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[bookmark: _Toc348266699]Conversation B Prompts:  Telling a National Story

MAP-21 stipulates that the US Department of Transportation develops reports that document
· the overall effectiveness of performance-based planning as a tool for guiding transportation investments; 

· the effectiveness of each State’s and MPO’s  process to achieve or make significant progress towards their targets; and 

· whether States and MPOs are developing ‘meaningful’ or ‘appropriate’ performance targets. 

1. How do you think stakeholders (i.e. taxpayers) would define ‘meaningful’ or ‘appropriate’ targets to support a national, state and/or local transportation system?

2. Given that targets are typically set at the state and local levels, how can the target setting requirements be implemented so that effective national performance reports can be developed? 

3. What principles might you suggest USDOT consider in assessing whether a State or MPO has developed a ‘meaningful’ or ‘appropriate’ target

[bookmark: _Toc348266700]California 

Define targets as aggressive but achievable within a reasonable timeframe. An appropriate target is a reasonable target. Need identify/know the baseline to be able to set reasonable targets. Need to recognize the impact of background factors and need to look at trends.  Keep it very simple. Tell a story and do not leave it to interpretation. Telling a complete story is more than just conditions and targets.  Targets need to demonstrate results that are tangible to customers and customers need to be able to see how it affects them. Noticeable improvement is what stakeholders want to see, not numbers. Ask - could my mother understand it? Need to talk like everyday people and make it relevant to the public to create a desire for transportation investment. Must be honest, open, and transparent. Create a report that can articulate in a way people understand. Consider how stakeholders will react  – likely to go to lowest common denominator not the most simple denominator. Stick to very objective criteria that speak to the common denominator. Needs to be appealing to all stakeholders given entirely different perspective and customer needs. Common denominator would be for measures to articulate performance of system nationally, not locally. From the public perspective, the targets need to be simple and easy to understand and there should not be too many of them otherwise you create a competing priorities paradox. Need to translate the numbers to lives saved, system improved, etc. People need to be able to understand how it improves their lives. Georgia experience – Georgia has a Dashboard that the state already shares with the public – need to be clear in what is being said and meant. It’s okay to show when in the “red” but need to have a plan of action to remedy/bring into compliance. Okay to be open and honest. Need to be in language public can understand.


Prefer to see target ranges based on resources available. Do not expect MPOs to be responsible for measures and reporting because they have no ownership in the facilities. There is a more immediate need to tell the story now rather than 5 years down the road. Need to respect authority provided to State/MPO in setting targets. Need to consider the states existing transportation legislation and ensure that targets do not create redundancy, inconsistency, or conflicting legal requirements.  Do not need consistency across the board. Challenge with targets is that focus on numbers/percentiles versus looking at whether performance improved or not. Need to look at banding thresholds (for example - good, fair, poor) given diversity. If get too much into specifics (for example percentile increase or decrease year over year), the natural tendency is to grade states against each other versus doing true performance management of the system. Need to reflect the baseline conditions working from since starting points  are very different and that needs to be taken into consideration. MAP-21 is unclear on how far to look when target is set. So when setting target need to specify how far out looking. Consider whether there is value in the length of time being consistent or whether it should be flexible. Should be in the range of 3-5 years minimum. Goals could be set to align with existing federal requirements  (for example the Transportation Improvement Program. Regional Transportation Plan, etc.)

Need to be flexible. Tracking something like highway fatality – one year worth of data is not going to be relevant to show trend but one year worth of data may be very relevant to show a trend in another area. Concern MAP-21 expires in 21 months and reports come in afterward.
Closing Thoughts Conversation (National Group Discussion)
Alignment with organizational goals are important. Need a time component to measures to do trend analysis. Concern that these measures do not reflect the whole transportation picture. May lose sight of some of other important measures. Strong need for flexibility. Wrapping data in a warm blanket – when assess result, concern that folks will game the system and lose benefit of measure. Qualitative results important. Danger to raw data with no context. Within reason, if an agency does not meet the target, there needs to be an assessment. Offer more help to that organization instead of pulling federal funds. Sanctions are never a good idea. Concern that not going to be getting apples to apples comparisons across the states. Need consistency in how determining performance metric and determining results. Targets may be agreed upon, but end results may not be apples to apples. Use consistent data sources. Need standardized processes and methodology. Need collaborative accountability. Need to reassess organizations/resources given lack of expertise or other resources. Concern over funding and lack of resources to collect data and do analysis. Need help in breaking down barriers. Do not want MPOs to be evaluated on targets that may not be in their control. Need consensus building process. Examine success in terms of good faith effort. Concern that going to be reprimanded if not meet goals. Suggest opportunity for carrot versus stick. Build in incentives as opposed to sanctions. Accept that resources may not be available to move the target ahead and need to explain. Unexpected outcome if not careful. Need ability to re-grade or re-evaluate target if resources not available. 


[bookmark: _Toc348266701]District of Columbia 
· Translate the story as to what a 1% change would look like or mean to areas.  
· The story that having targets being achievable is good.  
· Baseline conditions are important. Declining areas might be easier to meet.  
· Travel Forecasts will be different in different areas and the source of the Forecasts. 
· How far out should we be looking when setting a target?  Monthly, Quarterly, Annually, every 4-5 years was mentioned.  
· It needs to be flexible target to target and area by area.
· Why should the length of time be consistent across the country?
· Challenges with targets are that the Public does not care if the targets are met, they care if there was an improvement / if change happened or not.
·  Achievable targets can be good and bad depending on the "story". 
· Baseline conditions- conditions vary and must be reflected in targets
· Targets need to be understandable to the Public and be accountable. 
· Bottom line - must have flexibility in the targets – targets must be flexible! 

The targets must be flexible and achievable. The baseline conditions for which the target is to be set must be flexible also. The targets also need to be understandable by the public- the public will not care if a specific target is met, the care if there was improvement or not. More information needs to be included about the exact time limit for which the target will be in effect. 

[bookmark: _Toc348266702]Florida 
· How is FHWA going to tell the story national story? How to tell a “meaningful” or “appropriate” story? How is FHWA going to determine “meaningful” or “appropriate” targets?
· X billion dollars to keep the system in the current condition
· Wants to know how we are going to roll things out
· FL can say good bridges/pavement but in safety there is a lot of fatalities
· Spoke on videoconference: regional meeting in ATL, we’re in on this together—telling the national story is expressing the transportation as a whole. MAP-21 reports will come out after it expires—have a need to immediately tell a story
· Measures should be common sense, purpose driven, reality based
· Doesn’t know how target setting requirements can be implemented so that effective national performance reports can be developed—not apple and oranges trying to compare—it’s all the different kinds of fruits

· Think about:
· How far forward are you looking when setting a target?
· Is there value in length of time that is set for the target?

The national story is expressing the nation’s transportation as a whole and USDOT needs to define “meaningful” and “appropriate” to describe targets. There might be a problem with the implementation of targets and the assimilation of those results into a national report with other states. While no one states targets/ performance measures are the same, the comparison of each states result within a national report cannot be developed because no real comparisons between the results can be drawn. Within Florida, the problems revolve around safety and fatalities so implementing targets that define the conditions as good/ fair will not truly convey the circumstances around that particular infrastructure. The targets that are implemented should be purpose driven and reality based. 

[bookmark: _Toc348266703]Georgia
· Heard some agreement in our room for the comment regarding target ranges.
· Heard some agreement in our room about MPO being responsible when they are not the implementing agency.
· Everything needs to be conveyed to the public in a way that they can understand.
· Importance of clarity on the dashboard. Establish meaningful goals and targets – it is okay to not meet them, but provide explanation for how we will correct actions.
· Meaningful is “Can my mother understand it?”
· Pete’s question regarding timeframe for target – it should vary based on the target. Should coincide with limits in TIP. Should be flexible and.
· Overall effectiveness – Be careful. Decision not reflected of data will be heavily scrutinized.
· It’s okay to show a decline or not meeting the goal if you establish a plan – Good, bad, ugly.
· Taxpayers define “meaningful” etc. – will vary from state to state, MPO to MPO, and region to region.
· Effective national performance reports – methods for calculation of targets is crucial.
· Suggested USDOT principles to assess – polls etc.

When reporting on the efficiency of the completion of the goal, there needs to be more contexts given than whether or not the goal was achieved. The story or reason behind not achieving the goal should be taken into consideration. The time frame for setting the target should be based on the target itself and the circumstances around setting that target (resources, demand etc.). An effective and consistent method of establishing a method for evaluating and calculating targets is crucial for comparing and contrasting information. Within all targets created, the targets should be understandable to the public and there should be improvement that they can see. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc348266704]Iowa 
1. Should targets be applied nationally?

· National story is that our infrastructure is deteriorating and in poor condition.  How is the national story told if the targets are achieved?  How can we convince the public that we need additional funding if we are achieving our targets?
· Is the story about target or conditions of system?
· Maintain service and get people to work as opposed to maintaining assets.  Is mobility or asset maintenance our goal?
· Do we want to be all red or all green on our dashboard if the infrastructure is deteriorating?
Iowa’s infrastructure is deteriorating and in poor condition therefore the central focus is on maintaining the current level of service and getting people to work on improving that level. Is the story of the state and the nation about the targets or the conditions of the system? If the story is about achieving targets, and we are technically achieving those targets, how can we convince the public that more funding is needed to not to go beyond just maintaining the current satisfactory conditions.  

[bookmark: _Toc348266705]Minnesota 
· Targets should be achievable given resources available and competing priorities
Targets should be achievable based on the resources and prioritizes by each individual state. State’s personal needs take priority over national needs or standards. 
[bookmark: _Toc348266706]Missouri 
1. How do you think taxpayers would define “meaningful” or “appropriate” targets to support a national, state and/or local transportation system?
· For starters, taxpayers cannot relate to terms that are used solely by engineers.  The language used for the measures and the target needs to be “everyday usage.”  
· They should also be based in part on the individual states customer satisfaction ratings.  What might be important in Boston, Massachusetts could be not at all important in Wichita, Kansas.  Moderate sized cities such as Kansas City and St. Louis continuously weigh the need to expand the capacity of their transportation system with the density of their population.  
· Tradeoffs have to also be considered.  At some point you simply can’t afford to provide infrastructure to everyone.  They struggle with how to increase population density to help make transit more cost effective.

2. Given that targets are typically set at the state and local levels, how can the target setting requirements be implemented so that effective national performance reports can be developed?

· Apply the SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and timely) principle.
· Establish national minimum levels.  
· Provide clear guidance on what constitutes meeting the minimum levels.
· Ensure the data is reliable and accurate.

3. What principles might you suggest USDOT consider in assessing whether a State or MPO has developed a “meaningful” or “appropriate” target?

· Targets should follow the SMART and KISS (Keep it simple) principles
· Should be within their realm of control
· Build upon existing practices
· Too many things can be overwhelming

[bookmark: _Toc348266707]Montana 
· Keep it simple – need to ensure measures are achievable given competing resources.  Want tangible, measurable results that can be quantified in a manner that can be easily related to the general public.
· Don’t need a blanket measure – should be able to tailor measures by state and MPOs’ specific characteristics and conditions.
· Need to make sure that the measures aren’t so voluminous that the attention on the “important stuff” is diluted.
· Need to ensure that a common baseline and starting point is established.  
· Timeframes associated with reporting will vary from target to target – an annual reporting for a particular consideration may not be overly useful due to small or insignificant incremental changes annually.
· Defining “appropriate” – has to be context sensitive and community specific, recognizing unique characteristics.  “Appropriate” will also be driven by local buy in, the public, and elected officials.




[bookmark: _Toc348266708]New York 
· Individual conditions do not tell a story, need to look at full picture of conditions, such as a balanced scorecard
· Don’t leave targets to interpretation.  Ensure clear definitions.  
· Suggest simple scale (e.g., 1-5; poor/fair/good), that allows agencies to continue to use existing performance measures, but translate them into a national scale. 
· Keep simple


[bookmark: _Toc348266709]Oklahoma 


Not included
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1. How do you think stakeholders (i.e. taxpayers) would define “meaningful” or “appropriate” targets to support a national, state, and/or local transportation system?

· Would depend on the customer
· Simple and Achievable given competing priorities and resources
· Time horizon component beneficial

2. Given that targets are typically set at the state and local levels, how can the target setting requirements be implemented so that effective national performance reports can be developed?

· Don’t leave open to interpretation
· Banding (wide ranges) may help given state and local diversity/uniqueness and/or preferences
· Avoid comparing individual states
· Clarity on intent, meaning, description, definition
· Customer centered measures and targets to tell the story

3. What principles might you suggest USDOT consider in assessing whether a State or MPO has developed a “meaningful” or “appropriate” target?

· How can this apply to an MPO since they only plan and publish/set targets, and don’t implement?
· Forecasts of variable investment scenario options are made.  Cross-investment alternatives are analyzed, and impacts on components of performance for scenario decisions are presented
· Forecasted and Actual results are compared.  Variability, potential and realized, is compared.  As part of continuous improvement to improving planning, programming, and implementation.
· The process for analyzing and changing investment scenarios is public and transparent.  Changes to approved investments are made with performance at the table.
· Alignment and coordination of performance measures and targets in all planning processes and products, long-range and near-term.  E.g LRTP, S/TIP, Program and Service Plans (e.g. State Rail Plan, State Freight Plan, SHSP, CMP, TAMP, etc.), Regional/Municipal Planning Challenge Grants, etc.


[bookmark: _Toc348266711]Tennessee 
This depends on the transportation system they use the most.  Stakeholders would define meaningful as anything they can see or directly experience rather than measures or things going on in the background.  Improvements to infrastructure have to make sense and be easily visualized or touched.  Customers don’t necessarily care about “data” or understand what we currently define as “performance.”  Stakeholders will ask themselves the following questions in order to define “meaningful”:  do I have a reliable commute in the morning?  Is my equipment (or car / truck) getting beat up when I am in transit? 



[bookmark: _Toc348266712]Texas 
If they see no visible improvement or a controlled decline, or if things get better or stay close to the same
Tangible and measureable to the customers—can they see how it actually affects them?
A noticeable improvement or slow decline-evidence that things are getting better
As far as target setting is concerned, there needs to be a 3-5 year span of data  we’re not seeing blips in time. I would like to think that goals could be set somewhat in line with federal goals like the TIP or the PLAN. Going beyond ten years to forecast something is not a good idea-- 10 would be the limit for me. 
When setting and reporting on the goals, goals should be set somewhat in line with federal goals of MAP-21. There should be a 3-5 year span in data so there are no interruptions or blips in the time. The targets should not be set to go farther than 10 years. The targets should be measurable and tangible towards the public so that they can see the effects and work that is being done. However, a concern within the reporting is whether the no visible improvement or no controlled decline was seen. 

[bookmark: _Toc348266713]Washington State 
· How is system performing over time?  Trend discussions need to occur before setting targets
· How far out?  Depends on the measure, minimum of 1 year others may be mult-year.
· Should length of time be consistent across country? No
Trend and information on the needs of the states need to be discussed before the process of setting targets can be implemented. Setting the targets and the amount of time the state has to report on the target is dependent on the performance measure and the minimum should be one year or could extend to multi-year. 

[bookmark: _Toc348266714]Headquarters 
Q – Statute appears to institute annual reporting (transit?)
	A – yes
Reflections / Responses
Minnesota – Simple and Achievable
Texas – Measurable and tangible vs cost based.  Use a base of noticeable improvement.
Washington State – Common denominator is the measure; how is the system performing.  Establish target ranges.
Oklahoma – Common denominator, stakeholders will gravitate to the lowest common.  Keep the lowest common denominator objective out of HQ.  How can a MPO set a target and meet it when they are not the implementing agency?
FL – National story; MAP – 21expires in 21 months, reports come in after,: what can we do in the immediate timeframe?
Montana – Respect for States and MPO’s to set targets.  Keep them simple and understandable for the public, and communicate national system needs.
DC – Distractions with 1% change type of targets.  Focus on good, fair, poor type of performance.  Clarify what does a 1% change mean?  Relate to resource and baseline condition, declining populations and increasing populations. 
Tenn – Needs vary per state; more good, fair, poor ratings.  Not grading states against each other.
GA – Has a dashboard shared with the public.  Clarifies and establishes meaningful targets and explains plus includes a plan of action when targets are not achieved.
Missouri – Relevant to everyday people; honest, open, and transparent; use good, fair, poor.
Q – HQ How far out should the target be set and should it be consistent?
	 A - TX - 3-5 year minimum and goals set in line with the TIP and state plan.
	A – Montana – Flexible timeframe

The targets for reporting must be simple and achievable with the most emphasis given to the targets that are measurable and tangible as opposed to cost based. The reports should be understandable to the public while it also conveys the needs of the national system. While reporting is acquired by USDOT, the USDOT should respect the target-setting measurement and implementations of the states and MPOs exclusively. The states will use ratings to describe the conditions of the specific target areas within their state  (good, fair, poor etc.). When reporting and setting the targets, states must also negotiate with their stakeholders the common denominator of conditions that are allowable based on the states specific needs in all aspects of transportation.  The establishment of a specific timeframe for which the target should be set is proposed at 3-5 years minimum but the timeframe must be flexible. 

[bookmark: _Toc348266715]Headquarters – Stakeholders 
· Need to tell a story not just the progression (or regression) of numbers to achieving the target.
· Keep reporting simple and achievable.
· Customers are less concerned about cost and more concerned about how it affects them and then what kind of progress or achievement is made.
· Reporting on “noticeable improvement” or “controlled decline.”
· It will be hard to tell a compelling national story based on targets; what we do have in common is measures. Public will not care about progress in achieving targets but may care about performance of the system. Can FHWA present a compelling, measured, story about performance of the system?
· Would prefer to see target ranges so you can have an aspirational high level, yet achieve at a good, fair, poor level.
· Those common denominator – what is at the public can live with? Nationally, is there an objective measure that can be used to judge the lowest common denominator. Must appeal to the different types of partners – city, suburban, ex-urban who each may have a more important performance measure i.e. walkability;
· we’re all in this together – we must tell a story and connect with the public in a way that benefits us all; how are we going to tell the story?
· Should be able to communicate system needs without having to compare targets state to state; people get distracted by work to achieve a target; what they care about is did the system improve and what does it mean to them. If you are going to use targets you have to turn the target into “what does it mean to me” reporting.
· The varying conditions around the country such as weather or congestion have to be reflected in target reporting. If the needs of citizens of different states will very; consider using good fair poor which will keep states from being compared based on incremental achievement toward targets.
· If your goals and targets are meaningful to the audience, it is easier to report the bad and ugly and explain why you are where you are and what you’re doing.
· Reporting has to talk to everyday people, be relevant to everyday people, how do we tell the story now, tell it the way your mother would understand.
· Targets for reporting – how far out should they be sent (timeline i.e. two years or four years): Three years as suggested; but absolutely must be flexible.

The public does not care about achieving target or measure, they care about seeing progression or regression and how this progression or regression affects them. The reporting should be simple and achievable. The national report should not report on the targets of the individual states; instead it should report on the similarities within the measures of each state. When reporting about the limits of the targets, there should be a national objective measure set that outlines the lowest common denominator of the measures but also accounts for the differences in partners (cities, suburban). The needs of the states should be communicated and compared; not the targets. Within the comparisons, people get too preoccupied with achieving the target and do not focus on the improvement of the system and the system’s needs. The varying conditions within each state and area should be taken into consideration and discussed when evaluating targets and the achievement of targets. The inclusion of these qualitative factors makes it easier to report about the bad and the ugly aspects of the targets or why the target was not achieved. The reporting on the target must be flexible and a timeline for this reporting should be set. 



