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Practical Guidelines  
to Set Good 

Performance Targets: 

The MPO and Local Agency’s Perspectives
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Why is it 
Important?

MAP-21 
Requirements 
Focus on: 

▪Performance 

▪Accountability 

▪Transparency
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From Small Business to  

Fortune 500 : 

How is Success being 
measured?
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Profit Margin = 
80% 

Year to Year Sales 
= 200% 

Food Spoilage = 
2% 
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Performance Chaos ?

What 
backlog???

Our roads 
are fine!We fix 

potholes !!!

I know which 
ones to fix !

 10%

 75 Good

 Money 
is no 

object
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES

▪Measurable 
▪Objective as possible 
▪Can be fairly applied 
▪Utilize data widely available 
▪Meaningful (e.g. promotes 

pavement preservation)
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“One Size Fits All”?
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PERFORMANCE METRICS

 
Fed/State 

?

Regional 
PCI

Local / Public 

Current Level of Service 
Effectiveness of Preventive Maint. 
Sustainability of Investment Level 8



DEFINING

▪Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs) 
▪ Strategic plan 
▪Quantify goals 

and objectives

TRANSLATING
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GOAL 1:  
Fix it First 
▪Develop maintenance strategies 

& performance standards to 
effectively allocate resources

Pavement 
Preservation Index 

(PPI)
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MEASURING

▪Reduce current backlog by 50% 
in 2018 
▪ Increase PCI by 5 points by 2024 

to 75 
▪ Invest 50% of the budget on 

Preventive Maintenance
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No 
Two 

Alike“You must 
define and 

interpret your 
KPIs based on 
your goals and 

objectives.”
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BENCHMARKS 

▪Compare to 
previous 
performance 
▪ Industry peers 
▪Neighboring  
▪Region
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Performance Measures
!Pavement Condition Index (PCI)

Source:  StreetSaver
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Performance Measures
▪ Pavement Condition Index (PCI) vs Deferred 

Maintenance

Source:  StreetSaver
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Performance Measures
▪ Remaining Service Life

Source:  StreetSaver
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Performance Measures
▪ Max.  % in Poor Condition/  Min. % in Good or Very 

Good

Source:  StreetSaver 17



Performance Measures

▪Visual Condition Index (VCI) 
▪Pavement Health Index (PHI) 
▪Pavement Quality Index (PQI) 
▪Current Confidence Score  
▪State of Good Repair (SGR)
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Performance for Local 
Agencies
▪ Existing condition? 
▪Maintenance $ currently invested? 
▪ $ needed to achieve the state of good 

repair? 
▪ Effectiveness of pavement preservation 

effort?
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Key Performance Indicators

Current  Level  of  Service  
                  2012  PCI 3-­‐yr  Moving  

                                      

County Jurisdiction

Total  
Lane  
Miles  

Total  
CL  
Miles

%  
Poor  

or  
Failed

%  
Very  
Good  

or  Art Coll Res NET 2010 2011 2012
   Regional                                     24% 31% 73 66 63 66 66 66 66
ALA ALAMEDA 303.9 137.8 22% 29% 70 72 62 66 66 67 68
   ALAMEDA  CO. 990.3 471.8 9% 16% 71 73 71 71 72 73 71
   ALBANY 59.1 29.4 36% 20% 64 60 54 58 60 58 57
   BERKELEY 452.8 216.2 38% 28% 70 50 58 58 60 59 59
   DUBLIN 254.0 116.0 0% 84% 88 85 88 87 82 84 86
   EMERYVILLE 47.1 19.8 5% 51% 77 75 70 75 77 78 78
   FREMONT 1064.9 496.9 30% 31% 73 61 57 63 64 63 63

▪ % Poor or Failed; % of  Very Good or Better 

▪ Network PCI, 3-yr Moving Avg PCI
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Key Performance Indicator
▪ Pavement Preservation Index (PPI) =

Actual PM %  
Recommended PM%

County Jurisdiction Network  
PCI

$PM/  
Lane  Mile

%  
Actual  

PM
%    PM  
Needs

Pavement  
Preservation  

Index
   Regional  Benchmarks 66   $                1,336   17% 16% 1.06
Alameda ALAMEDA 66   $                1,271   13% 15% 0.88
   ALAMEDA  CO. 71   $                        

671  
18% 28% 0.67

   ALBANY 58   $                1,247   10% 13% 0.78
   BERKELEY 58   $                        

263  
2% 11% 0.20

   DUBLIN 87   $                3,124   50% 79% 0.62
   EMERYVILLE 75   $                            

48  
100% 35% 2.87

   FREMONT 63   $                5,140   43% 16% 2.76 21



Key Performance Indicator
▪ Sustainability Index =

County Jurisdiction Network  
PCI

Actual  
M&R  /Lane  

Mile
Needs/  

Lane  Mile
Sustainabilit

y  Index
   Regional  

Benchmarks
66 $10,400 $27,000 39%

Alamed ALAMEDA 66 $9,800 $26,900 36%
   ALAMEDA   71 $3,600 $16,200 22%
   ALBANY 58 $12,700 $29,800 43%
   BERKELEY 58 $11,600 $32,400 36%
   DUBLIN 87 $6,300 $5,600 113%
   EMERYVILLE 75 $0 $16,100 0%

Actual M&R   
Annualized 10-Year Needs
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Key Performance Indicator
▪ Backlog over Asset Value =

Current Backlog 

Network Asset 
Value

County Jurisdiction Network  
PCI

Current  
Backlog  

(millions)

Network  
Asset  Value  
(millions)

Backlog/  
Asset  
Value

   Regional  
Benchmarks

66 $5,645 $38,814 15%
Alamed ALAMEDA 66 $32 $229 14%
   ALAMEDA   71 $55 $647 8%
   ALBANY 58 $9 $41 22%
   BERKELEY 58 $77 $298 26%
   DUBLIN 87 $4 $180 2%
   EMERYVILLE 75 $3 $37 7%
   FREMONT 63 $131 $805 16%
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Tracking…

Know Your Audience
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Tracking

▪Monthly:  Executive Performance 
Report 
▪Annually:  SF Bay Area Regional 

Pavement Condition Report 
▪Every 4 years – Long Term 

Transportation Plan
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Tracking
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Executive Performance Summary

! Frequency – Monthly, Semi Annually, Annually?

Source:  StreetSaver 27



Success Story - MTC
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Outcome-Driven Performance Measure  

▪ No advantage or disadvantage  
▪ Data from StreetSaver  
▪ Promotes pavement preservation principles 
▪ Replaces “Maintenance of Effort”  
!Shifts practice from “worst first” to 

preventive maintenance
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Importance of Pavement 
Preservation

Source:  StreetSaver
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Your Tax Dollars At Work  
Performance 
▪ Use of Asset Management 
▪ Promote sound pavement preservation 
▪ Outcome driven – “worst first” to preventive maintenance 
Accountability 
▪ Taxpayers know where the money is spent 
▪ Establish “maintenance of effort” for local agencies 
Transparency 
▪ Reports for internal & external customers
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Action Look 
Beyond 
PCI

32



Small Business – How is Success 
being measured?

Questions?

Sui Tan, PE
StreetSaver 
Program Manager 

Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission 

stan@mtc.ca.gov 
510-800-8428
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