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Testimony in Support of HB 1425 

Infrastructure Grants – Federal Infrastructure Investment and Coordination Unit – 

Established 

 

Dear Chair McIntosh, Vice Chair Chang, and honorable members of Appropriation Committee,  

 

HB 1425 will allow the state of Maryland to more effectively and transparently track, and 

eventually spend, the significant anticipated inflows of federal infrastructure dollars to our state. 

Oversight of federal aid to key infrastructure initiatives is essential to ensure that our state makes 

the best and highest use for the once-in-a-generation opportunity to fund a healthy, sustainable 

and equitable future for all Marylanders.  

  

Thanks to our federal partners, Maryland is positioned to receive unprecedented funding through 

the Federal Infrastructure, Investment, and Jobs Act. These funds will enable us to build, repair 

and maintain the foundations of our livelihoods and economy, including transportation, 

communications, climate resilience and environmental stewardship.   

 

HB 1425 will establish a Federal Infrastructure Investment and Coordination Unit in the 

Governor’s Grants Office. This unit will work to establish a public online dashboard to track the 

billions of dollars that state and local governments can access through the 25 competitive grant 

programs1. These programs are meeting needs across the state that have long gone underfunded. 

The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities highlights the importance for states to improve 

infrastructure that will impact lives of everyday Marylanders and bolster long-term economic 

growth and just opportunity for our labor force2. This important investment requires a transparent 

state and local stewardship over vital federal dollars. 

  

The proposed Federal Infrastructure Investment and Coordination Unit will also track 

competitive funds available to the state, project matching requirements, coordinate with its 

federal counterparts, state agencies, and the General Assembly, and establish a strategy to pursue 

the greatest amount of grant funding possible.  

  

While President Biden established a temporary executive position to oversee federal funds, we  



 

must create a state counterpart to ensure the usage of these funds most aligns with our state’s 

priorities. The unit will ensure funding meets the states priorities in furthering environmental 

protections, economic development, socioeconomic and racial justice, and historic preservation. 

  

I come before this Committee as the only member of the General Assembly who does not own a 

car; I depend on public transit, walking, biking and rideshare to get where I need to go. Nearly 

30% of the residents of my jurisdiction also do not have access to a privately owned vehicle. 

Infrastructure investment - such as reconnecting communities destroyed by the highway to 

nowhere, and restoring a planned east-west rail line in our great city - is the key not only to the 

future of the Baltimore metro region, but to our entire state.  

 

I thank the Committee for its consideration, and respectfully request a favorable report. 

 

 



 
 

 
Infrastructure Grants – Federal Infrastructure Investment and Coordination Unit – 

Established 

HB 1425 - FAQ 

 

 

What will HB 1425 do? 
 

● This bill establishes a Federal Infrastructure Investment and Coordination Unit in the 

Governor’s Grants Office  

● The unit’s primary responsibility will be to track the allocation of federal funds from the 

Federal Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act in which Maryland will receive over 

$7.9 billion over the next 5 years.  

● The unit will assist state agencies in bidding for competitive grant funds under this act  

● The Unit will also establish an online dashboard functioning as a “one-stop shop” for an 

overview of infrastructure grants funded in part or entirely by this act.  

 

Key priority areas Maryland will receive Federal funding through the Infrastructure 

Investment and Jobs Act:  
 

● Strengthening the network of electric vehicle chargers  

● Promoting healthy sustainable transportation  

● Improving access to reliable high-speed internet 

● Supporting infrastructure to mitigate the impacts of climate change, and cyber-attacks 

● Eliminating lead service lines and pipes to ensure clean drinking water for all residents 

● Improving airports  

● Advancing socioeconomic and racial justice goals 

 

Why is HB 1425 important?  
 

● Maryland is receiving a historic amount of federal funding to support infrastructure 

improvements throughout the State. Establishing a dedicated unit to manage these 

incoming federal funds will create a more coordinated effort of the distribution of these 

incoming funds 

● The establishment of an online dashboard by this unit will allow for transparency to the 

public, in how funds from the Federal Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act are 

allocated 

 
 



 

Program information as of January 20th, 2022 

 

FACT SHEET:  

Competitive Infrastructure Funding Opportunities for Local 

Governments 

The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law includes billions of dollars in competitive funding 

available to cities, towns, and municipalities across dozens of new and existing 

programs. As local governments begin to rebuild and reinvest in their communities, the 

Biden-Harris Administration stands ready to support local leaders as they combine 

funding streams, organize around their priorities, and build local support for long 

overdue infrastructure projects.  

At the U.S. Conference of Mayors Winter Meeting, White House Infrastructure 

Implementation Coordinator and former New Orleans Mayor Mitch Landrieu will 

highlight 25 already available or soon-to-be-available sources of funding that local 

governments – particularly cities – can compete or apply for directly. Listed below is the 

latest available information on these key programs, including links to agency websites, 

application timing, and descriptions. Highlighted programs were selected based on their 

size and cross-cutting objectives. Using these available sources of funds, cities can begin 

to plan to build in-line with President Biden’s economic, equity, climate and resilience, 

Made in America, and labor goals. The White House will also be releasing a 

comprehensive guidebook of all available funding from the Bipartisan Infrastructure 

Law in the coming weeks. 

The federal government cannot build a better America alone – it needs state and local 

leadership to act as coordinators and help prepare communities to benefit from 

transformative infrastructure funding. Outlined below is a short overview of how cities 

and towns can begin to prepare, as well as contact information for relevant federal 

agencies. The support of mayors is essential to fulfilling the Biden-Harris 

Administration’s goal of equitably rebuilding America on time, on task, and on budget. 

Building back better is going to be a multi-year effort, and we need the help of all local 

leaders to start building the foundation for years to come.  
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25 Competitive Infrastructure Funding Opportunities for Local 

Governments1 

Transportation 

1. Rebuilding American Infrastructure Sustainably and Equitably 
(RAISE) Grants– This existing competitive grant program at the Department 
of Transportation provides $7.5 billion with an additional $7.5 billion subject to 
Congressional approval in funding for road, rail, transit, and other surface 
transportation of local and/or regional significance. Selection criteria safety, 
sustainability, equity, economic competitiveness, mobility, and community 
connectivity. Applications will open in the first quarter of 2022.   
 

2. Port Infrastructure Development Program Grants – This existing $2 
billion Department of Transportation program funds investment in the 
modernization and expansion of U.S. ports to remove supply chain bottlenecks, 
ensure long-term competitiveness, resilience, and sustainability while reducing 
impacts to the environment and neighboring communities. The infrastructure 
law expanded the program’s eligibilities to include projects that improve goods 
movement, as well as port electrification projects, idling reduction solutions, 
equipment charging infrastructure and related worker training initiatives. The 
Department of Transportation expects to open applications in 
February 2022. 
 

3. Bus & Bus Facilities Competitive Grants – This existing $2 billion program 
at the Department of Transportation provides capital funding to replace, 
rehabilitate, purchase, or lease buses and bus related equipment and to 
rehabilitate, purchase, construct, or lease bus-related facilities – as well as capital 
funding for low or no emissions bus projects. Fiscal Year 2021 grant selections 
will be announced soon. Applications are expected to open for the Fiscal 
Year 2022 grant program in the first quarter of 2022. 

 
4. National Infrastructure Project Assistance (also known as 

“Megaprojects” or MEGA)– This $5 billion competitive grant program 
supports multi-modal, multi-jurisdictional projects of regional or national 
significance. Communities are eligible to apply for funding to complete critical 
large projects that would otherwise be unachievable without assistance. 
Selection criteria for the program will be posted on the Department of 
Transportation website in February 2022. 
 

5. Infrastructure for Rebuilding America (INFRA) Grants – This 
Department of Transportation program supports highway and rail projects of 
regional and economic significance. Applications will open in the first 
quarter of 2022. Learn more about how to apply here. 
 

                                                           
1 Funding amounts includes programs’ contract authority, advanced appropriations and mandatory appropriations. Funding 

subject to appropriations not included.  
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6. Safe Streets and Roads for All – This new $5 billion competitive grant 
program at the Department of Transportation will provide funding directly to and 
exclusively for local governments to support their efforts to advance “vision zero” 
plans and other complete street improvements to reduce crashes and fatalities, 
especially for cyclists and pedestrians. Applications are expected to open in 
May 2022.  

 
7. Charging and Fueling Infrastructure Grants – In addition to the $5 billion 

formula program distributed to states, this $2.5 billion discretionary grant 
program at the Department of Transportation will fund the strategic deployment 
of publicly accessible electric vehicle charging infrastructure, as well as hydrogen, 
propane, and natural gas fueling infrastructure, along designated alternative fuel 
corridors and in communities.  The Department is seeking comments on 
program design by January 28th here, and after January 28th here.  
  

8. Clean School Bus Program – This new $5 billion competitive grant program 
at the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) will provide funding to replace 
existing school buses with low- or zero-emission school buses. Applications for 
funding will be made available here later this spring.  
 

9. Reconnecting Communities – The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law creates a 
first-ever $1 billion program at the Department of Transportation to reconnect 
communities divided by transportation infrastructure – particularly historically 
disadvantaged communities too often nearly destroyed or cut in half by a 
highway. This new competitive program will provide dedicated funding to state, 
local, metropolitan planning organizations, and tribal governments for planning, 
design, demolition, and reconstruction of street grids, parks, or other 
infrastructure to address these legacy impacts. Applications will open in the 
second quarter of 2022.  
 

10. Rural Surface Transportation Grant - This new $2 billion competitive grant 
program at the Department of Transportation will improve and expand surface 
transportation infrastructure in rural areas, increasing connectivity, improving 
safety and reliability of the movement of people and freight, and generate 
regional economic growth. This amount includes specific set asides for small 
projects ($200 million), rural roadway lane departure improvements ($300 
million), and the Appalachian Development Highway System ($500 million). 
Applications will open in the first quarter of 2022.   

 
Climate, Energy & Environment 

1. Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities Program – This 
existing Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) program will 
distribute $1 billion to support communities undertaking hazard mitigation 
projects to reduce the risks they face from disasters and other natural hazards. 
FY21 applications are open until January 28th, 2022 and hundreds of millions of 

dollars in funding remains available. Communities will apply as sub-applicants 
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under their states. Applications for FY22 are expected to open no later 
than September 30th, 2022.  
 

2. Flood Mitigation Assistance – $3.5 billion from this existing FEMA program 
can be used for projects that reduce or eliminate the risk of repetitive flood 
damage to buildings insured by the National Flood Insurance Program. FY21 

applications are open until January 28th, 2022. Communities will apply as sub-
applicants under their states. Applications for FY22 are expected to open 
no later than September 30th, 2022. 
 

3. Brownfields Remediation Program – This existing EPA program will 

provide $1.2 billion in grants and technical assistants to communities to assess 

and safely clean-up contaminated properties and offer job training programs. 

Communities are currently able to request funding for Targeted Brownfields 

Assessments through their regional EPA office. Additional competitive 

funding opportunities will be announced this spring.   

 

4. Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants – This Department of 
Energy block grant program will provide $550 million to states, local 

governments, and tribes for projects that reduce energy use, increase energy 
efficiency, and cut pollution. The first funding opportunity is expected for 
release in the Fall of 2022.    
 

5. Grants for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Improvements in 
Schools – This new Department of Energy Program will provide $500 million 
for local government education agencies and nonprofit partners to make energy 
efficiency, renewable energy, and clean vehicle upgrades and improvements at 

public schools. The opportunity to apply for funding is expected to be 
open in the Fall of 2022.  
 

6. Energy Improvement in Rural or Remote Areas – This new Department 
of Energy program will provide $1 billion to entities in rural or remote areas 

(defined as cities, towns, or unincorporated areas with fewer than 10,000 
inhabitants) to increase environmental protection from the impacts of energy use 
and improve resilience, reliability, safety, and availability of energy. 
Applications for funding are expected to be open in the Fall of 2022.   
 

7. Grants for Energy Efficiency and Resilience Code Adoption – This 
Department of Energy program will provide $225 million to state energy 
agencies, in partnership with local building code agencies, codes and standards 

developers, utilities, and other entities, to enable sustained, cost-effective 
implementation of updated building energy codes to save customers money on 
their energy bills. Applications for funding are expected to be open by 
the end of 2022.  
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8. Regional Clean Hydrogen Hubs – This new Department of Energy program 
will provide $8 billion to support the development of at least four regional clean 
hydrogen hubs to improve clean hydrogen production, processing, delivery, 
storage, and end use. Applications for funding will open in the Summer 
of 2022.  

 

9. Community Wildfire Defense Grant Program – This new $1 billion 
program at the Department of Agriculture will provide grants to communities at 

risk from wildfire to develop or revise their community wildfire protection plans 
and carry out projects described within those plans. It will include a mix of 
formula and competitive funds. Applications are expected to open early in 
2023.  

Broadband, Cyber, and Other Programs 

1. ReConnect Program – This existing Department of Agriculture program will 

provide almost $2 billion in loans and grants for projects that provide broadband 

in rural areas.  Applications will likely open in the 3rd quarter of 2022 

(and towns in rural areas can apply to the current $1.15B in loans and 

grant funding, application deadline: February 22, 2022). 

 

2. Middle Mile Grants Program – This new $1 billion program at the 

Department of Commerce provides grants for the construction, improvement or 

acquisition of middle mile broadband infrastructure. Applications will likely 

open during the second quarter of 2022. 

 

3. State and Local Cybersecurity Grant Program – This new $1 billion 

program at the Department of Homeland Security makes available federal funds 

to state, local, and tribal governments to address cybersecurity risks and 

cybersecurity threats to information systems that they own or operate. 

Applications will likely open during the third quarter of 2022. 

 

4. Smart Grid Investment Grant Program and Energy Sector 
Operational Support For Cyber Resilience Program – These two 
Department of Energy programs will provide $3 billion and $50 million, 
respectively, for electric utilities, including municipal and co-operative utilities, 

to modernize the electricity grid and increase resilience to cybersecurity threats. 
Applications for the Smart Grid program are expected to be open by 
the end of 2022, and applications for the Cyber Resilience program 
are expected to be open in the Summer of 2022.  
 

5. Water & Groundwater Storage and Conveyance – This existing $1 billion 

program at the Department of Interior provides funding for water storage 

projects with capacity between 2,000 and 30,000 acre-feet – as well as projects 
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convey water to or from surface water or groundwater storage. The 

Department will hold its final stakeholder sessions this month and 

open applications later this spring.  

 

6. Emergency Watershed Protection Program – This existing Department of 

Agriculture program will provide $300 million in technical and financial 

assistance to project sponsors for the design and construction of measures to help 

repair damages from a recent disaster. Applications open in February.  

Other Opportunities  

The law further significantly increased the amount of non-competitive formula funding 

that will flow first to states and then on to cities and local governments. Examples 
include funding available through Surface Transportation Block Grant sub-allocations 
for local governments, which now include significantly expanded the flexibilities for 
cities to determine how these funds can be used, as well as increases for states’ Clean 
Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds. We encourage cities to reach out to 

the state or regional offices for various federal agencies, as well as state governments’ 
infrastructure coordinators, to better understand forthcoming increases in formula 
funding.  

 

Getting Ready to Apply for and Receive Federal Infrastructure Funds 

Building a better America is a shared endeavor no one can do alone, and investing 
federal infrastructure dollars will require significant coordination between cities, states, 
Tribal governments, community stakeholders, and other key partners.  
 
Earlier this month, the White House Infrastructure Implementation Coordinator sent a 

letter to Governors recommending a series of preparatory actions, including appointing 
infrastructure coordinators to manage the flow of funds to their states. Cities can also 
begin to coordinate across their departments and with metropolitan planning 
organizations (MPO) to: 

1. Prioritize your community’s capital needs and develop a project pipeline – taking 
time to think about the projects previously considered impossible due to lack of 
funding or regional coordination. This is a once-in-a-generation funding 
opportunity that will require bold, inclusive thinking. 

2. Use the forthcoming Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Guidebook to identify federal 
funding streams to target. 

3. Ensure all transit, railway, road, highway, and bridge projects are a part of your 
MPO’s Transportation Improvement Plan. 

4. Begin mapping sites for electric vehicle and alternative fuel charging stations.  
5. Inventory and map the lead pipes in your city. Read through the Biden-Harris 

Lead Pipe and Paint Action Plan here for additional federal resources for this 
effort.  

6. Work with your state’s broadband agency to ensure your city or region’s needs 
are appropriately mapped and inventoried.  
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7. Establish relationships with the regional offices for key federal agencies, who can 
help direct you to resources and provide technical assistance.  

  
The American Rescue Plan also provided over $350 billion in critical resources to every 
state, county, city, and unit of local government to support their response to the COVID-
19 public health emergency, including in making the investments needed to ensure a 
durable and equitable economic recovery. Cities should look to leverage those resources 
to help prepare for the transformative investments included in the Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law including training the workers needed to build high quality 
infrastructure; hiring back the public sector workers needed to help manage potential 
federal investments; and getting a jump start on water, sewer, and broadband projects 
that could complement investments from the infrastructure law.  
 
We recognize local capacity may be strained due to the pandemic, historic 
underinvestment, or just the challenges of day-to-day governance. A city’s lack of 
capacity to apply for federal funds can create significant inequities – and for many 
communities, this will be their first time applying for funds from a suite of federal 
agencies. While many funding streams in the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law specifically 
set aside funds for disadvantaged communities, the White House Infrastructure 
Implementation Team will be engaging states, Tribal governments, territories, federal 
agencies, philanthropies, and others to leverage all available resources to quickly deliver 
the necessary technical assistance and capacity to underserved communities.  
 
 
Agency Contact Information 
 
Environmental Protection Agency: State&Local@epa.gov 
Department of Transportation: intergov@dot.gov 
Department of Interior: OIEA@ios.doi.gov 
Department of Commerce: CommerceIGA@doc.gov 
Department of Energy: DL-RegionalSpecialists@hq.doe.gov 
Department of Agriculture: EIA@usda.gov 
Department of Homeland Security: dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov 
 

### 
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POLICY FUTURES

It’s Time for States to Invest in Infrastructure
UPDATED MARCH 19, 2019 | BY ELIZABETH MCNICHOL

Every state needs infrastructure
improvements that can pay off
economically in private-sector
investment and productivity growth.

State investment in transportation, public buildings, water treatment systems, and other forms of vital infrastructure is
key to creating good jobs and promoting full economic recovery. States should reject the �awed economic growth
strategy of cutting taxes and offering corporate giveaways, and instead identify and make investments in infrastructure
that provide the foundation for a strong economy. It’s a good time for states to make those investments.

The condition of roads, bridges, schools, water treatment plants, and
other physical assets greatly in�uences the economy’s ability to
function and grow. Commerce requires well-maintained roads,
railroads, airports, and ports so that manufacturers can obtain raw
materials and parts and deliver �nished products to consumers.
Growing communities rely on well-functioning water and sewer
systems. State-of-the art schools free from crowding and safety
hazards improve educational opportunities for future workers. Every state needs infrastructure improvements that can
pay off economically in private-sector investment and productivity growth.

States may be hoping that a promised federal plan to invest more in roads, bridges, and other public infrastructure will
materialize. More federal help would be welcome, but states should take the lead in this area because the type and
amount of assistance they’d receive under any new federal initiative remain unclear. The President’s �scal year 2019
infrastructure proposal, for example, claimed to invest $1.5 trillion in real new federal infrastructure resources, but it is a
mirage: the budget in fact would have cut total federal funding for infrastructure in the long run. (The proposal would
have added $200 billion in “new” federal funds that the Administration claimed could support at least $1.5 trillion in
investment, but in the long run it would have deeply cut the Highway Trust Fund — and suggests that states and
localities would have to �ll the gap. ) President Trump also noted the need for infrastructure investment in his 2020
budget, which again calls for allocating $200 billion but provides no new details on how it would be used.

But rather than investing in infrastructure, many states have cut taxes and have offered corporate subsidies in a
misguided approach to boosting economic growth. Tax cuts will spur little to no economic growth and take money away
from schools, universities, and other public investments essential to producing the talented workforce that businesses
need.  This pattern of neglect of infrastructure by states — the primary stewards (along with their local government
partners) of the nation’s infrastructure — has serious consequences for the nation’s growth and quality of life as roads
crumble, school buildings become obsolete, and outdated facilities jeopardize public health.

States should address unmet infrastructure needs now for several reasons:

The investment will improve state economies, now and in the future. Higher-quality and more e�cient infrastructure
will boost productivity in states that make the needed investments, lifting long-term economic growth and wages. In
the short term, even though overall employment has recovered, millions of Americans are working less than they
would like and making less than it takes to get by. Key infrastructure investments would provide immediate job
opportunities.

Opportunities to �nance infrastructure investment abound. States often pay for building new schools, roads,
airports, water treatment facilities, and the like using debt, a sound practice for �nancing infrastructure that can
serve generations. Today’s historically low interest rates are especially favorable to such borrowing, and state and
local debt is below pre-recession levels. But with the Federal Reserve raising interest rates, this opportunity may

[1]

[2]
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diminish soon. States also have many other revenue sources available including user fees, like tolls, as well as
federal grants.

Most states are in a relatively strong position to afford these investments. The nation’s economy has slowly
recovered from the Great Recession, �nally lifting state revenues above pre-recession levels, better enabling states
on average to afford infrastructure investments. The long recovery has improved state revenues signi�cantly, but
the pace of state tax growth is slowing.  In many states revenues remain insu�cient to adequately cover the costs
of needed services such as education and health care, and still make the necessary infrastructure investments.
These states will need to consider tax increases to preserve public capital that is crucial to long-term economic
growth while meeting other needs.

A number of states have recognized the historic opportunity and need for infrastructure investments. For example,
Washington is in the midst of a multi-year transportation improvement initiative. And more than half of the states have
raised their gas taxes, a key source of funds for road construction, since 2013.

But overall, states are cutting infrastructure spending as a share of the economy, the opposite of what is needed.
Spending by state and local governments on all types of capital dropped from its high of 3 percent of the nation’s gross
domestic product (GDP) in the late 1960s to less than 2 percent in 2017. Falling federal spending on infrastructure is
exacerbating the problem.

States must turn their attention back to the type of infrastructure investments that will boost productivity, support
business growth, create jobs, provide a healthier environment, and improve opportunities for all of their residents. The
speci�c investments needed will differ from state to state depending on factors like the condition of the existing
infrastructure and the mix of industries in the region, but states continue to ignore needed investments at the country’s
peril.

Investment in Public Infrastructure Is Falling, With Real Consequences
In the decades after World War II, the United States built an interstate highway system, hundreds of airports, a massive
network of waterworks, and expanded port facilities and other infrastructure that signi�cantly boosted the country’s
economic output. Much of this infrastructure is in dire need of repair. In addition, better functioning infrastructure,
including more e�cient public transit systems and more environmentally friendly water and sewer systems, could boost
economic growth and quality of life. Despite these needs, governments at all levels are failing to make the improvements
that the nation’s roads, bridges, and other infrastructure need.

The Nation’s Infrastructure Needs Improvement
Across the United States, years of neglect have resulted in crumbling roads, bridges in need of repair, inadequate public
transport, outdated school buildings, and other critical infrastructure needs.

In its most recent report card on the condition of America’s infrastructure, the American Society of Civil Engineers
(ASCE) gave U.S. infrastructure a D+ or “poor” rating. The engineers estimated the cost of bringing America’s
infrastructure to a state of good repair (a grade of B) by 2025 at $4.6 trillion, of which only about 55 percent has been
committed.  Improving roads and bridges alone would require $1.1 trillion more than states, localities, and the federal
government have allocated. Schools need another $380 billion beyond what’s been invested. (See Figure 1 and Table 2 in
the Appendix.)

Other studies have supported and built on the ASCE �ndings. For instance, America’s drinking water treatment and
distribution systems need $473 billion in investments over the next 20 years, according to the Environmental Protection
Agency.  Over half of America’s public schools need to be repaired, renovated, or modernized, according to a U.S.
Department of Education survey.  And almost 20 percent of the country’s roads are in poor condition, according to the
Federal Highway Administration’s most recent survey.

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]
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These needs vary signi�cantly by state because of differences in size, congestion, and age of existing infrastructure. For
example, 54 percent of the roads in Rhode Island are in poor condition, while only 9 percent of roads in North Carolina
are, according to ASCE. Ohio needs over $100 billion to improve its drinking water treatment facilities while Georgia —
with a population similar to Ohio — needs just over $20 billion. The ASCE report card also includes information on state
infrastructure needs and investment.

State and Local Governments Are the Primary Stewards of the Country’s Infrastructure
State and local governments are the stewards of most of the country’s
public capital.

They own over 90 percent of non-defense public infrastructure assets,
 and although the federal government assists in the building and

maintenance of these assets, state and local governments pay 75
percent of the cost of maintaining and improving them.  (See Figure
2.)

States and localities spend the vast majority of their capital dollars —
85 percent — on key building blocks of a state’s economy: schools,
transportation, and drinking water treatment and distribution. (See
Table 1.)

Not surprisingly, current investment varies signi�cantly by state, based
on factors like the size and population density of a state or the age of
existing infrastructure. But some differences result from the
willingness of the state to identify and fund needed investments.
Overall, investments have been declining as needs have risen. Figure 3
shows the portion of total state spending devoted to capital spending
in 2014. Several large states with small populations — Alaska, North
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming — spent over 15 percent of their
budget on capital expenses. At the other end of the spectrum, three
states — Michigan, Rhode Island, and New Hampshire — spent less
than 7 percent.

FIGURE 1

[8]

FIGURE 2

[9]

[10]
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TABLE 1

State and Local Governments Account for Nearly 75% of Public Infrastructure Spending
(billions, 2004)
  Public  
  Federal State and Local Private
Schools $0.4 $75.5 $23.8
Highways 30.2 36.5 n/a
Drinking Water 2.6 25.4 n/a
Mass Transit 7.6 8.0 0.0
Energy 1.7 7.7 69.0
Telecommunications 3.9 n/a 68.6
Other 16.1 17.2 12.1
Total $62.5 $170.3 $173.5

Source: Congressional Budget O�ce, 2008

FIGURE 3
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How States Pay for Infrastructure Projects
States pay for public buildings, facilities, roads, and other infrastructure somewhat differently than they fund other types of
spending. For example, they use debt more frequently and often rely on user fees like tolls to fund infrastructure. In addition, the
federal government provides grants for roads, transit, and other infrastructure. But state revenues are required, regardless of the
funding method that’s used. Borrowing must be repaid and federal grants often require matching funds.

Borrowing. There are sound reasons why states and localities borrow to pay for infrastructure, rather than use annual tax collections
and other revenues. Public buildings, roads, and bridges are used for decades but entail large upfront costs; borrowing enables the
state to spread out those costs. As a result, taxpayers who will use the infrastructure in the future help pay for it, which promotes
intergenerational equity. Borrowing also makes infrastructure projects more affordable by reducing the pressure on a state’s budget
in any given year. On average, states �nance 27 percent of their capital spending with bond proceeds.

Some states, either by law or by tradition, do not usually issue general obligation bonds for infrastructure or other spending. Twenty-
two states report that they maintain a formal or informal policy of funding infrastructure on a pay-as-you-go basis, according to a
2014 National Association of State Budget O�cers (NASBO) survey.  This means they look exclusively or primarily to cash on hand
from taxes, fees, grants, or other sources to pay for capital projects. Bond proceeds make up less than 10 percent of funding for
capital projects in 16 states.

Taxes and Fees. On average, states �nance only a small share (5 percent) of infrastructure with general fund taxes (typically sales or
income taxes not designated for speci�c purposes). However, this practice varies by state. States that shy away from borrowing for
infrastructure projects depend much more heavily on general fund taxes to pay for building and maintaining infrastructure. General
fund spending makes up more than 20 percent of funding for capital projects in six states — Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, New Jersey,
Tennessee, and Wyoming.

More typically, the general fund share is small and other state funds make up over a third of funding for capital projects. This
includes taxes designated for infrastructure such as gas taxes or user fees like tolls, water and sewer fees, or facility entry fees.

Grants. The federal government is an active partner with states in building and maintaining infrastructure. States use federal grants
to pay for some 28 percent of their infrastructure spending. The federal government provides grants for road and public transit
projects, for utilities, and a host of other capital expenditures.

Public-Private Partnerships. In addition, the private sector sometimes partners with states and localities to jointly fund a needed
infrastructure project. Or, in some cases, the private sector builds or maintains a road or a public facility in return for collecting tolls
or other user fees associated with the facility. (Any state spending related to public-private partnerships is not identi�ed separately
by NASBO in the chart above.)

a

b

b
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a National Association of State Budget O�cers, “Capital Budgeting in the States,” Spring 2014.

b National Association of State Budget O�cers, “State Expenditure Report,” 2017.

Infrastructure Spending Is Down Across Government
Federal infrastructure investment has fallen by half ― from 1 percent to 0.5 percent of GDP ― over the last 35 years,
leaving more of the task to state and local governments.  For example, federal spending on transportation and water
infrastructure has fallen in real terms since 2003, and the federal gas tax has not been increased since 1992. The �ve-
year federal transportation bill enacted in 2015 falls short of providing the amount needed to maintain and expand the
nation’s road system. And even the new investments in the 2015 legislation will be at risk in future years because they
are paid for with cuts in other parts of the budget, rather than an increase in the gas tax. The Congressional Budget
O�ce estimates that the federal Highway Trust Fund will be insolvent after 2021; that is, the projected costs will exceed
revenue from federal gas and other taxes and interest generated by the fund.

In the 1990s, when the economy was particularly strong, states and localities increased their investments. But this trend
ended after the turn of the century, except for a temporary boost fueled by federal infrastructure funding to states and
localities from the 2009 Recovery Act. Spending by state and local governments on all types of capital fell from 2.4
percent of GDP in the early 2000s to 1.87 percent in 2017 and is now lower than it has been since the 1950.  (See
Figure 4.)

Total capital spending as a share of state GDP fell in all but nine states between 2002 and 2016, with the largest drops in
Nevada, Arizona, Utah, and Florida. These states’ revenues were hit particularly hard by the Great Recession, resulting in
cuts in all parts of the budget, especially after the federal Recovery Act funds were depleted. But capital spending has
not bounced back in these states — or most others — even as the economy has recovered. (See Figure 5.)

[11]
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Investment in Public Infrastructure Fuels Economic Growth
The condition of roads, bridges, schools, water treatment plants, and other physical assets greatly affects the economy’s
ability to function and grow. Commerce requires well-maintained roads, railroads, airports, and ports so that
manufacturers can obtain raw materials and parts, and deliver �nished products to consumers. Improving many types of
public infrastructure boosts the productivity of businesses by reducing their costs. Growing communities rely on well-
functioning water and sewer systems. State-of-the art schools free from crowding and safety hazards improve
educational opportunities for future workers. Better roads and public transit make it feasible (or more e�cient) for
workers to get from their home communities to more of the places where the jobs are. Carefully targeted initiatives to
maintain and improve public infrastructure boost a state’s long-term productivity, resulting in more economic growth and
higher-wage jobs. In the short term, when conditions are right, public infrastructure investments also can create needed
jobs.

Well-Targeted Public Investment in Infrastructure Improves 
Private Productivity, Research Shows

FIGURE 5
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Recent research has found that infrastructure investments generally result in a more productive economy, which typically
means higher wages and a better quality of life.

The interactions between public infrastructure investments and private-sector growth are, however, highly complex and
di�cult to quantify. Early studies on the topic showed mixed results,  but on balance, studies conducted between the
late 1990s and 2007 tended to con�rm a relationship between public infrastructure investment and economic growth.
“Although not all studies �nd a growth-enhancing effect of public capital, there is more of a consensus in the recent
literature than in the older literature,” a 2007 survey of over 75 studies of the relationship concluded.

The search for ways to restore economic growth following the 2007-09 recession prompted additional research on this
topic. Many of these more recent studies found that spending on public infrastructure has a positive and statistically
signi�cant effect on productivity and, thus, economic growth.  Although the magnitude of the effects found in
individual studies differed, the general �ndings of the most recent studies are that an increase in the value of existing
current capital stock (roads, bridges, and other infrastructure) would increase productivity growth.

Economists prepared a number of estimates of the impact of an additional dollar of infrastructure spending on GDP
growth in 2008 during the debate over a federal �scal stimulus package. These estimates found that in the depths of the
Great Recession, a dollar in infrastructure investment would result in $1.50 in GDP growth, according to the Council of
Economic Advisers.  Similarly, Moody’s, a leading private econometric �rm, estimated the effect at $1.60.  The
Congressional Budget O�ce found that that the impact ranged from a low estimate of $1.00 to 2.50.

Even when the economy is at or near full employment, investment in infrastructure increases the productivity of
companies and workers and thus the rate of growth of the economy. This is especially true now when there is such
signi�cant room for improvement in the country’s transportation, water treatment, and other assets. Poor roads, bridges,
and transit greatly in�uence a company’s ability to do business. Outdated water treatment systems and schools hurt the
health and quality of life of a community and its residents.

Other key points for state policymakers to keep in mind include:

A portion of the economic bene�ts may spill over into neighboring states. The majority of the studies of the
effects of infrastructure investment focus on national spending, but some have looked speci�cally at the effect of
infrastructure spending in U.S. states or cities.  Generally, the effect of state infrastructure spending on economic
growth was found to be different — often somewhat smaller — than the effect of federal spending because of
something called the “spillover” effect. That is, the bene�ts of improving the roads or other infrastructure of one
state may spill over to neighboring states and improve commerce in both states. Because of the spillover effect,
state investments have a larger impact on national economic growth than on growth in the individual state making
the investment. And, somewhat paradoxically, failing to account for these spillover effects in economic models can
lead to an arti�cially low estimate of the overall effect of state capital spending.

The size of the impact may vary by region. Not surprisingly, a number of studies on the differences among
countries �nd that the largest positive effects occur in places where the quantity and quality of infrastructure lag.
The same would hold true within the United States. Regions that have underinvested in infrastructure historically are
thus ones where increased investments could have the largest payoffs.

States need to evaluate the tradeoffs. State policymakers will need to prioritize infrastructure projects and weigh
their value against other state needs. Since states generally have so underinvested in their infrastructure, there’s
little question that they can identify affordable projects that will boost productivity over time.  At the same time,
many states have also neglected to invest properly in their residents’ education, health, and quality of life. In some
cases, states will need to raise revenue to meet these various needs, and all states will need to evaluate the
tradeoffs involved in choosing various investments over others. In addition, some revenue sources often used to
�nance infrastructure, such as tolls, fall more heavily on low-income taxpayers. States may choose to avoid these
sorts of �nancing options for this reason, or consider ways to offset the negative effects such as by enacting or
expanding targeted tax credits like the Earned Income Tax Credit.

Public Infrastructure Investment Can Spur Job Growth
Under the right conditions, investment in infrastructure boosts employment as soon as building begins, with large public
construction projects generating hundreds of well-paying jobs. Many of the new jobs last only as long as the project is
being constructed, but for major projects they can last for multiple years. Plus, other jobs will be needed to maintain the
structures once they have been built, extending the project’s job-creation impact. The jobs created, mainly in �elds like
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construction, tend to pay middle or high wages so they can boost workers’ standard of living.  This job creation has
the greatest impact on state economies when there’s slack in the economy and many unemployed or underemployed
workers are available to �ll these jobs.

When the economy moves closer to full employment — as it has now — improving the country’s infrastructure generates
better-paying jobs and can reduce inequality. For example, a number of the jobs that will be required to operate, maintain,
and build the country’s infrastructure such as electricians, pump operators, and bus drivers offer competitive wages and
are available to workers without a college degree.  In addition, improvements to transportation systems can address
pockets of higher unemployment that exist even when the country approaches full employment by making it easier for
workers to get to areas with jobs.

When there are readily available workers, projects that bring an in�ux of new money into a state because they are funded
with federal dollars or through borrowing ― as most state infrastructure projects are ― can be particularly effective at
boosting employment and earnings. On the other hand, if a state raises taxes or cuts other spending to pay for some or
all of the project at the outset, the impact on a state’s employment would be smaller but likely still positive, especially if
the taxes raised are those paid by high-income individuals or businesses. If their taxes were lower, businesses or
individuals might otherwise save that money or spend it outside the state. But if these dollars are instead used to pay for
a public construction project, a signi�cant portion goes to in-state workers, improving the local economy as workers
spend their paychecks in the area. Materials and equipment purchased from in-state companies would have a similar
effect.

State infrastructure projects may leverage private funds as well, adding to the economic bene�ts. (See the discussion of
the various funding methods in the box above.)

Investment in Public Infrastructure Can Improve a State’s Quality of Life, the
Environment, and Opportunity
On top of the economic bene�ts, well-designed investments in parks, libraries, schools, and better roads and public
transit can improve residents’ quality of life. There are also a host of ways to improve the country’s environment with
investments in “green” technology for waste treatment, energy production, and public transit.

Improved Quality of Life

New and improved public amenities can bring less tangible but very real bene�ts to state residents. For example, a
community is improved in ways that may be di�cult to measure when children are taught in up-to-date and uncrowded
schools that provide the latest technology as well as good athletic and arts facilities. These sorts of investments can
expand the opportunities available to children and enhance their learning experiences.  An area’s quality of life also
increases when people have easy access to modern libraries and well-designed and maintained parks. And well-
maintained roads, bridges, and public transit that make commutes smoother improve both commerce and quality of life.

A Better Environment

Many types of public infrastructure play a major role in maintaining and improving the country’s environment. Fully one-
quarter of the country’s non-defense public capital directly affects the environment, with water and sewer plants,
conservation and recreation facilities, and power plants making up 11 percent, 6.5 percent, and 3 percent of non-defense
public capital, respectively. Transportation other than roads accounts for another 6.5 percent of non-defense public
capital.

States can improve their local and regional environment by carefully designing new power plants, public transit, and
water and sewer treatment facilities. These bene�ts to the state and region are very real even if they do not always show
up in typical measurements of economic growth and productivity that are studied in the research on the impact of
infrastructure. A cleaner environment can improve the health of residents and improve quality of life by providing places
for recreation and wildlife.

Improved Opportunity for All

A major reason for public (as opposed to private) investment in infrastructure is to ensure that people of all income
levels have access to amenities like good roads, schools, and hospitals. When an investment’s bene�ts are so spread
out over time and place that it is not feasible to pro�t from them, the private sector cannot be relied upon to provide
those investments. Rather, it is up to government at all levels to ensure equal access.
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But even when the public sector plays the leading role in providing for an asset such as elementary and secondary
schools, inequities can arise. For example, a higher percentage of public schools in poor areas are in need of repair than
those in the wealthiest places. (See Figure 6.) Part of the reason for this is that schools are often funded by local
property taxes and property values are lower in poor areas.

In addition, poorer areas are often home to outdated infrastructure beyond schools. For example, aging lead water pipes
are much more common in the lowest-income neighborhoods or cities. This brings the potential for dire health problems
and the associated health and economic costs, as the experience of Flint, Michigan, has demonstrated.  Increased
investment by states that is targeted to low-income areas can help address these problems.

It’s Time for States to Invest More in Infrastructure
A decade from the Great Recession, some states and localities may still be hesitant to take on more debt, despite their
extensive infrastructure needs. That’s a mistake, in part because conditions for borrowing remain good.

States’ and localities’ current interest costs are low. Interest payments on debt averaged just 3.4 percent of current
spending in 2016, the lowest level since Census began tracking this data in 1977. Interest payments made up less
than 5 percent of state and local spending in all states but Illinois.

Total state and local debt is below pre-recession levels. Measured as a share of the economy, state and local debt
has fallen since 2009 and is below pre-recession levels. If borrowing returned to pre-recession levels as a share of
the economy, an additional $790 billion would be available, with which states and localities could address
infrastructure needs. (For comparison, the aggregate value of all bonds issued for school construction and
rehabilitation between 2003 and 2012 was $514 billion.)

Borrowing is inexpensive. For many years, the Federal Reserve has kept the short-term interest rate that banks
charge to borrow from each other very low. This, in turn, has kept the interest rates charged for other types of loans,
including bonds purchased from state and local governments, low as well.  Although the Federal Reserve has
begun raising short-term interest rates, the Congressional Budget O�ce projects that interest rates will remain
below historical levels.

The federal government subsidizes state and local borrowing. The federal government provides that interest from
investments in state and local government bonds is exempt from federal income taxes. The federal tax exemption
effectively subsidizes state and local infrastructure projects, since states and localities otherwise would need to
pay bond investors a higher interest rate. The federal tax bill enacted in 2017 retained this exemption.
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State economies are �nally recovering from the Great Recession. As the nation’s economy has slowly recovered, overall
state revenues have exceeded their pre-recession levels, better enabling states on average to afford infrastructure
investments. But in many states revenues still aren’t su�cient to adequately cover the costs of needed services such as
education, health care, and infrastructure investments, so some states will need to consider tax increases to preserve
the public capital that is crucial to long-term economic growth. And revenue collections remain below historic averages
as a share of the economy in many states, suggesting that there is room for tax increases for important investments in
roads, public transit, schools, and other infrastructure.

Appendix

TABLE 1

Cumulative Infrastructure Needs by System Based on Current Trends Extended to 2025
(dollars in 2010 billions)

Infrastructure Systems Total Needs Estimated Funding Funding Gap
Roads, Bridges, & Transit $2,042 $941 $1,101
Electricity $934 $757 $177
Schools $870 $490 $380
Public Parks & Recreation $114 $12 $102
Airports $157 $115 $42
Dams, Levees, Waterways & Ports $162 $38 $124
Water & Wastewater $150 $45 $105
Rail $154 $125 $29
Hazardous & Solid Waste $7 $4 $3
Total $4,590 $2,526 $2,064

Source: American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) 2017 Report Card for American Infrastructure

1 Data taken from ASCE Failure to Act Series published 2011-16.

2 These numbers are based on the latest available national data collection and brought to current market dollars.

3 Total needs and estimated funding include all costs associated with parks and recreation. Funding gap is capital needs only.

4 Airport needs and gap include anticipated cost of NextGen: $20 billion by 2020 and $40 billion by 2040.

5 Total needs number is based on discussions with the National Committee on Levee Safety.

6 Total needs are federal and non-federal high-hazard dams.

7 Funding only includes publicly funded remediation, not funds from private sector.

8 These numbers are based on market projections and current investment trends.
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TABLE 3

State and Local Capital Spending by State Since 2002 as Percent of Gross Domestic
Product
State 2002 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Alabama 2.72% 2.47% 2.61% 2.51% 2.36% 2.40% 2.89% 2.41% 2.19% 2.18% 2.28% 2.01% 2.00% 1.99%
Alaska 4.92% 3.93% 3.61% 3.40% 3.51% 3.70% 5.01% 4.35% 3.70% 3.61% 4.16% 4.93% 5.53% 5.46%
Arizona 2.91% 2.78% 2.61% 2.73% 2.98% 3.60% 3.55% 2.76% 2.35% 2.13% 2.26% 1.84% 1.71% 1.63%
Arkansas 2.22% 2.18% 1.87% 1.97% 2.21% 2.20% 2.09% 2.20% 2.20% 2.20% 2.11% 2.03% 2.10% 2.05%
California 2.02% 2.28% 2.15% 2.23% 2.29% 2.39% 2.50% 2.35% 2.12% 2.07% 1.87% 1.85% 1.78% 1.82%
Colorado 2.71% 2.83% 2.36% 2.21% 2.57% 2.34% 2.43% 2.42% 2.23% 1.99% 2.01% 2.07% 2.13% 2.05%
Connecticut 1.69% 1.28% 1.21% 1.33% 1.23% 1.31% 1.28% 1.33% 1.39% 1.55% 1.49% 1.49% 1.55% 1.69%
Delaware 1.64% 1.61% 2.01% 2.02% 1.92% 2.11% 1.95% 1.81% 1.76% 1.85% 1.83% 1.47% 1.28% 1.43%
District of Columbia 2.47% 1.62% 1.56% 2.16% 2.06% 2.66% 1.79% 2.07% 2.08% 2.06% 2.45% 2.13% 1.98% 2.13%
Florida 2.90% 2.80% 2.65% 2.60% 3.15% 3.39% 3.26% 2.73% 2.37% 2.05% 1.81% 1.80% 1.77% 1.80%
Georgia 2.65% 2.35% 2.18% 2.20% 3.19% 2.79% 2.79% 2.42% 2.04% 1.97% 1.84% 1.70% 1.64% 1.66%
Hawaii 2.47% 1.73% 1.67% 1.39% 1.73% 2.04% 2.44% 2.49% 2.32% 2.63% 2.37% 2.37% 2.64% 2.66%
Idaho 2.31% 2.47% 2.27% 2.10% 2.23% 2.30% 2.74% 2.57% 2.15% 1.94% 1.77% 1.58% 1.56% 1.60%
Illinois 2.46% 1.99% 1.83% 1.75% 2.03% 2.02% 2.28% 2.12% 1.89% 1.76% 1.74% 1.73% 1.74% 1.84%
Indiana 1.93% 1.82% 1.89% 1.90% 1.88% 2.12% 2.48% 2.02% 1.90% 2.00% 1.68% 1.80% 1.61% 1.69%
Iowa 2.73% 2.37% 2.45% 2.50% 2.48% 2.42% 3.08% 3.03% 3.03% 3.14% 2.79% 2.63% 2.63% 2.71%
Kansas 2.06% 2.48% 2.26% 2.31% 2.20% 2.22% 2.92% 2.77% 2.39% 2.01% 1.92% 2.01% 2.22% 2.35%
Kentucky 2.32% 2.13% 1.81% 2.07% 2.47% 2.74% 2.52% 2.65% 2.44% 2.46% 2.20% 2.09% 2.21% 2.36%
Louisiana 2.10% 2.01% 1.77% 2.09% 2.07% 2.55% 2.97% 2.72% 2.73% 2.66% 2.35% 2.09% 2.15% 2.36%
Maine 1.79% 1.95% 1.61% 1.69% 1.55% 1.42% 1.45% 1.65% 1.94% 1.86% 1.75% 1.53% 1.50% 1.53%
Maryland 2.02% 1.43% 1.61% 1.67% 1.62% 1.58% 1.56% 1.60% 1.49% 2.04% 1.30% 1.36% 1.43% 1.46%
Massachusetts 2.19% 1.84% 1.56% 1.52% 1.51% 1.43% 1.52% 1.48% 1.50% 1.65% 1.55% 1.47% 1.63% 1.55%
Michigan 2.14% 1.89% 1.82% 1.69% 1.61% 1.72% 1.63% 1.63% 1.56% 1.41% 1.29% 1.33% 1.29% 1.35%
Minnesota 2.73% 2.19% 2.13% 2.12% 2.17% 2.48% 2.44% 2.20% 1.92% 1.92% 1.86% 1.86% 1.88% 2.14%
Mississippi 2.59% 2.36% 2.17% 2.78% 3.07% 2.92% 2.92% 3.07% 3.05% 3.01% 2.49% 2.49% 2.68% 2.47%
Missouri 2.20% 2.00% 1.79% 1.99% 1.88% 1.93% 2.35% 2.23% 2.04% 1.88% 1.61% 1.51% 1.47% 1.58%
Montana 2.60% 2.72% 2.59% 2.81% 2.77% 3.10% 3.38% 3.22% 2.87% 2.98% 2.55% 2.52% 2.55% 2.06%
Nebraska 3.28% 3.25% 2.94% 2.83% 3.51% 3.24% 3.36% 3.08% 2.62% 2.56% 2.47% 2.32% 2.62% 2.96%
Nevada 2.89% 2.82% 2.72% 2.55% 2.46% 2.86% 2.87% 3.26% 2.78% 2.55% 1.76% 1.46% 1.66% 1.52%
New Hampshire 1.41% 1.41% 1.41% 1.66% 1.55% 1.42% 1.30% 1.29% 1.44% 1.33% 1.26% 1.07% 1.07% 1.11%
New Jersey 1.72% 1.77% 1.79% 2.05% 1.76% 1.86% 1.90% 1.71% 1.44% 1.39% 1.42% 1.49% 1.55% 1.59%
New Mexico 2.48% 1.98% 2.21% 2.22% 2.99% 3.06% 3.73% 3.53% 3.01% 2.75% 2.47% 2.28% 2.77% 2.32%
New York 2.87% 2.86% 2.59% 2.64% 2.59% 2.77% 3.04% 3.15% 2.93% 2.66% 2.50% 2.18% 2.05% 2.06%
North Carolina 2.05% 2.04% 2.06% 1.99% 2.09% 2.08% 2.14% 1.86% 1.84% 1.80% 1.67% 1.56% 1.47% 1.57%
North Dakota 2.97% 2.53% 2.80% 2.64% 2.76% 2.53% 2.65% 3.15% 2.75% 3.17% 3.14% 3.49% 4.23% 4.80%
Ohio 2.21% 2.07% 2.16% 2.16% 2.19% 2.14% 2.22% 2.37% 2.19% 1.90% 1.89% 1.69% 1.73% 1.72%
Oklahoma 2.47% 1.85% 1.86% 1.91% 2.13% 2.07% 3.12% 2.85% 2.39% 2.10% 2.00% 2.00% 2.26% 2.35%
Oregon 2.38% 2.00% 2.12% 2.26% 2.28% 2.57% 2.99% 2.79% 2.43% 2.27% 2.00% 2.12% 2.01% 1.97%
Pennsylvania 2.21% 1.60% 1.99% 1.86% 1.96% 2.09% 2.21% 2.34% 2.16% 1.98% 1.80% 1.54% 1.73% 1.81%
Rhode Island 1.55% 1.27% 1.27% 1.43% 1.40% 1.59% 1.44% 1.41% 1.57% 1.29% 1.29% 1.29% 1.31% 1.39%
South Carolina 2.84% 2.68% 2.87% 2.66% 2.66% 3.12% 3.42% 2.76% 2.31% 2.05% 2.18% 1.97% 1.89% 2.11%
South Dakota 2.53% 2.44% 2.60% 2.57% 2.60% 2.49% 3.19% 3.33% 3.20% 2.77% 2.80% 2.56% 2.41% 2.74%
Tennessee 1.93% 1.70% 1.60% 1.89% 1.86% 1.90% 2.17% 1.82% 1.79% 1.77% 1.60% 1.56% 1.51% 1.46%
Texas 2.52% 2.39% 2.39% 2.26% 2.20% 2.65% 2.73% 2.52% 2.16% 1.95% 1.91% 1.87% 1.91% 2.14%
Utah 3.07% 2.74% 2.42% 2.43% 2.72% 3.23% 3.88% 3.84% 3.42% 3.26% 2.45% 1.81% 1.83% 1.86%
Vermont 1.78% 1.36% 1.64% 1.81% 2.08% 1.61% 1.66% 1.80% 2.14% 1.72% 1.60% 1.51% 1.73% 1.77%
Virginia 1.90% 1.58% 1.63% 1.67% 1.73% 1.90% 1.78% 1.73% 1.83% 1.91% 1.76% 1.66% 1.65% 1.69%
Washington 2.97% 3.16% 3.05% 2.68% 3.05% 3.07% 3.46% 3.11% 2.87% 2.60% 2.33% 2.22% 2.19% 2.27%
West Virginia 2.42% 2.23% 2.27% 2.47% 2.46% 2.36% 2.43% 2.35% 2.51% 2.66% 2.36% 2.29% 1.96% 2.06%
Wisconsin 2.45% 2.02% 1.91% 1.99% 1.90% 2.01% 2.00% 2.01% 1.99% 1.79% 1.68% 1.75% 1.85% 1.49%
Wyoming 3.58% 3.43% 3.52% 3.00% 3.15% 3.40% 4.80% 4.47% 3.27% 3.18% 3.14% 3.35% 4.20% 4.40%

Sources: US Census, Bureau of Economic Analysis (Census data downloaded from Tax Policy Center database)

Notes: Census data not available for 2001 and 2003. Spending includes state spending of Recovery Act funds. The Census Bureau data on capital spending include the
costs of construction and of the purchase of buildings, equipment, and land and of major alterations.
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