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Project Goal 
 

To conduct a national scan of MPOs 

to identify “best practice” examples 

of citizen-friendly LRTPs 
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LRTPs should be … 

 Developed with a clear vision 

 Easy to Access via MPO Website 

 Easy to Read/Understandable by the General Public 

 Of a Reasonable Page-Length 

 Sub-Divided into Meaningful Sections 

 Free of Excess Information (Appendices) 

 Inclusive of Graphical Methods for Presenting Content 

Key Principles 
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 Developed Database of MPOs (Population &  

Location) 

 Reviewed LRTPs from Major Metropolitan 

Areas and Developed Key Observations 

 Developed Criteria to Review LRTPs 

 Coordinated with FHWA and MPOAC 

 Conducted In-Depth Evaluation of Select LRTPs 

Methodology 
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 National Database of MPOs (384) 

 Divided MPOs into Three (3) Size Categories 

Large > 1,000,000 people (50 MPOs) 

Medium < 1,000,000 > 200,000 (149) 

Small < 200,000 (185) 

MPOs 
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 Developed Criteria to Assess LRTPs 

Length 

Clarity 

Graphics 

Vision 

 Assessed on a Scale of 1 to 5  

Criteria 
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 Initiated Cursory Review of 137 LRTPs 

MPOs Randomly Selected  

Located LRTPs on agency websites 

Reviewed LRTP Contents & Executive Summaries 

Briefly Reviewed Each LRTP Chapter 

Skimmed for Graphics/Noteworthy Features 

Assigned Values (Scale 1 to 5) for Each Criteria 

 Selected LRTPs for Review 

 Conducted In-Depth Review of 24 LRTPs 

LRTP Review 
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Length 
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 Page Length Review of 137 Out-of-State LRTPs vs. 

Florida’s 25 LRTPs 

 



Qualitative Sub Criteria 

  Inclusion of Essential Topics 

  Efficiency in Documentation 

  Use of Appendices 

 

Length 
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 East-West Gateway Council of 

Governments | St. Louis, MI 

 35 Pages - Unified Appendix Report  

 Houston-Galveston Area Council | 

Houston, TX 

 66 Pages - Simplicity in Presentation 

 Wilmington Area Planning Council | 

Wilmington, DE 

 29 Pages - Concise Language 

Length 
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♦ Wilmington Urban Area MPO | 

Wilmington, NC 

♦ 27 Pages - Structure & Appendices 

♦ Cache MPO | Logan, UT 

♦ 47 Pages - Compactness 

♦ Dixie MPO | St. George, UT 

♦ 40 Pages - Straightforward 

Information 

Length 
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Qualitative Sub Criteria 

  Nature of Language 

  Succession of Topics 

  Communication of Plan Elements 

 

Clarity 
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♦ New York Metropolitan Transportation 

Council | New York City, NY 

♦ Articulation of the Process 

♦ Explanation of “Who,” “What,” 

“Where,” “Why,” and “How” 

♦ Metropolitan Transportation  

 Commission | Oakland, CA 

♦ Educational Language 

♦ Graphics, Text Boxes,  

 Verbiage Explain Policies 

 

Clarity 
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♦ Council of Fresno Governments | Fresno, CA 

♦ Chronological Succession of Topics  

♦ 1: San Joaquin Valley Regional Transportation Overview 

♦ 2: Regional Setting, State, & Federal Issues 

♦ 3: Policy Element 

♦ 4: Needs Assessment & Action Element 

♦ 5: Climate Change Element 

♦ 6: Financial Element 

♦ 7: Public Participation 

♦ Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro  

 MPO | Durham, NC 

♦ Communication of Ideas 

 

 

Clarity 
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♦ Ulster County Transportation 

Council | Kingston, NY 

♦ Explanatory Text 

♦ Background on Every Issue  

♦ Gainesville-Hall MPO | 

Gainesville, GA 

♦ Identification of Data 

Sources and Calculation  

 of Impacts 

♦ Justification of Plan 

 

 

Clarity 
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Qualitative Sub Criteria 

  Appearance of General Layout 

  Enhancement of Content 

  Effectiveness of Images and Illustrations 

 

Graphics 
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 Southern California Association of Governments | 

Los Angeles, CA 

 Story-Telling Graphics   

 

 

Graphics 
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Innovative graphics enhance 

text and provide visualization 

method that aid comprehension. 



 Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission | 

Philadelphia, PA 

 Innovative Illustrations  

 

 

Graphics 
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Use of graphics like a radar 

chart to create a scenario 

planning index and before and 

after images to illustrate the 

pros and cons of alternatives. 



 Indian Nationals Council of Governments | Tulsa, OK 

Use of Mapping (27 Maps)  

 

 

Graphics 
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Incorporation of maps into the 

document body to provide spatial 

reference and effectively illustrate 

elements of the plan as they pertain 

to the regional transportation 

system.  



 Greenville-Pickens Area Transportation Study | 

Greenville, SC 

 Local Imagery  

 

 

Graphics 
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Local theme that 

stresses the 

significance of the 

regional plan and 

incorporates a variety 

of pictures that make 

the document both 

familiar and visually 

appealing. 



 Rapid City Area MPO | Rapid City, SD 

Data and Conceptual Presentation  

 

 

Graphics 
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Presentation of 

survey results is 

indicative of the 

significance of public 

input on plan 

development and 

provides a framework 

for the plan based on 

regional needs. 



 East Central Intergov. Association | Dubuque, IA 

 Plan Visualization   

 

 

Graphics 
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Individual corridor 

maps/tables allow 

for comparison 

across corridors 

and understanding 

of system needs on 

both a regional 

and corridor scale. 



Qualitative Sub Criteria 

  Presentation of the Vision 

  Implications on the Planning Process 

  Inclusion of Regionally Significant Issues  

 

 

Vision 
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 National Capital Region Transportation Planning 

Board | Washington, DC 

 Illustrating the Vision 

 

 

Vision 
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Upfront presentation of vision 

goals and use of a project 

timeline to illustrate historical 

realization of the vision. 



 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board | 

Baltimore, MD 

Building the Vision  

 

 

Vision 
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Extensive explanation of 

regional vision development 

and how the long-range 

planning effort was built 

upon the vision to develop 

transportation system 

improvements directly 

related to each of the twelve 

regional visioning elements. 



 Capital District Transportation Committee | Albany, NY 

Regionally Focusing the Vision 

 

 

Vision 
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Integration of ‘Issues 

that Affect Everyone’ 

as a focal point for the 

plan- By identifying 

omnipresent issues, the 

plan creates universal 

programs for regional 

integration.  



 Assoc. of Monterey Bay Area Governments | Marina, CA 

Measuring the Vision  

 

 

Vision 
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Presentation of model and statistical 

metrics related to the vision’s elements 

expresses project planning using a 

common sense approach.  



 Jacksonville Urban Area MPO | Jacksonville, NC 

 Framing the Plan with the Vision  

 

 

Vision 
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Introduction of visioning concepts related, 

explanation of their significance and 

implications on the plans, and reference to 

where further articulated in the document.  



 Tahoe MPO | Stateline, CA/NV 

 Implementing Goals and Policies for the Vision 

 

 

Vision 
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The LRTP creates a vision 

and outlines objectives and 

goals that quantify/qualify 

elements of the vision. 

Measurement of these 

goals and objectives is then 

used to develop policies to 

accomplish the regional 

vision.  



Findings 
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Implications 
 

32 

BUILD  BUILD  

The importance of 

balance between clarity, 

length, and graphics to 

create a succinct, 

understandable, and 

attractive document that 

can relay the MPOs vision 

in a user-friendly manner  



Implications 
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Unified Appendix Report 

Simplicity in Presentation 

Concise Language 

Structure & Appendices 

Compactness 

Straightforward 

Information 

Story-Telling Graphics 

Innovative Illustrations 

Local Imagery 

Use of Mapping 

Data & Conceptual 

Presentation 

Plan Visualization 

Articulation of Process 

Informative Language  

Communication of Ideas 

Chronological Order of Topics 

Explanatory Text 

Justification of Plan 

Illustrate  

Build  

Focus on Region 

Measure  

Frame the Plan  

Implement Goals & Policies  



Performance Measures Workshop
MPO Perspective on Performance Measures

TCC & CIR | September 25, 2013



Presenters / Facilitators

Todd A. Brauer, AICP, PTP

• Select Experience
– MARC (Kansas City)

– NCTCOG (Dallas)

• Contact Information
– o: +1 (954) 482-8409

– m: +1 (202) 674-0500

– tbrauer@wgianalytics.com

Craig Secrest

• Select Experience
– FHWA MAP-21Implementation

– NCHRP/AASHTO/AMPA

• Contract Information
– o: +1 (240) 252-5111 ext 3

– m: +1 (703) 973-0841

– Secrest@highstreetconsulting.com



Today’s Agenda

• How it all fits together

• Role of performance measures

• Selecting performance criteria

• Example measures

• Overview of Commitment 2040 
‘development’ measures

• Open discussion
Source: https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/about/



Performance Measures

System Plans
(transit, freight, tolls, etc.)

Needs Plan
(SIS, TDP, other plans)

Cost Affordable Plan
(Board direction)

TIP

Prioritized Needs
(O&M included)

The Vision

Set Horizon-year

Prioritize Needs

Funding Strategies

Project Delivery

Open to Service

Return on Investment

R
ea

lit
y

Id
ea



Role of Performance Measures

3 Functions

• Plan development

• Plan implementation

• Monitoring/accountability

4 Applications

• Resource allocation

• Program structure

• Project selection

• Policy refinement



Selecting Performance Criteria

• Strategic alignment

• Causality

• Data availability / 
resource implications

• Decision-making value

• Communication value



Example Measure: Plan Development
Th

e 
G

o
al • Move people

•Create jobs

• Strengthen 
communities

Th
e 

O
b

je
ct

iv
e • Maintain 

infrastructure
•Achieve LOS 

standards

• Improve accessibility

• Shorten delivery

•Maximize ridership

Th
e 

M
ea

su
re

s • % of existing 
O&M costs met

• % of new O&M   
costs met



Example Measure: Plan Implementation
Th

e 
G

o
al • Move people

•Create jobs

• Strengthen 
communities

Th
e 

O
b

je
ct

iv
e • Accelerate project 

delivery

Th
e 

M
ea

su
re

s • Leveraged local 
dollars in TIP 
(local investment 
multiplier)

• % of TIP spent on 
rights-of-way



Example Measure: Plan Monitoring
Th

e 
G

o
al • Move people

•Create jobs

• Strengthen 
communities

Th
e 

O
b

je
ct

iv
e • Maintain or 

reduce the cost of 
travel

Th
e 

M
ea

su
re

s • Vehicle hours of 
delay per…

• % of lane miles at 
target LOS



Goal: Move People

• Maintain infrastructure

– % of existing O&M costs met

– % of new O&M costs met

• Achieve LOS standards

– % of facilities meeting 

standards, by mode

• Improve accessibility

– # of jobs w/in 30 min

– # of facilities w/consistent policies

• Shorten project delivery

– % projects needing new ROW

• Maximize transit ridership

– Mode share



Goal: Create Jobs

• Reduce avg. travel time

– Selected avg. travel times

– Build alternative modes

• Promote new development

– % of newly developing areas 

with “good” transportation 

access/mobility

• Minimize cost of travel

– Travel cost index

• Maximize private investment

– Annual project development 

spending

– Public involvement levels



Goal: Strengthen Communities

• Equitable cost/benefit distribution
– # of transportation alternatives in 

all 5 planning areas

– % of pop. with “good” access in 
targeted areas 

• Improve safety
– # of fatalities/serious injuries

– # of crashes

• Promote development/infill
– Value of P3 in targeted areas

– % of pop. w/ premium transit access

• Aesthetic project design
– $s spent on CSS

• Non-motorized options
– Sidewalk to roadway ratio

– Bicycle to roadway ratio

– Miles of bike/ped network gaps

• Environmental stewardship
– BTUs/person mile travelled

– Tons of greenhouse gases from 
mobile sources



Open Discussion
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Performance Measures
Progress Report Summary • June 2013

The Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) long-range 

transportation plan, Transportation Outlook 2040, includes a set  

of goals that serve as the plan’s foundation. Transportation Outlook 

2040 provides a socially, environmentally and economically 

sustainable vision for the Kansas City region. It outlines  

$18 billion in transportation investments to support and guide 

implementation of the plan over time.  

MARC has designed a set of goals to evaluate the plan’s progress. 

This performance measures report summarizes some indicators 

that help MARC and its planning partners better understand and 

evaluate how well the region is achieving the plan goals.  

This year’s summary presents new categories, more reliable data 

sources and the inclusion of an expanded region under some 

categories.

The full report is available online at www.marc.org/2040. 

Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

Transit service Total revenue service hours 2010: 904,850 hrs.
+6.14%

2011: 924,475 hrs.

Average transit boardings per revenue 

service hour

2010: 17.38 boardings
+0.61%

2011: 17.48 boarding

Source: National Transit Database (NTD) — Annual Transit Profiles.

Note: System-wide transit ridership has grown by over 20% since 2004.

Bicycle-pedestrian 

accessibility

Number of obligated TIP projects with 

bicycle and pedestrian elements

2011: 65 projects
+76.92%

2012: 115 projects

Source: Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), Annual list of obligated projects

Note: The number of obligated TIP projects containing bicycle/pedestrian elements has dramatically increased along 
with the amount of federal funding obligated for bicycle/pedestrian projects.

Environmental justice Percent of total federal funds invested in 

environmental justice tracts

2010–2014 TIP: 41.82%
+7.60%

2012–2016 TIP: 49.42%

Source: Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), Annual list of obligated projects

Note: The most recent 2012-2016 TIP saw an increased percentage of funding in Environmental Justices census tracts.  
These areas account for 28 percent of the region’s population.

Accessibility 

Key:

•	Blue arrow, plan goal 
(increase/decrease  
in measure).

• Green arrow/green box — 
trending in-line with plan.

•	Red arrow/red box — 
trending opposite of plan.

• 
Gray line, gray box — no change 
in information or no significant 
change toward plan goals.



Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

Freight movement Tonnage of goods moved* 2007: 62,247,040 tons
-3.88%

2010: 59,833,028 tons

Source: Mid-America Regional Council, Import/export report Freight Analysis Framework (FAF3)

* No change from the 2012 summary.

Note: The tonnage of goods moved throughout the Kansas City MSA decreased during the great recession.  
The updated Import/Export Analysis will be available in Fall 2013

Activity centers Number of annual TIP projects within 

activity centers

2011: 12 projects
+75.00%

2012: 21 projects

Source: Mid-America Regional Council, TIP database

Note: The number of annual TIP projects in activity centers increased significantly in 2012.

Transportation costs Annual cost of congestion per commuter 2010: $434
+25.86

2011: $584*

Source: Texas Transportation Institute (TTI), Urban mobility reports

* TTI used alternative calculation method for the 2012 report.

Note: According to the Tom Tom Congestion Index, Kansas City area ranks 59th out of 59 major cities analyzed in 
North America (continent) with a congestion level of 10 percent.

Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

Vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT)

Vehicle miles traveled per capita  

(MARC counties)

2010: 24.7 miles
-0.81%

2011: 24.6 miles

Source: Kansas Department of Transportation (KDOT), Roadway database; Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT), Roadway database; 
 American Community Survey (ACS), One year estimates

Note: Total regional Daily VMT increased by 1.8 percent from 46,813,223 to 47,649,645 over this same period.

Vehicle occupancy Average number of vehicle occupants 2010: 1.04 occupants
+0.77%

2012: 1.05 occupants

Source: ACS, One-year estimates

Note: There has been no significant change in vehicle occupancy rates since data has been available starting in 2006.   

Economic Vitality

Climate change / energy use

Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

MetroGreen® network Completed Metro Green® network miles 2010: 230 miles
+5.22%

2011: 242 miles

Source: Mid-America Regional Council Environmental Services, MetroGreen® database

Note: The network has continued to expand and currently is estimated at 21.2 percent complete to its planned vision 
of a 1,144-mile system.

Carbon dioxide Pounds of system-wide CO
2 
emitted during 

congestion only (millions)

2010: n/a
—

2011: 256 pounds

Pounds (millions) per auto commuter  

(CO
2
 produced during congestion only)

2010: n/a
—

2011: 235 pounds

Source: TTI, Urban Mobility Reports

Note: This is the first year the Urban Mobility report includes a measure for air quality. Kansas City is well below the 
national average for system-wide CO

2
 emissions and is ranked 38 out of the 101 urban areas studied. Kansas 

City ranks 70th out of 101 urban areas for pounds of CO
2
  per auto commuter during congestion. 

Environment
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Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

Ozone pollution Three-year average of ground-level ozone 

readings (parts per billion)

2009–11: 75 ppb
+6.67%

2010–12: 80 ppb

Number of annual ozone pollution 

violations

2011: 9 violations
+155.56%

2012: 23 violations 

Source: MARC Air Quality reports, ozone season summaries

Note: Seasonal weather patterns significantly contribute to Ozone formation. 2012 was an extremely hot summer 
and coupled with a lower standard (75 ppb) resulted in the highest number of violations since our data was 
collected starting in 1993.

Physical health Percent of adults obese in Kansas City 

Region

2009: 26.9%
+2.60%

2010: 29.5%

Percent of adults physically inactive in 

Kansas City Region**

2009: 22.7%
+0.30%

2010: 23.0%

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), Selected Metropolitan/Micropolitan Area Risk Trends (SMART): Behavioral Risk Factor 
Surveillance System (BRFSS), city and county data

** No change in data from the 2012 report.

Note: Transportation is only one factor related to obesity and physical activity, however, this undesired trend 
reinforces the need to be proactive in planning for improved health outcomes.

Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

Crash fatalities Number of annual crash fatalities* 2010: 182
-16.48%

2011: 152

Number of annual crash fatalities per 

100,000,000 Vehicle miles traveled

2010: 1.09
-11.93%

2011: 0.96

* Goal to cut number in half by 2040.

Disabling injuries Number of annual disabling injuries 2010: 1,384 no 
significant 

change2011: 1,380

Number of annual disabling injuries per 

100,000,000 vehicle miles traveled

2009: 8.30
-2.17%

2010: 8.12

Source: Kansas Department of Transportation, traffic databases; Missouri Department of Transportation, traffic databases.

Note: The fatalities and disabling injuring for all four measures have decreased from 2010–2011, continuing a noticeable 
positive trend. 

Public health

Safety and security

Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

Multimodal options Percent of work trips using alternative 

modes (transit, bicycling, walking, etc.)

2010: 15.83%
+1.16%

2011: 16.99%

Percentage of people driving alone  

to work

2010: 84.17%
-1.16%

2011: 83.01%

Source: ACS, one-year estimates

Note: 2011 registered a notable increase in multimodal usage; rates remain consistent with historic trends.

Place Making
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Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

Bridge conditions Percent of structurally deficient bridges* 2010: 10.43%
-1.13%

2011: 9.30%

Percent of functionally obsolete bridges* 2010: 14.95%
-0.05%

2011: 14.90%

Source: Kansas Department of Transportation and Missouri Department of Transportation.

*Miami County added to the MARC region in 2012.

Pavement condition Percent of Kansas roads in MARC region 

classified as “poor” condition

2011: 0.2%
+0.40%

2012: 0.6%

Percent of Missouri roads in MARC region 

classified as “not good” condition

2010: 17.9%
-2.50%

2012: 15.4%

Source: Kansas Department of Transportation, pavement condition. Missouri Department of Transportation, pavement condition.

Note: KDOT and MoDOT have two different ratings systems for their pavement conditions. Each state’s roads must be  
examined separately.

System conditions

Factor Measure Data Goal Actual Trend

Travel speeds Average travel speed (MPH) on highways 2006: 57.42 mph
-3.20%

2010: 55.58 mph

Source: Mid-America Regional Council, Travel Time Study Reports

Note: 2011 travel time data was collected utilizing a new regional dataset; this represents an updated methodology and 
format when compared to prior year’s data.

Congestion Percent of urban roadways congested 2010: 23%
—

2011: 23% 

Source: Texas Transportation Institute, Urban mobility reports

Note: Kansas City’s congested network (23 percent of total) is approximately half the size of similar large urban areas 
with one to three million people, averaging approximately 46 percent congestion. 

Travel time Annual hours of delay per auto commuter 2010: 27 hours
—

2011: 27 hours*

Source: Texas Transportation Institute (TTI), Urban mobility reports

* New information source used for 2011 data.

Note: When compared to other urban areas of similar size, the Kansas City region experiences 37 percent less annual 
delay per auto commuter (27 hours of annual delay compared to 37 hours in peer regions). 

System performance


