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Presentation Outline

* MAP-21 Performance Requirement
= USDOT Implementation Approa

" Performance Managemept ni§ S

+ Resources N\
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Where are the MAP-21 Background-Performance
Requirements?

v’ National Goals
v’ Measures @
v’ Targets ’\A
v Plans Q
v' Reports Q
A

v’ Account
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Measure Areas

= National Highway Traffic Safety Administratio
— 14 measures documented in 2008 report

" Federal Highway Administration, Federa &3 | ay Program
— HSIP - Fatalities and Serious Injuries (no. : ‘J
a

TSA)

— NHPP °

* |nterstate and non-Interstate N n hway System (NHS) pavement
condition
* NHS bridge condition
* |nterstate and non—I@ S performance
— Congestion Mitigati d Al Quality (CMAQ) Program
e Traffic Congestion
e On-road i &missions

— Freight Mov he Interstate

= Federal Transit A@ministration - Public Transportation
— State of Good Repair
— Safety Criteria

U.5.Department
of Transportation

V Federal Highway 7
Administration
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Targets
= States, MPOs and public transportation a
targets

= Target Setting Due Dates
— Highway Safety (NHTSA) .
e States set targets beginning in x

— Federal-aid Highway (FH@WA
e States set targets no lateNghan after USDOT establishes measures

* MPOs set targets no t 180 days after State sets targets
— Public Transportati A)
e Public Transporta@ion cies set State of Good Repair targets no later
than 3 teQISDOT establishes measures

e MPOs sel o later than 180 days after transit providers sets
target

jes set their own

U.5.Department
of Transportation
8

V Federal Highway
Administration
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Plans and Reports
= Strategic Highway Safety Plan and Highw

ety Plan
®" Transit and Highway Asset Managem

= CMAQ Performance Plan

= Metropolitan Long Range Plan A
= Metro and State Transp%t\\provement Program
= Highway Safety Imp @ rogram Report

Reéport

= Metropolitan Sfgtem Performance Report

Federal Highway 9
Administration

U.5.Department
( of Transportation
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Consideration of Challenges

11
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Measure Groupings

PROGRAM MEASURE CATEGORY

STATUSI * Serious Injuries per V
2Rl + Fatalities per VMT

*  Number oi¢perns
* Number of F

%
STATUS II « Pave ition on the Interstates

11/30/2013 - Pa ondition on the Non-Interstate NHS
. ge C@ndition on NHS
STATUS III affic Congestion

1/31/2014

OMproad mobile source emissions
reight Movement

* Performance of Interstate System

* Performance of Non-Interstate NHS

U.5.Department
of Transportation

V Federal Highway 12
Administration



Transportation Performance Management

Coordinating Implementation

Measure Rules

Define Measure
e Data Elements
e Data Source

* |nterstate Pavement
Condition

e Target Setting
Requirements

e Define Significant
Progress

e State Performance
Reporting

e Establish Timing

U.5.Department
of Transportation

v Federal Highway
Administration

Planning Rule

e Performance-b
Planning Proce

. Target? i
Cgoragg e&

e M er ance
epor.

P

P Discussion

KTransition Period

gram Rules
Plan Requirements

Special Rules

Integrating
Performance

Transition Period
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Implementation Schedule

2013 2014 2015 017 2018

Rulemaking

Reporting and Assessment

14
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Resources
= MAP-21 website

www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21

= TPM Website @
www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm ¢ A

= Performance Measure Rul N Direct Contact to FHWA

g akihg@dot.gov

PerformanceMeasur
[ ta Palooza Event Recording

= U.S. DOT Transpor.

www.fhw

m/events/datapalooza.cfm

U.S. Depariment
of Transportation

V Federal Highway 15
Administration
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MAP-21 reporting requirements

Specific requirements for reporting can be found
which will modify 23 U.S.C. 150(e) to read as foll@
ON PERFORMANCE TARGETS.—Not later thapséd YR E
enactment of the MAP-21 and biennially t er, a State shall

submit to the Secretary a report that des@ ik
= the condition and performancetof tional Highway System in

the State; \r
= the effectiveness of the in@ ategy document in the State
N

i\ AP-21 §1203

asset management plan fo tonal Highway System;
= progress in achieving pefffor e targets identified under

subsection (d); and
= the ways in whigh thétate is addressing congestion at freight

bottlenecks, in tMose identified in the National Freight
Strategic Plan,

U.S. Depariment
of Transportation
’ Federal Highway
Administration



Transportation Performance Management

Performance Reports

= Highway Safety Plan (1 yr) —l—l-) Highwa Plan (1 yr)
= Strategic Highway Safety Plan (TBD) .
= Transit Safety Plan

= NHS Asset ManagementPlan (4yr) @ formance Report (2 yr)
Transit Perf. Report (1 yr)
CMAQ Performance Plan (2 yr)

" Transit Asset Management Plan (TB
= CMAQ Performance Plan (2 yr)
= State Freight Plan

= MPO System Perf. Report
= S/TIP Target Achie

MPO System Perf. Report (4 yr)

* Perf Based Planning Reports
* Freight Conditions & Performance
* Conditions and Performance

National Strategic F
Transit Safety Plan

Federal Highway
Administration

U.S.Depariment
' of Transportation



Transportation Performance

Our system at work infl_f

About Transporation Qur Transporiation Our Economic Qur Mobile Parformance
Performance Investrment Well-Being Litestyle Meacsures

“ YRING BUT IMPORTAN

- Bn “esinthe U.5.: 599,766

- Bric , .5 requiring repairs: 152,324
- C- (to repair them: $140 billion
- «nat Americans spend each year o

drinks: $65 billion
-Whmﬂmsl;m;pgn‘lin 2008 repairi
bridges: 512.8 billion
No mafter where you live or what your age, e
your lifestyle depends on transportation =: =zad more Source: AASHTO, ASCE, National SOl DrinkRSSCCICiion

In the Spotlight seaecH DS . NN HOW ARE WE
MEASURING UP?

HIGHLIGHTED MEASURE
LOWERING FATAL CRASHES

Mobile Moments: Bicycle Safety Infographis

-+ 630 cyclists died on W.S. highways in 2009,

" —
Fr A
R Wy e
i i Pt

Performance Report Showcase: M la Anngil Attainment Report.

This report gives Maryland residen trans t assessment of the
performance of their tr rtation .

Infographic: How Long i ericans to Get to Work?

Mew York and Chicago hav e longest commutes. What about vour city?

A5k

O A0k

o

d} a8k Q—O—Q\\ﬂ\‘\
.|'= —0

By autolnsuranceCenter an sted at Visual.ly (http://visual.ly/how-long-it-

taking-americans-get-work)

TIME == The High Cost of Congestion . 2004-2010 —
A Texas Transportation Institute study finds that Americans spend an extra 34
hours a year in their cars because of traffic, costing Americans $101 billion a
. ! . . ALL / SAFETY / PAVYEMENT COMNDITION f
vear--$713 per urban commuter--in extra fuel and wasted time. Time BRIDGE CONDITION / CONGESTION / RELIABILITY /

MagaZIr-le P http:'Ilf'llllwww'tlme'CGm;tlme;magazlne'; FrsriZ7 1Y F FhRlhFfIGASAIBACRIY P EEAS IEATY ISE marsmmsDgs



Transportation Performance _
Our system at work inl fR

About Transporiation Cwr Transpariation QOur Economic Our Mobike

Parformance

Performance Investment Well-Baing Litastyle Measures

Mobile Moments: Bicycle Safety Infographic
'/630 cyclists died on U.S. highways in 2009.

Betwee ears Old S

150
The typical bicycle fatality victim was:
100
LR
“.....;L' - ll ll . | II 1 II y II |
Ut [+ u [ =) =f =T =3 = =¥ +
v @B TS a8 ® $ R &
= o — L u w L o
— — o~ =~ (T} (a1 P
In an The accident occurred:
Urban Ar 40%
30%
20% +

a3 III
e N B

Midnight- 4a.m.- 8am.- MNoon- 4pm.- Bpm.-
4 a.m. &a.m. Moon dpm. Bpm. Midnight

B Female HEMale Between 4 p.m. and 8§ p.m.

The number of trips by bicycle was

1,000 U.S. Cycling Fatalities up 25% between 2001 and 2009.
o Source: National Household Travel Survey (2009).

200

==Transportation Performance: E=E=
Learn More About Our System ?-_%
1] } at Work [=]#*

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009



REPORT TYPE
== MATIOMAL
== STATE

>> LDC.#.I_

MEASURES
== ALL
== SAFETY

== PAVEMENT
CONDITION

== BRIDGE
CONDITION

== CONGESTION
>~ RELIABILITY
>> FREIGHT

== ENVIRONMENT

== PROJECT
DELIVERY

About Transporation
Performance

Qur Transporiation
Investrnent

Transportation Pe-’rform n

This report summarizes fransportation pegiorm

HIGHLIGHTED MEASURE

THE MUMBER OF FATAL CRAS
The past five years have
crashes, but cerain
have remained a

2010 were at a 15-year low,

0,000 people are kilad on the

- Seatbelt usage has shown an increasing frend since
1994, In 1994 usage was at 58%. In 2011 usage was
84%." Studies have found sealbells to be 56% effec-
tive at reducing fatalities.

- Road departure crashes account for over 50% of
fatal highway crashes.

Qur Economic
Well-Baing Lifestyle

Cur Mobile

sures at the NATIONAL level.

hese measures are recommended as a National Pricrity.

our Roads? YES

SNAPSHOT TREND

A5k

A0k
35k

Ao 2004-2010

Dola Sowces: Annual Falal Crashes from FARS,

ACTIONS

- FHWA and state DOT's have developed a focused
approach to safety through the adoption of State
Highway Safety Flans which establish strategic goals
and include evaluation processes,

- Since the 1990 states have enacted graduated
drivers licensing laws for teen drivers.

- Forty-eight states and D.C. have restricled nighttime
driving and 45 states and D.C. have passenger
rastrictions.?

- Click it or Ticket mobilizations have been effective al
increasing seatbelt usage.*

m



L5, Department of Transportation Search FHWWA 'S
™/ Federal Highway Administration

TPM and MAP-21 Engagement Resources Events

Transportation
Performance Management

FHWA, = Transportation Performance Management

e B,

What is TPM?

/_3 3North Carolina

NC Refining a
Performance
Management System

WSDOT's Effective
Communication of
Performance Drives
Results

NC Refining a Performance Management System = Transportation Data

= Palooza

NCDOT recognized they needed to refine their performance manage” ... .ysten ~d therefore began a transformation
A NNy

process. (.pdf, 0.6 mb)
TPM and MAP-21 Engagem 1t Resources News and Events
What is TPM? : ‘m glder = Tools FHWA Webinar Series: Asset

Mational Goals 'Yfl"‘ Moteworthy Practices Lﬂvael?::rment Book Club
MAP-21 Performance == Stakcholder s March 27, 2013, 2:00 PM EST

- = ement
Bequirements Summary k

View all TPM Events

Implementation Schedule

Subscribe to email updates
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Transportation Performance Management

Project Purpose
= Study how states can work toget O use
performance management el O improve
corridor performance in A 1 goal areas
of:

— Safety

— Infrastructure con Q
— Freight movemer@ mic vitality
— System reliabi stion reduction

" Provide st and other agencies with
guidance an§ tools to help improve performance

24

U.S. Departmen I
(‘ of Tral nsp ortatiol

Adml Ii ﬂ



Transportation Performance Management
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Deliverables

= Study how multiple agencies have
to manage performance of a muyJi

d together
corridor

ritv Model
and I-15

" Development and testing of
" Test application of mode!
" Final Report (June, 20

— Maturity model an se@sment tool
— Noteworthy pr

IC
i recommendations

— Impleme

25

U.S. Departmen I
(‘ of Tral nsp ortatiol

Adml Ii ﬂ



Transportation Performance Management

&

Maturity Model
Purpose and Design

* Help agencies/coalitions gau corridor
level planning and monitogi tivities within
their jurisdiction compéit current/future
national standard

= Rows consist of @ments” to be ranked

S

= Columns forrr&a e from 1-6, with 6 being

most mat ny element
‘ gSfDepamnem
e ransportation

U Federal Highway 26
Administration
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Transportation Performance Management

Maturity Model
Elements

Performa:izé\::snagement Technology/Too\ Institutional/Governance

e Goals/Objectives e Mobilization of Partners
e Performance Measures e Organizational Structure
* Targets e Funding

e Resource Allocation e Collaboration with Modal
e Reporting/Monitoring and Planning Partners

* Management/Operations
* |Integration into Plan

Availability of Data for
ers

U.5. Depariment
of Transportation

d Federal Highway 27
Admlnlsflaﬂnn
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Transportation Performance Management

Maturity Model
Scale

1. None/Limited.

2. Some activity within the corridor. Activitie ated and not
coordinated; may be “ad hoc.”

3. Earliest signs of corridor-level coo’r ' Coordination may not
include all jurisdictions or mod

4. Coordinated, corridor-wid ities@re executed.

5. Operations and planni s are united such that corridor-wide
performance is prlor idual jurisdictions treat the corridor as a
single, cohesi

6. Optimized. All cO@ffdor planning among partner agencies are unified.

o/

Activities and pro®sses are continually monitored and improved.

Level 1

o Tl Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 -

U.5.Department
of Transportation

Federal Highway 28
Administration



Transportation Performance Management

®5b

Maturity Model-Operationalizing

Data Collection /Availability

Level 3
Data Collection /Availability Incomplete or no Limited data Some automated da Continuous, automated
data collected or collected/available, data collection; data tion/remg data collection across all
avallable or data only available | for at least one mode s modes for enfire comidor
for portion of comdor | available for entire &
or network element, | comdor dor; data available
Data Sharing /Standardization Data siloed among | Ad hoc dafa sharing ome | At least some data Complete sharing of all
different agencies across jurisdictions shared among all available data; central
pariner agencies for all | data repository
modes

Level 3

Limited data
collected/available,
or data only available
for portion of comdor
or network element,
manual input

Some automated
data collechon; data
for at least one mode
available for entire
comndor

of Transpoﬂaﬂon

Federal Highway
Admlnlshuﬂon

A
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Maturity Model
Self Assessment Tool

Which of the following best describes how the coalition is
7 funded? Na formal corridor-wide funding arrangement
8

To what extent does the coalition collaborate with other

modal partners (e.g,, Class I railroads, transit agencies, |Corridor capacity integrated and managed acros eated as
9 seaports/ferry terminals, etc.)? system rather than individu‘etwu
10
To what extent does the coalition collaborate with other
planning partners (e.g., DOTs, MPOs, city planning ing p s from multiple jurisdictions in at least
11 jurisdictions, etc,)? a portion of corr,
12

13 Performance Management Processes

Has yotur coalition established goals or objectives, such as "improv

14 |safety", and/or does it utilize any performance measures ! Yes v
15

16 any ot all of the following areas by sel
17 Goals/Objectives

e Measures Targets

Safety No goals/ objectives de No performance management framework or
18 or selected targets established
Reliability Goals/objectives for at leas! Defined metrics (by mode, if Factors influencing target-setting examined
goal /objective area defined W applicable); performance measures
19 portions of corridor applied in portion of corridor.

Freight Movement (Goals/ objectives for at least one Limited integration of performance | Appropriate approaches for target-sefting selected

U.S. Depariment
of Transportation

U Federal Highway
Administration
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Maturity Model
Self Assessment Tool (continued)

MATURITY  GUIDANCE

Safety - Identify whether individual jurisdictions have established goals/objectives or within their boundaries. Identify common th
Reliability 2| Conduct a workshop involving coalition members to discuss and reach co idor goals and objectives.Example: The I-80 Winter Operations
Freight 3| Conduct a workshop involving coalition members to discuss and reagh cofisg . rgoals and objectives.Example: The |-80 Winter Operations
Goalsf Economic
Objectives  [Devalopment 4  Implement an update cycle to assemble coalition members, revisit Pectives, and modify as needed to reflect new corridor prioritie
Infrastructure
Conditions 5| Implement an update cycle to assemble coalitionmeggber ent goals/objectives, and modify as needed to reflect new corridor prioritie
Other Implement an update cycle to assemble coalition me isi nt goals/objectives, and modify as needed to reflect new corridor prioritie
Safety Determine whether individual juri ifi ormance measures for the portion of the corridor within their boundaries. Identify com
Reliability 2 meaningful at a multistate corridor level and that link back to each goal/objective. E
z Freight 3 at are meaningful at a multistate corridor level and that link back to each goal/objective.
E Performance |[Economic
B Measures Development 4 i i ilities advance over time, assess whether adding new measures or replacing less effective measure:
B Infrastructure
En Conditions
5 Other
5 3 -
|
= Target Setting
Development
Infrastructure
Conditions 5 cet setting into the planning process and cycle. All members should agree on using regular performance reporting (see Performance Monit
Other - Pet setting into the planning process and cycle. All members should agree on using regular performance reporting (see Performance Monit
» o [ "Duestionnare | Model Results .~ Droodown Lsts .~ Dropdown Lists for Search . Guidance .~ ¥4 M4l T ] B _ - i

U.S. Depariment
of Transportation

V Federal Highway
Administration
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Launch Webinars

® Corridor Performance Manage
Session 1: June 27, 10:00 A

— https://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.
erence/web conf lea¥n

6215 N
= Corridor Perform Qanagement Study
Session 2: Jun % 0 AMto 2:30 PM
.Mgi.fhwa.dot.gov/resources/webconf
f learner reg.aspx?webconfid=2

t Study
130 AM

ources/webconf
g.aspx?webconfid=2



https://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/resources/webconference/web_conf_learner_reg.aspx?webconfid=26215
https://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/resources/webconference/web_conf_learner_reg.aspx?webconfid=26215
https://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/resources/webconference/web_conf_learner_reg.aspx?webconfid=26215
https://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/resources/webconference/web_conf_learner_reg.aspx?webconfid=26216
https://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/resources/webconference/web_conf_learner_reg.aspx?webconfid=26216
https://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/resources/webconference/web_conf_learner_reg.aspx?webconfid=26216

Questions or Comments on Model
Michael.Nesbitt@dot Sqv
More Info
www.fhwa.dot. 21
www.fhwax\n tpm

8

Ryl
PerformanceMec;QuIemaking_@dot.gov
&

it of Traneportation

' L.&: Department af Ti
&' Federal Highway Administration
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An Overview

of
North Carolina Departnﬁz& ransportation’s

Performance % ment Strategy

Ehren Meister, MPA
Performance Metrics
Strategic Planning Div
North Carolina Depart
emeister@ncdot.gov
919-707-2903

n
t of Transportation
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NCDOT State Perspective

 Almost 80,000 state maintained ro
2"d largest state operated ferry
About 13,000 employees ¢ A

14 regional “highway operatN ISions across the state
I

12 “central” divisions i
- Highways (all othergmm-ORgrational divisions)

- Motor Vehicle
- Financia ar% nt
- Informati olc

- Technical @&rvices
- Transit
- Etc.

(2nd only to Texas)

ashington State is 1%
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NCDOT Historical Perspective

Early 2000s: Performance accountaljs
 Asset Management Systems,

2007: “Transformation” Proce®

 Developed clear agency se/Mmission
 New performance maNggeMgnt system developed
 Performance scoreg shboards implemented

2009: Transportatio . Policy to Projects
o Strategic [dhqgltizaon of projects implemented
2013: Economy,\Ustomers, Efficiencies

o Strategic mo®ility investment formula proposed
o 25-Year infrastructure plan underway

« Performance management process well-defined

uced randomly
ge Planning, etc.




Transportation Performance Management

The Performance Management Proces

Setting Direction Transportation Program

partment Accountability

MORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
EXECUTIVE PERFORMANCE METRICS
‘Results for State Fiscol Yeor 2012

NCDOT

OUR MISSION L] & ety st D
: P ey T m
Connecting people and places safely e o
and efficiently, with accountability 3 e
and onviranmantal sonitivity to |
‘enhance the economy, heaith and e v P s ey e e
well-being of North Carolina. a: 22 P f et v g .
[R s ——
31 Paan ctntps s 1
[ .

OUR GOALS

Make our transportation network safer

Make our transportation network move - 1s A e e i e
people and goods more efficiently SRR, P f e ekt e
Make our infrastructure last longer - ""»_...":‘::'-"-.TET:::.--.‘
Make our organization a place that e
works well s 21 e e e o

[ —

Make our organization a great place

Division/Unit Accountability

f .
Performance Reporting —
it 3]
y ferert hascee Gk M 01 G2 o3 08 Otk
Fatality Rate | Incident Duration Health | Delivery Rate | Employee e e il
. —_— asvenamants fr— I
T\ 098 | &Y 70min | fA 70% M 62% | N 523 T fp— e T
el b2 At Projects N award lesers m ow e
= Sitwommn e I
. . = Conshrcton Submin o of st g L
Incident Duration comnes oot Sl e
Conttammans o ofDesn Bt Costpsamies L4 = 30| 3 17
L Making our transportation network move people and goods more CostEstmates. o of Malengnsers estmates - m| e
efficiently: This is defined as the average time it taes to clea a major Cos D I e —— g 12 o | P
% accident (L, one that causes significant or unusua delays) from 2 North ol = B IR
o (Carolina highway. The gauge is accompanied by performance information for w_"m e = ""““_mm e
] Highwiays, Ral, Ferry and Public Transportation it et e
- e —— =00 o0 0
Click here for additional perfc e - s @ 7
o s C e oW
Our mission is connecting people and places in North Carolina — safely  #552 et el o processesiiniiied RN B
Y s = e e |
and efficiently, with accountability and environmental sensitivity. s
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Transportation Performance Management

NCDOT’s Executive Performance

Our “Strategic” Measures

e Outcome based performance
measures (lagging indicatorsf
connected to project priogti

 Indicators of how succe
agency is at achievin
and goals

e Established a

ur

ly)

via the
“performance scorecard”

e
lon

Make our
organization a place
that

GOAL

Make our

organization
to work

NCDOT

OUR METRICS

STATE FISCAL YEAR 2013

EXECUTIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURE SFY13 Target

e " 1.1 Statewide network crash rate 234 or less
fransportation
network s: 1.2 Percentage of surveyed North Carolina drivers using a safety belt” 90.0% or greater
GOAL EXECUTIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURE SFY13 Target

21 Average statewide accident clearance time 70 min. or less
Make our 22 Travel time index for surveyed interstates 1.04 or less
transportation 23 Percentage of planned ferry runs completed as scheduled 95.0% or greater
network move people | 24  Percentage of passenger trains arriving on schedule 80.0% or greater
and goods more 25 Percentage change in public transit ridership +5% or greater

26 E’ercentage change in Port Authority cargo movements (container and +5% argrealer

reakbulk cargo)

GOAL EXECUTIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURE SFY13 Target
Mak 3.1 Percentage of bridges rated in good condifion 65.0% or greater
m:}aztroiture ' 32 Percentage of pavement miles rated in good conditian* 70.0% or greater

3.3 Average highway feature condition scores (excluding pavement and bridges)*

84 or greater

d 3.4 Average rest area condition scores 90 or greater
GOAL EXECUTIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURE SFY13 Target

41 Percentage of work program STIP projects on schedule 85% or greater
a Percentage of centrally managed STIP projects on schedule
b. Percentage of division managed STIP projects on schedule
c. _Percentage of municipal and locally managed STIP projects on schedule
42 Percentage of divisionmanaged non-STIP projects on schedule 85% or grealer
43 Percentage of construction projects completed on schedule 85% or greater
4.4  Total budget overrun for completed censtruction projects 5% or less
45 Percentage of NCDOT's total budget expended on external goods, materials 80.0% or greater
and services
46 Percentage of the overall budget for adminisirative costs 7.6% or less
Percentage of the total pregram budget paid to minority- and women-owned
47 Biinesass 10.7% or greater
4.8  Average customer wait-ime at DMV facilities that track transactions 24 min. or less
Average statewide environmental compliance score on construction and
7.5 or greater
maintenance projects
Percentage of surveyed customers satisfied with transportation services in
410 Noith Carolina® 5% or greater
EXECUTIVE PERFORMANCE MEASURE SFY13 Target
5.1  Percentage of employees retained after three years 90% or greater
52 Employee safety index 6.16 or less

* Performance measure and result is based on a standing survey or assessment and not tracked quartery
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Performance Scorecard: The Res

 Static “report card” results

e Snapshot as of:
o September 30
 December 31
« March 31
e June 30

e Presented to N
Transportati

e Basis to annu

report and dasl¥oards

SFY12 SFY13 SFY YTD Result Guartsry
Result Target {a= of 0303012) Trend

twork crash rate’ 230 234 or less ®
ME’"" S B R S 28.79%  20.0% or grester BET% L ]
Average statewids accident clearance time 61min.  TOmin. orless ®
22  Travel time index for surveyed interstates 088 1.04 orless 097 ®
53 Percentage of planned ferry runs completed as a7%  o5.0% orgrester ®
scheduled
F of planned trains arriving on “
4 58.4%  80% or greater
schedule (Carolinian and Piedmant onlvi® o L4
efficiently 25 Percentage change in public transit ridership® A +5% or greater Ni&
Percentage change in Ports Authority cargo
268 N i cargo 0“'!'17 NA +5% or greater NiA
21 Percentage of bridges rated in good condition 66.2%  55.0% or greater B5.4
Make our 22  Percentage of pavement miles rated in good conditi 68.0%  70.0% or greater 627% L J
infrastructure Average highway feature condition scores
last longer 22 excluding pavement and bridges) 8ar B4 or greate _ ®
) F————— v wooee I
41 Percentage of work program projects on schedule® T5% 85% or greater [ ]
A. Percentage of centrally managed STIP projects let on scheduls | e
B. Percentage of division managed STIF projects let on schedule 66%
. Percentage of municipal and locally managed STIP prokects ket on scheduls 23%
Percentage of division-managed non-3TIF projects on New
42 e Meamre  55% or greater Ni&
Make our Percentage of construction projects completed on
organizations | 4.3 scneduleu pray P 85% 5% or grester “ e
place that
g a4 :# bugget overmun for completed construction _2.,. 5% or less m o
Percentage of NCDOT's total budget expendad on New ,
#5  cxternal goods, matenials and senvices measure D07 Or greate NiA
s FEMcentage of the overall budget for administrative o e “ ®
Percentage of the total program budget paid to
*7 minority- and women-owned businesses 12.3%  10.7% or greater ®
Average customer wait time at DMV facilities that . ) X
48 e - 26 min. 24 min_orless 27 minutes L ]
man i e . |
49 7.5 ater
errformance e s s e
Percentage of surveyed customers satisfied with New Results:
410 ransporiation services in Narth Carolina Messre 75 or greata Unanaliatie LS
Make our i New p
organizationa 51 Percentage of employees retained after three years wesmure  90% or greater 3% N
reat place to
great place 52 Employee safety index 484 B.16 orless ®

! e crash rate s measured by dhdng Me crash count and fatallty count by 100 milkon vellicke mies iaveed.
* TMha pEmIMance MESUTe and I25UT are D35 0N 3 SENING SLIVEY OF DENDAC 3SSESSMENT AN NDX DASS N INE SEIE NIECA YEar, NSTEMIS 'S CONSIare “Sane
,and s assumed to have i Ghange sinoe e most recent recut was published. Cument NCDOT systerms only brack he result anrwally or biannualy
The resuit only evalustes STIP projects that ars on the Work Program deilvery list the a0l | Jon July 1, 2012
, PETOTIANGE [ESUITS are SCJUSIEN 10 INGUOE DIOJECts INat are 30060 o he program.
¥ The performance measure was st niroduced this Tiscal year and not racked In prior y=ars on e Perfommance Scorecand
* The resust 15 3 12 Month moving average (Ociooer 2011 — Saptamoer 2012) and eXcUdEs ihe NOUrs of 10000 pm 1o &00 am.
?Tnereﬂl(lsanaomal SUMmary of 3ctive Drioge cONGNON [EENgs 35 of OCiDber 3. 202
The percentage change Is compared b the quartery resulls one year prior.

@ Trend s posttive and shows an or na changs sinc pr and mests xp Meeting o Exceadng Annual Target [
@ Trend Is neqative and shows no Improvement or s become POoFer SinG2 previously reporiad Esult WWatnin 5% of Masting Annual Target
Trend s negaive but st mests o shows but sl does not mast Mot Maetng Annual Target [N
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Business Unit/Division Work Plan

Our “Operational” Metrics

 What a business unit plans to do... @Ily a
units/divisions actions or strategies Qa

measurable categories expec achieve during
the year (“plan your wor r plan”)

« Approximately 70 busir\C its at NCDOT are

required to maintain ork f§l&n and report results
quarterly

« Work plan acti : ents and metrics connect
to annual emploYee appraisals

« An internal management and reporting tool only
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Employee Performance Manage t at NCDOT

o Completely overhauled in 2007 to focus on erformance
results (new process, new policies, new

» Agency performance is connected@to

Individual performance \

Employees and managers ar
the authority to create fair,
objective and measurabjg
expectations

 Employee accou
foundation to achi®hg organization
outcomes and resul§

“just measuring your job performance”
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oards

Dynamic Results: Performance Da

Performance Dashboard —just like a ashboard, it's a
dynamic tool that can tell us how a ation is performing,
therefore improving decision ountability

v" NCDOT's Executive Per shboard

Pcoll.gov/performance)
derstand

a ement Dashboard

e Public-facing (web:

e Public-friendly an
v' NCDOT’s Int
» Internal-facing@@ecure access only)

» Detailed perforrMance data and results
aligned to organizational hierarchy



http://www.ncdot.gov/performance

NCDOT Internal Management Dashboard
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NCDOT’s Performance Management Strategy

“Connecting people and pla arolina...”

Make or infragkruc longer
ion a place that works well

s e

a great place to work

—Fiscal management indicators
t duration —Customer satisfaction scores
el reliability —Business utilization rates
nfrastructure health scores —Employee engagement scores

—Project & program delivery rates —Employee safety index

— Strategic Mobility Formula — Business Unit Work Plans
— 5-Year Work Program — Employee Appraisals
— Strategic Prioritization — Performance Dashboards
— Long Range Planning — Scorecards & Reports

— Asset Management Systems  —STIP
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NCDOT’s Performance Based Maintenance
Cycle

O

anuhew Whitley, P.E.

NCDOT - Management Systems and Assessments
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Discussion Po'&ts

Performance Measures :@

.
Assessment Method I&
Conducting the Qent

Scorecar

Mainten

& &ucture Health Index
an@ Planning & Operations
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Performance Measures

<

pavement, bridge,
enance

= Define the expectations for elem Yition or

operating LOS

" 6 Element Groups- cons&\'

roadside, traffic, & rv

SUMMARY @HEET F ROADWAY MAINTENANCE

SHEET NO. ET CONDITION INDICATOR

No dropoff's greater than 3 inches and no shoulders
RM-1 Unpave oulders (Low & High Shoulder) higher than 2 inch
RM-2 Ditches (M@teral Ditches) No blocked, eroded or non functioning ditches

RM-3 Crossline Rilbes (Blocked) Greater than 50% diameter open

THWS AT Il’.rl\_."l: T ST LT AT T T Ilu--'f AT %KIT I\:’
RM-4 Crossline Pipes (Damaged) functionality
RM-5 Curb & Gutter (Blocked) No obstruction greater than 2 inches for 2 feet

Grates and outlet pipe of boxes not blocked greater
than 50%. Inlet and outlet of boxes are not damaged.,
RM-6 Boxes (Blocked or Damaged) and grates are present and not broken
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Functional Work Group Worksheet

Element: Shoulder and Ditches
Asset Unpaved Shoulders
Activities: Low & High Shoulder

Mo dropoffs greater than 3 inches below th
edge of pavement and no ghoulders higher §
Condition Indicator: above the road surface

Performance Measure

Work Plan Focus Area:

LOS Category
A

Equal to or
condition ig

% of linear measurement meets the condition indicator

Statewide |Regional |[Subregional Division |County
Performance Target A B C MNA &
Assessment Method MCA MCA MCA MCA MCA
Does Assessment Data exist YES YES YES YES HO
Desgired level of survey YES YES YES YES YES
Does Feature Inventory exist YES YES YES YES YES
Desired level of Feature Inventory MO MO NO MA HA

Glossary
MCA: Maintenance Condition Aszessment
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Assessment Meth

Random sampling by system

Level: Interstate — DIVISIOH*
Primary & Seco unty

95% Confidence w

Assess ove ,&

ology

rgin of error +- 3%

.1 mile sections
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Conducting the Ass&sment
Conducted every two years fro 10
Currently it’s a continuogs ass rs@nt

Utilize tablet compuger Nrcpad program & GPS
device %

Assess 11 elem 0

12 2-men t

tewide

An inventory ®nd failure quantity is recorded for each
element per section
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Conducting the Assssment

Elements

e Shoulders Ah & Tree Control
e Lateral Ditches Q urf Condition
* Crossline Pipes Bloc E@

e Words & Symbols

Pavement Striping

e Crossline Pip

e Gutters Block e Pavement Markers

e Inlets (Blocked or Damaged)
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Scorecards

= Statewide for all three s @
» Division level for mt@

= County level for
* Produced b

system ?\

y and secondary

alntenance Mmanagement
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2012 SCORING PERFORMANCE MEASURES

MCA Survey Period: Qtr1, 2012 To Qir 4, 2012

Non-MCA Survey Year: 2012

System : Sec
Summary: Cou

Division : §
F==—=t === i
ELEMENT Element | 1 Actual | Element!
Method Score | Points | | Score | Points |
RM-1 Unpawved Shoulders ﬂ

RM-2 Ditches I:LaTEraJWEE} M [:] 0.081
Scorecards |- cons . oo [Ela]
EM-2 Crossline Pipes (Da MCA T 0.071
RM-5 5 0.051 ﬂ
RM-E 5 0.051 E
MCA [i] 0081
MCA 4 0.041 E 347
vices (MPDES) ROADSIDE 4 0.041
MCA B 0.082
Waords and Symbaols MCA 5 0051
Ground Mounted Signs NTES 8 0.082
Creerhead Signs NTSS [:] 0.081
NBIS Culverts BRIDGE T 0.071
B-5 Mon-MBIS Culverts BRIDGE T o007
B-5 Crwverhead Sign Structures BRIDGE 8 0.081
TOTAL: TOTAL: TOTAL: ToTAL: ]
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Index

Bridge indices

Infrastructure Heal

Combines MCAP scores, PCS ratjrms,

Provides a system rating foga assets and an

overall network rating \

Statewide and Divisj \Y;

Produced by thﬁ' nance management system

(future) v
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Infrastructure Heal

STATEWIDE - ALL SYSTEMS

EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE HEALTH WEIGHTED BY VMT (80%) AND L

Index

WEIGHTED FACTOR = 80%

PAVEMENTS MCA RIDGE HEALTH INDEX TOTAL
WEIGHT VALUE 40 WEIGHT VALUE T VALUE 35 HCS
B0% 20% | WEIGHTED OVERALL ’ ALL EXIST OVERALL EXISTING

SYSTEM  VMT % LANEMI| FACTOR | % GOOD  LMG SCORE | SCORE #BRIDGES CR=»=6 BHCI SCORE LOS | SCORE
INTERSTATE 45 5038 36.59 84.9% 4277 32,85 909 723 79.5% 2510 B 84.2
PRIMARY 30 35640 2815 66.1% 23558 0,7 2432 4,194 2.796 66.6% 18.74 D 71.3
SECONDARY 25 131,074 35.26 67.5% 88475 29.99 6,490 4,988 58.8% 2072 D 68.8
TOTAL 171,752 87.17 13,598 8508 62.6% 68.57
COMPOSITE VALUES 21.8 2401 C 75.2

b X lane mile %

OVERALL SCORES =

~

Pavement : % Good x WEIGHTED FACTOR
MCA : SCORE x WEIGHTED FACTOR
Bridges : BHCI x WEIGHTED FACTOR
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Infrastructure Heal

STATEWIDE - ALL SYSTEMS

EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE HEALTH WEIGHTED BY VMT480%

Index

SCORE =

Pavement %
+ ( MCA SsC

+ BHCI x
D

(20%)

alue (40)
Weight Value (25)

PAVEMENTS BRIDGE HEALTH INDEX TOTAL
WEIGHT VALUE 40 25 WEIGHT VALUE 35 HCS
0% 20% |WEIGHTED VERALL| ALL EXIST OVERALL EXISTINGN

SYSTEM  WMT % LANE MI| FACTOR | % GOOD  LMG SCORE |#BRIDGES CR==6 BHCI SCORE LOS | SCORE
INTERSTATE 45 5038 36.59 84.9% 4,277 ) 4,524 32.45 509 723 79.5% 29.10 B 84.2
PRIMARY 30 35640 28.15 66.1% 41 30797 2432 4,199 2,796 66.6% 16.74 D 71.3
SECONDARY 25 131,074 35.26 G67.5% p0.04 111,466 25.99 8,490 4,989 58.9% 20.72 D 68.8
TOTAL 171,752 87.17 13,598 8508 62.6% B66.57
COMPOSITE VALUES 21.8 3 240] C 75.2
COMPOSITE VALUES = TOTAL OVERALL®CORE x WEIGHT VALUE TOTAL COMPOSITE

SCORE = SUM OF
COMPOSITE VALUES
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Maintenance Planning &

perations

Within the Division determine nsible for
elements not meeting target ;

Determine work functionSae d to correct
deficiencies and dev&dp plan

Part of employe rfofmance evaluation

Notificatiov al maintenance needs
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Legend

No Ditch Inventory
s Blocked Ditch (<02)
s Blocked Ditch (>=92)
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Legend
o Striping (Pass) "’““¢’ E

e Striping (Fail)
Mo Striping Inventory
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Maintenance Planning &%ﬁ)erations

. : h Legend

B Erush and Tree Contm (Fail)
I Erush and Tree Contml (Pass)
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Our Prioritization S
North Carolina D

Don Voelker
NCDOT - Director, Strategic Prioritization Office
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Transportation Reform

 Public wanted politics removed from @ tion decision-

making
« Governor Purdue issued Exec Aﬁer Number 2

— The Secretary of the Department of Transp |mplement throughout the Department a
professional approval process for all co programs, highway construction contracts,
highway construction projects, and plan the co uctlon of projects.”

o Strategic Planning f@a ed (3 founding members)

 Implemented Irst strategic prioritization process in
2009

« Completed PriorMization 2.0 (P2.0) in early 2012; now on P3.0
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How it All Fits Together: NCDOT Polic Ga Projects

N.C. Statewide Long-Range Trans or* .t~ n Plan

(2040 Plan)
30 year

Program © “aso vce Plan
10y ~
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Strategic Prioritization and Program

1. Score

Prioritize Projects using

Data

Local Input
Multimodal Characteristics
Classify ranked Projec

into Buckets (Mode, Go
Tier)

Set Investment Strate

2. Strategize

. Conduct S

art

tral d only by Total
e Revenue

rocess

3. Schedule

Program Projects

e Develop STIP using Project
Rankings & Investment
Strategy

e Apply Constraints

e Compare Selected Strategy
vs. Applied Constraints
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Make our tran vvort: .ion network safer

Make our cansp ‘rtation network move
people ar d goc ds more efficiently

Make « ar  “fra’' tructure Iast longer

Make . wr organization a place that
. wrks v 2

1

1an

NCDOT

OUR MISSION

~ur organization a great place
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P2.0 - Scoring Highway Projects

QUANTITATIVE LOCAL INPUT
Tier Data on Rank MPO/RPO Rank
Statewide O%Q\ 20% 10%

Regional 25% 25%

Subregional 30% 30% 40%
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L,

Local Input

Each MPO/RPO & Division receives eq : @r of points = 1,300

Can choose between Top 25 prOJec or Control Total

Top 25 Control Total

#1 = 100 Can rank projects as desired

#2 = 96 K Max 100 pts per project

#3 = 92 Min 4 pts per project

#25=14 Can transfer points to other areas*

* Must be agreement between giving and receiving organizations
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Highway Scoring (P3.0)

Total Score = Quantitative Data + Loc Multimodal Pts

Bonus Points (extr&r
A. Multimodal Options = 8 points: Y3
HOV / HOT, light rail, bus rapid transit, or bus-on-shouldar w ighway ROW.

B. Multimodal Connections = 5 points: \
Direction connection (property line) to a tran atio mihal along a roadway with an access point (airport,
i ajor

seaport, rail depot, ferry terminal, transit t ilitary base, and freight intermodal terminal (includes
air/truck/rail/pipeline terminals)

n
5 p@ints:
Route or Non-Interstate STRAHNET Connector.

C. Military Base or Seaport Connec
Project is located along Non-Inters

D. Freight Corridor > 3/4%& Piats:
? ‘ and 6,999 trucks per day = 3 points

* Existing roadway has be ;0
7,000 and 9,999 trucks per day = 4 points

e Existing roadway has bet
e Existing roadway has 10,008\.0r more trucks per day = 5 points

E. Multimodal Design Features = 3 points:

Sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, striped bicycle lanes, wide outside shoulders, bus pullouts, transit bypass lanes,
transit signal prioritization, bus shelters

*Note: Projects must be ranked and included in an adopted plan to receive multimodal bonus points
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Bicycle and Pedestrian - Scoring

Same scoring for Bicycle or Pedestrian Projects
10 pts max.

30 pts max. Rank’
Bike & Ped Projects
#1 = 30 pts
#2 = 27 pts
#3 = 24 pts

25 pts max. 20 points for
Access-destination type and
distance to municipal center,
transit station, major
employment center, mixed-use
community, university, high-
density residential, schools,
parks, bus stops AND 5 points
for Connectivity- for number of
connections to other Bike &
Ped facilities

15 pts max. Recognition of a
project in an adopted bicycle /
pedestrian plan

#10= 3 pts

10 pts max. Evaluation of
bike/ped crashes, speed limi
of adjacent roadway, and
project safety benefits

10 pts max. Greater pop. or employment densities = higher points
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Public Transportation Prioritization

g
Operating Efficiency of S

Age of Fleet/Facilit
Increase in Service
Increase in the nugfDer

\

A new model is being developed. Crit i@/ to include:
A

'S
routes
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Aviation, Rail and Ferry Prioritization

Transportation Performance Management

esses

Aviation — Data only drives scoring. (17 cate / Ities within three
NCDOT Goals of Safety, Infrastructure Heagt d Wobility) Safety projects
funded first, then infrastructure h@lt andathemobility projects

Rail — Data only drives scori g \d rail projects driven by grant

requirements. Grade-crossi ject¥by a rail- index- (ADT and
frequency of trains) C

Ferry — Data on ies samring. Condition of vessels and facilities
(buildings and fe rihals)
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Prioritization 2.0 Accomplishments

e 600 Bicycle & Pedestrian projects ¢
» 100 Public Transportation projects

Generated scores and ranked almost 2000
« 1200 Highway projects !

THE ISSUE: Q
$63 Billion in Total Transportagon N for the 2000 projects
$10 Billion in Revenue forﬁ years
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Strategic Prioritization and Program

1. Score

Prioritize Projects using

Data

Local Input
Multimodal Characteristics
Classify ranked Projec

into Buckets (Mode, Go
Tier)

Set Investment Strate

2. Strategize

. Conduct S

art

tral d only by Total
e Revenue

rocess

3. Schedule

Program Projects

e Develop STIP using Project
Rankings & Investment
Strategy

e Apply Constraints

e Compare Selected Strategy
vs. Applied Constraints
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How to Divide the Pie? - Determining the Investment
Strategy
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Investment Strategy Summits

Summits held throughout NC every 2 year
« Partner and public input opportunity
. ) 4
Purpose: provide input on where ta§ap Xxpected revenue
« What are the high-level priorities

 What is the investment needed to ievagghose priorities?

* Revenue is based on expecteQ total only
analysis to determine return on investment

‘Y”, expected 10 Year LOS is “Z")

Use Level of Servi
(i.e., if $X are allocate

(L

Outcome is a “pictur@of where transportation dollars should be
spent”
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Performance Level of Service (LOS)

Quality of service provided to the user : @

Different than Highway Capacity M

Criteria for determining LOS
 Measures are reliable, repe

e Current measure and tz(
Was

« Data is readily availabl
Translate LOS into $$needed to maintain and improve performance

e affordable
re r@alistic (graded on A-F scale)
ollect and update

Determine existing baseline LOS for 10 years in future



s

Performance Level of Service (LOS) —

Level of Service

%

Transportation Performance Management

E -
Current
Year

le

mal
get
DS

| e=t==| OS based on Do-Nothing

e=fl== \aintain Current LOS

e=gem Achieve Target LOS

Future
Year
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GOAL Performance Current Summit Aver. e LOS DRAFT STIP
Measure LOS
D

Safety Fatal Crash Rates

% of miles with

Mobility uncongested roadways B A
Infrastructure S
Health 00 m! es wi (e]0) D D
rating or better
(Pavement)
Infrastructure % of miles meetin
Health paved shoulder D D D
(Modernization)
Infrastructure
Health (Bridges) C C B
Overall Average for Highways C C C

*Note: letter grades reflect an average across Tiers
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LOS — Current Grades (Non-Highways ‘

GOAL Performance <) el Summit
Measure Average

Aviation All 3 Goals # of unfunded@oje D D D

Bicycle -

Pedestrian Mobility D D F

Mobility
Ferry als / vessels C D D

Health meeting Coast Guard
standards
. enger trips, age of fleet,
AT . All 3 dollars invested in C C D
Transportation safety/security

Rail Mobilit Mobility Index D D D
Overall Average - Non-Highways D D D

*Note: letter grades reflect an average across Tiers
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Strategic Prioritization and Program

1. Score

Prioritize Projects using

Data

Local Input
Multimodal Characteristics
Classify ranked Projec

into Buckets (Mode, Go
Tier)

Set Investment Strate

2. Strategize

. Conduct S

art

tral d only by Total
e Revenue

rocess

3. Schedule

Program Projects

e Develop STIP using Project
Rankings & Investment
Strategy

e Apply Constraints

e Compare Selected Strategy
vs. Applied Constraints
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Factors Influencing TIP

Project
Development ¢
Time \

mula

Funding

Equit :
quity Constraints

Prioritization Results # Programming
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f C% Prioritization Process is now j

)

“The Department shall develop and utilize a p ection of
transportation projects that is based on pr

most efficiently use limited resourcg to bendfit

The strategic prioritization proces
process that includes a combi
input, and multimodal char

The Department sh

Organization
prioritization.”
-S.L. 2012-84

al 8flandards in order to
tizens of the State.

oMal be a systematic, data-driven
uthtitative data, qualitative
ics, ahd should include local input.

a process for standardizing or
approving lo et@dology used in Metropolitan Planning
ransportation Planning Organization
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