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For information on spending for other types of infra-
structure, including energy and telecommunications 
infrastructure (which is provided primarily by private-
sector firms) and school facilities and equipment (which 
are provided largely by state and local governments), see 
Congressional Budget Office, Issues and Options in 
Infrastructure Investment (May 2008), www.cbo.gov/
publication/19633.

Although this report uses a broad definition of highway 
that includes all roads, in the context of federal spending 
the term is often used to refer only to those roads that are 

4. Freight rail infrastructure is typically owned and operated 
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for oversight of the freight rail system. The Surface 
Transportation Board, a federal agency, is charged with 
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with reviewing proposed railroad mergers. Since 2010, 
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TIGER (Transportation Investment Generating 
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the Federal Budget (June 2014), www.cbo.gov/publication/
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More precisely, the act limits budget authority (the 
authority to incur financial obligations) for programs 
funded by annual appropriations by triggering automatic 

8. The budget authority for almost all federal highway 
programs, most transit programs, and some aviation pro-
grams, however, is classified as mandatory and therefore is 
not subject to the caps on discretionary budget authority. 
Furthermore, although funding for those programs is 
mandatory, outlays under those programs are classified as 
discretionary, so neither are they subject to the automatic 
enforcement procedures—known as sequestration—that 
would reduce mandatory outlays if the caps were not met. 
Because of that split budgetary treatment, nearly all fed-
eral spending for highway programs and most federal 
spending for transit programs is exempt from the provi-
sions of the Budget Control Act of 2011 and from most 
of the standard mechanisms that the Congress uses to 
exert budgetary control. For more information about 
the budgetary treatment of highway and transit programs, 
see Congressional Budget Office, The Highway Trust Fund 
and the Treatment of Surface Transportation Programs in 
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tages; for example, improved public health can lead 
to more productive workers. 

In CBO’s view, the federal government has raised 
productivity by funding infrastructure projects that 
either would not have been pursued by the private 
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ively, yield a greater return than a 
ent made by the private sector.

c Spending on Transportation 
frastructure Measured in 
 
blic spending on infrastructure, 
he method used in its previous 
sportation and water infrastructure, 
tions. As in the past, federal spend-
rom the Office of Management and 
ta on state and local governments’ 
om the Census Bureau.11 However, 
us reports included only those years 

for which such data were available, in this report 
CBO provides estimates of spending by state and 
local governments in years for which such data are 
not yet available (2013 and 2014). 

This report also includes CBO’s estimates of state 
and local spending on water resources for all years 
after 1990, the last year for which such data are 
available; previous reports did not include any 
information on such spending for those years. The 
Census Bureau does report state and local spending 
on water resources, but it does so only within a 
broad category for other natural resources. The 
estimates provided here are based on the trend over 
time for that broader spending category applied to 
the 1990 data on spending for water resources. As a 
result of including those estimates, the amounts 
of total infrastructure spending reported here for 
1991 and subsequent years differ from those pub-
lished in previous CBO reports (see the Appendix 
for details).

n of the method CBO uses to calculate 
ng on infrastructure, see Congressional 
, Public Spending on Transportation and 
ucture (November 2010), Appendix B, 
/publication/21902.
te entities. At the low end, CBO estimates that 
eral investment has a net return of zero—that is, 

at it has no effect on future private-sector output. 
e actual net return for a particular investment 

uld lie outside that range because a project might 
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In 2014, public spending on transportation 
and water infrastructure totaled $416 billion. 
That total includes spending by federal, state, 
and local governments for capital (structures 
and equipment) as well as their spending for 
operation and maintenance. 

Transportation infrastructure accounted for 
about two-thirds ($279 billion) of all public 
spending on transportation and water infra-
structure. Highways (interstate and local roads) 
claimed $165 billion, or about 60 percent of 
that spending on transportation (representing 
40 percent of all public spending on trans-
portation and water infrastructure). After 
highways, the amount of public spending 
allocated to other types of transportation infra-
structure was much lower, with the second-
highest recipient, mass transit, accounting 
for less than 25 percent of outlays for trans-
portation (or 16 percent of total spending on 
transportation and water infrastructure). 

The remaining one-third ($137 billion) of 
total public spending on transportation 
and water infrastructure went to water infra-
structure. At $109 billion (or 26 percent of the 
total), spending on water utilities (water sup-
ply and wastewater treatment facilities) was 
second only to highways as a share of total 
public infrastructure spending. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget an

Includes water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.

Includes water containment systems (dams, levees, reservoirs, and watersheds) and sources of f
rivers).

Billions of Dollars
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e 1950s to 2003, federal purchases 
tion and water infrastructure rose 

y. Since 2003, the prices of materi-
concrete, and cement, for example) 
puts used to build that infrastruc-
wn much more rapidly than prices 

my as a whole, but public spending 
 pace with those rising prices. 

he sharp increase in the cost of 
e, converting infrastructure spend-
minal to real terms using 
e-specific price indexes provides a 
spective than does using a single, 
e price index. Estimates based on 
e-specific price indexes more accu-

rately show changes in the amount of infra-
structure purchased over time. But, by allowing 
for standardization and more meaningful 
comparisons across all types of public spending, 
estimates made using price indexes for the 
goods and services that make up the nation’s 
GDP better illustrate changes in the allocation 
of budgetary resources over time.

The two different adjustments sometimes indi-
cate contradictory trends. Whereas estimates 
adjusted with the GDP price index show that 
public spending on infrastructure rose by 
15 percent from 2003 to 2014, estimates based 
on the infrastructure-specific indexes indicate 
that such spending declined by about 9 percent 
over that same period (although that decline 
was temporarily reversed in 2009 and 2010 
when federal outlays rose under ARRA). 

Whether adjusted to real dollars using 
infrastructure-specific indexes or the GDP price 
index, public spending has generally fallen since 
2011. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget, the Census
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

te: GDP = gross domestic product.

Those price indexes for government spending measure the prices of materials and other inputs used to bu
maintain transportation and water infrastructure.

That price index measures the prices of goods and services that make up the nation’s GDP.
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Public spending on transportation and water 
infrastructure accounted for 2.4 percent of 
GDP in 2014, down from 3.0 percent in 1959 
(its largest share since construction of the 
Interstate Highway System began in 1956). 
Measured as a share of GDP, public spending 
over the past three decades has been fairly sta-
ble at 2.4 percent, although a combination of 
relatively slow growth in the economy and the 
higher federal outlays under the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act temporarily 
boosted spending to 2.7 percent from 2009 to 
2010. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budg
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

te: GDP = gross domestic product.
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Federal, state, and local governments spent 
$181 billion—43 percent of total public 
infrastructure spending—on capital in 2014. 
Spending for operation and maintenance was 
$235 billion, or 57 percent of public spending 
on infrastructure.

Spending for capital includes the purchase of 
new structures (such as highways or dams) and 
equipment (such as buses or railcars), as well as 
the improvement and rehabilitation of struc-
tures and equipment already in place. Spend-
ing for operation and maintenance includes 
the costs of providing services (administering 
the air traffic control system, for example), 
carrying out minor repairs to maintain existing 
capital, and engaging in various other activi-
ties, such as research and development.

The federal government and state and local 
governments allocate resources among catego-
ries of infrastructure spending differently. Both 
are important suppliers of capital: In 2014, 
state and local governments accounted for 
62 percent of capital spending, and the federal 
government accounted for the remaining 
38 percent. But state and local governments 
provide far more of the spending for the opera-
tion and maintenance of infrastructure, 
accounting for 88 percent of that spending 
in 2014. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget a

$112 Billion
 (62%)

Governments:
$208 Billion

 (88%)
RCH 2015 PUB

hibit 4.

e Federal Government’s and State and Local Governments’ Shares of Spending
ansportation and Water Infrastructure, by Category of Spending, 2014
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Government:
$69 Billion

 (38%)
State and Local
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Since 2003, real purchases of capital (adjusted 
using indexes specific to the cost of building 
that capital) have declined by about one-
quarter as the prices of materials and other 
inputs used to build transportation and water 
infrastructure have rapidly increased. By con-
trast, real spending for operation and mainte-
nance (adjusted using indexes that measure 
changes in the cost of providing those specific 
services) increased by 6 percent from 2003 to 
2014. As a result of those divergent trends, the 
difference between spending for operation and 
maintenance ($235 billion) and spending for 
capital ($181 billion) reached $54 billion in 
2014. 

That situation marks a break from past trends 
in the allocation of public infrastructure 
spending between capital and operation and 
maintenance. From the mid-1950s to the mid-
1970s, capital spending exceeded operation 
and maintenance expenditures, reflecting in 
part the construction of dams and of the Inter-
state Highway System in the 1950s and 1960s 
as well as the increase in federal grants to state 
and local governments in the 1970s under the 
Clean Water Act. Spending for capital was 
then roughly comparable to spending for oper-
ation and maintenance from the mid-1970s to 
2002, before the rising cost of construction 
materials, combined with only small increases 
in nominal capital spending, began to reduce 
real capital spending. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget, the Census Bu
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spending
the prices of materials and other inputs used to build transportation and water infrastructure.

Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spending
the prices of goods and services consumed by governments, including materials and other inputs used to o
maintain transportation and water infrastructure.
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In 2014, federal outlays accounted for about 
one-quarter of total public spending ($96 bil-
lion) on transportation and water infra-
structure, and state and local expenditures 
accounted for three-quarters ($320 billion). 

The federal government and state and local 
governments differ in their allocation of 
infrastructure spending between capital and 
operation and maintenance. Over two-thirds 
(71 percent) of federal spending on infra-
structure in 2014 was for capital, whereas 
only about one-third (35 percent) of 
state and local spending went to capital 
projects and two-thirds (65 percent) went to 
operation and maintenance. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget and the Census B

Operation and
Maintenance:
$208 billion

 (65%)

Capital:
$69 billion

 (71%)
RCH 2015
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The decline in real spending on transportation 
and water infrastructure in recent years has 
occurred at all levels of government, but it has 
been greatest at the federal level. Since 2003, 
federal spending has fallen by about 19 percent, 
and spending by states and localities, by about 
5 percent. 

Real federal spending on infrastructure has 
declined more than has real state and local 
spending because the share of federal spending 
devoted to capital is much larger than that of 
state and local governments and because real 
spending for capital has generally declined 
since 2003 as prices of materials and other 
inputs have risen significantly. 

From the 1950s to the 1980s, the federal 
share of public infrastructure spending was 
typically much larger than it is today, reach-
ing a high of 38 percent in 1977. But that 
share started to decrease in the 1980s, when 
state and local governments began to invest 
more in transportation and water infrastruc-
ture while federal spending on infrastructure 
remained relatively stable. Since 1987, federal 
spending has accounted for roughly one-
quarter of public spending on transportation 
and water infrastructure. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget, the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

te: Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for governm
measure the prices of materials and other inputs used to build, operate, and maintain transpo
infrastructure.
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In 2014, the federal government spent 
$96 billion on transportation and water infra-
structure, marking a decline in real federal 
spending of 21 percent from its high of 
$122 billion (in 2014 dollars) in 2002. 

In the past, significant increases in federal 
spending on infrastructure often followed 
significant legislative action. Spending on 
highways increased under the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956 when the federal govern-
ment funded construction of the Interstate 
Highway System. Likewise, spending on water 
utilities (for water supply and wastewater treat-
ment facilities) increased in the mid-1970s 
when the federal government provided grants 

 state and local governments under the Clean 
ater Act of 1972. In the late 1990s, spending 

n highways and mass transit increased under 
e Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 
entury. The most recent spike in federal 
ending on transportation and water infra-
ructure occurred under the American 
ecovery and Reinvestment Act. ARRA 
mporarily boosted federal outlays for infra-
ructure by $55 billion, in nominal terms, 
ver the 2009–2014 period; about one-half of 
at amount was spent in 2009 and 2010. 

ederal outlays for transportation and water 
frastructure in 2014 accounted for 2.7 per-
nt of total federal spending, which is only 
ightly below its average of 3 percent during 
e past three decades but less than one-half of 

s peak of almost 6 percent in 1965. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget and the Census Bureau.

te: Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spending that 
measure the prices of materials and other inputs used to build, operate, and maintain transportation and water 
infrastructure.
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Federal spending on transportation and water 
infrastructure is highly concentrated among a 
few types of infrastructure. In 2014, three 
types of transportation infrastructure 
accounted for four-fifths of that spending—
48 percent went to highways; 17 percent, to 
aviation; and 16 percent, to mass transit and 
rail. Water-related infrastructure accounted 
for a considerably smaller share of federal 
infrastructure spending, with water resources 
claiming 10 percent of those outlays and water 
utilities and water transportation claiming 
5 percent and 4 percent, respectively.

Over the past two decades, the allocation of 
g among types of infrastructure 
airly stable, although mass 
’s share has risen slightly and 
allen. 

ere were a few dramatic shifts in 
n of federal dollars among infra-
. In the late 1950s, the share of 
ucture funding allotted to 
r water resources dropped sig-
e funding for highways rose 
s construction of the Interstate 
m began. Another such shift 
passage of the Clean Water Act 
 raised the share of federal 

spending devoted to water utili-
 15 percent and 20 percent for 
de. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget and the Census Bureau.

Includes water containment systems (dams, levees, reservoirs, and watersheds) and sources of freshwater (lakes and 
rivers).

Includes water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.

Water Resourcesa Water Utilitiesb
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e 1956, federal infrastructure outlays have 
e primarily to capital projects. In 2014, 
tal spending was $69 billion, more than 
e the $27 billion that went to operation 
 maintenance. The largest share of that 
tal spending went to highway construction 
rehabilitation (66 percent), and the largest 
e of spending for operation and mainte-
ce went to the administration of the air 
ic control system (36 percent). 

r the last six decades, federal spending for 
tal has fluctuated much more than spend-
for operation and maintenance. Spikes in 
tal spending were often caused by new 
hases in federal infrastructure policy—

an interest in funding highways under the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 or water 
utilities under the Clean Water Act of 1972, 
for example. After growing by more than 
7 percent annually from 1998 to 2002, when 
it peaked at $97 billion, real federal spending 
for capital began a steep decline, attributable 
primarily to the increase in prices for materials 
used in construction that began in 2003. For 
the period between 1956 and 2014, capital 
spending increased at an average annual rate of 
2.6 percent.

By contrast, spending for operation and main-
tenance grew at a relatively stable rate over the 
1956–2014 period, with an average increase of 
3.0 percent per year. However, such spending 
spiked in 1981 as a result of the settlement of 
litigation related to the federal government’s 
acquisition of the assets of Conrail (a freight 
railroad). 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget, the Census 
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spendin
the prices of materials and other inputs used to build transportation and water infrastructure.

Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spendin
the prices of goods and services consumed by governments, including materials and other inputs used to 
maintain transportation and water infrastructure.
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In 2014, state and local governments spent 
$320 billion on transportation and water 
infrastructure. That amount represented a 
decline of 5 percent from the peak in real 
spending in 2003.

Real state and local spending on transportation 
and water infrastructure has risen at an average 
annual rate of 1.7 percent since 1956, but its 
growth has not been steady. During some peri-
ods—the years from 1973 to 1977 and from 
2004 to the present, for example—annual 
spending was more likely to fall or remain flat 
than to rise. In contrast, between 1956 and 
1972 and again between 1978 and 2003, such 
spending tended to increase each year. 

[O  underlying this figure. The only 
vis $308.4 billion as shown in the 
fig
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management 

te: State and local spending is net of federal grants and loan subsidies.
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Highways and water utilities account for by far 
the largest shares of infrastructure spending by 
state and local governments. In 2014, states and 
localities allocated 37 percent of their infra-
structure spending to highways and 33 percent 
to water utilities. (State governments direct 
most of the highway spending, and local gov-
ernments are almost exclusively responsible 
for spending on water utilities.) Significantly 
smaller shares of states’ and localities’ infra-
structure spending go to mass transit and rail 
(17 percent), aviation (6 percent), and water 
resources (6 percent). Only about 2 percent of 
state and local spending on infrastructure goes 
to water transportation. 

n of state and local spending 
 of infrastructure has changed sig-
r the past six decades. The share 
oing to highways has dropped 
ent in 1956 to 37 percent today, 
s going to all other types of infra-
ept water transportation have 
 same period. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget and the Census Bureau.

te: State and local spending is net of federal grants and loan subsidies.

Includes water containment systems (dams, levees, reservoirs, and watersheds) and sources of freshwater (lakes and 
rivers).

Includes water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.
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At $208 billion, state and local governments’ 
spending for the operation and maintenance 
of infrastructure in 2014 was almost twice 
as large as their spending on capital 
($112 billion). 

The difference between spending for capital 
and for operation and maintenance began to 
widen in 2003, when purchases of capital by 
states and localities (adjusted for changes in 
the price of infrastructure) began a persistent 
decline. As a result, purchases of capital by 
state and local governments were 21 percent 
lower in 2014 than they had been in 2003. 
Over that same period, however, spending 
for the operation and maintenance of infra-
structure by state and local governments grew 
by 6 percent.

Since 1956, state and local governments’ 
expenditures for the operation and mainte-
nance of infrastructure have grown at an aver-
age annual rate of 2.4 percent, roughly three 
times faster than the 0.9 percent average 
annual growth rate of spending on capital. As a 
result, although state and local governments 
spent more for capital than for operation and 
maintenance in 1956, state and local spending 
for operation and maintenance has exceeded 
capital spending each year since 1973. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget, the Census Bure
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

te: State and local spending is net of federal grants and loan subsidies.

Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spending th
the prices of goods and services consumed by governments, including materials and other inputs used to ope
maintain transportation and water infrastructure.

Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spending th
the prices of materials and other inputs used to build transportation and water infrastructure.
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h state and local governments rely pri-
n their own revenues to purchase capi-
ral grants also are an important source 
. In some cases, particularly those in 
deral grant programs require state and 

vernments to match a portion of the 
unds, federal grants encourage state 
l governments to increase their spend-
apital infrastructure. In other cases, 
, grants have the opposite effect: State 
l governments may spend less on 
cture if the capital projects they were 
d in pursuing could be covered by fed-
ts rather than their own revenues. 

 many grant programs offer state and 
 some discretion in how to 
their spending may not con-
ederal priorities as spending 
vernment undertakes 

l grants have accounted for 
 of the capital spending on 
tates and localities. That 
ably larger from the mid-
 mid-1980s as a result of 
 water utilities after passage 
r Act in 1972.

956–2014 period, even 
 when federal support for 
so extensive, federal grants 
support state and local 
ays. In 2014, just under 
 billion spent by state and 

 on highway capital was pro-
ral grants. 

[O
vis
no
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget and the Census Bureau.

te: Federal grants include the value of federal loan subsidies for the purchase of transportation and water 
infrastructure capital.
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Measured as a share of GDP, public spending 
on transportation and water infrastructure 
gradually declined from a high of 3.0 percent 
in 1959 to 2.4 percent in 2014 (see Exhibit 3 
on page 10). Of all public spending on water 
and transportation infrastructure, spending on 
highways consistently accounted for the largest 
share of GDP throughout the 1956–2014 
period, though it fell from its peak of almost 
2 percent in 1959, during the construction of 
the Interstate Highway System, to just under 
1 percent in 2014. By contrast, as a share of 
GDP, public spending on water utilities—the 
type of infrastructure that has consistently 
claimed the second-largest portion of total 

ucture spending—rose slightly, 
nt in 1956 to 0.6 percent in 

g on each of the other types of 
mass transit and rail, aviation, 

tation, and water resources—has 
en less than 0.5 percent of GDP. 
 on mass transit and rail and on 
creased slightly over time, while 
 of public spending on water 

 and water resources has 
 constant. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget, the Census Bureau, and the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

te: GDP = gross domestic product
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Includes water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.
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In 2014, the share of spending for operation 
and maintenance was greater than the share of 
spending for capital for five of the six types 
of infrastructure. For water utilities, mass 
transit and rail, aviation, and water resources, 
approximately two-thirds of spending was for 
operation and maintenance. For water trans-
portation infrastructure, 60 percent went to 
operation and maintenance.

Highways are the only type of infrastructure 
for which more than half of public spending 
in 2014 went to capital—the construction 
of new highways, rehabilitation of existing 
roads, and purchases of equipment. Capital 
purchases accounted for 56 percent of spend-
ing o and spending for operation 
and m made up the remaining 
44 pe

[O alue of capital 
spe  figure; the 
pe ted.]
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget and the C
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Spending for the operation and maintenance 
of all types of transportation and water infra-
structure has increased steadily since 1956. 
Spending for capital—particularly for mass 
transit and rail, for aviation, and for water util-
ities—has also increased since then, but it has 
typically done so at a lower rate. 

Despite sharp fluctuations in real capital pur-
chases for highways from 1956 to 2014, high-
ways are the only type of infrastructure for 
which capital spending exceeded spending for 
operation and maintenance every year over the 
period. However, the difference between spend-
ing for the two categories, measured in real 
terms, diminished between 2002 and 2014. 

 primarily attributable to the near 
ices for materials used in con-
ough nominal capital spending 
ose by nearly 40 percent over 
t increase was outstripped by 
reases. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget, the Census Bureau, and the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spending that measure 
the prices of materials and other inputs used to build transportation and water infrastructure.
Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spending that measure 
the prices of goods and services consumed by governments, including materials and other inputs used to operate and 
maintain transportation and water infrastructure.
Includes water containment systems (dams, levees, reservoirs, and watersheds) and sources of freshwater (lakes and 
rivers).
Includes water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.
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In 2014, the federal government spent less 
than state and local governments on each type 
of infrastructure. Its shares of total public 
spending were largest for aviation (44 percent), 
water transportation (43 percent), and water 
resources (35 percent). Most of the federal 
government’s share of spending for aviation 
went to operating and maintaining the air traf-
fic control system (about $10 billion). Federal 
spending for water transportation includes 
some of the costs associated with maintaining 
harbors and navigation channels; however, 
because all of the Army Corps of Engineers’ 
projects are classified as spending for water 
resources, many navigation projects are 
associated with that type of infrastructure. 

Although the federal government spent sub-
stantially more on highways than on any other 
type of infrastructure, its share of total public 
spending on highways—at 28 percent—was 
much smaller than its share of spending on 
aviation, water transportation, and water 
resources. The federal share of spending on 
mass transit and rail infrastructure was slightly 
smaller, 23 percent, and its share of spending 
on water utilities was only 4 percent. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget and the Cen

Includes water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.

Includes water containment systems (dams, levees, reservoirs, and watersheds) and sources of freshwate
rivers).
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Real spending on transportation and water 
infrastructure by state and local governments 
increased much more between 1956 and 2014 
than did real spending on such infrastructure by 
the federal government (see Exhibit 7 on page 
14). For highways and aviation—and, to a lesser 
extent, water transportation—spending by state 
and local governments and spending by the fed-
eral government generally followed similar 
paths. By contrast, for mass transit and rail and 
water utilities—and, to a lesser extent, water 
resources—spending by state and local govern-
ments increased much faster than spending by 
the federal government, especially since the 
mid-1970s. The demands of population growth 

ructure pushed up state and 
 water infrastructure, as did 
 of the Clean Water Act of 
 period during the 1970s, 
on water utilities also rose as a 
n Water Act. 
urce: Congressional Budget Office based on data from the Office of Management and Budget, the Census Bureau, and the 
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

te: Dollar amounts are adjusted to remove the effects of inflation using price indexes for government spending that 
measure the prices of materials and other inputs used to build, operate, and maintain transportation and water 
infrastructure.

Includes water containment systems (dams, levees, reservoirs, and watersheds) and sources of freshwater (lakes and 
rivers).

Includes water supply and wastewater treatment facilities.
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The other change in method pertains to how CBO 
reports spending for water resources by state and 
local governments. Previous CBO reports did not 
provide such information for years after 1990 
because those data were not available. Although 
spending for most other types of infrastructure is 
identified separately by the Census Bureau, water 
resource spending is included in a broad category 
for other natural resources. In this report, water 
resource spending by state and local governments is 

estimated for 1991 and subsequent years by apply-
ing the annual rates of change for that broader cat-
egory to the 1990 data on water resource spending. 
As a result of that change, beginning with 1991, 
the annual spending reported in this document 
differs from the corresponding values found in 
previous CBO reports.
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