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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

While the nation makes slow progress to improve the conditions of a small
VKDUH RI LWV URDGZD\V WKH FRVW WR [ WKHP..DO

%HWZHHQ DQG WKH SHUFHQWDJH RI IHGHUD
were rough and damaged enough to be rated in “poor” condition fell by

just three percentage points, despite historic levels of federal investment, T
including roughly$60 billion per year for roads and bridges under the sl
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act. Since the last edition of this report
in 2019, states and metropolitann planning organizations (MPOs) have
failed to make meaningful improvements, and taxpayers are still not seeing
adequate returns for the substantial size of their investments—including
ELOOLRQV LQ GH FLW VSHQGLQJ EH\RQG WKH JDV. W
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Preserving the conditions of our good roads and improving all the poor ones comes with an enormous

SULFH WDJ ODLQWDLQLQJ WKH ODQH PLOHV RI URDGYV WKDW ZHUH L
an estimated$32.6 billion on average annually for routine preservation and maintenance. On top of

that, addressing the existing backlog of roads in poor condition would costadditional $10.6 billion

per year over the course of a typical six-year federal transportation bill. In total, this amount$43.2

billion annually—more than $259 billion over six years—just to clear the backlog and keep the system in
acceptable repair.

That's a huge price tag, but we could fully address these needs within the size and scope of the current

federal program—if Congress decided to require and prioritize repair within it. Congress authorized $56.8
ELOOLRQ IURP WKH +LJKZD\ 7UXVW )XQG IRU WKH KLJKZD\ IRUPXOD S
FRYHU WKH ELOOLRQ IRU URDG UHSDLU QHHGV RQ WKH IHGHUDO
FRVW WR PDLQWDLQ OHVV WKDQ RQH IWK RI DOO SXEOLF URDGzZD\V
aid roadways.)

The fact that we have enough money but the outcomes aren’t improving underscores a fundamental

problem: It is not simply how much we spend, but how we spend it.Federal policy gives states broad
HI[LELOLW\ LQ KRZ WUDQVSRUWDWLRQ GROODUY DUH DOORFDWHG Z

repair or to demonstrate measurable improvements in system conditions. As a result, states are free to

expand roadway capacity while deferring essential maintenance, adding new long-term liabilities even as

existing infrastructure falls further into disrepair. Decades of increased spending, including major stimulus

LQYHVWPHQWY KDYH QRW WUDQVODWHG LQWR EHWWHU RXWFRPHYV

bridge conditions as mediocre. The American Society of Civil Engineers 2025 report card rated roads a D+

and bridges a C—essentially the same scores from their 2001 report card, despite hundreds of billions in

federal spending since then. This reinforces the reality that funding alone, without accountability, will not

solve the problem.

At the core of the problem is a failure to align priorities with outcomes. While policymakers routinely

emphasize the need for repair—especially when making the case for increased spending—these
FRPPLWPHQWY DUH UDUHO\ EDFNHG E\ HQIRUFHDEOH VWDQGDUGV WHF
oversight is limited, and taxpayers are left without clarity on whether their investments are improving road
conditions. A better approach would reorient the federal program toward maintaining and operating existing
DVVHWY UVW EHIRUH EXLOGLQJ QHZ LQIUDVWUXFWXUH WKDW DGGV
these priorities are matched with clear, measurable goals, the gap between rhetoric and results from the

federal transportation program will continue to widen.
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6R ZKDW ZLOO LW WDNH WR [ WKH VA\VWHP"

ORUH IXQGLQJ DORQH ZLOO QRW

[ WKH QDWLRQeV GHWHULRUDWLQJ

that federal transportation funding is paired with strong accountability measures that prioritize repair
and improve system performance by taking the following actions in the next surface transportation

reauthorization bill:

1 Guarantee measurable
outcomes for taxpayers

Taxpayers should not be asked to invest
more in the nation’s roads without

clear assurances that all funding will
measurably improve system conditions.
The next transportation bill should
establish clear, measurable goals for
improving road and bridge conditions.
Requiring states to set improving
targets and enforcing them with
meaningful penalties for failure would
ensure federal funding delivers tangible
results, creating accountability that has
been absent from federal transportation
policy for decades.

Require states to repair existing
systems before expanding

Congress should require states to
maintain existing infrastructure before
building new capacity. Continuing to
expand the system while neglecting
repair creates a cycle of deterioration,
forcing states to repeatedly return

for additional funding to address
preventable problems. States should
also be required to demonstrate that
they can afford to maintain new projects
over their full lifecycles while keeping
their overall systems in a state of good
repair before any expansion project is
approved.

3 Improve data transparency and reporting standards

Congress should require the Federal Highway Administration to routinely collect and publish
standardized, comprehensive data on all public road system conditions, lane-miles, and
federal fund spending at the project level. This should include clear, consistent information
covering project location, capacity increases through widening or design changes, and the
long-term maintenance costs associated with those projects. Without a clear understanding
of what exists, what condition it is in, and how funds are being used, it is impossible to ensu
that investments deliver results.
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Fixing and repairing our existing infrastructure is incredibly popular with the 8
SXEOLF 0ODQ\ VXUYH\V QG LW WR EH WKH WRS St
In a 2020 Transportation for America pollf9 percent of those surveyed o
DJUHHG WKDW WKH JRYHUQPHQW VKRXOG [ H[LM
ones.! Seventy-three percent saidgtate governments should have to justify |
building any new roads <HW LQ 7 $PHULFDéV H[SHULHQ FE
learn that there are no requirements for states to use federal transportation
dollars to measurably improve the condition of their roads and bridges, and that
states that fail to address their maintenance needs are free to build new roads
or bridges that will cost billions to maintain over the decades to come.

The rhetoric used to justify new transportation funding never lines up
with the outcomes it produces. The majority of lawmakers from both parties
LQVLVW WKDW PDVVLYH QHZ VSHQGLQJ LV WKH
roads and bridges. So why are the past results so poor? After multiple federal
transportation bills and several economic stimulus packages totaling more
than $1.5 trillion over the last 30-plus years which poured historic amounts of
funding into transportation, we have failed to make measurable progress. The
American Society of Civil Engineers agrees, grading our bridge conditions the
same today (C) as they did in 2005. And our roadways have improved only fro
a D to an uninspiring D+ since 2001.

The problem is not the level of spending, it's how the money is spent.

REPAIR PRIORITIES 2026
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Any responsible homeowner with a leaky roof would not build an expensive addition to their home without

WKH QDQFHV WR [ WKHLU URRI UVW <HW &RQJUHVY DOORZV WUDQ\
require them to prioritize repair while allowing them to build new roads they cannot afford to maintain.

The rhetoric is alwaysepair, repair, repaibut the priorities turn outtobe SVWHP H[SDQVLRQ H[LELO
oversight, and new road capacity.

(YHQ DV PDQ\ VWDWHYVY KDYH VKLIWHG WKHLU VSHQGLQJ WRZDUG UHS
rising construction costs have reduced what those dollars can accomplish. The backlog of roads in poor
condition is so deep that even with higher investment levels, states can’t keep up. States face a mammoth
task of repairing decades of deferred maintenance while simultaneously taking on the long-term costs of any
new construction.Without a meaningful shift in priorities, the backlog will continue to grow, and the
QDQFLDO EXUGHQ RI NHHSLQJ WKH V\VWHP LQ D VWDWH RI JRRG UHS:?

The same taxpayers who would prioritize repair if they were at the helm have been sold a bill of goods by
both Congress and their transportation agencies. They have been promised that the funds would be used for
repair, but Congress has been allergic to the idea of enforcing that priority with concrete requirements.

The federal program needs to be oriented around operating and maintaining what we've already built, and to
allow expansion only when an agency can prove it can afford to operate and maintain a new asset over its full
lifecycle. It's time for our priorities to match our rhetoric.
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About the data in Repair Priorities 2026

Spending

This report sources a range of availalbe data from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
DQG 8 6 'HSDUWPHQW RI 7TUDQVSRUWDWLRQ SXEOLFDWLRQYV,
Bridge Inventory. In it, we evaluate state highway agency (state DOT) capital spending from all
sources as reported to FHWA in Highway Statistics Series Table SF-12A.

KLFK URDGV" 'H QLQJ IHGHUDO DLG URDGZD\V

The data in this report only concern federal-aid eligible roadways, which are typically wider, more
VLIJQL FDQW URDGV VXFK DV LQWHUVWDWHY DUWHULDOV D
RI IHGHUDO DLG URDGV&ZKLFK LQFOXGHV WKH ODQH P
represents only about 28% of the full 8.9 million lane-mile public road netwdtkDue to the fact that
national-level condition data only exists for the federal-aid eligible network, Repair Priorities is only
DEOH WR HYDOXDWH FRQGLWLRQV RQ WKLV VPDOO EXW EXV

Conditions

We evaluate the length and extent of states’ roadways, as well as their conditions, as measured

in lane-miles and centerline miles. (Lane-miles compensates for width; centerline miles are just
length of roadway regardless of width.) FHWA measures the condition of federal-aid eligible
roadways, GH QLQJ SDY HP H@ig rreREd orid®dpality and structural distress.

A road is considered good only when all key indicators are in good condition, and poor if multiple
LQGLFDWRUV VKRZ VLJQL FDQW GHWHULRUDWLRQ )+:$ PHD
of federal-aid eligible roadway that are in poor or good condition within the federal transportation
performance management system. FHWA releases updates to the Highway Statistics Series data o
an approximately annual basis, though some tables in the report are not always updated annually.

Period of analysis

H HYDOXDWHG GDWD SULPDULO\ IURP W R WR XSGDW
LQ WKH SUHYLRXV HGLWLRQ RI 5HSDLU 3ULRULWLHYV )LQDO(
WKLV UHSRUW JXUHV GHVFULELQJ KRZ PDQ\ ODQH PLOHYV D
from year to year before bouncing back, often greater than before. This isn't because states are
tearing down hundreds of miles of road each year. FHWA relies on state-reported data, which is not
always consistently reported, and also relies on statistical extrapolations of sampled road déta.
Considering the vast extent of public roadways, and the varied ownership, there are slight variations
each year due to shifting methodological assumptions, ownership changes, and actual growth in lan
mileage of roads.
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7KH KLJK FRVW RI UHSDLU

:KLOH WKH VKDUH RI URDGV LQ SRRU FRQGLWLRQ KDV VOLJKWO\ GHF

DQG SHUFHQW LQ &2WKHVH LPSURYHPHQWY UHSUHVHQW RQ
backlog and have come at an incredibly high cost.

$32 billion per year just to keep our good roads “good.”

$V RI VWDWHY ZRXOG QHHG WR VSHQG DQ HVWLPDWHG ELOO
the roads that we know are in good and fair condition in an acceptable state through routine pavement
management practices.

$10.6 billion per year more to address the backlog of poor roads.

,W LV VLIJQL FDQWO\ PRUH H[SHQVLYH WR UHKDELOLWDWH URDGV WK
in good condition through routine pavement preservation. We estimate, based on the miles of roadway

reported to be in poor condition, that the total cost to bring the nation’s current backlog of federal-aid

eligible roads in poor condition into good repair would be approximately $63.8 billion, or $10.6 billion per

year over the life of a six-year federal transportation bill.

ELOOLRQ SHU \HDU WR NHHS WKH IHGHUDO DLG HOLJLEOH 1
ORUH WKDQ ELOOLRQ RYHU VL[ \HDUV LV D VLJQL FDQW SULFH WD
keep existing roads in good repair within the size and scope of the current federal progranGengress
requires repair to be the priority . For contextthe 1IJA authorized $56.8 billion from the Highway Trust
Fund IRU KLJKZD\ IRUPXOD SURJUDPV LQ )< &2PRUH WKDQ HQRXJK WR
federal-aid systent.

THE COST TO MAINTAIN THE NATION’S ROADS

$32 billion per year just to $10.6 billion per year to address
keep our good roads “good.”  the backlog of poor roads.

That's a total need of $43.2 billion per yearto keep the federal-aid
road network road network in acceptable repair.

If we prioritized repair, we could handle thisével of need

$56.8 billion
authorized
The [IJA authorized$56.8 billion from the Highway Trust Fund for

KLJKZD\ SURJUDPV LQ )< &VXI FLHQW IXQGLQJ WR FRY
LI &RQJUHVYV ZRXOG SULRULWL]H UHSDLU UVW
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3RVLWLYH WUHQGYV LQ UHSDLU VSHQGLQJ

6LQFH WKH UVW HGLWLRQ RI 5HSDLU 3ULRULWLHV LQ VWDWHYV K
%HWZHHQ DQG VWDWHY VSHQW PRUH RQ URDG H[SDQVLRQ WHK
spending on expansion and repair was roughly equal. Since then, states have started to spend more on repair
WKDQ RQ H[SDQVLRQ SHUFHQW RQ H[SDQVLRQ YV SHUWRHQW RQ
rising construction and maintenance cost®even increased spending may not yield the same results as in the

past? And this positive shift in spending has failed to radically move the needle on road and bridge conditions.
Though spending trends have improved, states continue to borrow against the future by building new roads,

often in hopes of reducing congestion, even though transportation investment strategies focused solely on

adding lane-miles:

Average annual state DOT expenditures on expansion vs repair

(YHU\ QHZ URDG LV QRW DQ DVVHW EXW D QDQFLDO REOLJDWLRQ W
QHWZRUN RI SXEOLF URDGV DFURVV DOO MXULVGLFWLRQV JUHZ E\
WKH HTXLYDOHQW RI D QHZ VLQJOH ODQH URDG VSDQQLQJ WKH FRXQ
PDLQWDLQLQJ D VLQJOH ODQH PLOH RI URDG LQ D VWDWH RI JRRG Ul
dollars, basedonL,Q DWLRQ DG M X (6&¢ Agperdix \B) DsDid\preserve the new 112,000-plus lane-

miles added during this seven-year period would require additional $5.3 billion in annual maintenance

obligations from states .

ROADS ARE LIABILITIES, NOT ASSETS

Each new mile creates new guaranteed costver their lifecycles.

$47,300 X 112,957 = $5.3 billion

annually per lane mile lane miles added to needed annually to
to keep roads in a the full public road maintain these recently
state of good repair network 2018-2024 added lane miles

10
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Over time, many states have shifted a greater share of funds toward other priorities, particularly bridge
maintenance and repair. Yet, despitestoric levels of investment in bridgesincludingaEUD QG QHZ
ELOOLRQ IRUPXOD SURJUDP VS thé averdl copaditionteftheDhatio@sHorid Ges helg idrtyP
incrementally improved® The total percentage of bridge decks in poor condition improved by just 0.58

percent, but at the same time, the total percentage of bridge decks in good condition decreased by 3.2

percent® 7KH VFDOH Rl WKH FKDOOHQJH LV VXFK WKDW HYHQ D VLJQL FL
enough to overcome years of underinvestment and delayed action.

'RUU\LQJ FKDQJHV LQ WKH
JURZWK Rl 8RWKHU& VSHQGLQJ

Some states allocate a substantial

share of funding to what we

categorize as “other” expenditures,

which include the FHWA-

GH QHG FDWHJRULHYVY RI UHORFDWLRQ
WUDI F RSHUDWLRQVY DQG FRQWURO
systems, safety, engineering, and

environmental enhancements.

Between 2018 and 2023, this

category of spending grew to a

sizable share of some states’ overall

transportation spending.

11
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JRU LQVWDQFH éRWKHU& H[SHQGLWXUHYV PDGH XS QHDUO\ SHUFHQ
DQG

These investments could signal a shift in spending to achieve better safety outcomes, but the growth in

this category also points to a worsening problem with data transparency and accountability. What kinds

RI SURMHFWY DUH WKHVH SURJUDPV DFWXDOO\ IXQGLQJ DQG DUH W
the types of complex project improvements, like complete street rehabilitations, that &ecoming more

common in some DOTE? The fact that the taxpaying public doesn’t have an easy way to decipher this
VSHQGLQJ GDWD&eUHSUHVHQWLQJ ELOOLRQV RI GROODUVe&elLV DQ HQF
accountability in this program.

$Q XUEDQ SUREOHP ,QVXI FLHQW UHSDLU VSHQGLQJ Z

States are spending slightly more on
repair for roads in urban areas than in
rural areas, about19 billion annually in
urban areas compared to roughly$17.6
billion in rural areas. Yet conditions
UHPDLQ VLJQL FDQWO\ ZRUVH LQ XUEDQ DUHDYV
ZKHUH KHDYLHU WUDI F PRUH ZHDU DQG
tear, and higher per-lane-mile costs make
upkeep more expensive. Data from 2023
shows that 26 percent of urban roads are
LQ SRRU FRQGLWLRQ ZKLOH SHUFHQW DUH LQ
good condition. By contrast, 11 percent
of rural roads are in poor condition, and
SHUFHQW DUH LQ JRRG FRQGLWLRQ

BUEDQ DUHDV DUH KRPH WR URXJKO\ S Wiidh Irely on tRelse/BusyHroQdweys R Qe V ¢
to reliably get to the places they need to gb.The combination of higher population exposure, impact, and

repair costs suggests that urban roads should require a larger share of repair investment than they currently
receive for their upkeep, but our current spending priorities ignore that reality.

Because urban areas are typically more congested than rural areas, it can lead many state DOTs into the
HQGOHVYV F\FOH RI DWWHPSWLQJ WR é [é WKDW FRQJHVWLRQ E\ H[SD
this incredibly costly strategyalways fail to improve congestion longterm LW DFWXDOO\ FUEDWHYV P
concept known as induced demareand too often comes at the expense of prioritizing basic repair and
maintenance of the roads they already have.

12
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Incomplete reporting of roadway conditions

$ VLIQL FDQW FKDOOHQJH LQ DVVHVVLQJ URDGZD\ FRQGLWLRQV QDW
data, 9.8 percent of federal-aid lane-miles nationwide have no reported pavement condition information.

This is the result of a problem that has worsened over time: Just one percent of roads nationwide were left
XQUHSRUWHG LQ ERWK DQG 5HSRUWLQJ JDSV DOVR YDU\ ZLG]
Indiana, Maryland, and Kansas have reported on nearly all of their road conditions. In contrast, other

states have far higher shares of unreported condition®wa, Massachusetts, and Indianahave the largest

reporting gaps, with more than half of reported federal-aid eligible lane-miles lacking condition data.

7TKHVH JDSV LQ UHSRUWLQJ PDNH LW GLI FXOW WR WUDFN ZKHWKHU F
reduce public transparency on how federal transportation dollars are being spent. In states with very high
UDWHV RI XQUHSRUWHG FRQGLWLRQV UDQNLQJYVY RI URDG FRQGLWLR
road network, emphasizing the need for more complete and consistent data collection.

Case study: California and why inaccurate reporting is a problem

California illustrates how, when categories like “maintenance” and “expansion” become blurred, even well-

funded systems can obscure whether they are actually addressing their repair needs. In 2023, Jeanie

Ward-Waller, then Deputy Director of Planning and Multimodal Programs at the California Department of
Transportation, was reassigned after raising concem® ERXW KRZ WKH DJHQF\ FODVVL HG D
highway projects®® In her role, she oversaw long-range planning and policy direction for billions in state

and federal transportation investments. Her objections centered on projects along Interstate 80 that were
GHVFULEHG DV URXWLQH SDYHPHQW UHKDELOLWDWLRQ EXW LQ SUD!|

According to Ward-Waller, these projects were not only mischaracterized but also structured to avoid full
environmental review XQGHU 1DWLRQDO (QYLURQPH @Wspli@ing whatiwas sefaly VWD QG |
a single, larger project into multiple components, the agency was able to streamline permitting while

understating the environmental impacts.

This raises a fundamental question of accountability. If projects labeled as “repair” include substantial

expansion, then reported spending on maintenance becomes unreliable. In 2023, California reported

allocating 29 percent of its transportation funding to maintenance. Yet, as this story illustrates, without

FOHDU DQG FRQVLVWHQW GH QLWLRQV LW LV GLI FXOW WR GHWHUP|
preserving existing infrastructure.

California’s case highlights a deeper challenge that spans the country: Can reported data be trusted at

DOO" :KHQ DJHQFLHYVY FDQ UHGH QH SURMHFWYV WR W IXQGLQJ FDWHJ
and expanding the system breaks down, undermining both transparency and the ability to set meaningful

priorities about the most basic of performance measures.



Repair should be the top priority for any entity receiving federal transportation
dollars. Some states are already moving in that direction and have adjusted
their highway capital budgets in recent years, shifting funds away from road
expansion toward repair and preservation.

South Dakota is still leading the nation in prioritizing repair with their
VSHQGLQJ KDYLQJ GHGLFDWHG SHUFHQW RI
UHSDLU EHWZHHQ DQG 'XULQJ WKDW W
remain in good condition, with only a small share rated in poor condition.

New Mexico is close behind, with 63 percent of its highway capital spending
going to roadway repair over the same periodlaska, Maine, Michigan,
Maryland, Nebraska, North Dakota, New Hampshire , andWyoming all
allocated more than 50 percent of their highway capital budgets to repair.

Some states still saw worsening conditions despite high repair investment.
Even while allocating more than 50 percent of their highway capital dollars to
repair, Alaska and Wyoming saw only modest decreases in the percentage of
URDGY LQ SRRU FRQGLWLRQ IURP W R

REPAIR PRIORITIES 2026
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Some states continue to dedicate substantial portions of their highway budgets to expanding road networks

rather than maintaining their existing roads. At 68 percentlorth Carolina allocated by far the largest share

of its highway capital funds to expansion in 2028rizona, Tennessee, Washington, lowa andUtah also
PDLQWDLQHG KLJK OHYHOV RI VSHQGLQJ RQ H[SDQVLRQ HDFK DOORI

Bridge spending can also shape pavement prioriti®srginia, Rhode Island, andWest Virginia dedicated
VLIQL FDQW SRUWLRQV RI WKHLU EXGJHWV WR EULGJH PDLQWHQDQF
Island—Iimiting available funds for roadway repair or expansion.

7/DEOH , $YHUDJH DQQXDO KLJKZD\ FDSLWDO VSHQGLC

Average a.lnnual Roaq Road Bridge Bridge —
spending expansion maint. expansion maint.
Alabama 22.31% 32.62%  25.65%
Alaska 0.83% 6.90% 21.91%
Arizona 55.36% 26.00% 2.22% 16.02%
Arkansas 33.15% 38.35% 1.05% 13.85%  13.59%
California 0.00% 5.88%
Colorado 56.00% 0.51%
Connecticut 16.66% 0.12% 30.60%  32.99%
Delaware 0.20%
Florida 30.86% 0.25% 5.81%
Georgia $2,109,810,286 26.13% 2.30%
Hawaii 20.93% 0.00% 5.95%
Idaho 26.95%  20.29%
lllinois
Indiana 23.81% 3.15%
lowa $1,226,918,000 3.02% 10.13%
Kansas 0.00% 6.31% 29.28%
Kentucky 36.86% 0.00% 9.59%
Louisiana 31.05%
Maine $600,931,286 55.28% 0.55% 26.39%  13.60%
Maryland 53.20% 0.01%
Massachusetts 9.99% 0.21% 19.06%
Michigan 56.00% 0.06% 19.19%  18.96%
Minnesota 36.05%
Mississippi 0.06% 19.89%

15
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Average annual Road Road Bridge Bridge
spending expansion maint. expansion  maint.

Missouri 16.16%  28.19%
Montana 20.80% 0.00% 12.51%  25.82%
1HEUDVND 58.91% 8.86% 18.15%
1HYDGD 3.69%
1HZ +DPSVKLUH 56.62% 5.50% 8.31%
1HZ -HUVH\ 0.20% 23.12%  22.09%
1HZ OH[LFR 63.06% 1.09% 13.63%
1HZ <RUN 50.03% 20.30%
1RUWK &DUROLQD 62.93% 16.52% 0.03% 12.58%
1RUWK 'DNRWD 0.00%
Ohio 11.35% 29.09%
Oklahoma 16.62% 8.93%
Oregon 16.50% 22.16% 0.00% 19.08%
Pennsylvania 20.65%
Rhode Island 6.90% 18.01% 50.35%
South Carolina 33.65% 36.83% 0.00% 13.21%  16.31%
South Dakota 9.69% 0.20% 9.09% 8.38%
Tennessee 25.13% 0.00% 29.26%
Texas 33.50% 0.00%
8W DK 51.28% 18.18% 6.61% 19.35%
Vermont 6.98% 0.00% 30.22%
Virginia 22.36% 10.06%  23.13%
Washington 0.00%
West Virginia 9.03%
Wisconsin 26.59% 1.29% 25.83% 8.32%

)+:$ +LIKZD\ 6WDWLVWLFV 6HULHV 7DEOH 6) $

16



ROAD CONDITIONS BY STATE

:KLOH SDYHPHQW FRQGLWLRQV DW WKH QDWLRQDO OHYHO UHPDLQHC
is mixed when you drill down to individual states. 31 states saw improvements in their roads between 2018

DQG QWlahbiha, Massachusetts, New Jersey, Vermont, Rhode Island, Arkansas, Kansas, and

lowa recording decreases of at least 10 percent in their share of roads in poor condition. Some of these

states are continuing a trajectory of improvement, continuing trends that go back to the 2009 data.

Conversely, a number of states saw increases in the percentage of roads in poor condition during this period.

Arizona, Maryland, Georgia, Oregon, Texas, Virginia and Wisconsinexperienced the greatest increases,
with states such as Texas and Virginia showing a considerable decline in pavement conditions since 2009.

REPAIR PRIORITIES 2026
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7/DEOH ,, &KDQJH LQ SRRU SDYHPHQW FRQGLWLRQV E\

Change in % roads in Change in % roads in

SRRU FRQGLWLR®RRU FRQGLW

2024) 2024)
Alabama -2% -3%
Alaska 0% -1%
Arkansas -8% -9%
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana -8% -5%
lowa -8%
Kansas -9%
Kentucky
Louisiana 1% -2%
Maine -10%
Maryland -1%
Massachusetts -1%
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri -3% -2%
IHEUDVND -1% -5%
1IHYDGD 8% 2%
1HZ +DPSVKLUH -3%
1HZ -HUVH\ -16%
1z oH[LF R,
1HZ <RUN -1% -1%

1IRUWK &D 5% 1%
IRUWK 'DN 5% 0%
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Change in % roads in Change in % roads in

SRRU FRQGLWLR®RRU FRQGLW
2024) 2024)

Ohio 10%
Oklahoma -30%
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota -6%

Tennessee -2% -1%
Texas

8WDK

Vermont -29% -13%
Virginia

Washington

West Virginia -2%

Wisconsin

Wyoming -2% -2%

6HYHQ VWDWHY KDYH DW OHDVW SHUFHQW RI WKHLUC#DNM&KBU URDG
Connecticut, Hawaii, Mississippi, New Mexico, Rhode Island, andWashington, highlighted in red in Table

., 21 WKRVH 5KRGH ,vVODQG FRQWLQXHV WR UDQN WKH ZRUVW ZLWI
6HYHUDO RI WKHVH VWDWHY ZHUH DOVR DPRQJ WKRVH ZLWK WKH KLJ
baseline year used in the previous edition of Repair Prioriti€alifornia, Connecticut, Hawaii, and Rhode

Island appeared in the category with the highest percentage of roads in poor condition in both reporting

periods, suggesting a lack of willingness to prioritize maintenance ahead of other investments.

By contrast,Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Oklahoma, Tennessee, and Vermomteport the lowest percentage of

URDGYV LQ SRRU FRQGLWLRQ DV RI HDFK UHSRUWLQJ IHZHU WKDQ
FRQWLQXH WR UHSRUW UHODWL YIHa0d, NeWdskRaQrdni$Bs¥dd #d YWwmmhg Q G L W

again rank among the states with the lowest shares of roads in poor condition, suggesting consistent

maintenance performance over more than a decade.

Nebraska, North Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont, and Wyomingreport the highest percentage of roads in

JRRG FRQGLWLRQ DW SHUFHQW RU KLJKHU ,Q 9HUPRQW PRUH WK
good condition, the highest share of any state. These states also ranked among the highest in the percentage

Rl URDGV LQ JRRG FRQGLWLRQ LQ
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REPAIR PRIORITIES 2026 P~ fOrAmerica
/DEOH ,,, SBHUFHQWDJH RI SXEOLF URDGYV LQ JRRG 1ID
dentotine miles of GO0 = O MRair - paor  unreported
major road condition condition condition condition
Alabama 52.69% 9.31%
Alaska 39.53% 32.32% 19.90% 8.25%
Arizona 23.35% 11.28%
Arkansas 26.22%
California 2891%  35.22% [N
Colorado 16,203 36.18% 39.51% 0.01%
Connecticut 6,389 _ 0.02%
Delaware 1,596 2.38%
Florida 28,012 3.63%
Georgia 31,335 0.00%
Hawail 22.80% ]
Idaho 53.03% 6.52% 12.59%
lllinois
Indiana 10.09% 63.50%
Kansas 9.10%
Kentucky 38.58% 9.35%
Louisiana 32.21% 26.20%
Maine 6,322 52.25% 32.55%
Maryland 35.62% 29.59% 0.33%
Massachusetts 11,153 55.09%
Michigan
Minnesota 55.05% 10.05% 0.83%
Mississippi 29.65% 0.22%
Missouri 30,868 30.23% 23.02% 0.19%
Montana 0.00%
1HEUDVND 11,316 P 1821% 5.28% 12.16%
1HYDGD 35.81% 15.03% 0.00%
1HZ +DPSVKLUH 3,619 31.28% 0.00%
1HZ -HUVH\ 3,820 28.32%
1HZ OH[LFR 12,099
1HZ <RUN 35.66% 2.36%
IRUWK &DUROLQD 52.08%
1RUWK 'DNRWD 26.18% 0.05%

N
o I
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JHGHUDO DLG I-b%(l)_dJLEOH

centerline miles of " Fqi_r Po_o_r Unrepp _rted

major road condition condition condition condition
Ohio 0.81%
Oklahoma 29,293 25.03% ]
Oregon 9,008 31.96% 10.96% 3.51%
Pennsylvania 28,685 39.25%
Rhode Island B s N 199%
South Carolina 21,216 19.66% 0.19%
South Dakota 10.33% 3.89%
Tennessee 9,153 DGO 20820 [N 639%
Texas 89,529 33.80% 1.80%
8WDK
Vermont _
Virginia 28.10% 21.31% 1.10%
Washington _ 1.85%
West Virginia 26.60% 0.39%
Wisconsin 28,391 1.90%

Wyoming 22.92% 5.29%

33.90%

39.44% 16.88%

U.S. Total 904,681.00

6RXUFH +0 +0 $
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THE CONDITION OF U.S. BRIDGES

Every day, millions of people in cities and towns, large and small, travel over bridges that are in need of

VLIQL FDQW UHSDLU $FURWUWXKIHHY DWHDWXYUHQWO\ FODVVL,HG DV E
PHDQLQJ WKDW WKH\ UHTXLUH VLIJQL FDQW PDLQWHQDQFH RU UHKDE
bridges continue to carry a substantial share of daily travel, with more than 168 million average trips taken

over them every single day.

IDWLRQDOO\ WKH VKDUH RI EULGJHYVY FODVVL HG DV EHLQJ LQ SRRU
SHUFHQW LQ :KLOH WKH ORQJ WHUP WUHQG RYHU WKH ODVW \

the rate of improvemeritas slowed dramatically in recent years and shows signs of stalling out. The shrinking

number of poor bridges also obfuscates a few other important details: the share of bridges in good condition

GHFOLQHG DQG WKH SHUFHQWDJH LQ IDLU FRQGLWLRQ LQFUHDVHG |

place during a period that saw record investments from the I[IJA in 2021 and the creation of new dedicated

bridge repair programs. As with other measures, the performance differs dramatically from state to state.

$ QOXPEHU RI VWDWHY VDZ LPSURYHPHQWYV LQ EUAGaH, PeRh@®alL WLRQV E
Georgia, Mississippi, and Rhode Islandsaw some of the largest reductions in the share of bridges in poor
condition. ConverselyArkansas, Maine, Utah, Vermont, and Washington saw the highest increases in the

share of bridges in poor condition over the same period, with increases of at least 19 per€ent.

REPAIR PRIORITIES 2026
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/DEOH ,9 &KDQJH LQ EULGJH FRQGLWLRQV IURP W I

Total change Change ingood Change in fair  Change in poor

2018 to 2024 condition condition condition

Alabama -12.36% 12.39% -21.19%
Alaska 8.02%

Arizona 3.36%

Arkansas -12.85%

California 36.92%

Colorado 15.55%

Connecticut 2.22% -2.02% 8.15% -33.12%
Delaware 81.03%

Georgia 1.28% -56.06%

Hawaii 5.10% 25.35% 0.00%
Idaho 2.99% 8.26% -28.25%
lllinois 023% [
Indiana 1.12% 3.33% -15.38%
lowa 0.36% -2.93% -2.80%
Kansas -0.05% -3.93%

Kentucky 1.25% -26.21%
Louisiana -1.56% 33.55% -13.11%
Maine 1.82% -20.36%
Maryland 0.80%

Massachusetts 1.55% 3.86% -2.29%
Michigan _
Minnesota 1.30% 18.80% -10.03%
Mississippi -13.85% 36.68%

Missouri 11.30% [
Montana 2.55%

1IHEUDVND 0.32% 2.05% -10.38%
1HYDGD 6.06% 25.05% -12.53% -11.11%
1HZ +DPSVKLUH 1.92%

1HZ -HUVH\ 1.20% 6.91%

1HZ OH[LFR 0.62% -21.55%
1HZ <RUN 0.69% 3.92% -5.29%
1RUWK &DUROLQD 1.91% -30.63%

IRUWK 'DNRWD -2.30% -23.11%
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Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
8WDK
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming

U.S. Total

/DEOH 9

STATE

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
lllinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas

-2.01%
-0.86%

0.38%
0.95%
1.08%
1.00%

2.09%
3.02%
1.36%

1.09%
1.20%
0.22%

2.16%

-3.99%
13.31%
33.58%
-12.66%

3.96%

-58.23%
1.22%

-6.56%
12.32%
6.13%
3.95%

19.01%

5.88%

3.95%
5.69%
5.22%

5.10%
2.21%

All bridges

16,205
1,685

8,965

13,036
15,069
1,195

26,928

“Good” bridges
5,993

1,213
353

1,363
12,289

9,213
13,060

9,669

6,330
12,523
5,336

508

3,551

12,122

10,253
9,962

Transportation
s fOr America

-16.53%
-30.55%

-22.23%
-33.89%
-26.29%

-1.03%
+3.10%

0.00%

-26.01%

-5.12%
-10.63%
-20.62%

%ULGJH FRQGLWLRQV E\ VWDWH

“Fair” bridges “Poor” bridges

133
99

206
11

226

1,018

1,310
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STATE

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
IHEUDVND
1HYDGD

1HZ +DPSVKLUH

1HZ -HUVH\
1HZ OH[LFR
1HZ <RUN

1RUWK &DUROLQD19,210

1IRUWK 'DNRWD
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

8WDK
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.S. total

All bridges “Good” bridges
3,866
12,698
2,518 626
5,296 1,332
3,836
13,532
9,228
9,263
15,398
2,099 1,223
1,312
1,800
16,319
9,620
8,305
23,299
3,690
1,992
29,129
3,125 693
2,862
1,855
3,136

620,505

274,318

“Fair” bridges

9,610
6,321

6,502
13,152
3,222
6,032
852
1,039

1,988

11,533
5,156

2,932
26,905
1,288

8,983

6,136
1,989

304,457

Transportation
s fOr America

“Poor” bridges

388
250

1,281
601
1,009
2,203
356

191

182

1,298

383
2,932
119
586
963
898
695
91
83
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CATEGORIZING STATES BASED ON SPENDING AND OUTCOMES

To illustrate the relationship between states’ spending choices and road conditions, we grouped states into
a framework based on their investment priorities and resulting pavement outcomes. States are categorized
based on the following key metrics:

Good spending ratio refers to the top half of
states based on their ratio of maintenance to
expansion spending. These 25 stategceed
$2.35 dollars spent on maintenance for
HYHU\ VSHQW RQ H[SDQ
annual average).

Bad spending ratio refers to the bottom Bad repair conditions refers to the bottom

half of states based on their ratio of half of states with a share of federal-aid
maintenance to expansion spending. These URDGZD\V LQ SRRU FRQGLW
25 statesspend lessthan $2.35 dollars higher than the national average of 16.3%.

on maintenance for every $1.00 spent on

H[SDQVLRQ DQQXDOYHUDJH
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*RRG VSHQGLQJ EHVW UHSDLU FRQGLWLRQV

Delaware, Idaho, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South

Dakota, Vermont, Wyoming

6WDWHYV VXFK DV 1RUWK DQG 6RXWK 'DNRWD OLQQHVRWD DQG 9HUP
investment strategy and system performance. By continuing to prioritize repair, they have maintained a

higher share of roads in good condition and avoided major maintenance backlogs. In many cases, these states
either shifted toward repair early or maintained steady investment over time. Their experience shows that
VXVWDLQHG UHSDLU IRFXVHG VSHQGLQJ FDQ SUHVHUYH V\VWHP TXD

*RRG VSHEDBGQUHSDLU FRQGLWLRQV

Alaska, California, Colorado, lllinois, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New

Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island

States in this category, including California, lllinois, Pennsylvania, Missouri, and Rhode Island, illustrate the

GLI FXOW\ RI UHYHUVLQJ GHFOLQH RQFH LW KDV WDNHQ KROG 6HH |
these states now direct a majority of funding toward repair, many are managing aging infrastructure or
longstanding backlogs. For example, California has an extensive, heavily traveled system with deterioration

that accumulated over time and will require billions to improve. These states may be on an upward trajectory,

but progress will likely be gradual and require sustained investment to catch up.

&DVH VWXG\ RQ JEDG WHBEPERUQEBERQGLWLRQV

Michigan: The high price of neglecting regular maintenance
Michigan provides an example of how high levels of spending can still produce disappointing outcomes
when priorities and processes are misaligned. Despite spending 56 percent of its average annual
VSHQGLQJ RQ URDG PDLQWHQDQFHeWKH WK KLJKHVW VKDUH LQ W
LPSURYHG E\ SHUFHQW EHWZHHQ DQG DQG VWLOO UDQN QF
LQ SRRU FRQGLWLRQ LQ $QG SHUFHQW RI EULGJHV LQ SRRU
that increased spending alone doesn’t guarantee better road conditions. Instead, outcomes are driven
by how those dollars are allocated. For years, Michigan's approach has prioritizednstruction
over routine preventative maintenancé® As a result, roads have been allowed to deteriorate into
SRRU FRQGLWLRQ ZKHQ UHSDLUV EHFRPH VLJQL FDQWO\ PRUH H[S
maintenance until more substantial rehabilitation is required, the state has only driven up costs, rathe
than containing them.

=

7KLV G\QDPLF KDV FUHDWHG D F\FOH WKDW LV GLI FXOW WR|VSHQG
new highs, those dollars must stretch further to address the growing backlog of deteriorating
infrastructure. The result is a system where taxpayers are contributing more but getting less for
their money. States cannot spend their way out of this problem. Without a sustained shift toward
preventative maintenance and asset management, decades of poor prioritization will continue to
outweigh even substantial new investments.
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%DG VSHBRMMWJIJUHSDLU FRQGLWLRQV
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Montana, Nevada, North
Carolina, Oregon, Tennessee

6WDWHYV LQFOXGLQJ 1RUWK &DUROLQD *HRUJLD 2UHJRQ DQG )ORUL
despite allocating a smaller share of funding to repair versus expansion compared to other states. In many
FDVHV WKLV UH HFWV QHZHU LQIUDVWUXFWXUH DQG UHFHQW UDSLC
KDV QRW \HW UHTXLUHG VLJQL FDQW XSNHHS $GGLQJ D QHZ PLOH RI
in good condition—but only until those assets begin to deteriorate. If these states continue to underinvest

in repair, they are likely to follow the path of other states that have declining conditions and growing

maintenance backlogs.

%DG VSHQGLQJ EDG UHSDLU FRQGLWLRQV
Arizona, Connecticut, Hawaii, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Virginia, Washington,
West Virginia, Wisconsin

6WDWHYV VXFK DV $UL]JRQD 7H[DV 8WDK +DZDLL :DVKLQJWRQ DQG
SULRULWL]LQJ H[SDQVLRQ RYHU UHSDLU 6RPH RI WKHVH VWDWHYVY O
VHHQ VLJQL FDQW VXVWDLQHG JURZWK LQ UHFHQW \HDUV DQG KDYH
FDSDFLW\ $OPRVW KDOI RI WKHVH VWDWHYV VSHQW PRUH RQ H[SDQVL
spent just 33 cents on road maintenance for every dollar spent on road expansion, and Washington spent

MXVW FHQWY RQ PDLQWHQDQFH IRU HYHU\ GROODU VSHQW H[SDQG
UHODWLYHO\ QHZ VWDWHY OLNH 8WDK 6RXWK &DUROLQD DQG 9LUJ
condition, but with continued underinvestment in repair, they may soon do so.

However, other states like Louisiana, Mississippi, Wisconsin, and West Virginia, where growth has been

negative or slow relative to other states, have high ratios of funds spent on expansion versus maintenance.
7KLY WUHQG UXQV FRXQWHU WR WKHVH VWDWHVe QHHG WR [ WKHLU
states continue to allocate a smaller share of funding toward repair, meaning they remain on a trajectory that

risks further declines in system conditions and escalating long-term costs. Their experience underscores how
delaying maintenance and failing to realign spending priorities leads to persistently poor outcomes.

&DVH VWEDBG RRGHQGLQJ EDG UHSDLU FRQGLWLRQV

West Virginia: The painful costs of expansion

West Virginia demonstrates the predictable outcome of prioritizing expansion over preservation.
In 2025, Gov. Patrick Morrisey announced axg&eping overhaul of the state’s department of
transportation FLWLQJ \HDUV RI QDQFLDO PLVPDQDJHPHQW DQG D VXVW
at the expense of maintaining existing infrastructur®.The result was not just the growing backlog of
repairs, but an agency pushed to the brink of insolvency.
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For years, state leadership had pursued expansion through fReads to Prosperity initiativeunder
former governor and West Virginia Sen. Jim JustiéeBacked bybillions in tax revenue and 30-year
general obligation bondsthe program promised economic growth through major road projects, but
LWV IXQGDPHQWDO DZ ZDV LWV IDLOXUH WRZDi@lint@ivwsStHQscLQJ ZLW
ZHUH UDSLGO\ FRPPLWWHG ZLWK PRVW ERQG SURFHHGYV DOORFDW
DPRXQWY DYDLODEOH IRU IXWXUH PDLQWHQDQFH RU H[LELQLW\ WF

7KH FRQVHTXHQFHY DUH QRZ XQDYRLGDEOH :HVW 9LUJLQLD|LV OHI
roughly $120 million annually in interest payment®n the state’s bonds, while many projects remain
incomplete and existing infrastructure continues to deteriorate. Today, 19 percent of the state’s
bridges are in poor condition, one of the highest rates in the nation, and 26% of its roads are also in

SRRU FRQGLWLRQ WKH QLQWK ZRUVW LQ WKH FRXQWU\ LQ XQC
maintenance.

Deferred maintenance does not disappear; it compounds. As costs rise and conditions worsen, the
price of inaction grows steeper, consuming resources that could have stabilized the system earlier.
Preventive maintenance costs far less than what is required when conditions fall below a certain leve
increasing the price of neglect in a non-linear fashion over time.

"HVW 9LUJLQLDeéeV FXUUHQW VKLIW WRZDUG PDLQWHQDQFH WUDQVS
acknowledgment of this fundamental reality. The state’s experience offers a broader lesson that
borrowing billions to build new infrastructure means little without a plan to maintain both existing
roads and the costly new assets.

7/DEOH 9, &DWHJRUL]LQJ VWDWHY EDVHG RQ VSHQGLQ

Dollars spent on Repair to Road condition BHUFHQW RI
maintenance for every expansion spending rank (least % of aid roadways in
$1 spent on expansion ratio ranking roads in poor poor condition
DQQXDO DYHUDJH condition) (2024)

Rhode Island $6.29 39 50

Hawaii $2.10

California $6.35

1HZ OH[LFR 36 33.50%
Washington 2 30.96%
Connecticut 15

Mississippi 22 30.05%
Maryland 28 29.59%
West Virginia $1.80 23

Louisiana $1.03 13 26.20%
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Pennsylvania
Colorado

1HZ <RUN
Arizona
Missouri
Wisconsin
Texas

Virginia

Alaska

South Carolina
lllinois

1HZ -HUVH\
Michigan
8WDK

1HZ +DPSVKLUH
Delaware

Ohio
1IHYDGD
Maine

Florida
Massachusetts
Montana

$6.56

$0.58
$3.15
$1.08
$6.59

$13.00
$0.33

$0.65

$1.30

1RUWK &DUROLQD$0.18

Oregon
Arkansas

South Dakota
Minnesota
Kentucky
Alabama
Georgia
IRUWK 'DNRWD
Idaho

Wyoming
IHEUDVND
Vermont
Oklahoma
Tennessee
Kansas

Indiana

lowa

$1.16

$2.35

$0.83

$3.01

$3.12

$0.81
$1.19

30

33
38

31

32
35

50
19

25

20
16

26

21
12

29

30

11
18
10

39
38

36
35

33
32
31
30
29
28

26
25

23
22
21
20
19
18

16
15

13
12
11
10

Transportation
s fOr America

23.35%
23.02%

21.31%
19.90%
19.66%

15.03%

10.96%

10.33%
10.05%
9.35%
9.31%

6.52%
5.29%
5.28%

1.58%
1.50%
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SROLF\ UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV :KDW ZLOO LW WDNH V

It should be clear by now that more funding alone will fail to lead to improvements in the condition of our
deteriorating roads and bridges without changes in how we measure outcomes. It is time for Congress to

stop invoking the rhetoric of repairing our crumbling roads and bridges to justify greater federal spending

ZKLOH IDLOLQJ WR UHTXLUH WKDW WKRVH IXQGV EH XVHG UVW WR P
already built.

While investments have shifted modestly toward repair in the national aggregate, some states continue to
prioritize building new capacity at the expense of maintaining existing assets. This creates substantial future
costs, as new lane-miles add billions in expected annual maintenance obligations. With construction and labor
costs continuing to rise, the gap between the resources required to maintain existing roads in good condition
and the funds available is larger than ever.

Left to their own devices, states will continue to produce disparate outcomes. Federal programs must set
clear performance requirements and enforce accountability. Without that oversight, the system will continue
to fall short of delivering roads and bridges in good repair nationwide. Congress should ensure that federal
dollars improve outcomes by establishing new requirements that promote performance, accountability, and
transparency.

Guarantee measurable outcomes for taxpayers with any funding

‘H FDQ QR ORQJHU DVN $PHULFDQ WD[SD\HUV IRU IXQGLQJ WR [ RXU
assurances that the money will do just that. The next federal surface transportation reauthorization (the 11JA

will expire in September 2026) should require improvements in road and bridge conditions. Tangible goals,

such as reducing the repair backlog by half, would provide the accountability that has been sorely missing

from federal transportation policy for decades.

Congress should require states to dedicate funding to repairing and maintaining existing systems before
building new or expanded roadways and bridges. Continuing to expand the highway system while neglecting
maintenance results in states returning to Congress every few years for additional funding to address
avoidable, self-made problems.

6WDWHYV VKRXOG DOVR EH UHTXLUHG WR LPSOHPHQW D [ LW UVW VYV
operate and maintain new infrastructure capacity throughout its useful life while maintaining the rest of their
system in a state of good repair. The federal transit program requires exactly this: major new projects are
evaluated before receiving federal funding to ensure that the transit agency can operate and maintain the

new asset while continuing to operate and maintain the rest of the transit system. Even with this evaluation,
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some projects get through that probably should not. But in the highway program, there is no attempt to

vet new projects. A highway agency can brazenly say they plan to build a new bridge while a bridge next to

LW LV FORVHG GXH WR VWUXFWXUDO LVVXHV :KLOH WKDW PLJKW QR
under the bipartisan federal transportation program. That is ridiculous. Congress should give taxpayers real
guarantees that the taxpayer funds they are taking (or, these days, the debt they are building) will accomplish

the outcomes that they repeatedly promise.

Prioritize data transparency and reporting standards

Reliable, timely data are essential to effectively understanding the scope of needs within the federal

transportation system. Yet states have consistently fallen short due to gaps, inconsistencies, and a lack

RI WUDQVSDUHQF\ LQ UHSRUWLQJ ZKLFK FRPSOLFDWH RYHUVLJKW 6
XQFOHDU KRZ H[SDQVLRQV UHSDLUV RU VDIHW\ LPSURYHPHQWYV DUF}
some states seem to lose thousands of miles of roadway. It is hard to believe we can expect conditions to

improve if states can’'t even keep track of what they have.

Congress should require the FHWA to collect standardized information on how many lane-miles of highways
we have, what condition they are in, and exactly how they are spending taxpayer funds. This is particularly
galling at a time when Congress is unwilling to raise the funds they claim we need and, instead, spends future
dollars that will be even more needed to maintain the new things being built. Only with accurate, current, and
comprehensive data can agencies hope to spend their funding wisely, and can the public hold transportation
agencies and Congress accountable for producing the results they have been promised for so long.
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