	DEVELOPING A PERFORMANCE ORIENTED PLANNING PROCESS INTEGRATING SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS AND STRATEGIES AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL

	Legacy Process
	Modified 3-C Process
	What Stands in the Way  - The Challenges 

	Primarily capacity oriented
	Includes systems operations, focused on service and performance
	· Plans equate service improvements with capacity (which are highly budget constrained) Therefore real improvements not considered possible

· Statewide policy/plan often lacks operational commitment and not transmitted to Districts and their participation in MPO planning

· lack of appreciation of the impact of NRC (delay, safety, freight/reliability) and its causes together with the role and leverage of operations in providing improved leverage (both conventional SO&M and pricing)

· No HQ constituency – and public participation rarely focuses on Ops, since public is not informed on leverage

	Based on forecasted peak deficiencies only
	Recognizes the impact of non-peak, non-capacity deficiencies (50% of delay and most of reliability)
	· Deficiencies constrained by conventional indicators (data) – few state DOTs measuring today’s performance, or thinking forward about the increased impact of NRC

· Little focus on operational performance – either current or future

	Long range horizon -- planning and designs to meet a future need (10-15 years away)
	Mix of long and short-term strategies to meet more immediate needs (2-3 years) as well as long-term needs – recognizes incrementalism
	· Long range strategy a convention partly because of relationship to capital project life cycles (10-15) even though stakeholder/customers would appreciate improvements soon

· Important Ops improvements take place under the planning radar because they are not facility oriented (TMC improvements) , but still need resources 

	Primarily highway planner/designer expertise
	Multi-modal/disciplinary – involves operators and transportation system users, e.g., public safety, freight, etc.
	· Planners often have little technical background in operations (and contact with operators),  Operation expertise at strategic level is very rare in the professions 

	Facility capacity and impacts orientation on a link basis  
	Customer and performance focused – mobility, safety, freight, security --  on a network basis 
	· Link deficiency orientation leads to piecemeal solutions rather than system-wide

· Local government constituencies have backlog of capacity projects, investment capture objectives and stakeholder expectations – none of which is served by SO&M

· Many Ops benefit capture requires complex multi-local govt coop (signals) which raises uncertainties, or non-transportation agency involvement/leadership (like PSAs)

	Uses long-established methodologies w/o operations
	Sketch model options to level playing field among strategies, both capacity and operational 
	· Methods used to forecast and analyze future deficiency do not reveal non-peak/non-capacity problems (a new process needed).

· Post-process analysis of leverage (such as IDAS), not integrated in 4-step models and not accepted by EPA/courts in non-attainment contexts

	Historical costs are captured, but actual benefits rarely verified
	Historical data is maintained, but actual benefits and life cycle costs could be verified 
	· Failure to reveal the limited service benefits of proposed capacity improvements in congested setting compared to operational improvements.

· Rarely follow-up to look at actual LOS impacts of typical capacity improvements

	Cost/benefit data provided in complex text and table format
	Visioning, scenarios and performance measurement as well as cost/benefit
	· MOE and data do not provide level playing field for comparative evaluation of capacity improvements vs operational improvements or incremental benefits

· Many MPOs use criteria approach to prioritize in which transportation service B/C only one among many criteria – limited appreciation of order of magnitude difference in B/C between many ops strategies

	Focus is on programming funds for capital projects
	Broadens programming focus to include regional collaborative efforts
	· Funding for capital over-subscribed by backlog projects and constituencies resist using for SO&M

· SO&M funds often from maintenance – are often constrained or considered lower priority


· Is SO&M considered in agencies statement of policy and program (as either “a system” a “program” a “strategy”)?

· Is it treated separate from “capacity” or systems

· Not models just, but also analysis

· Date

· pm

· Do the proposed goals strategies, etc have related performance measures

· How is SO&M accommodated in setting priorities. Via issues, via systems via performance measures

· What is the relationship between time frames (LR vs. SR)

· Does the plan get to an “operational level” that is, are strategies that are not major capital investment included, and if so, how

· Links with MPO

· Budget and funding issues

