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Office of Intermodal Planning and Investment’s  
responses to recommendations from FAMPO  

SMART SCALE Task Force 
Responses are italics below 

 
FAMPO Smart Scale Task Force Input for the Commonwealth Transportation 
Board (CTB) Recommendations regarding Process:  
 

1. Focus more Statewide High Priority Program funding on major regional projects. 
Restrict project applications to those identified as meeting a VTrans Needs 
Assessment need for a Corridor of Statewide Significance (CoSS).  
 
The Code of Virginia, § 33.2-370, states that the High Priority Projects Program 
shall be used “for projects and strategies that address a transportation need 
identified in a corridor of statewide significance or a regional network in the 
Statewide Transportation Plan pursuant to § 33.2-353 [Vtrans].”  This is the 
screening criteria used in the SMART SCALE process. 
 
 

2. Restrict bicycle/pedestrian projects from consideration in the Statewide High 
Priority Program. These projects can be considered for funding in the District 
Grant Program.  
 
Please see previous answer. 
 
 

3. Refine the Smart Scale prioritization methodology to better assess the benefits of 
large regional projects versus small projects.  
 
Staff analyzed the allocation of funds in the first two rounds of SMART SCALE to 
determine if there was a bias towards projects of a large or small size.  The 
analysis found that the size of projects funded under SMART SCALE is similar to 
the size of projects funded in the FY06-11 Six-Year Improvement Program 
(which was prior to SMART SCALE and the funding declines of the late 2000s). 
This information was presented to the Commonwealth Transportation Board at its 
June retreat on SMART SCALE and can be found at 
http://www.ctb.virginia.gov/resources/2017/june/ctb_retreat_recommendations_fo
r_improving_smart_scale2.pdf.  
 
 

4. Final version of Smart Scale Policy and Technical Guides and supporting 
information should be available to potential applicants at least one month before 
the Pre- Application period begins. For the Round 2 schedule, this would have 
been by June 1st.  
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We anticipate Board approval of the revised Technical Guide at the October CTB 
meeting.  This will be several months in advance of the opening of the application 
period for Round 3 of SMART SCALE.  
 
 

5. Improve pre-application candidate project coordination between State and 
applicants so that applicants can obtain reliable feedback from the State on 
project eligibility. Consider providing complimentary pre-screening of candidate 
projects submitted by an early deadline to encourage earlier project submissions 
and reduce the risk of candidate projects being screened out.  
 
Staff have recommended to the Board a revised application intake process with 
an extended timeframe to allow for additional coordination with applicants. 
Should the Board adopt these recommendations there will be the option for 
applicants to work the Commonwealth on pre-screening and eligibility in the first 
half of the application intake process. 
 
 

6. Coordinate the VTrans Needs Assessment process with MPOs/PDCs in the year 
between Smart Scale cycles to promote consistency between State VTrans and 
MPO/PDC Long Range Transportation Plans.  
 
The VTrans Needs Assessment was adopted by the Commonwealth 
Transportation Board in December 2015.  It has not been updated since that time 
and will not be updated for several years.  The Code of Virginia requires that the 
long-range plan be updated every four years (§ 33.2-353).   
 
The needs assessment used data available to determine needs on a statewide 
basis.  The Code of Virginia states that it is the intent of the General Assembly 
that the Statewide Transportation Plan not be an aggregation of local, district, 
regional, or modal plans (§ 33.2-353).  
 

 
7. Since number of project applications is likely to increase significantly from Round 

2 to Round 3 (e.g., from 436 to 1,000), consider simplifying the screening 
process for District Grant candidate projects to be consistent with approach used 
for Round 1 of Smart Scale, which only looked at consistency with Regional 
Networks, UDAs, and Safety. Only use more complicated Round 2 VTrans 
Needs Assessment approach for Statewide High Priority projects.  
 
The VTrans screening process did not change between Round 1 and Round 2. 
Based on the Code of Virginia and Commonwealth Transportation Board policy, 
many submitted applications may be eligible for both the District Grant and High 
Priority funding.  As such staff believe a consistent screening process for all 
projects regardless of the identified need is important to the integrity of the 
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SMART SCALE process.  
 
 

8. Since number of project applications is likely to increase significantly from Round 
2 to Round 3 (e.g., from 436 to 1,000), and Round 2 screening took significantly 
longer to completed than the scheduled one month, consider increasing 
scheduled time for Smart Scale project-eligibility screening.  
 
Staff has recommended a longer period of time for both application intake and 
evaluation of projects. The intent is to provide more time for advance 
coordination with applicants as well as for screening and evaluating projects. 
 
 

9. Since the number of project applications is likely to increase significantly from 
Round 2 to Round 3 (e.g., from 436 to 1,000), consider developing either an 
expanded screening process or two-phase prioritization process where initial 
screening or first phase prioritization would employ a simpler approach to identify 
the top X%(e.g., 50%, of submitted eligible projects). Then only this top X% of 
projects would go through the robust prioritization scoring methodology for Smart 
Scale. This approach would create a more sustainable work effort for the State 
staff, allow more resources to be devoted to the top X% of projects, and help 
improve quality control.  
 
Please see the previous answer – related to increased time for screening and 
evaluation.   
 
Staff do not believe it would be appropriate to establish a two-tier process that 
determines the relative priority of projects.  Such a process where projects were 
not scored but their relative value as either a top tier or a bottom tier is 
determined would involve a high level of subjective determinations.  We do not 
believe that using subjective determinations of a project’s benefits is a fair 
mechanism to evaluate a project’s benefits relative to its costs. 
 
 

10. Regarding the District Grant Program, keep any remaining funds available at the 
end of a given Smart Scale round for a given district available for that respective 
district in the next round of Smart Scale.  
 
The Board has this discretion and may choose to exercise it as several did during 
Round 2.  In the event that the Board does not exercise its discretion to allocate 
remaining funding, the funds remain in the District’s funding balance for future 
use. 
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Recommendations regarding Prioritization Methodology:  
 
These recommendations are organized by each of the six Smart Scale factors, starting 
with Congestion.  
 
 
Regarding Congestion Factor:  
 

1. Include all travel days: Sunday through Saturday in Congestion analysis. Current 
analysis only considers average weekday.  
 
The current congestion metrics focus on peak periods.  This is the time of day 
with the highest levels of congestion as well as available information for accurate 
analysis.   
 
At this time the data necessary to model and analyze impacts is not available in 
most areas for times outside of weekday peak-periods.  Neither VDOT nor any of 
the MPOs in Virginia have created or maintained weekend or seasonal travel 
demand models.   
 
 

2. Include existing base year traffic in congestion analysis, in addition to future 
needs assessment year traffic. Existing base year traffic would improve 
consistency on major roadways throughout the state and improve the ability of 
the congestion analysis to include travel for all travel days: Sunday through 
Saturday. Consider weighting traffic score at 50% for existing traffic and 50% for 
future needs assessment traffic congestion reduction.  
 
Staff will raise this issue with the Board for their consideration.  As it would be 
quite time consuming to analyze two different time periods, the discussion with 
the Board will focus around whether to use existing traffic or a future-horizon year 
for the analysis rather than analyzing both. 
 
 

3. For future needs assessment year analysis, consider using the Virginia 
Statewide Model in conjunction with regional models to reduce inconsistency in 
modeling results between different regions, e.g., Northern Virginia vs. 
Fredericksburg vs. Richmond/Tri- Cities.  
 
Staff will take this under advisement for future rounds of SMART SCALE.  
Significant resources are committed to calibrating regional models to the unique 
travel characteristics of the region covered.  These models are adopted and used 
in the MPOs areas to support federal and state planning efforts.  The Statewide 
model is calibrated at the statewide level and, therefore, is currently only used to 
analyze projects on new location outside of MPO model areas.   
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4. If not already doing so, consider only including SYIP committed improvements in 
Needs Assessment analysis year, as opposed to all Constrained Long Range 
Plan projects or all Long Range Transportation Plan projects.  
 
The current methodology does not include all projects included in a region’s long-
range plan.  The methodology only considers projects that are considered to be 
open to traffic in the horizon year, currently 2025.  Staff believe it is appropriate 
to consider the impact of a project in concert with other improvements the region 
has identified as priorities to be funded by the horizon year.  However, should the 
Board decide to evaluate projects using existing conditions then this policy would 
need to be re-visited.  
 
 

Regarding Safety Factor:  
 

1. Instead of choosing a maximum number of locations to show by District (e.g., 
100), develop a threshold criteria for documenting a safety issue. If data is 
inadequate for smaller roadways, consider only doing this for major roadways.  
 
This safety factor allows all projects to receive benefits if (i) there are crashes 
with some level of injury that have taken place within the last 5 years and (ii) the 
modifications the project will make to a roadway would reasonably be anticipated 
to prevent or reduce the frequency such crashes from occurring in the future. 
 
Similarly projects that indicate a safety need for screening purposes are 
determined to be eligible if there are any documented safety issues during the 
last 5 years.  
 
 

2. For smaller roadways where statewide accident data may be inadequate, 
consider developing an improved approach for VDOT or applicant safety studies 
to be documented in the Smart Scale process.  
 
Crashes with injuries of any sort have police reports filed which is the basis of the 
safety data.  As such, staff have not found that data is inadequate for smaller 
roadways.   
 
 

3. For larger projects competing for Statewide High Priority funding on Corridors of 
Statewide Significance, include accidents in all areas of reoccurring traffic 
congestion for any travel day (Sunday through Saturday).  
 
All crashes with some form of injury are considered for the safety factor area 
regardless of the time of day, day of the week, or roadway conditions when the 
crash occurred.  
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Regarding Accessibility Factor:  
 

1. Either develop a decay curve for the Fredericksburg Region or group the 
Fredericksburg Region with NOVA for the decay curve analysis, instead of 
grouping Fredericksburg with the rest of the state. Review Access to Jobs 
highway and transit travel time thresholds for reasonableness for the NOVA and 
Fredericksburg regions.  
 
This issue will be addressed for Round 3 of SMART SCALE by either (i) applying 
the NOVA decay curve to the FAMPO region, (ii) developing a FAMPO specific 
decay curve, or (iii) using a single decay curve statewide. 
 
 

2. Consider including bicycle trips for first mile/last mile travel in transit accessibility 
calculations. Currently pedestrian travel is included, but not bicycle travel.  
 
At this time the accessibility tool is not able to measure bicycle accessibility.  For 
example there is an issue related to capacity of bicycle parking and of buses to 
carry bicycles, which is not captured in the tool used to calculate this measure.  
 
 

Regarding Environment Factor:  
 

1. Congestion reduction impacts of large highway projects for truck freight should 
be able to qualify for more than 10% of the Air Quality scoring. Currently they 
may only receive one point out of ten.  
 
Under the current methodology, improvements that address congestion in areas 
with high truck volumes are not limited or capped at 10% of potential benefits 
under the air quality measure. In Round 2, the Northbound Rappahannock River 
Crossing project received an 89.1 out of 100 in the air quality measure. If there 
were a cap then projects that do not increase non-single occupant vehicle travel 
would not able to receive more than a project benefit greater than 10 out of 100 
for the air quality measure. 
 
The air quality evaluation considers both improvements to areas with congestion 
and high truck volumes as well as projects that increase non-SOV travel.  There 
are provisions to scale the impact of these improvements that can, depending on 
a project’s characteristics, allow for each new non-SOV trip to be valued at an 
amount greater than each truck traveling on a facility with less congestion.  The 
rationale for this policy is that removing a vehicle completely from a roadway, 
which both reduces congestion and eliminates all of the emissions from such 
vehicle, has a greater impact on air quality than reducing congestion but not the 
volume of vehicles on the roadway. 
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2. Peak traffic for all travel days (weekday and weekend) should be included in the 
Air Quality scoring.  
 
At this time this is not a change that staff will recommend to the Board.  Currently 
this measure is determined based on the outputs from the congestion measure, 
which is focused on peak-periods when applicable data is more readily available 
for that evaluation.  
 
 

Regarding Economic Development Factor:  
 

1. Increase the area of influence for Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects above the current 3- 
and 5- mile thresholds. For Tier 3 projects, increase threshold from 5 miles to 10 
miles. For Tier 2 projects, increase threshold from 3 miles to 5 miles.  
 
As has been noted in past correspondence, the ‘Project Support for Economic 
Development’ measure is not intended to capture broader, macro-economic 
impacts of projects such as productivity gains or access to labor markets.  
Measures such as those are essentially measures of congestion.  As there is 
already a congestion factor area with two congestion metrics the Board decided 
to use different metrics to evaluate the economic development impacts of 
projects.  The ‘Project Support for Economic Development’ is intended to 
evaluate the degree to which a project may help directly support commercial and 
industrial growth.    
 
Staff have recommended reducing the ‘influence area’ for all three project tiers 
with a maximum ‘influence area’ of 3-miles for Tier 3 projects. More detail will be 
included in the revised Technical Guide, which will be published for public 
comment in the coming weeks. 
 
 

2. Include park and ride lot improvements in Tier 2 project type, instead of Tier 1 
project type.  
 
As discussed above, the intent of the ‘Project Support for Economic 
Development’ is to measure the degree to which a project may help directly 
support commercial and industrial growth.  Park-n-rides have little direct impact 
on commercial and industrial growth, and accordingly are included in the tier with 
the smallest ‘influence area’. 
 
 

3. Increase weighting of Intermodal Access and Efficiency and Travel Time 
Reliability measures for all projects. Currently each receives 20% of the 
economic development score.  
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At this time, staff do not intend to make this recommendation to the 
Commonwealth Transportation Board.  The Economic Development factor is 
weighted much higher in other areas of the Commonwealth and the localities in 
those areas have not raised a concern with the current value of the measures 
within the Economic Development factor. 
 
As you may recall, the Fredericksburg Area MPO requested to be moved from 
Area Type B to Area Type A to allow for congestion to be a greater factor in the 
weighting of project benefits for the region.  In Area Type A the Economic 
Development factor is weighted at 5% of a project’s overall benefit calculation.  If 
FAMPO wishes to increase the amount of points potentially available to projects 
it submits from economic development, including intermodal access and 
efficiency and travel time reliability, it may request to move to Area Type B which 
would increase the weighting of the Economic Development factor from 5% to 
20%.   A change of this nature would increase the potential points available from 
Intermodal Access and Efficiency, and Travel Time Reliability from 2 out of 100 
to 8 out of 100 – a 400% increase.  It should be noted; however, that Area Type 
B also has a much lower weight on congestion – 15% as opposed to 45% in area 
type A.  
 
 

4. Consider using different measure weighting for Statewide High Priority vs. District 
Grant projects. For Statewide High Priority projects, relative weighting of 
Intermodal Access and Efficiency and Travel Time Reliability measures should 
be more than 40%.  
 
All projects under the SMART SCALE process are evaluated using the same 
methodology.  The Code of Virginia allows projects that meet needs identified in 
the Commonwealth’s long-range transportation plan for Corridors of Statewide 
Significance and Regional Networks to be considered under both the High 
Priority Projects Program and the District Grant Program.  It would not be 
appropriate, from staff’s perspective, to establish a scoring process where the 
same project would have two different scores under SMART SCALE.  
 
 

Regarding Land Use Factor:  
 

1. Increase buffer size to more than one mile for large regional projects. Using a 
one-mile buffer for all projects regardless of size gives small projects an 
advantage over larger projects.  
 
The Commonwealth Transportation Board directed staff to establish a Land Use 
measure that examined the degree to which a project could promote 
transportation efficient land-use. The intent was to ensure that SMART SCALE 
both considered projects to reduce congestion as well as those that support 
residential and commercial growth that limited the impacts of the future growth on 
the transportation network.  Focused nodes of growth supported by the 
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transportation network can help allow regions to continue to grow with less 
impact and congestion on the state transportation network.   
 
Staff do not believe it would be appropriate to modify the buffer areas for projects 
under these measures.  However, staff have recommended changes to this 
measure that will focus on both the population and employment densities, and 
non-work accessibility.  The Commonwealth has developed a methodology to 
determine the non-work accessibility over the past two years that can be used as 
a helpful proxy for impact of the growth on the transportation network.  Our 
analysis has found that a household in an area with a non-work accessibility of 0 
on average drives 50 miles per day while the same household in an area with a 
non-work accessibility greater than 80 on average drives less than 20 miles per 
day – a 60% reduction in impact on the transportation network.   
 

2. Develop tiers for buffer size based on project type and make consistent with tiers 
being used for project support for economic development.  
 
Please see response to the previous comment. 
 

 



Fredericksburg Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
406 Princess Anne Street 

Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401 
(540) 373-2890 

Fax (540) 899-4808 
www.fampo.gwregion.org 

Matt Kelly 
FAMPO Chairman 

Paul Agnello 
FAMPO Administrator 

April 17, 2017 

Honorable Aubrey Layne 
Secretary of Transportation 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
1111 East Broad Street 
Richmond, VA  23219 

RE: Recommendations from FAMPO Smart Scale Task Force Regarding Smart Scale 
Prioritization Process 

Dear Secretary Layne: 

We appreciate the work that the Commonwealth is doing to improve transportation in the Fredericksburg 
region and are writing to provide FAMPO recommendations to the Commonwealth Transportation 
Board (CTB) on some potential ways to improve the Smart Scale program for Round 3. We have divided 
our recommendations into two categories:  

1. Recommendations on process improvements
2. Recommendations on prioritization methodology improvements

We hope that the CTB finds the attached input helpful. If you have any questions regarding these 
recommendations, feel free to contact myself or Paul Agnello. 

Sincerely, 

Matt Kelly 
Chair 

Attachment 

Cc: FAMPO Policy Committee 
CTB Members 
State Legislative Delegation 
Congressional Delegation from George Washington Regional Commission Area 

http://www.fampo.gwregion.org/


FAMPO Smart Scale Task Force Input for the Commonwealth Transportation Board (CTB) 

 

Recommendations regarding Process: 

1. Focus more Statewide High Priority Program funding on major regional projects. Restrict 
project applications to those identified as meeting a VTrans Needs Assessment need for 
a Corridor of Statewide Significance (CoSS).  
 

2. Restrict bicycle/pedestrian projects from consideration in the Statewide High Priority 
Program. These projects can be considered for funding in the District Grant Program. 
 

3. Refine the Smart Scale prioritization methodology to better assess the benefits of large 
regional projects versus small projects.  
 

4. Final version of Smart Scale Policy and Technical Guides and supporting information 
should be available to potential applicants at least one month before the Pre-
Application period begins. For the Round 2 schedule, this would have been by June 1st.  
 

5. Improve pre-application candidate project coordination between State and applicants 
so that applicants can obtain reliable feedback from the State on project eligibility. 
Consider providing complimentary pre-screening of candidate projects submitted by an 
early deadline to encourage earlier project submissions and reduce the risk of candidate 
projects being screened out. 
 

6. Coordinate the VTransNeeds Assessment process with MPOs/PDCs in the year between 
Smart Scale cycles to promote consistency between State VTransand MPO/PDC Long 
Range Transportation Plans. 
 

7. Since number of project applications is likely to increase significantly from Round 2 to 
Round 3 (e.g., from 436 to 1,000), consider simplifying the screening process for District 
Grant candidate projects to be consistent with approach used for Round 1 of Smart 
Scale, which only looked at consistency with Regional Networks, UDAs, and Safety. Only 
use more complicated Round 2 VTransNeeds Assessment approach for Statewide High 
Priority projects. 
 

8. Since number of project applications is likely to increase significantly from Round 2 to 
Round 3 (e.g., from 436 to 1,000), and Round 2 screening took significantly longer to 
completed than the scheduled one month, consider increasing scheduled time for Smart 
Scale project-eligibility screening.  
 



9. Since the number of project applications is likely to increase significantly from Round 2 
to Round 3 (e.g., from 436 to 1,000), consider developing either an expanded screening 
process or two-phase prioritization process where initial screening or first phase 
prioritization would employ a simpler approach to identify the top X%(e.g., 50%, of 
submitted eligible projects). Then only this top X% of projects would go through the 
robust prioritization scoring methodology for Smart Scale. This approach would create a 
more sustainable work effort for the State staff, allow more resources to be devoted to 
the top X% of projects, and help improve quality control. 
 

10. Regarding the District Grant Program, keep any remaining funds available at the end of 
a given Smart Scale round for a given district available for that respective district in the 
next round of Smart Scale.  

 

  



Recommendations regarding Prioritization Methodology: 

 

These recommendations are organized by each of the six Smart Scale factors,starting with 
Congestion. 

 

Regarding Congestion Factor: 

1. Include all travel days: Sunday through Saturday in Congestion analysis. Current analysis 
only considers average weekday.  
 

2. Include existing base year traffic in congestion analysis, in addition to future needs 
assessment year traffic. Existing base year traffic would improve consistency on major 
roadways throughout the state and improve the ability of the congestion analysis to 
include travel for all travel days: Sunday through Saturday. Consider weighting traffic 
score at 50% for existing traffic and 50% for future needs assessment traffic congestion 
reduction.  
 

3. For future needs assessment year analysis, consider using the Virginia Statewide Model 
in conjunction with regional models to reduce inconsistency in modeling results 
between different regions, e.g., Northern Virginia vs. Fredericksburg vs. Richmond/Tri-
Cities. 
 

4. If not already doing so, consider only including SYIP committed improvements in Needs 
Assessment analysis year, as opposed to all Constrained Long Range Plan projects or all 
Long Range Transportation Plan projects.  

 

Regarding SafetyFactor: 

1. Instead of choosing a maximum number of locations to show by District (e.g., 100), 
develop a threshold criteria for documenting a safety issue. If data is inadequate for 
smaller roadways, consider only doing this for major roadways.  
 

2. For smaller roadways where statewide accident data may be inadequate, consider 
developing an improved approach for VDOT or applicant safety studies to be 
documented in the Smart Scale process. 
 

3. For larger projects competing for Statewide High Priority funding on Corridors of 
Statewide Significance, include accidents in all areas of reoccurring traffic congestion for 
any travel day (Sunday through Saturday). 



 

Regarding AccessibilityFactor: 

1. Either develop a decay curve for the Fredericksburg Region or group the Fredericksburg 
Region with NOVA for the decay curve analysis, instead of grouping Fredericksburg with 
the rest of the state. Review Access to Jobshighway and transit travel time thresholds 
for reasonableness for the NOVA and Fredericksburg regions.  
 

2. Consider including bicycle trips for first mile/last mile travel in transit accessibility 
calculations.  Currently pedestrian travel is included, but not bicycle travel. 

 

Regarding Environment Factor: 

1. Congestion reduction impacts of large highway projects for truck freight should be able 
to qualify for more than 10% of the Air Quality scoring. Currently they may only receive 
one point out of ten. 
 

2. Peak traffic for all travel days (weekday and weekend) should be included in the Air 
Quality scoring. 

 

Regarding Economic Development Factor: 

1. Increase the area of influence for Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects above the current 3- and 5-
mile thresholds. For Tier 3 projects, increase threshold from 5 miles to 10 miles. For Tier 
2 projects, increase threshold from 3 miles to 5 miles.  
 

2. Include park and ride lot improvements in Tier 2 project type, instead of Tier 1 project 
type. 
 

3. Increase weighting of Intermodal Access and Efficiency and Travel Time Reliability 
measures for all projects. Currently each receives 20% of the economic development 
score.  
 

4. Consider using different measure weighting for Statewide High Priority vs. District Grant 
projects. For Statewide High Priority projects, relative weighting of Intermodal Access 
and Efficiency and Travel Time Reliability measures should be more than 40%.  
 
 

  



Regarding Land Use Factor: 

1. Increase buffer size to more than one mile for large regional projects. Using a one-mile 
buffer for all projects regardless of size gives small projects an advantage over larger 
projects. 

2. Develop tiers for buffer size based on project type and make consistent with tiers being 
used for project support for economic development. 
 

 


