CIRCULAR

Number E-C073 May 2005

Performance Measures
to Improve Transportation
Planning Practice

A Peer Exchange

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD
OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMIES




TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD
2005 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OFFICERS

Chair: Joseph H. Boardman, Commissioner, New Y ork State Department of Transportation, Albany

Vice Chair: Michael D. Meyer, Professor, School of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Georgia
Ingtitute of Technology, Atlanta

Division Chair for NRC Oversight: C. Michael Walton, Ernest H. Cockrell Centennial Chair in
Engineering, University of Texas, Austin

Executive Director: Robert E. Skinner, Jr., Transportation Research Board

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD
2005 TECHNICAL ACTIVITIES COUNCIL

Chair: Neil J. Peder sen, State Highway Administrator, Maryland State Highway Administration,
Baltimore
Technical Activities Director: Mark R. Norman, Transportation Research Board

Christopher P. L. Barkan, Associate Professor and Director, Railroad Engineering, University of Illinois
at Urbana—Champaign, Rail Group Chair

Christina S. Casgar, Office of the Secretary of Transportation, Office of Intermodalism, Washington,
D.C., Freight Systems Group Chair

Larry L. Daggett, Vice President/Engineer, Waterway Simulation Technology, Inc., Vicksburg,
Mississippi, Marine Group Chair

Brelend C. Gowan, Deputy Chief Counsel, California Department of Transportation, Sacramento,
Legal Resources Group Chair

Robert C. Johns, Director, Center for Transportation Studies, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis,
Policy and Organization Group Chair

Patricia V. McLaughlin, Principal, Moore lacofano Golstman, Inc., Pasadena, California,
Public Transportation Group Chair

Marcy S. Schwartz, Senior Vice President, CH2M HILL, Portland, Oregon, Planning and Environment
Group Chair

Agam N. Sinha, Vice President, MITRE Corporation, McLean, Virginia, Aviation Group Chair

Leland D. Smithson, AASHTO SICOP Coordinator, lowa Department of Transportation, Ames,
Operations and Maintenance Group Chair

L. David Suits, Albany, New Y ork, Design and Construction Group Chair

Barry M. Sweedler, Partner, Safety & Policy Analysis International, L afayette, California, System Users
Group Chair



TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH CIRCULAR E-C073

Performance Measuresto Improve
Transportation Planning Practice

A Peer Exchange

Charleston, South Carolina
May 6, 2004

Prepared by
Rachael Barolsky
Vol pe Center
U.S Department of Transportation

For the
Transportation Research Board
Performance M easurement Committee

May 2005

Transportation Research Board
Washington, D.C.
www.TRB.org



TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH CIRCULAR E-C073
ISSN 0097-8515

The Transportation Resear ch Board is adivision of the National Research Council, which servesas an
independent advisor to the federal government on scientific and technical questions of national importance. The
National Research Council, jointly administered by the National Academy of Sciences, the National Academy of
Engineering, and the Institute of Medicine, brings the resources of the entire scientific and technical communities to
bear on national problems through its volunteer advisory committees.

The Transportation Resear ch Board is distributing this Circular to make the information contained herein
available for use by individual practitionersin state and local transportation agencies, researchersin academic
institutions, and other members of the transportation research community. The information in this Circular was
taken directly from the submission of the authors. This document is not areport of the National Research Council or
of the National Academy of Sciences.

Policy and Organization Group

Management and L eader ship Section
Robert C. Johns, Center for Transportation Studies, University of Minnesota, Chair

Performance M easur ement Committee
Lance A. Neumann, Cambridge Systematics, Inc., Chair

Kathryn Coffel LisaKlein Sandra Straehl
ChristinaMcCorkle Currier YselaLlort Darwin G. Stuart
Ronald T. Fisher Timothy J. Lomax Mary Lynn Tischer
James W. Glock Michael D. Meyer Amy L. Van Doren
Randall K. Halvorson Neil J. Pedersen Robert M. Winick
Patricia Hendren Pete K. Rahn John D. Zegeer
Rabert C. Johns George J. Scheuernstuhl Brian J. Ziegler
Anthony R. Kane Gloria M. Shepherd Josias Zietsman

Claire L. Felbinger, Transportation Research Board Saff (through December 2004)

Transportation Resear ch Board
500 Fifth Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001
www.TRB.org

Patricia Spellman, Production Editor; Kristin C. Sawyer, Proofreader; Jackie Kearney, Layout




Contents

BACKGROUND ...t s 4
PEER REVIEW SUMMARY ... s 4
APPENDIXES ... s 9

A Performance Measuresto Improve
Transportation Planning Practice: AQeNda..........ccocvveeieniieneenienee e 9

B WOrkshop PartiCiPantsS........c.oouiiierierieiieie sttt sttt nee e 10



BACKGROUND

he following report summarizes the results of a peer review on the use of performance

measures to improve transportation planning and its relationship to project programming.
The review was coordinated through the Transportation Planning Capacity Building (TPCB)
program, which is sponsored jointly FHWA and FTA. The AASHTO Standing Committee on
Planning (SCOP) hosted the event as part of its annua meeting, held in Charleston, South
Carolina.

This peer review is one of several events sponsored by the U.S. Department of

Transportation (DOT), AASHTO, and TRB that enable information exchange and document
effective practices for performance measurement in transportation planning:

e U.S DOT Performance Measures Roundtable, October 2003 (proceedings available
at TPCB program website: www.planning.dot.gov);

» FHWA, AASHTO, and TRB International Scan on Performance Measures, March
2004 (the report will be posted on the FHWA Office of International Programs website:
www.international .fhwa.dot.gov);

*  NCHRP 20-24 project focusing on performance measures of interest to state chief
executive officer, ongoing; and

» TRB’s Performance Measures to Improve Transportation Systems: Second National
Conference, August 2004.

PEER REVIEW SUMMARY

The one-day peer review focused on how state DOTSs are using performance measures to
improve planning practices. Representatives of 13 DOTSs shared their approaches and discussed
the successes and challenges experienced in programming and planning. (See Appendix B for a
list of participants.) The agencies presented diverse approaches to performance measurement and
demonstrated that states can tailor the implementation of performance measures to their own
particular transportation context and needs.

Attention to performance measurement in transportation planning is growing, in part
because many state DOTs face increasing planning responsibilities while staffing and budget
resources are limited. The ability to measure the success of current processes can help state
DOTsuse their limited resources more effectively. The information shared during this peer
review also shows how performance measures can become an effective tool for communicating
an agency’ s performance and decision-making rationale to local and state officials and to the
public.

The discussion during the peer exchange was wide ranging, covering many aspects of the
planning and programming process from the performance measures perspective. The following
items were the main topics:
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Using Performance M easuresto Connect Planning and Programming

Many participants pointed out that the effectiveness of long-range planning can be assessed with
respect to the strength of the planning-to-programming rel ationship—specifically the extent to
which the plan drives the programming process and project devel opment. Strong planning
practices can provide the foundation for future investment decisions. A number of participants
observed that the need for a strong planning-to-programming link is driving many states to create
effective practices using performance measures. Studies that measure the impacts of planning
before and after implementation can help determine whether specific forecasts are accurate and
what investment decisions and planning efforts should be addressed or reevaluated. Planning

also can influence project development practices by presenting opportunities to avoid potential
environmental impacts or by justifying why not to proceed with a particular project.

L ong-Range Planning Approaches

Long-range planning initiates the process of setting specific project needs and can assist in
preparing for project issues. Many state DOTSs are recognizing specific projectsin their long-
range planning efforts. This approach can help justify the need for specific funding allocations or
revenue increases, or both, to support a state’' s plan. A recent California DOT (Caltrans) study
found that advanced planning also could serve as a proactive tool leading to cost-savings and
time-savings within the state. However, including project-specific detailsin long-range plansis
very time and resource intensive. States that are faced with limited staff and budgets may shape a
more policy-driven plan due to these constraints. State approaches to long-range planning
include the following:

» Caltrans sets its own objectives to measure the outcome of its planning process. For
example, the DOT may work to create an outcome that calls for a connected multimodal system
that meets specific productivity measures.

* ArizonaDOT’s new long-range plan has been developed to be more project-specific
and can create a more measurable product for customers who are interested in the delivery of
projects.

* Maryland DOT, through a state mandate, links performance measures with the goals
and objectives of its statewide plan. However, these performance measures have not been used
yet to measure the long-range plan.

* Wisconsin DOT, faced with major staffing cuts, has adopted a more policy-focused
plan, because it requires less resource-intensive analysis. Although the Bureau of Planning isan
integral part of the overall programming and project development process, it often is difficult to
convince management of its entire value. This makes planning more vulnerable when faced with
staffing cuts. Thisis a concern among many states.

Managing Stakeholder Input to Planning and Programming

Input from stakehol ders, including the general public and decision makers, is central to planning
and programming. The planning process can be used to demonstrate the need for revenue and
can provide aframework for decision makers as they process project options. It was pointed out
that a strong planning process also can pave the way for effective communication of project-
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related decisions to the public. The timeliness of projectsis often a concern, so the speed at
which planning and programming take place can contribute to how stakeholders perceive the
effectiveness of planning. Many also believe that the ultimate measure of the overal
programming process is whether or not the programming decisions result in the vision outlined
in the plans.

Thus, many tools focus on gathering information from stakeholders, including citizens
and decision makers. For example, telephone or mail-in surveys may be used to assess public
perceptions and attitudes. Public involvement techniques can become a mechanism in measuring
effectiveness because they can communicate the framework behind the planning process to key
audiences and can educate stakeholders on issues that arise during planning. Many participants
also noted that performance measures are used to educate their agency’s leadership and decision
makers, to show how the system is performing, and to identify where funding and improvements
are needed. Successful experiences shared by exchange participants include the following:

» Colorado DOT surveyed its partners and customers on their perceptions of the value
of the DOT’ s Planning Division. Aninternal survey and a customer survey were developed. The
customer survey focused on how much the public knew about the planning process and how
much access they felt they had to planning information. The internal survey focused on how
internal customers perceived the service provided by the planning staff.

* Maryland DOT evaluates the effectiveness of project planning as a separate task
outside of systems-level planning. The surveys have customers ook at the project outcomes,
since they are avisible result that the public can witness and experience.

* FloridaDOT workswith local elected officials to determine their accessibility to
projects and planning. Because the planning process can serve as the framework for decision
makers, it isimportant to know if they have compl ete access to the information they need, and if
they easily can interpret the information. These are critical el ements that contribute to their
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the effectiveness of the planning process.

L ong-Range Planning Versus Short-Term Planning Practices

Several state DOT participants questioned the role that long-range plans (with a horizon of 20
years) should play in planning. Because it often is difficult to predict the needs for the next 20
years, some participants believe that 20-year plans allow states to be less responsible for the
long-term, because they cannot predict meaningfully what will happen in that timeframe.
Performance measures included in long-range plans could be less relevant as aresult.

Although long-range plans are a requirement, many state DOTs would like to see these
plans incorporate certain aspects of short-term planning. Short-term accountability and the
measures that communi cate performance more usefully support sound decisions on current
planning. Some participants suggested that performances reported at monthly or weekly intervals
may be useful in better engaging the public in the short-term.

Long-range plans can be useful, especialy if they are revisited and revised continually as
future needs become clearer. Without having along-range plan, a state or corridor’ s vision may
not be analyzed or achieved. In addition, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) use the
20-year forecasting method to assist them with preparation of their metropolitan plans.
Conversely, the private sector often limits its own long-range planning to five years. These
different perspectives on long-range planning and visioning timeframes can complicate planning
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practices and create difficulty in receiving buy-in from stakeholders who question the accuracy
of aplan’svision.

The Use of Long-Range Planning

Each participating state DOT explained how it incorporates long-range planning into business
practices. These practices varied with agency size, operations structure (decentralized or
centralized), number of corridorsin the state, and long-range planning focus (policy or project-
driven). Many states have created plans at both a project level and systems level. Specific
examples of how states address planning efforts include the following:

» Colorado DOT, with 300 corridors, has created corridor visions to identify long-term
goals for the corridors. The visions do not include specific performance measures, but do identify
specific goals, objectives, and strategies appropriate to the corridors that also must adhere to the
DOT’ s performance standards.

* MinnesotaDOT’s statewide plan contains 10 policies, 15 performance measure
categories, and 40 performance measures. However, Minnesota is challenged with incorporating
this state emphasis of performance measures into their districts’ plans. The DOT continues to
work with its districts to redevelop a planning process that incorporates a more performance-
based approach for the distribution of funds.

* PennsylvaniaDOT’s strategic plan outlines the state’ s system measures. The DOT
districts are able to develop their own performance measures based on the strategic plan.

* The Massachusetts Highway Department’ s new long-range plan will provide a project
list with measurable goals. Funding needs and available revenue forecasts will be included to
determine which projects can move forward.

M easuring Shared Accountability

The overall performance of the transportation system relies on multiple parties. For this reason,
state DOTs are devel oping methods and techniques that create a shared accountability system for
performance among their system partners. Creating a partnership with these agencies can be an
essential element in finding a successful approach to achieve shared accountability. Some
example practices and recurring challenges include the following:

* Washington State DOT’ s shared accountability with its 11 MPOs has led the MPOs
to be more accountable to their customers. However, the MPOs are not required to be
accountable at the state level.

* FloridaDOT isworking with its 26 MPOs on preservation of the system in order to
address capacity. Thiswill allow the DOT to use its long-range revenue forecast to inform MPOs
on how funding will be alocated.

* Maryland DOT, which owns and operates six different transportation entities, has
performance measures created by the legislature. At thistime only mandated measures are being
used.

» Thegovernor of Californiarequires Caltransto create a shared-accountability system
to benefit the health of the state. Thisinitiative will alow the DOT, 19 MPOs, and 43 regional
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planning agencies to discuss cross-cutting issues. In addition, the DOT is working to include
pavement management system guidance in its statewide plan.

MPOs use a broad range of performance measures. These are not aways easily
comparable or aggregated to the state level. The lack of consistency makes it more challenging
for states to fully manage a shared accountability approach.

Development of Multimodal Measures

Many multimodal measures exist in state plans. The most common performance measures at a
systems level include travel-time delay, travel-rate index, and reliability. Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) aso play alargerole by collecting data for measures such as
incident-response, system-efficiency, and delay. However, it is a challenge to archive ITS datato
measure long-term performance. For example, Maryland DOT’ s ITS data for incident-response
are held only for two weeks. Data are not available for detailed or long-term analysis of
performance. On the other hand, Washington State DOT currently archivesits ITS data for
reoccurring and non-reoccurring delays.

Many states that have large freight corridors and commercial traffic also have
performance measures specific to this activity. Reducing commercial incidents and measuring
system reliability are key performance measures for freight transportation.

Measuring Avoidance

Many exchange participants felt that one of the greatest challenges in measuring the
effectiveness of planning is how to capture what state DOTs are deciding not to do as the result
of avoidance outlined during planning (for example, avoiding potential environmental justice
impacts by changing project location).
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APPENDIX A

Performance M easuresto | mprove

Transportation Planning Practice
Agenda

May 6, 2004

Continental breakfast
Introductions and objectives

|cebreaker question: Are you using performance measurement in
your agency? If you are not using performance measurement in
your agency, then why not?

Break

Main question: Use of system performance measures in planning
and programming.

« How do you connect system performance measures, particularly
measures used in long-range system planning, to your program
and budget?

« What success have you had in using system performance
measures to influence budget decisions?

« Have system measures been useful in examining tradeoffs
among different funding allocation options?

+ What issues have stood in your way?

+ What lessons have been learned?

Lunch
Continue discussion on main question
Break

Secondary question: How do we measure the success (importance
and contribution) of the planning process itself?

Wrap up
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Workshop Participants

Ray Baentine

Director of Intermodal Planning
Mississippi DOT

601-359-7025
rbalentine@mdot.state.ms.us

Rachael Barolsky

Program and Policy Analyst

U.S. DOT Volpe Center
617-494-6352

Rachael .Barol sky @volpe.dot.gov

Dae Buskirk

Planning Division Director
ArizonaDOT
602-712-8143
dbuskirk@dot.state.az.us

George Gerstle

Manager, Transportation Planning
Colorado DOT

303-757-9795
george.gerstle@dot.state.co.us

Charlie Howard
Director, Planning
Washington DOT
360-705-7958
howardc@wsdot.wa.gov

Mark Larson

Director of Performance Planning and
M easurement

Minnesota DOT

651-282-2689
mark.larson@dot.state.mn.us

Ken Leonard

Deputy Administrator
Wisconsin DOT

608-267-7754
kenneth.leonard@dot.state.wi.us
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YselaLlort

Assistant Secretary for Intermodal Systems
Development

FloridaDOT

850-414-5235

yselallort@dot.state.fl.us

Ron McCready

Senior Program Officer, NCHRP
NCHRP, TRB

202-334-3034

RmcCready @nas.edu

David Mohler

Director of Planning
Massachusetts DOT

617-973-7858
Kenneth.Miller@MHD.state.ma.us

Lance Neumann
President

Cambridge Systematics
617-354-0167
[neumann@camsys.com

Mary Gayle Padmos
CE Specialist
Montana DOT
406-444-7259
mpadmos@state.mt.us

Ron Patton

Director of Planning
South CarolinaDOT
803-737-1444

pattonrk @dot.state.sc.us

Rob Ritter

Planning Capacity Building Team Leader
FHWA

202-493-2139
robert.ritter@fhwa.dot.gov
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Bob Romig

Director, Office of Policy Planning
FloridaDOT

850-414-4823
robert.romig@dot.state.fl.us

Gloria Shepard

Director, Office of Planning
FHWA

202-366-0106
gloria.shepaerd@fhwa.dot.gov

Joan Sollenberger

Chief, Planning Division
CaliforniaDOT

916-653-1818
Joan.Sollenberger @dot.ca.gov

Ed Strocko

Transportation and Land Use Planner
Maryland DOT

410-865-1307

estrocko@state.md.us

Douglas Zimmerman

Assistant for Strategic Management
PennsylvaniaDOT

717-783-2509
dozimmerma@state.pa.us
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