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Preface

n August 22-24, 2004, the Transportation
OResearch Board (TRB) convened the Second

National Conference on Performance Measures
in Irvine, California. The conference—sponsored jointly
by TRB, the Federal Highway Administration, and the
Federal Transit Administration—brought together
approximately 125 individuals from across the trans-
portation planning communities, at national, state,
regional, and local levels and from the public and private
sectors and academia. More than 20 state departments
of transportation participated in the conference, along
with a similar number of local and regional agencies.

The first National Performance Measures Confer-
ence was held in November 2000. With transportation
agencies just beginning to explore performance meas-
ures at that time, the first conference focused on the def-
inition of performance measures. Potential measures
were identified, and their use within transportation
agencies was encouraged. Since 2000 the use of perfor-
mance measures has increased greatly, both in the num-
ber of agencies adopting them and in the applications of
the measures. Thus the second national conference con-
tinued the dialogue on the use of performance measures
in transportation agencies and provided a forum to
exchange perspectives on performance measures used
throughout the transportation delivery process.

The Second National Conference on Performance
Measures had two primary objectives: to explore the
implementation and use of performance measures and
to discuss how to monitor the impact of performance
measures on the delivery and quality of transportation
services. To plan the conference, TRB assembled a com-
mittee, appointed by the National Research Council, to
organize and develop the conference program. The plan-
ning committee was cochaired by Lance Neumann and
Sandra Straehl. The summary of the conference was pre-
pared by Katherine Turnbull of the Texas Transporta-
tion Institute, who also supported the committee in

vii

developing the conference program and inviting selected
speakers and participants.

The program was designed to maximize the exchange
of information and perspectives among the participants.
Two workshops, Performance Measures Basics and
Communicating Transportation Systems Performance
and Measurement, were held at the beginning of the
conference. Resource papers were commissioned on the
five themes discussed during the conference:

* Performance Measures—State of the Practice,

* Impact of Performance Measures on Internal and
External Relationships,

e Tying Together Performance-Based Program
Development and Delivery,

e Data and Tools Required to Support Decision
Making, and

 Measuring Performance in Difficult-to-Measure
Areas.

The papers were presented in panel sessions, and
each was followed by a panel discussion. The panels,
composed of experts from across the country, explored
aspects of each topic in more depth. Breakout sessions
to encourage the exchange of information and experi-
ence followed. The conference participants also had the
opportunity to hear a report on an International Scan of
Performance Measures.

This conference summary report is based on the con-
ference agenda. The presentations made in each confer-
ence session are summarized, starting with a
presentation by the resource paper authors and contin-
uing through the panel discussion. The breakout ses-
sions are summarized at the end of the main report.
These summaries highlight a variety of agency experi-
ences with the use of performance measures and identify
research that could improve the use of performance
measures. The resource papers prepared for the confer-

o
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ence appear in this document, and a list of conference
attendees is provided.

This report has been reviewed in draft form by indi-
viduals chosen for their diverse perspectives and techni-
cal expertise, in accordance with procedures approved
by the National Research Council’s Report Review
Committee. The purposes of this independent review
are to provide candid and critical comments that will
assist the institution in making the published report as
sound as possible and to ensure that the report meets
institutional standards for objectivity, evidence, and
responsiveness to the project charge. The review com-
ments and draft manuscript remain confidential to pro-
tect the integrity of the deliberative process.

TRB thanks the following individuals for their review
of this report: Mark E. Hallenbeck, University of Wash-
ington, Seattle; Charles L. Purvis, Metropolitan Trans-
portation Commission, Oakland, California; and

Sandra Straehl, Montana Department of Transporta-
tion, Helena.

Although the reviewers listed above provided many
constructive comments and suggestions, they did not
see the final draft of the report before its release. The
review of this report was overseen by C. Michael Wal-
ton, University of Texas at Austin. Appointed by the
National Research Council, he was responsible for
making certain that an independent examination of
this report was carried out in accordance with institu-
tional procedures and that all review comments were
carefully considered.

The committee thanks Katherine Turnbull for her
work in preparing this conference summary report and
extends a special thanks to the Federal Highway Admin-
istration and the Federal Transit Administration for pro-
viding the vision and encouragement that made the
conference the success that it was.
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the next fiscal year will be the first when the fare box
recovery ratio will be considered in allocating funding.
In 2000 the fare box recovery ratio of the three ferry
operators ranged from 40.5 to 73.2 percent, and the 3-
year average from 1998 to 2000 ranged from 34.5 to
70.9 percent. There is also discussion of establishing a
fare box recovery ratio and other operational perfor-
mance measures for new transit projects funded through
a recent increase in tolls.

It is too soon to tell for certain how the ferry boat
fare box recovery measure will work out. It will proba-
bly not be as successful as the pavement management
score in terms of integration across multiple jurisdic-
tions. It appears that no service changes have been made
in response to the measure. A number of factors may
contribute to some of the push back from the three oper-
ators. First, there are unique elements or special circum-
stances associated with the different ferry routes.
Second, compared with the pavement management
example, the ferry box recovery measure lacks an estab-
lished foundation. The operators would say that MTC
is on dangerous ground when it comes to measuring
transit operations. The stakes are also higher in terms of
influence on future funding levels. Third, the measure
may not be aligned with constituents’ interests. Reduc-
ing ferry service that does not meet the fare box recov-
ery ratio is certainly not in the best interests of residents
who use these routes. Finally, with only three operators,
compared with the 101 cities with pavement manage-
ment systems, it is easy to make the case that each has
somewhat special circumstances to be considered.

INVOLVEMENT OF CUSTOMERS IN
PERFORMANCE-BASED MANAGEMENT

Sarath Joshua

| appreciate the opportunity to talk about the experi-
ence with involving customers in performance-based
management at the Maricopa Association of Govern-
ments (MAG). The Phoenix area is experiencing rapid
population growth and development. While improve-
ments are being made to the freeway system, they are
not keeping up with development. I will first describe
the customers of an MPO. | will highlight what MPOs
manage and discuss ways MPOs can measure perfor-
mance. Finally, |1 will provide some examples of how
MPOs can involve customers in developing and using
performance measures.

Itis first important to define the customers of an MPO.
An MPO is primarily a regional collaboration of local
governments. As a result, an MPQO’s primary customers
are local jurisdictions and agencies. MPOs are in turn
customers of the state and federal governments. MPOs

work with customers to develop regional solutions to crit-
ical problems. Examples of MAG plans addressing
important issues include the regional long-range trans-
portation plan, the 911 system plan, the air quality plan,
the intelligent transportation system strategic plan, and
the concept for a transportation operations plan.

While MPOs are typically not operating agencies,
they are responsible for transportation planning and
programming activities. MPOs are responsible for the
development of a region’s transportation plan identify-
ing how state and federal transportation funds will be
spent. MPOs are responsible for developing plans to
meet air quality conformity requirements. MPOs also
develop future growth scenarios for the region through
extensive modeling to assist in decision making.

MPOs can use performance measures both internally
and externally. Examples of internal performance mea-
sures include regional funds obligated on time and proj-
ects completed on time and on budget. Outcome
measures can be established and program activity can
be monitored. Measures from an external customer
viewpoint might include maintaining pace with chang-
ing conditions, maintaining or improving the quality of
life, improving safety, reducing traffic congestion, and
maintaining or reducing travel times.

MPOs can involve their customers in developing and
monitoring performance measures in a number of ways.
First, decisions at MPOs are made in an open environ-
ment with direct involvement of customers. MPOs have
formal committee structures involving all stakeholder
groups. All MPO plans and decisions are subject to
extensive public review.

The development of the regional concept plan for trans-
portation operations at MAG provides a recent example
of involving customers in developing performance mea-
sures. The plan focuses on improving transportation oper-
ations in the region. We asked representatives from the
cities, counties, transit agencies, and other organizations
to identify the current operation of the regional,
local/regional, and local transportation systems. Partici-
pants were then asked their expectations of operations in
3 years and in 5 years if different improvements were
made. The results of this assessment were used to help
identify the goals of the operations plan.

The regional transportation plan includes perfor-
mance measures for a number of areas. Maintenance
and safety performance measures address cost and the
number of crashes. Access and mobility performance
measures focus on the level of service and delay. There
are also performance measures related to sustaining the
environment, accountability, and planning. The regional
concept plan for transportation operations includes per-
formance measures of freeway mobility, arterial mobil-
ity, incident duration, and integrated operations. For
example, the 3-year goal is to reduce the duration of

o
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incidents by 10 percent. The 5-year goal is to reduce the
duration of incidents by 70 percent.

LINKING NATIONAL PERFORMANCE MEASURES
TO EXTERNAL CUSTOMERS

Jeffrey Lindley

It is a pleasure to have the opportunity to share with
you the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA's) 3
years of experience in developing and tracking conges-
tion performance measures at the national level. FHWA
started an effort in late 2000 to develop metrics for its
internal planning process. We were also interested in
better understanding the causes of traffic congestion,
being able to track congestion trends, and presenting
this information to external audiences.

We now have a fairly extensive ongoing program of
congestion monitoring, management, and research.
The FHWA Office of Operations provides consider-
able information on congestion monitoring on its
webpage, ops.fhwa.dot.gov. Congestion and reliabil-
ity performance measures will be discussed in more
detail at the Tuesday morning session. There is also a
breakout session on congestion and reliability.

My comments focus on four general topics. First, |
will discuss the number and the type of measures that
were selected. Second, | will describe how the best mea-
sures were identified. Third, I will address the process of
setting targets for the selection of performance mea-
sures. Finally, 1 will highlight the importance of com-
municating the results of performance monitoring to
key external audiences, especially the public, the media,
and policy makers.

FHWA uses congestion measures focusing on the aver-
age duration of congested travel, the travel time index,
and the buffer index. There are two measures addressing
the average duration of congested travel. The first is that
for any 5-minute interval a trip is congested if its duration
exceeds 130 percent of free-flow or uncongested duration.
The second measure is that if more than 20 percent of all
trips in the network are congested in any 5-minute inter-
val, the entire network is congested for that time interval.
The travel time index is defined as the ratio of congested
and uncongested travel times averaged over all congested
trips. The buffer index is defined as the ratio of total travel
budget required for 95 percent on-time reliability over the
uncongested travel time averaged over all congested trips.
The buffer index provides a measure of not only how con-
gested the system is but also how reliable the system is. It
provides a performance measure from the customer’s per-
spective. The buffer index represents the amount of time
commuters need to build into their trip to arrive at their
destination on time 95 percent of the time.

Figure 2 illustrates the concept of the buffer index.
The dashed line is the travel time index. It reflects the
typical morning and afternoon peak periods, when con-
gestion levels are highest. The buffer index is the solid
line. While it tracks the travel time index, the buffer
index line is higher, reflecting the extra time that must
be built into a trip to arrive on time. As you can see, the
buffer index for the afternoon peak period is about 100
percent higher than the travel time index.

Survey research indicates that travelers value reliabil-
ity and that system unreliability is a major concern.
Travelers, especially peak-hour commuters, are willing
to put up with some congestion. What they do not like
is when a trip takes 20 minutes one day, 40 minutes
another, and 90 minutes on a day with an accident.

FHWA highlights these performance measures in a
dashboard that is updated monthly. Figure 3 is an exam-
ple of a page from the dashboard, which provides a
summary of the current status of the three performance
measures. A monthly urban congestion report is pre-
pared and presented to FHWA management. This is cur-
rently an internal document.

I will highlight a few of the things we have learned in
developing and applying national congestion perfor-
mance measures. The first lesson relates to the number
and the type of measures. We spent a good deal of time
examining possible performance measures. We finally
settled on the three | described previously. While one
performance measure may not be enough for most mea-
surement areas, focusing on a few key measures is
important. Also, do not just select a measure because it
is easy to get the needed data. It is important to identify
measures that will be of use, not measures that have
data available. We would not have developed the buffer
index if we had focused only on easy-to-obtain data.

The second lesson addressed selection of the measures
that best captured the most important aspects of a prob-
lem. The measures FHWA selected focus on the extent of

Index Value or
Congested Travel (1.0 = 100%)

=== Travel Time Index
2.40 = Buffer Index
2.20 1

On time 95%
2.00 4 \

Unreliable travel
conditions

Travel Time Reliability
— Reduce the Gap

1.40 4

1.20 4

1.00
0:00 2:00 4:00 6:00 800 10:00 12:00 14:00 16:00 18:00 20:00 22:00 0:00

Time of Day (Average Weekdays Only)

FIGURE 2 Performance measurement from the customer’s
perspective: reliability—travel time index and buffer index
by time of day.
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NATIONAL CONGESTION INDICATORS

Cong. Travel Time/Day Travel Time Index Buffer Index
DOWN NO DOWN NO DOWN NO
NUMBER OF CITIES >5% [cHANGE | UP >5% ] >5% |CHANGE | UP >5% >5% |[cHANGE | UP > 5%
Vs. Same Qtr 2002 3 2 5 4 3 3 5 2 3
UCR Composite 6.3 Hours ﬁ 3.6% 1.50 ﬂ 2.0% 2.04 ﬂ 1.0%
Extent Intensity Reliability

Dashboard Status: Yellow

FIGURE 3 Example of FHWA dashboard congestion measures. UCR = urban congestion report.

congestion, the duration of congestion, the intensity of con-
gestion, and the reliability of the system. The third lesson
focuses on selecting performance measure targets. Identify-
ing appropriate targets may be more of an art than a sci-
ence. One issue to consider is how aggressive the targets
should be. FHWA's current congested travel target is sim-
ply to reduce the growth in congested traffic. This target
has been kept simple until we have real-time traffic data.

It is also important to remember that how a target is
defined may influence behavior. We are currently exam-
ining the targets being used in different areas for inci-
dent management. Some states, such as Washington and
Florida, have set a target of clearing all incidents within
90 minutes. Other areas, including Dallas, have set a
target of clearing incidents in an average of 15 minutes.
While both targets use clearance times, the targets may
lead to different behavior. Areas with a 90-minute target
may focus more on clearing major incidents. Areas using
an average clearance time might focus on clearing minor
incidents more quickly.

The final lesson focuses on communicating with
external audiences, which include policy makers, the
media, and the public. Our experience indicates that
while these groups may not understand everything
about the buffer index, they do understand reliability.
Measures can be as complicated as they need to be, but
how we explain what they mean needs to be straight-
forward and easy to understand. It is important to pro-
vide a message that resonates with the audience you are
trying to reach.

CEO PerspecTIVE: WHAT Do You Do wiTH
THE MONEY

David Ekern

We have heard a number of common themes from
speakers this afternoon related to the growing use of

performance measures by state transportation agencies.
First, the intellectual capacity and the cultural changes
in agencies are a critical aspect of initiating performance
measures. Second, performance measures need to be tai-
lored to the audience. Third, performance measures are
being undertaken as part of a family of initiatives.
Finally, in many ways, performance measures are all
about translation, sales, and speed.

I have completed my first year as Director of the
Idaho Department of Transportation. When | started
there were a number of key elements influencing the
department. First, funding focused on the remnants of
a 4-cent increase in the gasoline tax that was approved
in 1996 on the basis of a commitment by the depart-
ment to improve the performance of the transporta-
tion system. Second, there was apprehension of a
change in administration and a worry about shifting
focus. Third, the department had disconnected initia-
tives. Finally, transportation funding in the state had
been stagnant for the previous 4 years, with no new
taxes.

The future transportation system in Idaho is interna-
tional in scope, intermodal in form, intelligent in char-
acter, and inclusive in service. On the basis of recent
dialogues with citizens throughout the state, | suggest
that customers expect at least four basic things from the
transportation system. First, customers want a multi-
modal system that provides choices. Second, the trans-
portation system should provide a quality of life that
respects history and protects the environment. Third,
transportation agencies should engage people in making
decisions about the system. Finally, customers want a
system that achieves goals within the bounds of reason-
able funding. You will note the use of the term reason-
able funding rather than adequate funding. Reasonable
funding was the term we heard from our customers and
policy makers.

We spent a good deal of time within the department
talking about the transformation to performance-based

o
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20th Century

* Public works (output)

21st Century

* Mobility (outcomes)
¢ Project- focused * Customer-oriented
e QOur jurisdiction

.8-5 * 24X7

* System -focused
* Reactive * Proactive
* Business as usual * Performance - driven

* Do it our way ¢ Partnerships

FIGURE 4 Emerging changes in cultures at the Idaho
Department of Transportation.

management and what is expected of department
employees. We also made presentations to numerous
groups and talked with customers throughout the state.
Figure 4 highlights some of the emerging changes in cul-
ture within the department related to focusing more on
performance-based management.

The department’s budget and funding request is pre-
sented to the legislature every year. We presented the
state’s trend indicators, which include vehicle miles trav-
eled, automobile registrations, driver’s licenses issued,
population, and total fuel consumed. All of these indi-
cators are increasing.

We use these trend indicators to help show policy
makers and the public that Idaho is a growth state. The
state does not experience the severe congestion levels
and other problems facing many parts of the country.
We will become more like those areas, however, if we do
not deal with these issues. The flat budget over the past
4 years has not helped address these problems. Our
challenge was to present these trends and the depart-
ment’s performance measures to the legislature in a
meaningful way.

Rather than just present the department’s budget in
the normal way, we identified the six major products or
services the department provides and highlighted the
funding associated with each. A consistent format was
used that focused on three messages. These messages
were the funding amount, the output, and the context.
This approach provides a consistent message for the
annual appropriations process. Figure 5 provides an
example of the information presented for contract con-
struction services.

The department’s legislative approach built on posi-
tive factors. For example, we highlighted the fact that
the department returns 94.5 percent of every dollar it
receives in some type of product or service. It appears
that this approach is working, because the legislature
approved the department’s budget as presented for the
first time in 22 years.

Contract
construction ) ) o
56.7% 15 Bridge Projects $ 24.9 Million
$241,599,800 (rehabilitation and improvement)
/ 79 Lane Miles of Major Capacity Projects $ 81.3 Million
1,141 Lane Miles of Preservation Projects $ 57.4 Million
47 Safety and Operations Projects $ 19.5 Million
Factoids: Intersections, turn bays, guardrail, ports of entry,
operations, bridge decks, planning and research,
* Represents one year of a intelligent transportation systems, and training.
six -year program ($1.5
billion) 86 Design and Right-of-Way Projects $ 25.1 Million
¢ 100% of contract
construction budget is
paid to the private sector 128 Local Highway Projects $ 33.4 Million
* 14,000 good-paying jobs
sustained ECONOMIC INVESTMENT: $241.6 Million

FIGURE 5 Example of Idaho Department of Transportation’s legislative message: FY 2005 projected outputs for
contract construction services.
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Tying Together Performance-Based
Program Development and Delivery

George Scheuernstuhl, Moderator, Denver Regional Council of Governments
Steven M. Pickrell, Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
Robert Romig, Florida Department of Transportation
Jeff Price, Virginia Department of Transportation
Brian Smith, California Department of Transportation

Gregory Selstead, Washington State Department of Transportation

PERFORMANCE CHALLENGE:
LINKING PERFORMANCE-BASED PROGRAM
DEVELOPMENT AND PROJECT DELIVERY

Steven M. Pickrell

Good morning. It is a pleasure to have the opportunity
to present the resource paper on linking performance-
based program development and project delivery. |
acknowledge my two coauthors, Patricia Hendren and
Lance Neumann, both from Cambridge Systematics, Inc.

I will start by describing performance-based program
management and performance-based program develop-
ment. | will discuss project delivery and performance
measures and provide examples from state departments
of transportation and other agencies. | will highlight the
importance of linking performance-based program devel-
opment and project delivery and some of the challenges
that may arise in making this connection.

Performance-based program management is made up
of three components: performance-based program
development, performance-based project delivery, and
system monitoring and reporting. The focus of our
resource paper and my presentation today is on linking
program development and delivery.

Application of performance-based program develop-
ment varies across agencies. Examples include the Pennsyl-
vania Department of Transportation’s performance-based
long-range transportation plan, which links objectives and
actions to broad statewide goals; the performance-driven
project prioritization approach to long-range planning
adopted by the Arizona Department of Transportation;

20

and performance-based programming at the Montana
Department of Transportation.

Possible benefits of performance measures in pro-
gram development include linking statewide goals and
projects and prioritization of the most effective pro-
grams and projects. Performance measures also enhance
accountability and assist in allocating funds. Perfor-
mance measures can be used in trade-off analysis and in
benchmarking. The results of these efforts can be com-
municated to diverse audiences inside and outside an
agency.

Performance-based program delivery applications
also vary across agencies. Examples include a project
delivery management group at the Arizona Department
of Transportation and the use of performance-based
interactive web-based tools at the Virginia Department
of Transportation. The California Department of Trans-
portation (Caltrans) uses a performance-based program
delivery process in response to legislative mandates, and
the New Jersey Department of Transportation uses a
performance-based accounting system.

The real question addressed in performance-based pro-
gram delivery is whether the expectations to deliver proj-
ects on time, within scope, and within budget are being
met. There will invariably be changes in a state depart-
ment of transportation’s program as individual projects
are delivered; what is needed is a better way to track and
deal with changes in project scope and schedule. There is
a need to understand, manage, and explain changes that
occur to projects between the time the program is devel-
oped and the time projects are delivered. Many times there
is not an explicit feedback loop in the process, so that the

o
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benefits of the program, as actually delivered, are never
compared with the expected or “promised” benefits that
were used to sell the initial program.

Benefits of performance measures in program delivery
include promoting efficient program management and
program delivery. They can help minimize unnecessary or
avoidable changes in scope, cost, and schedule and main-
tain the integrity and intended impact of the approved
program. Performance measures can be used to track the
number, extent, and cause of scope, budget, and schedule
changes. This information can be used to identify process
improvements. The results of these efforts can be com-
municated both internally and externally. They also
demonstrate accountability to policy makers.

There are many reasons to consider linking perfor-
mance measures for project programming and project
delivery. With performance-based program develop-
ment only, there is a chance that the most effective pro-
gram of projects will be identified but then delivered
inefficiently. With performance-based project delivery
only, there is a chance that project delivery will be effi-
cient but that the overall program will include marginal
or suboptimal projects. When project programming and
project delivery are linked, the most effective projects
are selected and are delivered efficiently.

It is important to understand key objectives for using
performance measures with planning and program devel-
opment and with program delivery. A key objective in
applying performance measures to planning and program
development is allocating resources to programs and proj-
ects to achieve system performance goals. A key objective
with program delivery is delivery of selected programs and
projects as efficiently as possible with minimal impact on
cost, scope, and schedule.

The types of performance measures used with project
programming and project delivery are different. Perfor-
mance measures with planning and program develop-
ment address system condition and performance, such as
pavement condition, congestion, and safety. Performance
measures with program development typically address
cost, scope, schedule, and work safety and quality.

Data are collected and reported over longer periods
of time with planning and development performance
measures, since the influence of selected programs and
projects typically is not known for several years. Project
and program delivery information is usually tracked on
a regular basis, such as annually, quarterly, or monthly.

External factors that may influence planning and pro-
gram development performance measures include driver
behavior, demographic changes, and related factors.
Unexpected changes in external factors may influence pro-
gram delivery performance measures. Challenges related
to planning and program development performance mea-
sures include selecting measures, data availability, analytic
tools to predict performance, external factors, defining

expenditure impacts on system performance, and moni-
toring over time. Challenges related to program delivery
performance measures include selecting appropriate mea-
sures, data availability, tracking project changes, external
factors, and assessing the impact of program and project
changes on system performance.

Figure 1 illustrates the performance-based manage-
ment structure. The three major components include
program development, project delivery, and monitoring
and reporting. The feedback loops are important to
determine whether the set of projects ultimately deliv-
ered had the desired impact on system performance and
broad goals and objectives. Greater integration of the
program development and delivery functions will help
to improve outcomes, that is, efficient delivery of an
effective program of projects.

Bringing program developers and project managers
together early in the process can help establish ongoing
coordination and operation. It is important to emphasize
the value and importance of both processes, so that inter-
nal teams are equally committed to one another’s goals and
to the ultimate objective, system performance. Applying
the same criteria used in the original project selection to
evaluate the impact of proposed scope changes at the proj-
ect delivery stage will help determine whether the changes
should be accepted and what the impact of the changes on
overall program benefits will be. Posting construction man-
agement results internally and externally is also beneficial
in keeping agency staff and stakeholders involved in the
outcome. Sharing knowledge among all groups is impor-
tant. The Washington State Department of Transporta-
tion’s Gray Notebook provides one example of sharing
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g ‘ga _8‘ Progress on Meeting Goals/Objectives
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FIGURE 1 Performance-based management structure.
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information among numerous groups. Project delivery
becomes an agency goal, not just a department goal, with
performance-based project development and delivery.
Agencies may face numerous challenges in the imple-
mentation and application of performance-based proj-
ect development and delivery. Examples of possible
challenges include time and resource constraints, inter-
nal organization restrictions, internal and external fac-
tors, and communication. The resource paper includes
additional suggestions for improving the link between
performance-based program development and delivery.

SETTING TARGETS AND MAKING TRADE-OFFS:
PERFORMANCE-BASED RESOURCE ALLOCATION

Robert Romig

It is a pleasure to have the opportunity to talk about
performance-based resource allocation at the Florida
Department of Transportation. | will start by providing
an overview of the department and then talk about
Florida’s asset management process and performance-
based resource allocation.

The Florida Secretary of Transportation is the chief
administrative officer of the department. The Florida
Transportation Commission is the advisory board to the
department. The Florida Department of Transportation is
a decentralized agency, with a $6 billion annual budget.
The agency is trust funded. It currently has about 8,000
employees, which is down from a high of 10,300 employ-
ees in 1999. The department has moved toward more
extensive use of the private sector over the past 5 years.
Consultants are used for some 75 percent of planning activ-
ities, 82 percent of design, 100 percent of construction, and
80 percent of maintenance.

The department is responsible for major elements of
the transportation system in the state. Approximately
12,000 of the 114,500 centerline miles of public roads
are owned by the department. These state roads carry
about two-thirds of all public road traffic. The depart-
ment maintains 6,200 of 11,000 bridges in state. It also
provides funding and technical support to 14 seaports, 22
commercial airports, 3,000 miles of rail, and 18 transit
systems.

Florida’s asset management process is policy driven. It
is based on a strong statutory policy framework. Trade-
offs between preservation and capacity programs are
made at the policy level. There are both management
systems and performance-based programming and bud-
geting systems. The asset management process provides
a systematic approach to decision making. It represents a
continuous cycle that includes evaluation and feedback.

Policy guidance for investment decisions comes from a
number of sources at the federal, state, regional, and local

levels. Federal and state laws and regulations provide gen-
eral guidance. The Florida Transportation Plan and the
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) provide more specific
direction for investments. Regional policy plans, local com-
prehensive plans, and metropolitan planning organization
(MPO) plans also provide detailed guidance.

The legislative direction provides the statutory policy
framework for the process. Principles guiding invest-
ments include the preservation and maintenance objec-
tives and the capacity objectives. Among the capacity
objectives are that at least 50 percent of new discre-
tionary funds will be allocated to the Florida Intrastate
Highway System (FIHS) and that a minimum of 15 per-
cent of state funds will be dedicated to public trans-
portation. The planning and programming requirements
provide program stability and help link statewide and
local priorities.

Figure 2 illustrates the linkage between goals and
program funding. It shows the links among the long-
range transportation plan, the short-range component,
and the short-range work program and list of projects.
Figure 3 illustrates the elements under the general
umbrella of asset management. Data collection, perfor-
mance measures, management systems, and decision
support tools are all part of the process.

The pavement management system is a major com-
ponent of the preservation portion of the program. The
department conducts an annual pavement condition
survey that examines ride quality, crack severity, and
rutting. The pavement management system objective is
to have at least 80 percent of pavement on the state
highway system meet department standards.

The bridge management system is another compo-
nent of the preservation program. Bridges in Florida are
inspected every 2 years. These inspections help deter-
mine the need for preventive maintenance, major or
minor repair work, and replacement. The objectives are

LONG RANGE

Florida Transportation Plan
Goals and Objectives

INTERMEDIATE RANGE
Short-Range Component of the FTP
Strategic Goals
Short-Range Objectives
Program Resource Plan
Operating Policies

SHORT RANGE

Work Program
List of Projects and
Activities

FIGURE 2 Funding directed by policy and
program objectives identified in legislation
and Florida Department of Transportation
plans.
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ASSET MANAGEMENT

Data Collection

Management
Systems
Performance
Measures Decision Support

Tools

-/

FIGURE 3 Components of Florida’s asset man-
agement program.

that at least 90 percent of department-maintained
bridges meet department standards and that all bridges
open to the public be safe.

The maintenance program is the third element of the
preservation and maintenance program. A maintenance
rating program is used to evaluate field conditions. The
following are elements of this program:

* Roadway—potholes and pavement joints;

« Traffic services—signs, lighting, and striping;

< Roadside—unpaved shoulders, fences, and sidewalks;
< Drainage—storm drains and ditches; and

= \egetation/aesthetics—mowing, litter, and trimming.

The objective is to have 100 percent of roads on the
state highway system achieve the maintenance standard.

The highway capacity program focuses on adding
new facilities and expanding existing roadways as iden-
tified in the various plans. Improvements to the FIHS
are needs driven on the basis of the 10- and 20-year
plans and the 20-year cost-feasible plan.

The decision support system includes safety, conges-
tion, intermodal connections, economic development,
and pavement condition. Capacity projects on other
arterials fund priorities of MPOs and counties.

There are capacity program performance measures for
highways, public transportation, and the SIS. The high-
way performance measures include maintaining the rate
of change in person-hours of delay on the FIHS in urban-
ized areas through 2007. The nonurbanized measure is
presently under development. The transit performance
measure is to increase transit ridership at twice the average
rate of population growth through 2011. The SIS mea-
sures are being developed but will have a system focus and
will consider efficiency, reliability, and economic impacts.

One issue of concern to all transportation agencies is
monitoring project implementation. In Florida, the
strong policy framework and program stability help
ensure that plans are implemented. Also, financial plan-
ning helps support program objectives. The department
uses monthly production management meetings, annual
agency performance reports, and annual evaluations of
work programs by the commission as part of an ongoing
performance production-monitoring program.

A number of approaches are used to monitor and to
report on progress. These approaches include the ongo-
ing Transportation Commission productivity and perfor-
mance review, the Florida Department of Transportation
Executive Board annual program planning review
process, the annual report on legislative-directed mea-
sures, and monthly reviews and monitoring by the
Executive Board of dashboard measures and other infor-
mation.

As do those of other states, the department faces a
number of challenges in using and reporting on perfor-
mance-based resource allocation techniques. The first
challenge relates to communication and how the perfor-
mance reports should be adapted to various users. A sec-
ond is integrating large databases and management
systems. A third is having consistent data over time, espe-
cially data from various sources. A fourth relates to
developing performance measures for mobility and inter-
modal systems. A final challenge relates to accountabil-
ity for performance measures outside the responsibility
of the department.

In closing, | would like to highlight a few of the crit-
ical success factors in the department’s approach. First,
there is accountability due to a clear link between pol-
icy, programming, and performance monitoring. Sec-
ond, there is strong decision-maker support and
involvement. Third, the long-term and short-term cycli-
cal process supports the program focus. Fourth, the pro-
gram is based on credible data from solid data
collection, quality control, and analysis techniques.
Fifth, these data are converted into useful information.

The following websites provide additional informa-
tion on the various programs and policies in Florida:

= Agency overview: www.dot.state.fl.us/financial
planning/AGENCY_OVERVIEW.pdf

e 2020 Florida Transportation Plan: www.dot.state.
fl.us/planning/ftp2020/default.htm

» Short-Range Component and Annual Performance
Report: www.dot.state.fl.us/planning/policy/pdfs/src.pdf

* Work Program Instructions: www.dot.state.fl.us/
programdevelopmentoffice/Development/WP_instruc
tions.shtm

» Florida Transportation Commission Performance
Measures: www.ftc.state.fl.us/performance%20and%
20production%620review%200102.pdf
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Thank you for the opportunity to describe the Florida
Department of Transportation’s performance-based
asset management program. | look forward to discussing
your thoughts and ideas in the breakout session.

PERFORMANCE-BASED PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
AND DELIVERY

Jeff Price

It is a pleasure to participate in this conference and to
have the opportunity to share our experience in Virginia
with performance-based program development and
delivery. During the 1990s and early 2000s, the public
perceived the Virginia Department of Transportation as
a poorly managed organization that did not fulfill its
promises. In 2002 Governor Warner took office and
appointed a commissioner with a ““no-nonsense” busi-
ness reputation to address problems the department was
having with program development and delivery and to
improve the department’s credibility. Immediately upon
his appointment, the commissioner began seeking ways
to improve the situation.

The commissioner found that to assess the construc-
tion program, he had to meet with a room full of peo-
ple. Even then he could not get a clear answer. Lines of
responsibility were confused, and it was difficult to
identify who was accountable.

The commissioner eliminated several executive posi-
tions, reassigned executive staff, and reorganized the
department. He also set goals, clarified responsibilities,
communicated that staff would be held accountable for
fulfilling their responsibilities, and started examining
ways to measure and manage performance.

The commissioner made a departmentwide announce-
ment that the focus going forward would be on the flaw-
less delivery of the 6-year improvement program.
Virginia’s General Assembly requires the Commonwealth
Transportation Board to approve the program, which
provides the development and funding schedules for all
construction projects over a 6-year planning horizon.

To gauge how well the department is achieving this
goal, measures that apply to both project development
and delivery were developed. We track on-time perfor-
mance in preliminary engineering and construction of
each project. A project is considered developed on time
if it goes to advertisement by the original advertised
date, which is set following the initial scoping meeting.
A project is delivered on time if the completed project is
inspected and accepted by the original due date.

A project is delivered on budget if it is completed for
110 percent or less of the original award amount. \We use
10 percent over the award amount to account for risks
such as unexpected field conditions. This percentage is

being scrutinized, and we may change the definition to
100 percent of award amount.

We believe strict interpretation of on time, on budget
sends a message that we will be accountable, we will be
good stewards of the taxpayer’s money, project scope
should not creep, and we will deliver what we promised
when we promised it. It forces us to do a better job of
project scoping, design and plan review, cost estimation,
contract development, and project management.

The Virginia Department of Transportation has
changed in a number of ways. Performance measures were
not new to the department. In 1986 we tracked 276 per-
formance measures, none of which were paramount. While
we still track performance in many areas, the focus under
the current commissioner is on the core measures of on-
time and on-budget program delivery. We have developed
better tools and management information systems, includ-
ing the dashboard, the watch list, and the quarterly report.
In addition to improving our ability to monitor develop-
ment and delivery of projects, the commissioner began con-
ducting monthly meetings with all project managers to
discuss performance of active projects.

The dashboard is a web-based tool used by the
department, contractors, and the public to monitor the
development and delivery of construction projects. It
provided a series of web pages highlighting information
on projects and their on-time and on-budget status as
they progress from development to delivery. Users can
search and select projects by location, type, or date and
can then drill down to obtain more specific information.
Users can also communicate with the project manager
through e-mail.

The watch list is an internal tool used by the com-
missioner and project managers to monitor the status of
active construction projects. The commissioner uses the
watch list during the monthly videoconference to dis-
cuss the status of the program, performance in each dis-
trict, and projects that are experiencing problems. The
open format of the meetings provides project managers
with the opportunity to speak frankly and directly to
the commissioner and often generates suggestions for
dealing with emerging problems.

Figure 4 illustrates the dashboard watch list. The top
section shows the status of construction contracts. It
compares the inspector’s estimated completion date
with the original completion date to determine the num-
ber of days the project is behind. The total also includes
contracts not started on time.

The report card, illustrated in Figure 5, is published
quarterly and can be downloaded from the department’s
website. It is the commissioner’s report to the Common-
wealth Transportation Board and the citizens of Vir-
ginia. It includes his statement of the accomplishments
and shortcomings of the previous quarter with graphs
depicting our on-time and on-budget performance.
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FIGURE 4 Virginia Department of Transportation dashboard watch list.

Figure 6 shows the improvement in the department’s
on-time performance over the past 4 years for construction
and maintenance projects. Performance has improved from
a low of 20 percent of construction projects and 38 percent
of maintenance projects being delivered on time in fiscal
year 2001 to 36 percent of construction and 51 percent of
maintenance projects in fiscal year 2004.

Figure 7 shows the improvement in the department’s
on-budget performance over the past 4 years for construc-
tion and maintenance projects. Performance has improved
from a low of 51 percent of construction projects and 59
percent of maintenance projects being delivered on budget
in fiscal year 2001 to 73 percent of construction and 81
percent of maintenance projects in fiscal year 2004.

The bubble chart in Figure 8 illustrates both on-time and
on-budget performance in fiscal year 2002. The size of the
bubbles reflects the size of the project in dollars. The x-axis
represents on-time performance, and the y-axis represents
on-budget performance. All of the bubbles in the lower left
guadrant were on time and on budget. All of those in the
upper right quadrant were late and over budget.

Now compare the performance in fiscal year 2002
with performance in fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year

2004, as shown in Figures 9 and 10, respectively. These
figures clearly show an improvement, as more projects
have been completed on time and on budget.

Figure 11 illustrates overall performance for the past
3 completed fiscal years. Each bubble represents the cen-
ter of gravity from all the projects shown in each of the
previous three figures.

Part of our work in measuring performance involves
identifying and analyzing factors that influence perfor-
mance. We examined hundreds of work orders, which
everyone believes is the main cause of projects being late
or over budget. We found that generally work orders
were written for a few reasons. These reasons included
contract omissions, plan or design errors, utility and
local government delays, force majeure, and unexpected
site conditions. However, regression analysis indicated
that while these are indeed significant factors, collec-
tively they explain little of the variation in project delays
and budget overruns.

So while the department addresses these factors, we
continue to seek other factors influencing program
development and delivery. It has become apparent that
success depends on many factors working together.
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FIGURE 6 Virginia Department of Transportation construc-
tion and maintenance projects on time.

Creating tools that, in a very public way, show how
you are doing and identify who is responsible has been
a great motivator. Staff are more focused on achieving
milestones and improving the processes they use to
reach the targets set by the agency. We are examining
contracts more carefully, with a focus on how we iden-
tify and allocate risk. We are taking a more systematic
approach to risk assessment; we draw on data and expe-
riences to formulate probabilities and contingencies for
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FIGURE 7 Virginia Department of Transportation construc-
tion and maintenance projects on budget.
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FIGURE 9 Virginia Department of Transportation contracts
with final vouchers paid in fiscal year 2003.

risk events. We realize that utilities and local govern-
ments operate on their own schedules and that we must
do a better job of coordinating our plans with theirs.
Again, our observation is that adopting an environ-
ment of accountability stimulates improvement. If you
put the information out there and identify the people
responsible, they will be more focused on achieving their
targets. Tracking performance with the tools we have
developed has focused people’s attention on getting the
job done. My office, which conducts process improve-
ment studies, has seen a dramatic increase in requests
for new studies. It is not enough simply to develop a
performance measure, set a target, and tell people that
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by next month or next year you have to hit this target.
You have to provide the means to get there. We now
incorporate performance measurement in all process
improvement studies.

Since data from several systems are used to measure
performance, there has been a renewed interest in data
accuracy. People who know they are responsible for spe-
cific data elements that influence what is seen on the
dashboard are now much more careful about the accu-
racy, the completeness, and the timeliness of the data
they enter. This has also led to discovering problems
with projects sooner.

In addition, because getting a project to advertise-
ment requires so many parallel functions and individual
milestones, we are now examining the measurement of
on-time performance in program development by the
use of more than just the advertisement date. We are
now considering measures of intermediate milestones,
such as preliminary engineering approvals, environmen-
tal approvals, plan and design reviews, and right-of-way
acquisition.

In conclusion, our experience has been that setting
targets and demanding accountability have focused peo-
ple’s attention on the role they play in developing and
delivering projects on time and on budget. Requests for
assistance to improve business processes and perfor-
mance have increased considerably. We are now incor-
porating performance measurement in all process
improvement studies.

We have found that systems used to store informa-
tion are of little value if that information is never used.
The dashboard is simply a reporting tool. It contains no
information. It retrieves information from other sys-
tems. When they were first implemented, we found that
these other systems contained many errors and gaps.
Staff advised us that we could not rely on these systems
to provide accurate information about the status of
projects. However, we found that once it was under-
stood that project performance would be based on
information in the underlying systems, the quality of
data in those systems improved tremendously. Imple-
menting the dashboard, the watch list, and other per-
formance-reporting systems enables us to discover and
address project problems sooner. Thank you.

LINKING SYSTEM PERFORMANCE
MEASUREMENT TO DECISIONS—
PROGRESS SINCE THE FIRST NATIONAL
CONFERENCE

Brian Smith

At the conference 3 years ago, Caltrans’s then Chief
Deputy Tony Harris described California’s activities
related to performance measures. | will not repeat his
comments related to California’s use of performance
measures to drive programming decisions. Instead, | will
describe some of the progress the department has made
since the first conference in 2001.

First, to set the stage, you have to remember the size
of California. The state has 36 million people and is still
growing. California has the world’s fifth-largest econ-
omy. The annual gross state product is $1.3 trillion.
Approximately 37 percent of U.S. international trade
flows through California. The 50,000 lane miles of state
highway carry some 255 billion vehicle miles of travel
annually out of 322 billion vehicle miles of travel
statewide. There are 160,000 lane miles of local streets
and roads. These figures indicate that the freeway sys-
tem has to perform many different functions and serves
local, regional, intrastate, interstate, and international
traffic.

The transportation system in California is institu-
tionally complex. Many parties are individually or
mutually responsible for providing transportation in the
state. Hardly any one agency can unilaterally say yes to
transportation investments, but many agencies can say
no. Responsibility and accountability are diffused
among numerous agencies.

Federal and state agencies share responsibility with 19
MPOs, 26 regional transportation planning agencies, 58
counties, and 478 cities. There are 218 transit providers
carrying 1.1 billion transit trips per year. The state also

o



99395mvp9_38 12/13/05 12:24 PM Page 28

—p—

28 PERFORMANCE MEASURES TO IMPROVE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

has major ports; commercial airports; and light rail,
commuter rail, and intercity heavy rail operators.

The state transportation funding and programming
process has several unique characteristics. The Califor-
nia Transportation Commission decides on the
approved level of funding for safety, operation, and
preservation projects. This amount comes off the avail-
able funding for new projects. The remaining funding is
divided uniquely, with 75 percent going to regions and
25 percent going to the state for interregional projects
and rail system investments. By state law, all projects
must be in the regional plans.

I will briefly summarize the background to the current
use of performance measures by Caltrans. The develop-
ment of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act of 1991 required state plans in the mid-1990s and led
to a follow-on effort to start developing performance mea-
sures. The California Transportation Plan 1 Performance
Measures Module developed in 1997 and 1998 included
nine outcomes, indicators, and decision-making linkages.
It established the need to integrate performance measures
and long-range planning supporting decisions. It also noted
that transportation improvement plans should demon-
strate progress toward outcomes. The plan established the
need for periodic monitoring and reporting.

Tony Harris’s presentation at the 2001 conference
focused on the development of performance measures
between 1998 and 2001. An external system measures
working group and policy advisory committee helped
with the effort. Attempts to increase performance mea-
surement resources were not successful. A system per-
formance measure prototype was developed focusing on
safety and security, mobility and accessibility, reliability,
and environmental quality. At the same time, some
MPOs in the state, primarily the Metropolitan Trans-
portation Commission (MTC) in the San Francisco Bay
Area and the Southern California Association of Gov-
ernments (SCAG) in the Los Angeles area, began using
both quantitative and qualitative performance measures
independently.

Since the first conference in 2001, Caltrans staff have
continued the development of performance measures and
monitored the national experience and research. During
this time, performance measures entered the day-to-day
activities in the traffic operation and the maintenance
divisions. Strategic goals focused on safety, reliability,
performance, flexibility, and productivity were developed
to drive internal performance agreements.

Some of the challenges from previous efforts included
the lack of resources and the lack of management com-
mitment. Linkage to real-world decisions was also
unclear. In some cases, technology development and
deployment issues had to be addressed.

A number of factors influence the current efforts. The
California Transportation Plan 2 provides the vision,

goals, and policies that set the framework for perfor-
mance measures. A number of external stakeholder
groups were involved in the development of this plan.

As you know, California went through a change in
governor recently, with corresponding changes in
appointed agency officials and agency directions. The
new leadership has brought more of a business orienta-
tion to the department. The Business, Transportation,
and Housing Agency undertook a Performance
Improvement Initiative. The initiative involved an
expert review panel, whose recommendations included
expanding relationships with external stakeholders and
developing system performance measures.

The primary intent of the current effort is to optimize
transportation’s impact on the economy, the environ-
ment, and equity by providing a framework for
improved decision making by system managers and sys-
tem users. There is a focus on improving collaboration
and accountability and management of transportation
systems and modes. Another intent is to streamline and
improve business practices.

A system performance measure team was appointed
by the Secretary of the Business, Transportation, and
Housing Agency in May 2004. The team is composed of
public- and private-sector interests and state, regional,
and local governments. The team focused first on out-
comes and then on indicators. The team identified out-
comes and indicators to pursue immediately, as well as
others needing further development. The final report
was delivered to the secretary on July 30, 2004.

The following nine performance measures and defin-
itions are included in the report:

* Mobility, accessibility, and reliability: Minimize
time and cost and maximize choice and dependability.
Reach desired destinations within reasonable time and
cost with choice, dependability, and ease.

e Productivity: Maximize throughput or efficiency
systemwide.

« System preservation: Preserve the publicly owned
transportation system at a specified state of repair or
condition.

» Safety: Reduce fatalities, injury, and property loss
of system users and workers.

e Environmental quality: Maintain and enhance the
quality of the natural and human environment.

e Coordinated transportation and land use: Ensure
that transportation decisions promote and support job
and housing proximity.

* Economic development: Contribute to California’s
economic growth.

* Return on investment: Benefit—cost analysis or best
return on investment, including life-cycling costing.

e Equity: No person shall, on the grounds of race,
color, or national origin, be excluded from participation
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in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrim-
ination under any program or activity receiving federal
financial assistance. Avoid disproportionate impact
based on income and ethnic groups. Ensure equitable
sharing of benefits. Ensure accessibility for people with
disabilities.

The plan also contains the following system perfor-
mance measures or outcomes:

< Mobility, accessibility, and reliability: Travel time
in key corridors, on-time performance of various modes,
trip time reliability, and accessibility for workers within
specific minutes of jobs, and proximity to transit.

e Productivity: Throughput for persons, vehicles, and
goods movement, and effective use of capacity.

= System preservation: Asset condition of highways,
streets, and roads. Condition of transit and passenger rail
facilities and rolling stock. Condition of airport runways
and pedestrian and bike facilities.

e Safety: Traveler safety, transportation worker
safety, and crime statistics at transportation facilities.

e Environmental quality: Air quality, noise, energy
consumption, ecosystem health, and water quality.

Performance measures or outcomes are still being
developed for coordinated transportation and land use,
economic development, return on investment, and
equity. We are proceeding with the next steps including
working with stakeholders to develop an initial version
of a performance measures report by January 2005.

A number of factors appear to have influenced the
success of the department’s efforts to date. First, execu-
tive management support has been critical. Second, the
experience at MTC and SCAG, among others, helped
support Caltrans’s work. Third, the 4 years of develop-
ment work has started to pay off. Fourth, there was a
recognition of the power of performance measures in
making good programming decisions.

Recognized support for business-to-business rela-
tionships was an important factor. There was also a real-
ization that shared responsibility for reporting is
critical, since no one agency can or should do it all. Cal-
trans is now working on organizational performance
measures tied to strategic goals and system measures
and regional strategies tied to outcomes.

A number of challenges remain. First, technology and
resources continue to be a challenge. Second, there is a
cultural reluctance to deliver bad news. There is also
some resistance to constraining local decision making.
Transportation in California is a huge system of many
modes and service providers. Maintaining a customer
focus, not a technician focus, is important because pub-
lic support is critical. It is important to report on perfor-
mance measures that matter to the customer in a way the

customer can understand. Keeping measures outcome-
based and ensuring that the right projects and services
are delivered efficiently and effectively are also critical.

THREE DIMENSIONS OF PROJECT DELIVERY
MEASUREMENT AND REPORTING

Gregory Selstead

| appreciate the opportunity to provide additional infor-
mation on the use of performance measures at the Wash-
ington State Department of Transportation. Yesterday,
Douglas MacDonald, secretary of the department,
shared his perspective on using performance measures in
the political decision-making process. My presentation
focuses on the internal use of performance measures in
the department.

After 12 years of no new revenues, the department now
has an ambitious program based on the recently passed
Nickel Tax. With these additional resources it becomes
even more critical that the department deliver projects on
time and on budget. Accountability within the department
focuses on implementation and delivering on the commit-
ments made to the public and the legislature.

The department’s Gray Notebook and 2003-2007
Business Directions outline the performance expected
within the department. Staff within the department are
taking ownership of the performance measures included
in the documents. It is important to set understandable
goals. We also need to clearly show tangible benefits.
Finally, performance measures need to be understandable,
simple, and sustainable.

The first section of the 2003-2007 Business Direc-
tions presents the department’s mission and manage-
ment principles. One of the management principles
addresses delivery and accountability. This principle
focuses on providing taxpayers and the legislature with
the highest possible return of value.

More detail is provided on defining delivery and
accountability in the published measures section. Exam-
ples of measures include planned versus actual expendi-
tures, cost comparisons for contracts awarded, and cost
comparisons for contracts completed. There is also an
emphasis on the safety program.

There is a statement advocating “frequent exchange
and support between headquarters and regional staff to
overcome obstacles to program delivery.” This state-
ment supports the need to be proactive in addressing
issues that may arise. Every quarter a team of head-
quarters staff meets with regional staff to stress the com-
mitment to the performance measures and to identify
and address any issues.

The first section of the Gray Notebook contains a
report to the transportation commission, citizens, other

o



99395mvp9_38 12/13/05 12:24 PM Page 30

—p—

30 PERFORMANCE MEASURES TO IMPROVE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

officials, and the legislature on achievements, shortcom-
ings, and challenges in the department’s performance.
This statement initially caused concern among some
groups within the department. It acknowledges that the
delivery of transportation projects is difficult and that
the department will be forthright in discussing any
shortcomings and challenges.

The Gray Notebook contains the universe of projects
in the 10-year capital construction program. This pro-
gram presents all the capital projects, including the
preservation program, the improvement program, fer-
ries, rail, facilities, advanced technology, local pro-
grams, and special projects such as the Tacoma Narrows
Bridge. A summary of advertised projects, awarded
projects, and completed projects is published every
quarter. Projects that are delayed or deferred are noted,
along with an explanation of the reasons for the delay.
Construction highlights are presented for every project.

There is also a section on project delivery addressing
proposed and potential adjustments to delivery plan-

ning. In the past, the legislative appropriation was by
program. With the passage of the Nickel Tax, a line-
item appropriation process is now used. Each project
now has a fixed funding amount and fixed milestones in
the 10-year plan. This section presents any problems or
issues, such as change orders, that may come up on a
project. The opportunities and options section presents
proposals that require legislative guidance.

The Gray Notebook provides more detailed informa-
tion on scheduled project advertisement dates. e have
incorporated the construction season into this report.
Previously, a project was listed as late if the advertised
date was missed. Now, projects are not considered late
if the advertised date is missed but the targeted con-
struction season is met.

The Gray Notebook is an important document for
internal department use and for communicating with
the legislature and the public. I look forward to further
discussion at this conference on performance measure
reporting. Thank you.



