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The Honorable L. Cleaves ~O.4llJ'~"'~

Chairman, SJR 20 Joint Subcommittee
General Assembly Bui
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Delegate

At the direction of the SJR Joint Subcommittee, the
of the Joint Audit and Review Commission and the Vi
Department of and on several occasions to
review the slation contained SJR 20, and the
recommendations JLARC staff in House Document 11. A Status
Report which outlined the results of those meet was
prepared jointly by JLARC and VDH&T staff and distributed to the 2
Joint Subcommittee on 25, 1984. Attached is the Final Status
Report of the VDH&T and JLARC staffs, and an analysis of the of
the proposals on Highway Fund allocations.
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Recommendation. The General may wish to reaffirm
its sta that all reasonable and necessary
maintenance funds shall be allocated by specifying in Section 33.1-23
that the to ordinary maintenance, maintenance

ca of maintenance which be
se ument 11 ion (12)')
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION FUND (SJR 20

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

11 . 3)

Recommendation (29). The General Assembly may wish to
amend Section 33.1-23.1 of the Code of Virginia to establish a pUblic
transportation allocation. The amount of the allocation should be
specified by statute to be not less than three percent nor more than
five percent of revenues from state sources, with the exact amount of
each year's allocation to be set by the General Assembly in the
Appropriations Act based on the needs of the transit systems, the
availability of funds, and other highway maintenance and construction
needs.

Highway Commission Position (Item II.E.):

The Commission does not support the House Document 11
recommendation for a dedicated public transportation fund. The
Commission supports the existing process. FY 1985 public
transportation funding is approximately 4.5 percent of the anticipated
State revenue to be collected.

Current Status:

JLARC staff and the Department have not been able to reach
agreement on this recommendation.
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Recommendation (17). The General may wish to
provide in Section 33.1-23 of the Code of that snow removal
should be funded as a separate maintenance item, and that unexpended
snow removal funds at the end of a fiscal year should be
reappropriated in the fol fiscal year. The General Assembly may
then wish to provide authori to the State and Transportation
Commission to transfer funds from the construction program if the
funds in the snow removal fund in any ven year are less than snow
removal costs.

If the General Assembly provides for the budgeting of snow
removal as a separate maintenance item, then DHT should establish the
necessary controls to ensure that only reasonable and necessary snow
removal activities are charged to the snow removal fund.

Highway Commission Position (Item IV.E.3.):

Snow removal costs should continue to be budgeted as part of
ordinary maintenance; the two are inextricably tied. At the same
time, uncertainty about potential snow removal demands should not
disrupt other routine maintenance operations. The extraordinary
statewide fund established beginning in FY 1984-85 should
satisfactorily resolve the problem.

JLARC Staff Comments:

JLARC staff have reviewed the Department's proposal and
believe it is an acceptable alternative to a separate fund.
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Recommendation (4). The General
Section 33.1-23.1B of the Code of to
funds provided to each to one-third.

ion
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iciencies
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the of
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change the
systems to one-

s support the JLARC s proposa
construction nds allotted to each of t

It believes the existing dis ibution, approved by
General Assembly in 1977, more nearly reflects sound public inves t
policy.

Current Status:

The Department and JLARC staff have been unable to reach
agreement on this recomme ion.
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UNPAVED ROADS (Continued)

(3) The Department has recommended that the 100 s
be used, and that the current statutory allocation of 3.75 percent
(which is unrelated to need) be retained in order to preserve
continuity of the current program.

Based on the Department's analysis of the costs and benefi s
of paving roads with traffic volumes less than 100 vpd, JLARC s
agree that priority should be placed on paving roads with 100 v
concurs in the suggestion that priority might also be given to
which carry one or more school busses.
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Recommendation (1). The General may wish to amend
the Code of Virginia to require that funds necessary to match federal
interstate aid be set aside from the total funds available for
construction activi es. Funds for the match should not be deducted
from a district's primary allocation. The of this change is
that the necessary match would be met the burden over all
construction funds, reducing the severe a few areas.

The Commission opposes
diminish already scarce urban and
to districts where the inters

The Commission would su
established in the Appropri ions
districts where the inters
primary system allocation.

Current Status:

recommendation. It would
nds, would be unfair

virtually completed.

side si lar to that now
relief in highway
25 rcent of their

The interstate set-asi recommended by the Highway
Commission represents a compromise position between the JLARC staff
recommendation to take the matching funds off top, and the current
process which takes the match dis iet primary allocations.
JLARC staff believe the Department's proposal is a step in the right
direction. In order to assess appropriateness of the 25 percent
level recommended by the Department, JLARC and VDH&T staff have
reviewed the extent to which the imary allocations have been reduced
for interstate match in each of dis icts in previous years. That
analysis supports the use of a 25 percent cap on the use of primary
allocations for the interstate h as a policy option.
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Recommendation (3). In order to ensure the use of
available federal aid, the General may wish to amend the Code
of nia to for funding special bridge needs outside of the

allocation process. This could be accomplished in a manner
similar to the distribution of funds for interstate construction or

roads. The bridge fund should include both the
lable federal aid and red State match. In FY 1984, such a
would have amounted to 7.2 mill Allocations from this fund

be made the basis of grea need as determined from DHT's
current inspection program and the volume of traffic using the
facilities. The funds for bridges should not be deducted from a
locality's allocations.
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GEOGRAPHIC BASE FOR PRIMARY

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

( R B111 0)

Recommendation (9). The General Assembly may wish to amend
the Code of Virginia to change the geographical basis of aggregating
primary allocations from DHT's eight [nine] districts to the planning
district boundaries. These boundaries should be used only for the
purpose of allocating funds. The districts should continue to
administer any projects in their areas. In order to facilitate the
programming of projects, the funds might be aggregated at the district
level, and allocated to projects as needed. Any transfer of
allocations from a planning district would create a balance which
would have to be funded at a later date. The General Assembly may
wish to specify a limit on the time that such balance may exist.

Highway Commission Position (Item III.A.l .):

The Commission opposes this recommendation and recommends
that the current district boundaries be the geographic base for the
allocation of primary system funds.

Current Status:

The Department and JLARC staff have developed a revised,
technically acceptable formula using the current DHT construction
districts. JLARC staff support its use in the allocation of pri
system funds, and the use of planning district boundaries is
unnecessary.

11



may wish to amend
st,itLlto'ry formula for

factors which
construction

Recommendation (). The General
the Code of Virginia to revise the current
allocating primary ~1J!,TP'm funds to include
are weighted in to their relat~v"~"kP

needs.

The Commissionls position appropriate geographic
basis is construction districts. , ile we are not
opposed to a change in the current allocation formula, we
believe we have documented e rnatives proposed few,
if any, improvements. Any new la adop should include factors
which not only are logical i luences on needs vari ions and traffic
demand but for which data is easily collectible or readily available.

Current Status:

An alternative sys allocation formula has been
developed jointly by DHT and JLARC staff. The new formula, Option
P-Al, uses three factors: primary system vehicle miles of travel
weighted 70 percent, primary system lane mileage weighted 20 percent,
and a primary system needs factor weighted 10 percent. The factors
are expressed as their percentage of the statewide total. The formula
was developed for use in allocating primary system funds on the basis
of the nine DHT construction districts.

The regression equation used to develop this formula
performed very well. The amount of variation in need explained (R 2

)

by the formula is .94, or about 94 percent.

Primary system travel is a measure of the existing demand
for highway transportation. It is a measure of the overall amount of
travel on the primary system in each dis ict, and is used to allocate
funds on the theory that more travel would create an increased need
for highways.

The second factor, lane mil
existing system. The relative size of
construction district is rel to t
in the system in each dis ict. e
in current connectors, and n
systems to stimulate increas

, measures the size of the
primary system within a

relative need for improvements
stems from the deficiencies
expandi transportation

sys
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Recommendation (7). The General Assembly may wish to amend
the Code of nia to establish a statutory formula for allocating
urban system funds based on the proportion of population in the
jurisdictions eligible for urban funding. Annual allocations should
be made to those cities and towns with approved urban projects.

The ssion agrees in principle with this recommendation.

Current Status:

J staff and the Highway Commission agree on this
recommendation.

4



SECONDARY SYSTEM HOLD-HARMLESS ( R

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Bi 3)

Recommendation (5). Because the construction allocations
for FY 1977 were not based on any statewide, consistent criteria and
appear to be inequitable, the General Assembly may wish to amend
Section 33.1-23.4 of the Code of Virginia to end the use of FY 1977
allocations as an allocation requirement.

Highway Commission Position (Item III.8.2.):

The Commission supports this JLARC staff recommendation.

Current Status:

JLARC staff and the Highway Commission agree on this
recommendation.

15



SYSTEM FORMULA (SJR Bill No. 14)

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Recommendation (6). The General Assembly may wish to amend
the current statutory formula for allocating secondary system funds to
include factors which have been shown to be independent measures. The
alternative formulas presented by JLARC include only the objective
factors which meet this criterion.

Highway Commission Position (Item III.B.l .):

The current formula is not technically based, is
unnecessarily complex, and costly to support. The Commission supports
the JLARC staff position that the formula be simplified and finds S-l
and S-2 technically adequate, logical, and less costly to support from
a data standpoint.

Current Status:

JLARC staff and the Highway Commission agree on this
recommendation.

16



Recommendation 24). may wish
repeal Section 33.1-23.5 of the nia, subst~~YI~Llj~

process for allocating funds Arl and Henrico which
(1) an amount for maintenance and administration on a per lane-mile
basis at the rate of ,254 per lane-mile for Arli and,1
lane-mile for Henrico in FY 1984, with the rates annual
account for increases or decreases maintenance costs due to
inflation for the and (2 an amount for construction
as allocated by formula for the The total
allocations should be made to the counties as a lump sum on a
quarterly basis as is the current ceo

Highway Commission Position (Item II.G.):

me of dete ni
Counties s ld be simplifi

nts to Arling and
different than the

streets" in municipalities.

The Commission rees
payments to Arlington and Henrico
however, it can find no basis for
County's local road maintenance to
rate of $4,215 per lane-mile for "other

The Commission concu s J recomme ion
Arlington and Henrico County eac receive an allocation u
Secondary Roads formula, a ion ich would be federal ds
administered by the Department.

Current Status:

JLARC and VDH&T staffs developed two alternative
methods for allocating main nance assis ce to Arlington and co
Counties, based on di ring measures uity.

The JLARC option, which was originally proposed in se
Document 11 and is currently i c1 in SJR 20, bases equi on e
relationship of the two counties to counties in the State
secondary system. As a result, the methods for developing the nt
rates employed an estimate of maintenance costs based on State
standards, and an estima of nis ive costs based on
expenditures. The different nt s are a reflection of the
differences in the size and function of the highway systems in two
counties, and the somewhat hi r costs for Northern Virginia.
the payment rates more closely reflect the ac al costs of main
and administration for Arlington rico. Payments would
on a per lane mile basis. s ction al10c ions would be
the secondary system cons ucti la, as for the
counties.



INGTON HENRICO COUNTY nLLULn (Continued)

The VDH&T option bases equity on equal treatment of the two
counties with the cities of the Commonwealth. This option recognizes
that Arlington and Henrico local road systems are maintained and
administered by the local governments in the same way as streets in
the cities and towns. As a result, VDH&T recommends the use of the
functional payment rates for city street payments to fund the
maintenance allocation for Arlington and Henrico. Payments for the
two functional classes would be made on a per lane mile basis as in
cities. Construction allocations would be made from the secondary
system construction fund by formula, as for the other counties.

The FY 1985 rates for the two options are shown in the table
below.

SUMMARY OF PAYMENT RATES

Arlington H

JLARC Option

VDH&T Option
Arterial
Others

$6,735

$7,307
$3,721

8

$3,371

$7,307
$3,721



URBAN STREET PAYMENT CLASS

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Bi 1

Recommendation (18). The General Assembly should amend
Sections 33.1-41, 33.1-43, and 33.1-80 of the Code of Vi nia to
establish the functional classification of roads defined the
as the basis for making urban street payments. The and
minor arterial systems should be grouped into one payment
and the collector and local streets grouped into a second
As an alternative, collector and local streets might remain separa
because of the differences in mileage.

Highway Commission Position (Item II.F. 1.):

The Commission does not support this recommendation.

Current Status:

VDH&T supports the use of the functional classes
by JLARC staff, with the cost for street lighting included for the
arterial class only. The cost of preparing the inventory of urban
streets necessary to make payments to the cities and towns is
estimated to be $200,000, including the costs necessary to inven
Arlington and Henrico Counties.

19



Recommendation (19), rates should be established
for the functional ca es of streets and roads on the same basis
as for state maintenance on county roads. Rates could be based on the
estimates for ordinary and replacement maintenance prepared for JLARC
by DHT resident engineers.

As noted earlier, the Commission does not agree with the
functional class basis of payment proposed in House Document 11. The
Commission proposes that at the least, the "other street" rate should
be reduced to account for the street lighting component. If this
recommendation, alone, were implemented, the rates noted below would
result. This represents a 15.5 percent increase over the current
allocation.

Administrative Class

Primary Extensions

Other Streets

Current Status:

Rates

$7,260

$4,215

Mi 1es

3,436

15,205

Total (Millions)

$24.945

$64.089
$89.034

VDH&T and JLARC staff agree on the use of the functional
classes as the basis for making payments to the cities and towns. In
addition, JLARC and VDH&T agree on the rate to be paid for the
arterial class. The rate includes the cost of street lighting for
principal and minor arterial highways.

Two different rates are proposed for the collector/local
class because of a difference of opinion on whether or not the cost of
street lighting should be included in calculating the payment rate.
JLARC staff support the inclusion of lighting in the estimate of the
rate. VDH&T does not support the inclusion of lighting costs;
however, with the exception of the concern for the use of the
unconstrained budget estimate developed by the Department's resident
engineers, the Department can find no basis to take issue with the
technical procedures used by JLARC in the development of the proposed
rates.

The functional class ra s proposed by VDH&T and JLARC staff
are shown in the table below:



URBAN STREET PAYMENT (Continued)

PROPOSED RATES FOR URBAN STREET PAYMENTS

JLARC Option VDH&T Option

$7,307 $7,307

$4,860 $3,721

Arterials

Collectors/Locals

21



PAYMENT RATE (SJR 20 Bill No. 16)

Recommendation (20). The General Assembly should amend
Sections 33.1-41, 33.1-43, and 33.1-80 of the Code of Virginia to
eliminate the use of different payment rates in the eight [nine] DHT
construction districts. A single rate for each funding class should
be used statewide.

Highway Commission Position (Item II.F.2.):

The Commission agrees with the JLARC staff recommendation.

The Highway Commission and JLARC staff agree on this
recommendation.

22



JLARC Staff Recommendation:

I ( B

Recommendation (22). The General Assembly may wish to
amend Sections 33.1-41, 33.1-43, and 33.1-80 of the Code of Vi
to establish a method for annually adjusting payments to cities and
towns. DHT should establish a unit cost index with a 1983 base ch
would indicate changes in maintenance allocations due to inflat
each year. Adjustments should be made to the base rates established
for urban street payments. Each adjustment thereafter should also
made to the base rates.

Highway Commission Position (Item II.F.3.):

The Commission agrees with this JLARC recommendation,
would suggest a 1985 base year.

Current Status:

JLARC and DHT staff agree that the base payment rate
urban street payments should be established for FY 1986. It is a so
agreed that the inflation index base should be established for 1 n
order to give the Department sufficient historical data on rnai c
costs to calculate index rates in subsequent years.

2



R B . 17)

Recommendation (23). The General Assembly may wish to
amend Sections 33.1-43 and 33.1-221(b) of the Code of Virginia to
allow the Highway and Transportation Commission to grant variances in
the pavement width requirements for industrial access roads located in
cities and towns that qualify for urban street payments. The
Commission should take into consideration the need for parking on
industrial access roads.

Highway Commission Position (Item IV.A.):

The Commission does not agree with the JLARC staff proposal
because it is in conflict with policy of the General Assembly.

Current Status:

Because of the impact that this recommendation might have on
the urban street standards established by local ordinances, VDH&T and
JLARC staff agree that the General Assembly may wish to review more
fully the proposed change prior to its implementation.

24
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JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Recommendation (25). The General may wish
reconsider its general prohibition on the use of state assistance
operating costs. However, assistance for capital acquisition,
ridesharing administrative support, and experimental transit programs
should be funded prior to the allocation of operat assistance
distribution of operating assistance should be on the basis of one
more factors which promote the statewide objectives endorsed
General Assembly, and in no case should state operating assistance
a transit system exceed the actual operating expenditures.

Highway Commission Position (Item 111.0.1.):

The Commission opposes this JLARC staff recommendat on.

Current Status:

The Department and JLARC staff have been unable to reac
agreement on this recommendation as a result of differences in
approach:

The Department believes that the current system ich
includes reimbursement for ~ligible items such as fuel and tires
results in a less intrusive State assistance program, preserves
local responsibility for costs associated with labor, and reI s
clearly and directly to need.

JLARC staff believe that operating assistance, alloca d
a formula which accounts for need and performance, provides for a
equitable allocation of available funds, and provides for greater
flexibility in the use of State aid at the local level.

25



SYSTEM (SJR 20 Proposed Resolution)

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Recommendation (14). The General Assembly may wish to
require that DHT take all necessary steps to ensure that the pavement
management system now under development is used in budgeting on all
highway systems for the 1986-88 biennium. In order to monitor the
process, the department could be required to periodically report its
progress to the House Roads and Internal Navigation Committee and the
Senate Transportation Committee.

Highway Commission Position (Item IV.E.2.(a»:

VDH&T is committed to development of a comprehensive and
reliable pavement management system, and will use the system to the
extent possible in preparing the 1986-88 budget.

Current Status:

The Department has prepared a summary of progress made in
development of the system, which includes a commitment to use the PMS
data, to the extent possible, for the 1986-1988 budget. Copies of the
summary have been provided to the SJR 20 Joint Subcommittee.
Additionally, DHT has assigned two fulltime employees to the effort,
and an additional engineer is to be assigned in the near future.
JLARC staff believe these actions demonstrate a commitment by the
Department to complete development of the PMS at the earliest possible
date.

26



USE OF THE PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (SJR 20 Proposed Resolution)

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Recommendation (15). The department should put a high
priority on integrating the pavement management system into the
budgeting process as required by the Appropriations Act. The system
should be used to help determine funding needs for maintenance
replacement. The threshold rating for resurfacing consideration
should be set based on a study of the optimal distress ratings below
which pavements should be replaced, rather than on predetermined
resurfacing cycles. The pavement management system should also be
used to project future biennial budget replacement needs, to assess
the consequences of deferred replacement maintenance, and to assess
the cost-effectiveness of various types of replacement activities
(such as a comparison of surface treatment and planL'mix).

Highway Commission Position (Item IV.E.2.(b»:

VDH&T is proceeding toward completion of the pavement
management system. Data is being used as it becomes available and
will be considered in preparation of the 1986-88 biennial bUdget.

Current Status:

The Department has prepared a summary of progress made in
development of the system, which includes a commitment to use the PMS
data, to the extent possible, for the 1986-1988 budget. Copies of the
summary have been provided to the SJR 20 Joint Subcommittee.
Additionally, DHT has assigned two fulltime employees to the effort,
and an additional engineer is to be assigned in the near future.
JLARC staff believe these actions demonstrate a commitment by the
Department to complete development of the PMS at the earliest possible
date.

27
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Recommendation (10). The General Assembly may wish to
amend the Code of Virginia to mandate the collection of data for the
evaluation of highway fund equity. Because it is essential to such
evaluations, the collection of data on vehicle miles of travel for
all should be specifically included in such a mandate.

VDH&T agreed to collect data on urban vehicle miles of
travel in a February 9, 1984, letter to the JLARC staff. The
i ion will be collected using a statistical sampling method, at
an estimated cost of $560,000.

The Department will provide JLARC staff with urban travel
data at e end of the current fiscal year, based on the methodology
agreed to by VDH&T and JLARC. The data will be used to assess the
st of urban VMT in estimating construction needs in the cities
and towns, and to judge the usefulness of continued collection of the
da e analysis will determine if urban VMT is related to other
factors which might be used in allocating funds, making its collection
for the rpose of allocations unnecessary. The appropriateness of
the Department's methodology for future use in urban count programs,
and costs incurred in collecting and reporting the data will also
be reviewed.

28



COLLECTION OF UNIFORM TRANSIT DATA (House Bill 83, 1984)

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Recommendation (26). The Public Transportation Division
should develop uniform financial and operating data for-all transit
systems. The division should develop specific methodologies for the
collection of such data by the transit operators. In addition, the
division should regularly and systematically verify the data with
annual financial audits and periodic field reviews. To the extent
possible, the data should include, but not be limited to, the measures
necessary to implement a performance evaluation program.

Highway Commission Position (Item III.0.3.):

The Commission agrees with the intent of this JLARC staff
recommendation and with the wording of House Bill 83, as enacted.

Current Status:

JLARC staff and the Highway Commission are in agreement on
this recommendation as it was enacted in House Bill 83, and no
additional revision of the Code is necessary.

29



se 8ill 83, 1984)

Recommendation (27). The General Assembly may wish to
amend Section 33.1-391£ of the Code of Virginia to require the
directorate of public transportation to collect and report data which
may be for the allocation of public transportation
assistance.

The intent of this recommendation in respect to data
collection and reporting is now being carried out administratively.

The Commission supports House Bill 83 as enacted.

JLARC staff and the Highway Commission are in agreement on
this recommendation as it was enacted in House Bill 83. and no
additional revision of the Code is necessary.

30



FUTURE REASSESSMENTS OF FUND EQUITY (House Document 11)

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Recommendation (11). The Secretary of Transportation and
Public Safety should ensure that a reassessment of highway
construction allocations is made on a periodic basis as part of the
statewide transportation planning process. The analysis should be
based on the prioritization of needs among systems and localities, and
transportation goals should be more clearly established for the
future. An improved methodology for identifying special needs and
involving local governments should be developed.

Highway Commission Position (Item IV.C.):

The Commission agrees with this JLARC staff recommendation.
In future work to update the statewide highway plan, VDHT will
endeavor to increase local government participation.

Current Status:

JLARC staff and the Highway Commission agree on this
recommendation.
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EST I (House Document 11)

Recommendation (12). DHT should prepare its biennial
maintenance budget on the basis of a realistic assessment of the
ordinary and replacement maintenance program to be accomplished, and
the actual expenditures anticipated in achieving the proposed program.

DHT should revise its six-year program estimates on the
basis of actual costs for the 1983 base year. Maintenance projections
should be reduced by $30.8 million in FY 1985, $32.6 million in FY
1986, $34.1 million in FY 1987, $35.7 million in FY 1988, $37.3
million in FY 1989, and $39.0 million in FY 1990.

Because the budget for the 1984-86 biennium was also based
on an artificially high budget for FY 1983, the General Assembly could
reduce the maintenance appropriation for the second year of the
1984-86 biennium by $32.6 million without any reduction of the
maintenance work accomplished by the department.

Highway Commission Position (Item II.H.);

The Commission feels that sufficient balances must be
maintained to cover the anticipated payouts in FY 1985 and that the
reduction of the maintenance budget by more than the $9 million
identified by the Department would severely disrupt planned
maintenance replacement projects.

JLARC staff have reviewed the Department's revised
maintenance budget for 1985 in order to make an independent assessment
of the reasonableness of assumptions and the appropriateness of the
methodology. As a result of that analysis, JlARC staff now agree with
the amount budgeted for the major expenditure items. JlARC staff
believe that the amount budgeted by VDH&T for the new Snow Emergency
Fund is based on a worst case estimate, and may be more than
necessary. As a result, JlARC staff recommend further review of the
amount to be budgeted for the fund to ensure that it does not
unnecessarily reduce the funds available for other purposes.

The revisions made in the maintenance program by VDH&T
resu] in a total net reduction of $9,363,283 for FY 1985. The
revisions to the maintenance program included: (1) a reduction of
$16,604,957 in the general program reserve, (2) an increase of
$3,191, in the maintenance replacement item, and (3) the addition

, ,000 for the wet accident program, $1,000,000 maintenance
replacement reserves, $550,000 for the thermo-plastic p ect, and
$500, for the pavement management system.
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MAINTENANCE BUDGET ESTIMATES (Continued)

The original and revised maintenance budget items are shown
in the table below.

REVISED MAINTENANCE BUDGET
FY 1985

Original
Expenditure Item Budget

Ordinary Maintenance $169,089,624

Maintenance Replacement 115,345,314

Snow Emergency Fund 9,100,000

Storm Damage Fund 2,500,000

Wet Accident Sites -0-

Maintenance Replacement Reserve -0-

Thermo-Plastic Project -0-

Pavement Management System -0-

Revised
Budget

$169,089,624

118,536,988

9,100,000

2,500,000

2,000,000

1,000,000

550,000

500,000

General Program Reserve

TOTAL

16,604,957

$312,639,895
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WORKLOAD STANDARDS (House Document 11)

Recommendation (13). DHT should review the MMS
ntenance Management System] standards periodically and update the

standards based on work priorities, workload assumptions, and quality
considerations.

Highway Commission Position (Item IV.E. 1.):

The Commission agrees with this JLARC staff recommendation.

Current Status:

The Highway Commission and JLARC staff agree on this
recommendation.
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USE OF PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR ORDINARY MAINTENANCE
(House Document 11)

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

Recommendation (16). DHT should explore the use of
pavement condition measures of the pavement management system as one
factor in allocating ordinary maintenance surface repair funds.

Highway Commission Position (Item IV.E.2.(c»:

The Commission agrees with this JLARC staff recommendation.

Current Status:

JLARC staff and the Highway Commission agree on this
recommendation.
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RATES (House Document 11)

Recommendation (21). For urban street payments to be
reasonable and equitable among municipalities, a clear and reasonable
definition of maintenance experience is necessary. The definition
should be tied to the level of maintenance funding DHT provides, as
well as the activities that occur in cities and towns.

Highway Commission Position (Item IV.B.):

The Commission would develop standards of maintenance for
municipal streets as directed by the General Assembly.

DHT has agreed to develop a measure of maintenance
experience that is clearly related to urban maintenance. JLARC staff
will assist the Department to the extent necessary.
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TRANSIT SYSTEM PERFORMANCE

JLARC Staff Recommendation:

( se Document 11)

Recommendation (28). The Public Transportation Division
should implement a performance evaluation system as soon as possible.
The results of performance evaluations should be used to improve the
technical assistance provided to the transit operators by DHT. In
addition, the General Assembly may wish to adopt the use of
performance measures as a part of the public transportation allocation
process.

Highway Commission Position (Item 111.0.5.):

The Commission agrees with the JLARC staff,on the importance
of performance evaluation, but believes such a process -- which has
been initiated -- should be used to strengthen transit management and
to guide technical assistance, not to allocate funds. Fund
allocations should be based on public transportation needs, not on
performance measures which do not account for significant differences
between localities.

Current Status:

The Commission and JLARC staff are in basic agreement on the
importance of the performance evaluation system. It has not been
possible to reach agreement on the use of performance indicators in a
formula for allocating transit operating assistance.
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NG IMPACT

les are estimates of the allocations which
the proposed changes in the provisions for allocating

sportation funds. They have been produced
of Virginia Department of Highways and

sportation and Joint islative Audit and Review Commission
informational purposes only, and do not represent a commitment of

actual funding by the General Assembly or the Highway and
Transportation Commission. Actual allocations in future years may
di r from the estimates shown here.

Table 1: Changes in the rent Six-Year Program

Table 2: Estimated 1985 Urban Assistance Payments to Cities and Towns

Table 3: Estimated 1985 Funding for Arlington and Henrico Counties

1e 4: Summary of intenance Funding for Arlington and Henrico

Table 5: Estimated 1985 Assistance for Public Transportation

Table 6: Estimated 1985 Cons uction Allocations for Unpaved Roads

Table 7: Estimated 1985 Primary System Construction Allocations

Table 8: Estimated 1985 Secondary System Construction Allocations

1e 9: Estimated 1985 Urban System Construction Allocations

*****

NOTE: ALL PREVIOUS TABLES SHOWING ESTIMATED ALLOCATIONS, WHETHER
PARED BY VDH&T OR JLARC, ARE OBSOLETE.



Table 1

CHANGES IN HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM FUNDING
FROM REVISED JLARC AND DHT PROPOSALS

December 18, 1984
Based on Revenue Estimates of December, 1984

Program 1984 Actual 1985
-----

1986 1987 ]988 1989 1990

HIGHWAY FUND REVENUES

March 1984 Estimate $1,031,036,800 $1,210,832,100 $1,125,548,100 $1,116,928,900 $1,127,044,500 $1,138,043,700 $1,150,964,500
December 1984 Estimate 1,227,994,160 1,224,034,564 1,138,346,900 1,151,815,500 1,151,090,700 1,163,920,500
-,._-----

ADMINISTRATION AND OTHER

Current Program 167,773,965 175,981,895 183,650,020 179,770,300 186,647,800 187,298,700 194,335,000
Revised DHT Program 175,981,895 183,650,020 ]79,770,300 186,647,800 187,298,700 194,335,000
Revised JLARC Program 175,981,895 183,650,020 179,770,300 186,647,800 187,298,700 194,335,000

COUNTY MAINTENANCE

Current Program 289,428,300 312,639,895 332,605,675 351,272,800 369,379,100 386,056,100 403,606,500
Revised DHT Program 303,276,612 323,605,677 342,272,791 360,379,165 377 , 056, 139 394,606,439
Revised JLARC Program 303,276,612 323,605,677 342,272,791 360,379,165 377,056,139 394,606,439

URBAN ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS

Current Program 69,900,000 77,117,300 83,301,960 88,621,800 93,595,600 98,420,000 102,863,500
Revised DHT Program 85,032,589 91,748,644 97,076,187 103,579,758 109,792,167 116,442,412
Revised JLARC Program 101,355,632 109,509,089 115,996,977 123,913,122 131,509,485 139,622,550

ARLINGTON AND HENRICO COUNTIES*

Current Program 13,604,000 13,938,400 14,031,200 13,973,600 13,806,700 13,732,900 13,812,000
Revised DHT Program 11,021,092 11,880,710 12,558,794 13,386,718 14,174,372 15,016,331
Revised JLARC Program 11,524,339 12,478,335 13,524,427 14,357,642 15,306,270 16,322,674

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE

Current Program 35,246,335 35,653,360 35,769,580 35,786,400 35,798,900 35,811,900 35,825,100
Revised DHT Program 35,653,360 35,769,580 35,786,400 35,798,900 35,811,900 35,825,100
Revised JLARC Program 40,434,513 41,152,530 41,728,950 42,252,650 42,690,650 43,374,000

HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION

Current Program 455,084,200 595,501,250 476,189,665 447,504,000 427,816,400 416,724,100 400,522,400
Revised DHT Program 617,028,612 577,379,933 470,882,428 452,023,159 426,957,422 407,695,218
Revised JLARC Program 596,172,729 556,893,470 448,769,555 427,907,871 401,233,806 379,764,087

*Does not include Construction Allocations.



• U-V '''''' \ '-VII \. I IIUCU J

f'.LQ.9.[~.L_________ 1984 Actual 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 __li9JL.___

INTERSTATE FEDERAL AID

207,900,000 262,914,000 209,079,000 200,060,000 200,060,000 200,060,000
262,914,000 267,297,000 200,060,000 200,060,000 200,060,000
262,914,000 267,297,000 200,060,000 200,060,000 200,060,000

INTERSTATE DISCRETIONARY MATCH

Current Program 7,000,000 7,000,000 7,000,000 7,000,000 7,000,000 7,000,000 ,000,000
Revised DHT Program 18,614,060 20,580,522 13,947,189 14,757,134 16,528,674 , 1 ,005
Revised JLARC Program 22,909,137 25,495,936 18,409,178 18,050,937 19,539,654 20,329,876

OTHER MISCELLANEOUS CONSTRUCTION

A-Il Programs 24,120,200 28,138,380 28,336,275 28,580,900 28,885,600 29,155,100 29,427,800

UNPAVED ROAD FUND

Current Pr'ogram 9,400,000 10,750,000 10,750,000 10,750,000 10,750,000 10,750,000 10,750,000
Revised DHT Program (3.75%) 11,526,081 9,793,730 8,561,038 7,812,016 6,795,512 6, ,428
Revised JLARC Program (7.6%) 21,448,052 17,918,084 15,330,680 13,749,261 11,588,408 ,875,927

PRIMARY SYSTEM AND INTERSTATE MATCH

Primary
Pr'ogram (50%) 103,334,000 143,349,430 11°,51 2 , 194 100,558,905 90,562,718 84,881,831 ,644,68

Revised DHT Progr'am (50%) 147,918,045 125,686,203 109,866,651 100,254,205 87,209,068 77, ,992
Revised JLARC Program 95,549,629 79,918,101 68,044,147 61,874,067 52,124,445 44,657,578

Interst;;Lte Match frQm Dis~
CUr'rent Program 21,337,000 28,852,000 21,511,000 20,281,000 20,281,000 ,281,000 20,281,000
Revised CHT Program 17,237,940 15,869,478 13,333,811 12,523,866 HJ,752,326 ,964,995
Revised JLARC Pr'ogram 12,942,863 10,954,064 8,871,822 9,230,063 7,741,346 ,951,124

~YIimary

Program 81,967,000 114,497,430 89,001,194 80,277,905 70,281,718 64,600,831 ,68
Revised Program 130,680,105 109,816,725 96,532,840 87,730,339 76,456,742 ,463,998

i JlARC Program (1/3) 82,606,766 68,964,037 59,172,325 52,644,003 44,383, ,706,453

SECONDARY SYSTEM

(25%) 51,660,000 71,674,720 55,256,097 50,279,452 45,281,359 42,440,915
Program (25%) 73,959,023 62,843,102 54,933,325 50,127,102 43,604,534

Program (1/3) 82,606,766 68,964,037 59,172,325 52,644,003 44,383,099

URBAN SYSTEM

Current Program (25%) 51,660,000 71,674,720 55,256,097 50,279,452 45,281,359 42,440,915 38,322,340
Revised DHT Program (25%) 73,959,023 62,843,102 54,933,325 50, 127, 102 43,604,534 38,7 4,496
Revised JLARC Program (1/3) 82,606,766 68,964,037 59,172,325 52,644,003 44,383,099 ,453

Source: JLARC and VDH&T Analysis (WP0027A).



ASSI PAYMENTS

Actual 1984 Actual 1985 Revised JlARC Revised
Ci tylTown Allocation Allocation Option Option

Abingdon $ 187,082 $ 219,621 $ 284,490 $ 238,
Alexandria 2,017 ,540 2, 147 ,338 2,666,272 2,313,
Altavista 171 ,231 211 ,452 246,208 1 ,
Ashland 272 ,289 275,779 305,402 233,828
Bedford 332,823 360,572 420,052 351,165

Big Stone Gap 193,286 228,399 2~8,398 237,609
Blacksburg 697,337 750,044 966,321 782,202
Blackstone 226,582 226,575 288,287 229,697
Bluefield 147,856 183,378 226,390 189,122
Bridge Tunnel 235,459 242,124 307,259 307,259

Bridgewater 61 ,124 66,263 82,426 63,108
Bristol 759,132 901,149 1,224,821 1,014,061
Buena Vista 287,780 349,370 432,974 355,682
Charlottesville 1, 145,047 1, 185,544 1,478,352 1,240,847
Chase City 122,404 120,569 162,227 124,207

Chesapeake 4,857,942 5,128,116 7,617,746 6,386,852
Christiansburg 508,463 553,098 705,884 588,726
Clifton Forge 167,072 183,368 213,459 174,050
Colonial Heights 582,561 580, 185 768,715 618,800
Covington 314,962 345,745 405,256 332,816

Culpeper 390,803 401,946 458,669 395,887
Danville 1,698,779 2,167,324 2,471,895 2, 120,388
Elkton 93,055 100,879 124,513 95,332
Emporia 182,979 191,857 284,255 236,576
Fairfax 737,523 756,429 870,362 750,482

Falls Church 332,202 340,457 407,429 352,666
Farmville 312,866 390,792 423,999 362,630
Franklin 261,690 273,804 417,989 359,672
Fredericksburg 474,337 692,602 832,391 710,176
Front Royal 469,444 515,422 630,332 535,419

Galax 474,360 511 ,822 673,635 573,540
Grottoes 98,613 120,334 92,132
Hampton 3,089,782 3,250,764 4,916,971 4,243,173
Harrisonburg 594,734 1,020, 157 1,263,795 1,087,
Herndon 313,061 336,600 448,522 386,
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FOR

ISTANCt PAYMtNTS

Actual 1985 Revised JlARC Revised VDH&T
Allocation Option Option

$ 898,831 $ 898,479 $ 1,203,261 $ 996,954
200,310 206,859 247,522 204,376
206,398 226,996 272,124 231,621
221,884 243,932 289,514 231,835

2,601 ,8 3 3,257,097 3,686,571 3,147,540

ssas 581,467 660,478 803,531 679,141
sas Park 130,265 134,222 156,432 128,436

Marion 234,069 279,039 379,963 321,122
insvi11e 798,220 859,595 1,161,118 990,940

rows 86,403 92,212 135,788 103,965

Newport News 3,412,948 3,565,228 5,159,331 4,361,826
Norfolk 5,780,824 6,083,089 8,963,214 7,566,424

ton 192,291 231,291 254,956 195,204
is 89, 9 95,441 129,276 98,979

tersburg 1,535,517 1,545, 162 1,989,156 1,658,311

uoson 302,357 323,471 458,542 368,287
Portsmouth 2,782,087 2,972,951 4,538,966 3,741,393
Pulaski 448,737 483,522 636,202 529,125
Radford 540,288 580,525 784,171 674,850
Richlands 136,495 160,554 219,922 173,998

Richmond 7,084,389 7,336,282 9,641,329 8,112,484
Roanoke 3,547,871 3,812,551 4,967,115 4,077 ,249
Rocky Mount 216,794 233,410 270,540 215,253
Salem 1,042, 1 1,126,523 1,451,279 1,212,533
Sal ille 48,395 70,847 96,908 74,197

thfield 118,100 132,153 204,023 156,208
South Boston 339,434 430,841 490,055 411,647
Sou Hi 11 301,320 311,570 388,392 319,938
Staunton 848,958 940,267 1,122,484 944,527
Suffolk 262,535 274,679 407,484 343,529

TazevJe11 162,956 188,869 190,929 148,991
ienna 504,091 523,510 657,926 545,689

V n 288,551 309,337 401,102 322,374
Vi 7,320,758 8, 190,311 12,479,497 10,415,264

292, 3 306,078 258,320



URBAN 11. .. ,1...J

FOR

PAYMtNTS

City/Town

Waynesboro
Wi11iamsbu
Winchester
Wise
Woodstock
Wytheville

TOTAL

Actual 1984
1

$ 617,673
335,643
631,493
94,153

111,219
499,891

$68,559,638

Actual 1985 Revised JLARC Revised VDH&T
Allocation Option

$ 686,687 $ 837,826 $ 706,203
392,514 506,469 430,224
698,349 957,996 79 ,497
110,810 132,484 101 ,434
120,570 149,980 114,830
594,518 780,148 653,240

$74,985,369 $101,355,632 $85,032,589

Summary of Rates

Payment
Category

Arterials
Collectors/Locals

Revised JLARC
Functional Rate*

$7,307
$4,860

Revised VDH&T
Functional Rate**

7,307
3,721

*Street lighting costs included for all functional categories.

**Street lighting costs included

Source: JLARC Analysis.

arterial functional categories only.



Table 3

ESTIMATE OF ALLOCATIONS FOR 198~

ARLINGTON AND HENRICO COUNTIES

JLARC OPTION

Allocation Maintenance Construction Total

Arlington

Henrico

TOTAL

$ 6,118,273 $ 5,283,944

9,109,609 6,240,395

15,227,882 11 ,524,339

VDH&T OPTION

$3,126,872 $ 8,410,816

3,891,300 10,131,695

7,018,172 18,542,511

Allocation Maintenance Construction

Arlington

Henrico

TOTAL

$ 6,118,273 $ 3,404,102

9,109,609 7,616,990

15,227 ,882 11 ,021 ,092

$2,799,533 $ 6,203,635

3,483,937 11,100,927

6,283,470 17,304,562

Source: JLARC and VDH&T Analysis.
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Table 4

MAINT[NANCE FUNDING FOR ARLINGTON AND H[NRICO COUNTIES

JLARC OPTION
(Original Proposal from House Document 11)

(With Revised Mileage and Rates)

County 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Arlington 5,283,944 5,721,559 6,200,971 6,583,630 7,018,744 7,484,069

Henrico 6,240,395 6,756,776 7,323,456 7,774,012 8,287,526 8,838,605

TOTAL 11 ,524,339 12,478,335 13,524,427 14,357,642 15,306,270 16,322,674

VDH&T OPTION
(Revised Proposal Based on Functional Rates for City Street Payments)

(With Revised Mileage and Rates)

County 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Arlington 3,404,102 3,666,057 3,871,532 4,122,771 4,361,236 4,615,923

Henrico 7,616,990 8,214,653 8,687,262 9,263,947- 9,813,136 10,400,408

TOTAL 11 ,021 ,092 11 ,880,710 12,558,794 13,386,718 14,174,372 ' 15,016,331

Source: VDH&T and JLARC Analysis (WP0037A).



1985
TRANSPORTAnON

PROGRAM ALLOCATIONS

55: 50% of Rail Capital (Va. only)
50% of Bus Capital

1% for Experimental Projects
1% for Ridesharing Support

UMTA Grants and Other

s Remaining for Operati Assistance

$40, ,513

14,935,384
3,354,116

365,765
365,765

3,858,060

$17,555,423

SYSTEM ALLOCATIONS
OPERATI ASSISTANCE FORMULA: PASSENGER TRIPS (100%)



OF FOR
UNPAVED ROADS

Actua 1 1984 Actual 1985 JLARC* VDH&T**
County Allocation Allocation Option Option

Accomack $ 3,666 $ 4,689 $ 9,354 $ 4,778
Albemarle 232,650 257,963 514,679 435,791
Alleghany 13,818 19,390 38,687 22,233
Amelia 57,246 76,816 153,261 2,925
Amherst 107, 160 117,015 233,464 6,046

Appomattox 59,314 82,959 16!j',517 1,268
Augusta 332,290 364,510 727 ,258 456,854
Bath 26,884 38,581 76,975 73,623
Bedford 283,222 315,970 630,413 44,271
Bland 72,850 74,309 148,258 6,241

Botetourt 157,544 170,661 340,496 95,369
Brunswick 76,704 85,630 170,846 39,006
Buchanan 318,096 354,878 708,041 1, 146,865
Buckingham 189,316 260,507 519,755 15,895
Campbell 27,448 36,836 73,494 11,702

Caroline 16,638 19,772 39,448 14,530
Carroll 317 ,062 322,985 644,409 44,466
Charl es City 8,554 9,577 19,108 43,101
Charlotte 91 ,368 114,834 229,113 975
Chesterfield 10,340 11 ,485 22,915 39,786

Clarke 44,086 49,194 98,150 64,652
Craig 17,672 19,554 39,013 0
Culpeper 194,204 213,948 426,862 223,795
Cumberland 112,424 119,849 239,120 0
Dickenson 245,246 223,889 446,695 178,061

Dinwiddie 48,034 61 ,515 122,732 85,715
Essex 21,620 17 ,282 34,481 3,315
Fairfax 27,542 28,658 57,178 120,235
Fauquier 263,858 293,690 585,961 411,022
Floyd 139,778 196,302 391 ,656 32,960

Fluvanna 47,846 53,355 106,453 36,080
Franklin 114,492 146,146 291 ,585 7,509
Frederick 148,708 180,056 359,242 249,929
Giles 92 ,026 102,404 204,312 43,199
Gloucester 36,942 45,795 91,370 51,292



Table 6 (Continued)

t~TIMATE OF ALLOCATIONS FOR FY 1985
UNPAVED ROADS

Actua 1 1984 Actua 1 1985 JLARC VDH&T
County Allocation Allocation Option

Goochland $ 39,386 $ 43,960 $ 87,707 $ 86,495
Grayson 255,304 314,353 627,186 112,531
Greene 28,858 32,220 64,285 21,161
Greensville 12,596 14,011 27 , 955 2,633
Halifax 135, 172 153,687 306,632 2,828

Hanover 79,806 94,935 189,410 200,197
Henry 14,758 20, 135 40, 174 4,973
Highland 29,328 54,791 109,317 27 , 792
Isle of Wight 34,310 66,949 133,574 74,306
James City 1,880 2,144 4,278 1,658

King and Queen 41,830 48,812 97,388 61,922
King George 25,850 28,986 57,831 10,141
King William 31,584 33,983 67,802 26,621
Lancaster 9,494 9,595 19, 144 5,948
Lee 142,504 157,631 314,500 25,354

Loudoun 435,784 479,925 957,531 941 ,792
Louisa 118,252 131,862 263,086 144,906
Lunenburg 109,604 120,940 241,295 94,491
Mad i son 112,706 123,175 245,755 109,216
Mathews 10,810 12,085 24, 111 5,266

Mecklenburg 156,416 192,522 384,115 241,738
Middlesex 18,236 17,609 35, 134 8,386
Montgomery 198,528 223,852 446,623 459,877
Nelson 71,816 80,087 159,788 2,145
New Kent 26,978 31,548 62,943 37,055

Northampton 0 0 0 0
Northumberland 1,128 836 1,668 0
Nottoway 13,066 29,295 58,447 36,665
Orange 101 ,990 106,329 212, 144 84,252
Page 111,672 140,676 280,671 213,361

Patrick 186,308 182,655 364,427 0
Pittsylvania 209,996 222,580 444,085 17,845
Powhatan 45,872 60,424 120,557 118,480
Prince Edward 61,476 64,768 129,223 0
Prince George 8,554 9,541 19,035 22,9 6
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1985

Actua 1 1984 Actual 1985 JLARC VDH&T
County Allocation All oca tion Option Option

Prince William $ 116,842 $ 130,390 $ 260, 149 $ 465,240
Pulaski 131,600 147,490 294,268 268,359
Rappahannock 96,538 107,728 214,936 141 ,688
Richmond 4,794 5,270 10,515 0
Roanoke 12,878 13,430 26,794 20,868

Rockbridge 139,402 168,480 336,146 222,235
Rockingham 252,014 277 ,080 552,822 417 ,263
Russell 232,274 258,835 516,419 210,436
Scott 198,058 217 ,601 434,150 82,497
Shenandoah 235,376 307,702 613,916 282,401

Smyth 80,464 92,390 184,334 226,623
Southampton 35,156 39,217 78,244 79,669
Spotsylvania 76,704 95,861 191 ,260 215,311
Stafford 28,858 30,476 60,804 62, 117
City of Suffolk 26,038 43,942 87,671 98,294

Surry 10,340 11 ,594 23, 132 0
Sussex 30,644 34,201 68,237 43,491
Tazewell 168, 166 202,027 403,077 436,669
Warren 103,306 114, 180 227,807 297,126
Washington 167,320 219,818 438,574 164, 116

Westmoreland 34,498 38,526 76,866 44,271
Wise 125,678 93,008 185,567 184,984
Wythe 253,518 299,760 598,072 341 ,592
York 1,034 3,089 6,164 4,388

TOTAL $9,400,000 $10,750,000 $21,448,052 $11 ,526,081

Source: VDH&T and JLARC Analysis.
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ALLOCAnONS FOR 1985
PRIMARY SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION

1984 Actual 1985 Actual JlARC VDH&T
District All Allocation Option Option

Bristol $ 9, 161 ,000 $ 12,843,000 $18,153,649 $ 28,892,996

Salem 11,243,000 15, 101 ,000 9,505,962 15,222,917

lynchburg 9,780,000 13,704,000 9,364,628 14,497,152

Richmond 12,763,000 19,448,000 9,579,376 16,158,797

Suffolk 11,652,000 12,483,000 6,755,168 10,457,510

Fredericksburg 4,780,000 5,815,000 6,185,238 9,575,216

Culpeper 13,056,000 7,939,000 7,177,706 11,146,709

Staunton 9,532,000 13 ,260 ,000 7,619,232 11,932,714

Northern Virginia 13,904,000 8,265,807 12,796,094

TOTAL $81,967,000 $114,497,000 $82,606,766 $130,680, 105

Source: VDH&T and JLARC Analysis.



OF ALL fOR 1

SECONDARY SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION

1984 Actual 1985 Actual JlARC VDH&T
County Allocation A11 ocati on Option

Accomack $ 699,564 $ 940,190 $ 827,195 $ ,600
Albemarle 893,246 1,2 ,211 1,493,208 1, ,89O
Alleghany 223,797 339, 479, 428,888
Amelia 336,551 448,200 325,354 291 ,294
Amherst 436,831 627,849 805,131 720,846

Appomattox 292,291 415,441 388,527 347,854
Augusta 1,292,197 1,731,815 1,516,255 1,357,525
Bath 311 ,506 415,736 332, 180 297,405
Bedford 674,861 980,018 1,066,448 ,806
Bland 216,831 297,635 291,434 260,925

Botetourt 555,279 750,927 720,345 644,936
Brunswick 556,562 738,967 564,094 505,041
Buchanan 556,080 809,919 1,001,708 896,843
Buckingham 467,792 632,974 486,456 435,531
Campbell 762,639 1,042,020 1,078,638 965,720

Caroline 299,734 458,214 555,568 497,408
Carroll 725,086 964,948 780,295 698,610
Char 1es City 150,245 211,997 213,668 191 ,300
Charlotte 364,166 504,084 455,825 408,107
Chesterfield 1,504,824 2,267,631 3,289,659 2,945,279

Clarke 190,417 267,973 282,844 253,234
Craig 169,341 234,893 225,735 202,104
Culpeper 445,374 598,124 496,074 444, 142
Cumberland 263,661 352,772 272,080 243,597
Dickenson 339,737 484,627 556,500 498,242

Dinwiddie 568,636 759,087 664,459 594,900
Essex 197,135 280,890 295,753 264,792
Fairfax 3,689,598 6,330,394 12,611,475 11,291,234
Fauquier 687,864 973,102 961 ,234 860,607
Floyd 471,163 622,460 404,991 362,594

Fluvanna 269,908 366,438 338,414 302,987
Franklin 762,008 1,064,377 948,967 849,624
Frederick 579,282 818,463 893,086 799,593
Giles 312,722 426,812 426,544 381,891
Gloucester 297,446 432,935 548, 123 490,742
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SECONDARY SYSTEM

1984 Actual 1985 Ac 1 JLARC
Allocation Allocation

Goochland $ 259,287 $ 366, $ ,293 $ ,424
Grayson 319,300 484,517 ,7 ,7
Greene 164,693 226,867 222,212 ,949
Greensville 215,028 310,258 353,258 3 6,277
Halifax 871,123 1, 161 , 140 971,123 869,460

Hanover 735,998 1,050,875 1, 154, 185 1,033,3
Henry 1,035,000 1,371,970 1,318,718 ],180,667
Highland 223,202 300, 175 239,416 214,353
Isle of Wight 511,414 666,942 513,380 459,636
James City 254,236 367,211 ,294 496,267

King and Queen 178,544 261,740 258,807 231,713
King George 195,009 265,934 294,880 264,010
King William 165,031 249,906 318,785 285,413
lancaster 163,040 233,780 268,795 240,656
Lee 445,644 619,916 726,733 ,655

loudoun 1,253,549 1,637,095 1,405,305 1,258,190
Louisa 555, 135 736,805 591,052 529,177
lunenburg 475,076 621,563 438,229 392,353
Madison 354,022 462,289 320,746 287, 169
Mathews 117 ,795 170,621 207,764 186,014

Mecklenburg 697,672 929,141 747,077 668,869
Middlesex 109,542 166,266 218,332 195,475
Montgomery 455,208 629,406 640,087 573,079
Ne 1son 362,330 496,687 460,989 412,730
New Kent 150,476 221,036 281,871 2 ,363

Northampton 327,807 437,546 385,016 344,711
Northumberland 209,902 299,467 283,556 2 ,871
Nottoway 290,921 392,863 341,957 306, 159
Orange 390,882 532,041 528,574 3,240

274,994 397,744 432,002 ,7

Patrick 532,890 713,503 561,
Pittsy1 van i a 1,492,991 1,999,1 1,7 ,152 1,

262,666 366,107 379, 7
424,667 ,420 374,991
382,797 518, 1 1,636



ESTIMATt 1
StCONDARY CONSTRUCTION

1984 Actual 1985 Actual JLARC VDH&T
County Allocation All ocati on Option Option

Pri nce Will i am $ 1,857,384 $ 2,592,186 $ 3,309,966 $ 2,963,460
Pulaski 475,653 650,259 649,665 581,654
Rappahannock 209,847 285,276 216,677 193,994
Richmond 156,833 221,853 228,091 204,213
Roanoke 645,890 942,329 1,445, 117 1,293,834

Rockbridge 511 ,441 706,009 588,262 526,680
Rockingham 1,227,467 1,619,004 1,264,481 1, 132, 108
Russell 399,458 600,755 868,409 777,499
Scott 625,345 838,403 754,982 675,947
Shenandoah 586,590 810,698 738,040 660,777

Smyth 384,361 553,233 680,561 609,316
Southampton 522,233 725,540 646,358 578,694
Spotsylvania 486,639 713,726 860,901 770,777
Stafford 489,290 718,800 992, 178 888,312
City of Suffolk 719,858 953,506 938,265 840,042

Surry 184,020 260,387 246,368 220,577
Sussex 375,459 508,075 431,866 386,656
Tazewell 506,728 732,821 944, 188 845,345
Warren 241,310 328,909 291,965 261 ,401
Washington 667,879 946,391 1,106,403 990,578

Westmoreland 300,791 412,679 385,765 345,381
Wise 452,903 660, 169 906,558 811 ,654
Wythe 353,913 513,256 578,587 518,018
York 370,934 523,282 782,277 700,384

Arlington 353,254 369,673 3,126,872 2,799,533
Henrico 737,574 919,809 3,891,300 3,483,937

TOTAL $49,265,299 $69,174,720 $82,606,766 $73,959,023

Source: VDH&T and JLARC Analysis.
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Actua11984 Actua 1 1985 JLARC VDH&T
City/Town Allocation Allocation Option

Petersburg $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 1,534,709 $ 1,374,047
Poquoson 200,000 400, 362,680 ,713
Portsmouth 2,600,000 3, ,000 4, , 111 3,616,
Pulaski 400,000 400 000 385,815 345,426
Radford ° 100,000 503,934 451,180

Richlands 600,000 200,000 221,273 198,109
Richmond 6,400,000 8,400,000 8,330,189 7,458,138
Roanoke 1,500,000 2,900,000 3,825,321 3,424,864
Rocky Mount 200,000 200,000 160,266 143,489
Salem 700,000 1,600,000 916,244 820,327

Smithfi e1d ° 100,000 139,307 124,724
South Boston 200,000 600,000 271,056 242,680
staunton 300,000 1,200,000 839,891 751,966
Suffolk 200,000 300,000 338,171 302,769
Tazewell 200,000 200,000 170,574 152,718

Vinton 600,000 a ° °Virginia Beach 6,800,000 9,100,000 10,788,778 9,659,348
Warrenton ° 300,000 149,157 133,542
Waynesboro a 400,000 576,470 516,122
Williamsburg 200,000 700,000 401,926 359,850

Winchester 2,300,000 1,100,000 774,990 693,860
Wise 100,000 100,000 148,661 133,098
Wytheville 200,000 200,000 272,392 243,876

TOTAL $55,160,000 $71,675,000 $82,606,766 $73,959,023

The following jurisdictions have no approved projects in the current Six Year
Improvement Program:

Altavista
Clifton Forge
Luray
Norton
Vienna

Ashland
Covington
Manassas Park
South Hill
Vinton

J and VDH&T is.




