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SMART SCALE Background  
 
SMART SCALE is the CTB's project prioritization tool developed to meet the requirements of Chapter 726 
of the 2014 Virginia Acts of Assembly. The SMART SCALE process has been used since 2016 (5 Rounds) 
to inform the CTB on project funding decisions.  
 
Secretary Miller directed OIPI to thoroughly review the SMART SCALE Process in collaboration with 
VDOT and DRPT. The review was initiated in January 2023 and supported by ATCS consultant and OIPI 
internal staff. 
 
The review focused on: 

• Obtaining input from CTB members, stakeholders, legislators, and other concerned parties. 
• Review of the related Code requirements and the CTB's SMART SCALE Policy. 
• Analysis of the outcomes of the past funding rounds. 

The overall objective of the process review is to ensure SMART SCALE is meeting the intended goal –to 
identify the projects that provide the most significant benefit for the investment.  
 

SMART SCALE Process Review Survey 
 
The SMART SCALE Process Review Survey was released on January 12 and held open until March 17 to 
allow greater participation.  
 
Responses were received from 398 "external" respondents, those who did not identify as VDOT, State 
DOT, and Consultant response groups. ATCS analyzed the responses. 

• Scoring criteria and the application process were the top two answers for what should change 
and remain the same in the SMART SCALE process. 

• Many expressed feelings of potential biases toward urban and smaller projects; however, 
external survey respondents largely indicate a positive impression of the SMART SCALE process. 

Based on the feedback obtained through the survey, the following perceptions were investigated. 
 

1. Urban projects have been recommended for funding more often than rural projects. 
While urban bias was the most frequently commented bias in the survey, based on the prior 
SMART SCALE rounds results, there is no consistent bias toward urban projects.  
 
Therefore, no specific change is recommended to address this item. 
 

2. Leveraged projects are more successful than non-leveraged projects. 
As implemented, SMART SCALE seeks to fund projects that provide the greatest value for the 
investment. A vast majority of survey respondents agreed that this is a good policy. In practice, 
the prior rounds show that leveraged projects generally have a slight edge over non-leveraged 
projects, especially for SMART SCALE-funded projects greater than $30M.   
 
Given the CTB policy to encourage the use of leveraged funds, no action or change is needed 
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for this finding. 
 

3. Small projects (less than $10M) are disproportionately recommended for funding. 
One area of perceived bias identified in the SMART SCALE Process Review Survey responses was 
towards "Small Projects". The analysis did find that small projects were funded just over twice as 
often as larger projects. Of selected projects, 78% are under $10M receiving only 33% of the 
total funded amount. In addition, we found that the HPP program was funding many small 
projects, with small bicycle and pedestrian projects more successful than small highway 
projects. The trend towards bicycle and pedestrian projects has steadily increased in terms of 
the number of projects and funding amounts both submitted and recommended.   
 
Based on the findings, the staff recommends  
 

a. refining the definition of HPP,  
b. eliminating Step 2 in the funding process, and  
c. reducing the number of applications. 

The impacts of the changes are discussed further below under items 2 and 3 of the Staff 
Identified Issues and Recommended Changes and in the section on Scenario Changes and 
Results. 
 

Staff Identified Issues and Recommended Changes 
 
In addition to the work that stemmed from the survey responses, the results of the prior five rounds 
were reviewed for trends and to understand the impacts of the funding policy steps. A few 
recommended changes were put forth to address identified issues. 
 

1. Application Quality and Quantity 
Staff are expending significant time and effort on document preparation for a high percentage 
of applications that are either screened out or not recommended for funding. In Round 5, more 
than 50% of submitted applications were "not ready" for scoring at the time of full application 
submission (90% at pre-application) and only 37% of applications were recommended for 
funding.   
 
To get the greatest value out of limited staff resources, staff is recommending:  
 

a. Creating a three-tier application limit at 3, 4, and 6 (Increased from the original staff 
recommendation of a two-tier limit at 2 and 5) to focus on applicant priorities to 
improve overall outcomes and increase the application success rate. 

b. Streamline the SMART Portal process to provide earlier and more targeted support to 
applicants by obtaining OIPI, VDOT, and DRPT approvals prior to submission. 

c. Screen out applications if they fail to meet requirements. 
d. Tie consensus funding decisions to the applicant's prior performance in delivering 

projects. 
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2. Process Biases - The HPP program is being used for small projects 
Allocation steps are used to develop the staff recommended funding scenario. The current steps 
are as follows: 

1) Step 1 allocates each VDOT construction district's grant program funding on a district-
wide basis. 

2) Step 2 allocates HPP funding on a district-wide basis for projects that would have been 
funded through each district's grant program if they had been by a locality.  

3) Step 3 allocates HPP funding on a statewide basis. Smaller projects are being submitted 
as Step 2 eligible (MPO/PDC/Transit only). 

The number of small bicycle and pedestrian projects submitted and funded through Step 2 has 
increased from 1 project in Rounds 1 and 2 to 32 projects in Round 5. The average project 
amount requested in Step 2 dropped from $57M in Round 1 to $19M in Round 5. 
 
The HPP program was created to fund projects of statewide or regional significance. The current 
Step 2 process utilizes the HPP program as an extension of the DGP.   
 
To address this issue, the staff recommends: 
 

a. Refine HPP Program eligibility by clarifying CTB policy to ensure that HPP projects are 
of regional or statewide significance. 
Below is the proposed HPP definition.  
"New Capacity Highway (Add New Through Lanes(s)or Roadway on New Alignment), 
Managed Lane(s) (HOV/HOT/Shoulder), New or Improved Interchanges, New or 
Improved Passenger Rail Stations or Service, Freight Rail Improvements, High Capacity / 
Fixed Guideway Transit (Bus Rapid Transit and Light Rail Transit), Transit Transfer 
Stations, and New Bridge; entire corridor improvements identified as the preferred 
alternative in a STARS, Pipeline Study, or Arterial Management Plan." 

b. Eliminate the current Step 2 and distribute all HPP program funds based on statewide 
rankings of SMART SCALE scores, rather than district-wide rankings. 

The details and impacts of these changes are further outlined in Scenario A and B and the 
Additional High-Priority Projects Program (HPP) Analysis section at the end.  
 

3. Process Biases – Low Scoring Projects 
Based on the needs and projects submitted for consideration, the scores in some districts may 
have lower SMART SCALE scores than other districts. That doesn't create an issue within the 
DGP where it is district-based, however, that is inconsistent with a statewide prioritization 
process when looking at the HPP program. 
 
Across all rounds, 91 projects were funded with Project Benefit Scores less than or equal to 1.0 
(13 HPP projects and 78 DGP projects). 44 HPP projects with a lower SMART SCALE score have 
been funded over HPP projects with a higher SMART SCALE score. Low-scoring projects (Project 
Benefit Scores less than 1.0) are not being funded on a wide-scale basis. Overall, more rural than 
urban DGP projects with Project Benefit Scores below 1.0 were funded. There were no HPP 
projects funded with a Project Benefit Score less than one in Rounds 4 or 5. On a statewide 
basis, Step 2 allows lower-scoring projects to be funded with HPP funds. 
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The elimination of Step 2 in conjunction with the refinement of the definition of HPP as 
recommended in the prior recommendation will also address this issue. 
 
 

4. SMART SCALE scoring should be Forward-Looking 
The scoring process should be more forward-looking to account for future traffic and future 
economic development. According to survey feedback and analysis of the five rounds of funding, 
the project's scores do not reflect the full projected benefits because they are analyzed based 
on existing year conditions. Project design requirements are required to accommodate future 
growth volumes, however, congestion scoring is in the current day. Rounds 1 and 2 looked ten 
years into the future. 
 
A disconnect was also identified between square footage and economic benefit. Since Round 1, 
planned or zoned Site Building Square Footage in the vicinity of the proposed transportation 
project was used as the measure. The last revision to Economic Development was between 
Rounds 2 and 3 to distinguish the level of readiness for site plans. The methodology for 
congestion and economic development was switched to the current day in Round 3 to prioritize 
existing problems. 
To properly value the congestion and economic development benefits, staff recommends: 
 

a. Calculate congestion benefits for ten years in the future 
b. Utilize the forward-looking economic development factor developed by VEDP to better 

align with project design requirements that are based on future growth volumes and 
consider future economic growth. The recommendations from VEDP reflect best-in-
class economic impact assessments currently used by VEDP to incorporate key 
economic priorities of the Commonwealth. The proposed ED.1 scoring methodology 
will incorporate key economic priorities, including focusing on sites that will attract 
growth industries (with the inventory captured in a statewide real estate database), 
incorporating estimates of the job creation and capital investments in sites, and 
estimates potential market demand of sites by including site visits. The proposed ED.2 
(Freight Impact) scoring methodology would shift the focus from freight tonnage 
moved to freight volume moved. 

The impacts of these changes appear logical based on the Round 5 projects, including picking up 
a project that was not in the Round 5 Staff Scenario but was added to the Consensus Scenario. 
The details of these changes are outlined in Scenarios C and F. 
 

5. One Factor Majority – Land Use 
The current land use factor has funded a significant number of projects based only on the score 
received from that category. The Land Use factor drives total benefits at a rate of 2X from Round 
1 to Round 5. In Round 5, Land Use accounted for more than 40% of the total benefit score and 
increased for smaller projects. Bicycle and pedestrian projects had the most Land Use benefits. 
The Land Use factor was expanded to Area Types C and D in Round 5. 
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The Land Use factor should increase the value of a project, not be the sole reason for being 
funded. The staff recommends modifying the factor weighting for the Land Use by making it a 
multiplier of all other factor areas to (1) emphasize what the project's benefits are (versus 
where the project is located), (2) increase benefit points in other factor areas, and (3) prevent 
land use from being the sole driver of success. This will continue to use the Land Use factor to 
encourage land-use and transportation coordination while placing greater emphasis on the 
Safety and Congestion factors. There will be no change in the way Land Use is currently 
calculated. 
 
The result of this change demonstrates that it enhances the scores of good projects while not 
providing high land use scores just because of the location of the project. The details of these 
changes are outlined in Scenario D. 
 

6. Emphasis on Safety 
as the most important factor by external respondents. Congestion mitigation Safety is an 
increasing problem that warrants a higher weighting in the prioritization process. It was 
consistently ranked as the next highest ranking. 
The staff recommends as part of the Land Use Factor modification to increase the Safety 
Factor in every Area Type. 
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Appendix A: Scenario Changes and Results 
This section outlines the impacts of the changes as the results of each of the staff-recommended 
scenarios presented to the CTB, individually and then combined. 
 
Scenario A: Refine High-Priority Projects Program (HPP) Definition 
Topic introduced at June CTB 
 

Code of Virginia (§33.2-370) defines the "where" 
 "High-priority projects" means those projects of regional or statewide significance, such as 
projects that reduce congestion or increase safety, accessibility, environmental quality, or 
economic development." 
• "Where" is identified as Corridors of Statewide Significance and Regional Networks through 

CTB Policy 

Staff Recommendation includes "what" 
considering types of projects with feature types of New Capacity Highways, Managed Lanes, 
New or Improved Interchanges, New or Improved Passenger Rail Stations or Service, Freight Rail 
Improvements, High Capacity / Fixed Guideway Transit, Transit Transfer Stations, and New 
Bridge. The purpose is to ensure HPP projects are of statewide or regional significance. 
 
Scenario A Results 
• Steps 2 and 3 average project size rose from $15.6M (30 projects) to $76.2M (6 projects). 
• All Bike & Ped Principal Improvement Types were removed from HPP. 
• The average total cost of funded projects rose from $15.1M to $18.0M  
• The average total request of funded projects rose from $10.1M to $11.8M (removes 24 

projects) 
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Scenario B: Eliminate Step 2 
Topic introduced at June CTB 
 

The current funding steps are as follows: 
• Step 1 allocates each VDOT construction district's grant program funding on a district-wide 

basis. (SMART SCALE Score) 
• Step 2 allocates HPP funding on a district-wide basis for projects that would've been funded 

through each district's grant program if they had been by a locality. (SMART SCALE Score)* 
• Step 3 allocates HPP funding on a statewide basis. (Benefit Score) 

* provides statewide HPP funds to projects based on district rankings. 
 
Staff Recommendation Eliminate Step 2  
The new process would distribute all HPP program funds based on statewide rankings of SMART 
SCALE score.  
 
Scenario B Results 
• SMART SCALE review highlighted the favor of Small Projects in the process, and in this singular 

scenario, even smaller projects get funded in both DGP and HPP. 
• Scenario B is not effective unless combined with the Refined HPP Definition (Scenario A)  
• The average total cost of funded projects fell from $15.1M to $11.1M  
• The average total request of funded projects fell from $10.1 M to $9.8 M (adds 14 projects) 
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Scenario C: Forward-Looking Congestion Factor 
Topic introduced at July CTB 
 

Current Congestion scoring methods use current-day volumes. 
However, VDOT and DRPT project design requirements accommodate future growth volumes 
not reflected in scoring.  
 
Staff Recommendation is to calculate congestion benefits for 10 years in the future. 
Better align design requirements by calculating congestion benefits for 10 years in the future.  
 
Scenario C Results 
• Positive impacts on large highway projects 
• Area types not impacted by the singular change 
• Changed the mix of project types in urban areas 
• The average total cost of funded projects rose from $15.1M to $15.3M 
• The average total request of funded projects rose from $10.1M to $10.3M 
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Scenario D: Modify the Land Use Factor to a Multiplier and Modify Factor Weightings 
Topic introduced at June CTB and results provided at July CTB Retreat 
 

The current Land Use method is directly related to project location rather than project 
outcomes. 
 
Staff Recommendation is to not change the way Land Use measures are calculated today, but 
modify how Land Use weighting is applied by implementing a two-step process: 
• Assign current Land Use factor weighting to other factor categories: 

o Area Type A: 15% Safety, 50% Congestion, 15% Accessibility, 5% Economic 
Development, and 10% Environment 

o Area Type B: 25% Safety; 25% Congestion, 20% Accessibility, 20% Economic 
Development, and 10% Environment 

o Area Type C: 30% Safety; 20% Congestion, 15% Accessibility, 25% Economic 
Development, and 10% Environment  

o Area Type D: 40% Safety; 10% Congestion, 10% Accessibility, 30%Economic 
Development, and 10% Environment 

• Use the normalized Land Use factor as a multiplier on all other benefits (1+Normalized 
Score/100) 

Scenario D Results 
• Small projects reduced by 33% to 71 
• Bike & Ped Principal projects reduced by 58% to 20 
• The average total cost of funded projects rose from $15.1M to $18.6M 
• The average total request of funded projects rose from $10.1M to $11.9M  
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Scenario F: Forward-Looking Economic Development Factor 
Introduced at September CTB and results provided at October CTB 
 

Current methods for Project Support for Economic Development (ED.1) use planned or zoned 
Site Building Square Footage in the vicinity of the proposed transportation project as the 
measure. 
 
Staff Recommendation is to calculate a new measure to blend key economic priorities.  
Uses nearby real estate sites in VirginiaScan (https://sites.vedp.org) to calculate: 

1. Estimated jobs - 40% 
2. Estimated capital investment: 25% 
3. Recognize site funding received – 10% 
4. Quantify site visits received – 10% 
5. Distinguish site readiness – 10% 

Current methods for Freight Impact (ED.2) use proximity to intermodal locations combined 
with freight tonnage moved. Identified that weight doesn't equate to value. 
 
Staff Recommendation is to calculate the freight volume moved. 
 
Scenario F Results 
• Top reasons for an increased ED.1 score (Added 12 projects that were all Primary 

Improvement Type Highway in mostly rural areas of the Commonwealth with an average 
cost of $15M): 

o Additional sites were identified using VirginiaScan that the applicant did not include 
o VirginiaScan better reflects the value of the site, aligning with the Commonwealth's 

development priorities (Est. jobs, capital investment, meeting market demand, etc.) 
• Top reasons for a decreased ED.1 score (Removed 9 projects that were mostly Primary 

Improvement Type Highway in mostly rural areas of the Commonwealth with an average 
cost of $14M): 

o Validation of data using VirginiaScan resulted in sites showing fewer developable 
square feet than applicants claimed 

o If the property was not listed in VirginiaScan, it likely did not have the potential to 
accommodate high-impact industries  

• The average total cost of funded projects rose from $15.1M to $15.2M 
• The average total request of funded projects rose from $10.1M to $10.3M 

Summary of all Individual Staff Recommendations 
 Official 

Round 5 
Scenario* 

Scenario A: 
Refine HPP 
Definition 

Scenario B: 
Eliminate 

Step 2 

Scenario C: 
Future 

Congestion 

Scenario D: 
Land Use as a 

Multiplier 

Scenario F: 
ED.1 and 

ED.2 
Projects Added - 1 20 5 27 12 

Projects Dropped - 25 6 5 48 9 
Net SS Award (millions) $1,532.1 -$9.7 $78.2 $28.0 $25.1 $58.3 

Unallocated HPP (millions) $90.1 $99.8 $11.9 $74.1 $23.0 $34.1 

*Official Round 5 Staff Scenario funded 152 projects 
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Appendix B: Combined Staff Recommendations 
Scenario E: September CTB Presentation Staff Recommendation 
 

Combines Scenarios A+B+C+D 
 

Scenario E Results 
• Small projects reduced by 46% to 57  
• Bike & Ped Principal Improvement projects reduced by 75% to 13 
• The average total cost of funded projects rose from $15.1M to $21.8M 
• The average total request of funded projects rose from $10.1M to $13.9M (39 net projects)  

 

Scenario G: October CTB Presentation Final Staff Recommendation 
 

Combines Scenarios A+B+C+D+F 
 

Scenario G Results 
• Small projects reduced by 45% to 58 
• Bike & Ped Principal projects reduced by 73% to 13 
• The average total cost of funded projects rose from $15.1M to $21.5M 
• The average total request of funded projects rose from $10.1M to $13.9M 

Summary of all Combined Staff Recommendations 
 

Official Round 5 Scenario* 
Scenario E (A+B+C+D): 

September Staff 
Recommended Changes 

Scenario G (A+B+C+D+F): 
Final Staff Recommended 

Changes 

Projects Added - 28 30 

Projects Dropped - 67 69 

Net SS Award (millions) $1,532.1 $35.2 $41.3 

Unallocated HPP (millions) $90.1 $13.5 $3.7 

*Official Round 5 Staff Scenario funded 152 projects 
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Appendix C: Alternate CTB Recommendations 
This section provides an analysis of the alternate proposal presented by members at the October 
meeting. The changes built upon the Staff Recommendations with changes to how the Land Use weights 
were redistributed and changes to the Economic development factors. The changes included in this 
scenario impact area type A the most due to the reduction in the congestion factor and increased value 
from accessibility. 
CTB Revisions to Staff Recommendations 
See Appendix E, Scenario H 
 
• Congestion factor - split 50% current and 50% future   
• Weighting change within the three Accessibility measures from 60/20/20 to 40/20/40 to increase 

the weighting of A.3.   
• Revises assignment of staff-recommended Land Use factor weighting to other factor categories: 

o Area Type A: 20% Safety, 40% Congestion, 25% Accessibility, 5% Economic Development, and 
10% Environment  

o Area Type B: 25% Safety; 20% Congestion, 25% Accessibility, 20% Economic Development, 
and 10% Environment 

o Area Types C: 35% Safety; 15% Congestion, 15% Accessibility, 25% Economic Development, 
and 10% Environment  

o Area Type D: 40% Safety; 10% Congestion, 10% Accessibility, 30% Economic Development, 
and 10% Environment 
 

Summary of CTB Revisions to Staff Recommendations 
 

Official Round 5 Scenario* 
Scenario H (A+B+C+D+F): 

Final Staff Recommended Changes 

Projects Added - 32 

Projects Dropped - 60 

Net SS Award (millions) $1,532.1 $64.5 

Unallocated HPP (millions) $90.1 $16.5 

Official Round 5 Staff Scenario funded 152 projects 
 
Alternate CTB Recommendations Results  
 
19 projects shifted in Scenario H relative to Scenario G 
 

• 3 were not funded newly "Stayed Out" (recommended in the Oct Staff Scenario G and was 
not recommended Jan RD5 Official) – all large (>$10M) Highway Improvements in urban 
areas: 

o 9250 - Area Type A Highway Principal Improvement Type in Hampton Roads (DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.57 compared to 2.37 in 

Scenario H 
 Driven by the Congestion score dropping from 0.61 to 0.32 

o 9328 - Area Type A Highway Principal Improvement Type in Northern Virginia (HPP) 
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 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 3.04 compared to 2.84 in 
Scenario H 

 Driven by the Congestion score dropping from 4.4 to 2.38 
o 9014 - Area Type B Highway Principal Improvement Type in Richmond (HPP) 

 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.81 compared to 2.95 in 
Scenario H 

 Driven by the Accessibility score increasing from .33 to .61, specifically A.3 
growing from 0.96 to 1.92 

 Shift in the HPP steps block from getting funded 
• 10 were funded and newly Stayed In (which means not recommended in the Oct Staff 

Scenario G but was recommended in Jan RD5 Official) and these were majority small 
(<$10M) Bike and Pedestrian Improvements mostly in urban areas: 

o 9251 - Area Type A Highway Principal Improvement Type in Hampton Roads (DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.39 compared to 3.25 in 

Scenario H 
 This is driven by the Accessibility score growing from 0.44 to 1.31 

(Specifically A.3  growing from 2.40 to 4.79) 
o 9259 - Area Type A Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Hampton Roads 

(DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCORE is 1.68 compared to 2.63 in Scenario H 
 This is driven by the Accessibility score growing from 0.03 to 0.1 (Specifically 

A.3 0.2 to 0.4) 
o 9156 - Area Type A Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Hampton Roads 

(DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.14 compared to 2.62 in 

Scenario H  
 This is driven by the Accessibility score growing from 0.11 to 0.31 

(Specifically A.3  growing from 0.58 to 1.15) 
o 9320 - Area Type A Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Hampton Roads 

(DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 1.83 compared to 3.27 in 

Scenario H 
 This is driven by the Accessibility score growing from 0.41 to 1.34 

(Specifically A.3  growing from 2.64 to 5.29) 
o 9321 - Area Type A Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Hampton Roads 

(DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 1.75 compared to 3.06 in 

Scenario H 
 This is driven by the Accessibility score growing from 0.31 to 1.04 

(Specifically A.3  growing from 2.06 to 4.12) 
o 9149 - Area Type A Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Northern Virginia 

(DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.23 compared to 3.88 in 

Scenario H 
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 This is driven by the Accessibility score growing from 0.59 to 1.94 
(Specifically A.3  growing from 3.84 to 7.67) 

o 9458 - Area Type B Highway Principal Improvement Type in Richmond (DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 4.68 compared to 6.34 in 

Scenario H 
 This is driven by the Accessibility score growing from 0.53 to 1.32  

o 8928 - Area Type B Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Richmond (DGP)  
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 3.19 compared to 5.06 in 

Scenario H 
 This is driven by the Accessibility score growing from 0.62 to 1.28 

(Specifically A.3  growing from 2.19 to 4.38) 
o 9353 - Area Type C Highway Principal Improvement Type in Salem (DGP) 

 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.27 compared to 2.99 in 
Scenario H 

 This is driven by Safety growing from .19 to .23 and Accessibility growing 
from 0.27 to 0.52 (Specifically A.3  growing from 1.7 to 3.41) 

o 9141 - Area Type D Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Staunton (DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.64 compared to 3.00 in 

Scenario H 
 This is driven by Accessibility growing from 0.05 to 0.08 (Specifically A.3  

growing from 0.36 to 0.72) 
• 1 was not funded and newly Dropped (which means it was recommended in the Oct Staff 

Scenario G and was recommended Jan RD5 Official) – Small Bike/Ped Project in Salem: 
o 9437 - Area Type D Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Salem (DGP) 

 The SMART SCALE Score is 2.74 in either Scenario 
 The shifts in the DGP step allow this to get funded 

• 5 were funded and newly Added (which means not recommended in the Oct Staff Scenario 
G and not recommended Jan RD5 Official) and these had no single characteristic – a mix of 
principal/secondary type, a mix of cost, a mix of area type, a mix of districts: 

 
o 9133 - Area Type A Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Hampton Roads 

(DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.15 compared to 3.01 in 

Scenario H 
 This is driven by Accessibility growing from 0.77 to 1.85 (Specifically A.3  

growing from 2.73 to 5.46)  
o 8985 - Area Type A Bike/Pedestrian Principal Improvement Type in Northern Virginia 

(DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 2.64 compared to 4.08 in 

Scenario H 
 This is driven by Accessibility growing from 0.65 to 1.83 (Specifically A.3  

growing from 3.20 to 6.40) 
o 9360 - Area Type D Highway Principal Improvement Type in Richmond (DGP) 

 The SMART SCALE Score is 5.35 in either Scenario 
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 The shifts in the DGP step allow this to get funded  
o 9371 - Area Type D Highway Principal Improvement Type in Richmond (DGP) 

 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 6.03 compared to 5.72 in 
Scenario H 

 The decrease is the result in Congestion dropping from 0.44 to 0.24, but the 
shifts in the DGP step allow this to get funded 

o 9411 - Area Type B Highway Principal Improvement Type in Richmond (DGP) 
 In Scenario G the final SMART SCALE Score is 6.05 compared to 4.88 in 

Scenario H 
 The decrease is the result in Congestion dropping from 1.48 to .68, but the 

shifts in the DGP step allow this to get funded 
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Appendix D: Additional High-Priority Projects Program (HPP) Analysis 
This section presents an updated HPP definition based on feedback from the CTB and stakeholders. 
Revised Staff Recommendation based on CTB Feedback 
 

1. Add to the "what" definition Light Rail Transit (LRT) and Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) to clarify Fixed 
Guideway Transit 

2. Add to the "what" entire corridor improvements are identified as the preferred alternative in a 
STARS, Pipeline Study, or Arterial Management Plan.  

Program Background 
 

VDOT STARS Program  
Develops comprehensive, innovative transportation solutions to relieve congestion bottlenecks 
and solve critical traffic and safety challenges. 
 
OIPI Pipeline Program 
Performance-based planning program focused on CTB-adopted VTrans priority locations and 
corridors. 
 
Arterial Management Plans 
The program uses a holistic approach that identifies ways to ensure safety and preserve the 
capacity of the Commonwealth's arterial highway network without wide-scale roadway 
widening. 

 
Revised Staff Recommended HPP Definition: 
New Capacity Highway (Add New Through Lanes(s)or Roadway on New Alignment), Managed Lane(s) 
(HOV/HOT/Shoulder), New or Improved Interchanges, New or Improved Passenger Rail Stations or 
Service, Freight Rail Improvements, High Capacity / Fixed Guideway Transit (Bus Rapid Transit and Light 
Rail Transit), Transit Transfer Stations, and New Bridge; entire corridor improvements identified as the 
preferred alternative in a STARS, Pipeline Study, or Arterial Management Plan. 
 
Analysis 

• Of the 394 SMART SCALE applications in Round 5 
o 97 applications identified as STARS, Pipeline, or Arterial Management corridor planning 

studies. 
o 76 submitted a small piece of the study as a spot improvement. 
o 21 submitted as corridor projects. 

 10 submitted as entire corridor projects. 
 11 submitted as a small portion of the corridor project. 
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Appendix F: Scenario Analysis Summary Sheet Guide 

 
General Note – Summary Sheet is sorted by District then Principal Improvement Type 

1. Application Information: Base data provided by the applicant. 
A. Secondary Improvement is noted if the project is multimodal. 
B. Program Eligibility is noted with an X if eligible under the Round 5 qualifications. 

2. Official Round 5 Staff Scenario Results provided in January 2023 
C. Recommended for funding is noted with an X. This does not incorporate the consensus 

changes. 
D. The program that the project was recommended to be funded by is noted as either DGP 

or HPP. 
3. Singular Impact Scenario – definitions of each scenario are provided in the sections above. The 

scenario shows what would happen if no other changes were made to Round 5 except this one 
singular modification.  

E. Funding Result is either noted as: 
• Added – Not recommended in the Official Round 5 Staff Scenario but does get 

recommended in this scenario. 
• Stays In – Recommended in the Official Round 5 Staff Scenario and is still 

recommended in this scenario. 
• Dropped – Recommended in the Official Round 5 Staff Scenario and is NOT 

recommended in this scenario. 
• Stays Out – Not recommended in the Official Round 5 Staff Scenario and not 

recommended in this scenario. 
F. If the project is recommended in the scenario, the column denotes which program it 

would be funded by. 
G. The number denotes a change in statewide rank by the difference.  

4. Combined Impact Scenario – definitions of each scenario are provided in the sections above. The 
scenario shows what would happen if all scenario changes were made to Round 5. 
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