrians and bicyclists make up 13 percent of all road fatalities, yet less than 1 percent of the federal safety
funds are used to make these travel options more secure. This study examines what proportion of the FHA’s
Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds states actually use for pedestrian and bicycling infrastructure.

State Financial Contribution to Public Transportation

Like all transportation investments, ensuring high quality public transportation service is a responsibility
shared among state, federal, and local governments. This criteria looks at whether states contribute a reasonable
share of funds to support public transit by providing needed capital and operations investments, or whether
they leave the responsibility of providing transit choices to federal and local governments.

Balanced State Transportation Investment

States have a great deal of flexibility in spending federal transportation dollars, with the option to redirect
highway dollars toward transit projects. This criterion evaluates the extent to which states support public
transportation by taking advantage of this flexibility.

Figure 2 describes the points allocated to each of the Investment Decision criteria. A full discussion of each
point allocation can be found in Appendix A.
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State Air Pollution Reduction Funds
(Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 18
Pragram - CMAQ)

A state receives 18 points for obligating 90 percent or mare of CMAQ
program funds.

A state receives a maximum of 16 points for prioritizing maintenance
of existing highway facilities over new capacity. A state receives 16
Highway Maintenance Priority 16 points for spending at least 10 times as much on maintenance as on
new capacity. Point allocations decrease gradually to 0 points for a
state that spends less on maintenance than it does on new capacity.

A state can receive a maximum of 9 points for spending federal SRTS

program funds. Paints are allocated based on the percentage of

federal SRTS funds the state has distributed since the program was
9 created in 2005. A state receives 9 points for distributing 80 percent

or more of federal SRTS program funds. A state receives 4 points

for distributing between 50 percent and 80 percent of federal SRTS

program funds.

Federal Safe Routes to School (SRTS)
Funding Distribution

A state can receive a maximum of 17 points for its financial support
for non-motorized transportation through the flexible federal Surface
State Support For Non-Motorized 17 Transportation Program (STP). A state receives 17 points for spending
Transportation more than 2.5 percent of STP funds on non-motorized transportation.
Point allocations decrease gradually to O for a state that spends less
than 1 percent of STP funds on non-motorized transportation.

A state can receive a maximum of 20 points for supporting public
transportation with state funds. States that supply 60 percent or more

Stisis ueiniieh Goisiotion o AN 20 of their transit agencies’ overall budgets receive the full 20 points.

Transportation . . }
P Point allocations decrease gradually to O for a state that contributes
less than 10 of its transit agencies’ overall budgets.
A state can receive a maximum of 20 points for spending at least
. nt as much on public transportation n high . Point
Balanced State Transportation Investment 20 SR ST Y T e DG o )

allocations decrease gradually to O for a state that spends less than 5
cents on transit for every dollar spent on highways.
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4. INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS

TABLE 2: TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT DECISIONS

6 8 68

1 RI 18 9 0 17 1
2oE w38 s
3 NY 18 16 0 0 8 20 62
e e
5 WA 18 0 4 12 4 18 56
6ooM w3 80’8 s
7 VT 18 12 4 17 4 0 55
8P w3 08B 88
9 M 18 12 4 5 8 4 51
--———————
1
--———————
13
--———————
--———————
17 NV 18 0 4 0 16 4 42
oM w8000
19 WY 18 9 9 5 0 0 41
--———————
--———————
23
--———————
--———————
27 ME 18 12 0 5 0 0 35
--———————
29
--———————
31
--———————
--———————
35 IN 18 0 0 5 8 0 31
® MO w30 s 0 e
37 KY 18 3 4 5 0 0 30
®oo w0000
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TABLE 2: TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT DECISIONS (CONTINUED)

State Financial

State Ai'r Pollution H'ighway FederaI_SRTS State Suppo_rt for Contribution Balanced Sl_ate Total
State Reduction Funds Mamfen_ance _Fuqdlng Non-Molorl_zed to Public Transportation  Investment

(CMAQ) Priority Distribution  Transportation Transportation Investment Score
39 NM 18 3 0 8 0 0 29
40 MT 18 6 0 5 0 0 29
41 ND 18 9 0 0 0 0 27
42 SC 18 0 4 0 4 0 26
43 DS 18 0 0 0 4 4 26
44 AL 18 3 0 5 0 0 26
45 MS 18 0 0 0 0 0 18
46 0K 18 0 0 0 0 0 18
47 GA 0 6 0 5 0 4 15
48 LA 0 3 4 0 0 0 7
49 WV 0 3 4 0 0 0 7
50 AR 0 0 4 0 0 0 4

Analysis—Transportation Investment Decisions

Opverall, states did far worse in the Transportation Investment Decisions category than in the Transportation Policy
category. Only nine states received more than 50 of the available points in this evaluation category.

The criterion where the fewest states fared well is Federal SRTS Funding Distribution. However, states did nearly
as pootly on the measure of State Financial Contribution to Public Transportation, and not many more performed
well in the Highway Maintenance Priority, Support for Non-Motorized Transportation, or Balanced State
Transportation Investment criteria evaluations.

Broadly speaking, this indicates that only a handful of states are accounting for the impact on GHG emission of
the transportation investment decisions they make. This is especially troubling because states control the majority
of transportation funds. It is also troubling that states generally scored higher in the Transportation Policy category,
as it suggests a trend of failure to carry out policy decisions with investments.

The criterion where most states scored well was for their use of State Air Pollution Reduction (CMAQ) Funds.
These funds are awarded specifically to address regions within each state that fail to meet federal air quality
standards under the Clean Air Act. These areas are awarded funds to invest in initiatives that reduce air pollution
from mobile sources. States must show how their investment of these funds will lead to improved air quality, and
are evaluated on their performance over time. The fact that so many states spent a high proportion of their overall
allotment of these funds suggests that it this form of performance-oriented federal oversight may contribute to this
outcome.
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FIXING IT FIRST IN VIRGINIA: PRIORITIZING HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE

Over the past several years, Viginia has experienced significant political challenges to funding badly needed
transportation improvements.

As a result, state transportation officials have learned to do more with less, refocusing attention and funding
on maintaining an extensive system of high-quality state roads, as well as state-funded regional transit.
Funding for new capacity on any mode was approved sparingly, while numerous cost-saving measures were
also implemented. These changes have occurred in years outside of our data range, and therefore do not
show up in this analysis.

This included a new street connectivity regulation requiring that all new neighborhoods connect, or provide
provisions to connect, to surrounding streets. The change aims to reduce the impact of cul-de-sac street
design, which creates pressure to construct additional inefficient roads, turning lanes, and streetlights, driving
up construction and maintenance costs, as well as the cost of emergency and municipal services.

The policy will also result in better connected local street networks, which are one of the cornerstones of
walkable neighborhood design.

In the case of Virginia, saving moneys through a priority on maintenance yielded benefits to taxpayers,
motorists, and pedestrian