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Transportation Enhancements and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

Transportation Enhancement (TE) funding. That funding was apportioned to the states on

March 2, 2009 with the stipulation that states had 90 days to obligate 50% of the total fund-
ing made available to them for the Surface Transportation Program, which included this TE fund-
ing. Furthermore, ARRA stipulated that after one year, all unobligated funds would be withdrawn
and redistributed to states that had successfully obligated all of their funds. Notably, all states and
the District of Columbia successfully met both the 90 day and the one year obligation deadlines, so
no funds were redistributed.

The 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) made available $800 million in

The funding made available for TE under ARRA differed in two key ways from other authorizations.
First, the STP funding authorization (and hence TE funding) under ARRA allowed the federal share
of a project’s eligible costs to be up to 100%. States were allowed discretion to establish their own
local match requirements, and some states did continue to require the usual 20% match. Reasons
cited for this included a desire not to give an unfair windfall to local areas whose projects hap-
pened to be “shovel-ready” in 2009 (as opposed to any other year), an attempt to retain the positive
benefits associated with local matching funds, such as stakeholder buy-in, and the ability to spread
federal funding across a larger number of projects and areas. However, a majority of states took ad-
vantage of the opportunity to bypass local match (as shown in Table 1).

Figure 1: Distribution of ARRA Funding by TE Activity (in millions of dollars)
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Table 1: Distribution of Local Match Rates for the Overall ARRA TE Project Pool

Local Match Count States

Rate
Alaska, Alabama, Arkansas, California, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii,

<5% 30 Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi,

0 Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,

South Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, Wisconsin

5-20% 10 Arizona, Connecticut, Maine, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North Dakota,
Tennessee, Wyoming
Colorado, Illinois, Kentucky, Minnesota, Nebraska, Oregon, Texas, Vermont, Virginia,

>20% 11 . S
Washington, West Virginia

Second, ARRA funding was not subject to any obligation limitation, thus removing any incentive
for states to obligate TE funds at lower rates than other Federal-aid programs. This fact, combined
with the waived local match requirement in most states, meant that 2009 and 2010 were fruitful
times for the TE program.

In the 12 month period between March 2, 2009 and September 30, 2010, states selected and obli-
gated 1,224 ARRA TE projects. Cumulatively in the TE program, roughly 60% of funding has gone
to projects that improve conditions for pedestrians and cyclists (Categories 1, 2, 8, and part of 5).
Under the Recovery Act, this grew to over 70%. Figure 2 (page 4) provides some additional detail
about these projects. Pedestrian facilities such as sidewalks and crosswalks dominate spending, fol-
lowed by off-road trails. This also differs from the cumulative TE program, where pedestrian facili-
ties and off-road trails are equally popular. Examination of the complete TE Project List (available
online at www.enhancements.org/projectlist.asp) reveals that sidewalk retrofitting projects related
to Americans With Disabilities Act compliance are far more prevelant under ARRA than the cumula-
tive program.

States did not select any scenic/historic acquisitions or billboard removal projects, perhaps because
these projects would not create any jobs. Landscaping projects were also preferred by state DOTs
(compared to the cumulative TE program), perhaps because of the minimal “shovel-ready” require-
ments of this type of project.

Figure 2: Distribution of ARRA Funding Across Bicycle & Pedestrian Subtypes (in millions of
dollars)
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Table 2: Transportation Enhancements Funds from the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act of 2009 (in thousands of dollars)

Alabama | $15411|  $15,546| 101% $15,411 100% $2,604| 17%
11

, | 100% | 1
, , | : | ,

Dist. Of Col. | $3,705 | $3,029| 82% $3,705| 100% $1,719| 46%

Georgia | $27,948|  $19,019| 68%|  $27,948| 100% | $3,408| 12%

Idaho | $2,402 | $5,028 | 209% | $2,402| 100% | $898 | 37%

Louisiana $12,896 $18,053 | 140% $12,896 | 100% $8,651| 67%
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Data for this report come from two different sources: detailed project-level programming data,
shown in Figures 1 and 2, Table 1, and the “Programmed” column of Table 2, were solicited directly
via survey from each state department of transportation. Where the programming rate exceeds the
obligation rate in Table 2 (e.g. Delaware, Louisiana), this may mean that states have chosen to use
more than 10% of their STP funds for TE, or that state planners have selected ‘waitlist’ projects.
These extra projects represent advance planning for two possibilities. First, as projects are bid on
by contractors, the bids may come in lower than the initial cost estimates for some projects. Sec-
ond, states could not know in advance that every state would successfully obligate 100% of their
funds, and extra projects may have been selected in hopes of receiving a redistribution. Where the
programming rate is less than the obligation rate (e.g. Colorado, Georgia), this indicates missing
programming data.

The remaining data in Table 2 comes from the Fiscal Management Information System (FMIS) of the
Federal Highway Administration. In order to be eligible for reimbursement, states are required to re-
port obligations in FMIS. Thus, financial data from FMIS is highly accurate and 100% complete - if a
project is not accounted for in FMIS, it is not a federally-funded project. The “Cumulative Available”
column of Table 2 reflects the most recent available balances for ARRA TE funds for each state, prior
to obligations. The total amount has been reduced to $790 million from the original $800 million
by transfers, some of which are footnoted. The reimbursement rates in Table 2 give a sense of the
actual pace of ARRA implementation. A low rate for a state indicates that few ARRA TE projects have
been completed in a state. Higher rates indicate that work on TE projects is already complete. The
dramatic variation among states demonstrates continuing differences in capacity between state TE
programs based on priorities, staff capacity, experience, and political factors.

In particular, implementing the Recovery Act increased by roughly 50% the levels of funding avail-
able for TE in FY 2009/2010, but did not include any funds to increase administrative capacity. In
fact, the timing of the Recovery Act coincided with budget shortfalls for many state governments.
Staff shortages due to furloughs, hiring freezes, and layoffs meant that for many states, ARRA rep-
resented a “perfect storm” of critical deadlines, increased workloads, and reductions in staft. These
realities should be taken into account when assessing reimbursement rates.

The ARRA funds also included additional reporting requirements. Many state DOTs turned these
requirements into an opportunity to increase the transparency of their transportation planning and
construction operations. Some state DOTs created extraordinary new innovations in transparency
and e-government. A list of the DOT websites that offer information about ARRA and TE is available
on the NTEC website at www.enhancements.org/recovery.asp. These efforts range from simple lists
to searchable online geo-databases. It is too soon to know whether the openness under ARRA will be
sustained, but it has certainly triggered unprecedented levels of transparency, enabling new forms of
participation and accountability for citizens, elected officials at all levels, policy makers, and trans-
portation professionals.
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