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Transportation Performance Management 
Webinar Series

• This is the 2nd in the TPM webinar series

• Our regular webinar series is held every two months, on
topics such as communications, system performance
management, data sources, and many more to come!

• Today is Episode 1 of a special, five-part Target Setting
Webinar Miniseries that will run through August

• We welcome ideas for future webinar topics and
presentations

• Use the webinar Q&A panel during the webinar
– Submit questions for today’s presenters
– Submit ideas for future webinar topics
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Welcome

The TPM Pooled Fund, the AASHTO Committee on 
Performance Based Management, and FHWA are pleased 
to sponsor this webinar series!
– Sharing knowledge is a critical component of advancing performance

management practice
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Webinar Agenda
2:00 Welcome and Introduction and TPM Pooled Fund Overview

Christos Xenophontos (Rhode Island DOT), Matt Hardy (AASHTO), and
Hyun-A Park (Spy Pond Partners, LLC)

2:10  FHWA Target Setting Overview
Nelson Hoffman (FHWA)

2:20  Performance Based Planning: Looking Back for the Future of Capital Investment
Bryan Pounds (Massachusetts DOT)

2:35  Metropolitan Council Coordination and Collaboration with MnDOT on Target Setting: Best 
Practices and Lessons Learned
David Burns (Metropolitan Council, St. Paul, Minnesota)

2:50 Iowa’s Risk-Based Target Setting Approach
Matt Haubrich (Iowa DOT)

3:05  What We Didn’t Know Then: TPM and Target Setting Overview
Tammy Haas (New Mexico DOT)

3:20 Q&A and Wrap Up 3



We’ve Completed the First Step in the TPM Journey:
A Consistent, Data-informed Approach to Managing the Nation’s Highways

FHWA/AASHTO Transportation Performance Management Target Setting Webinar Miniseries #1
July 15, 2020



2nd Performance Period for 
Emission Reduction Measure

2nd Performance Period for 
All Other Measures
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1st Performance Period for 
All Other Measures

Full Performance 
Period Progress 

Report
(due Oct 1, 2022)

1st Performance Period for 
Emission Reduction Measure

Full Performance 
Period Progress 

Report
(due Oct 1, 2026)

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Mid Performance 
Period Progress 

Report
(due Oct 1, 2020)

On the TPM Journey: We’ve Completed the First Step!

Mid Performance 
Period Progress 

Report
(due Oct 1, 2024)

Baseline 
Performance 
Period Report

(due Oct 1, 2022)

Baseline 
Performance 
Period Report

(due Oct 1, 2018)



• Complete. All 52 State DOTs have reported performance data and targets for
each of 17 performance measures.
o FHWA has published the State Performance Dashboards and Reports, sharing all data and

targets in one place.
• Accountable. State DOTs and MPOs work together to set data-informed targets.

They are accountable for managing performance to make progress toward the
targets they set.
o FHWA facilitates the collaborative target-setting process, providing guidance, training, and

technical assistance to State DOTs and MPOs.
• Consistent. Now, State DOTs can benchmark their performance among peer

agencies because they have access to consistent data.
o Now, FHWA can uniformly track performance data and tell a national story. This is a first step

in a long-term effort to better manage the performance of the Nation’s highways.

TPM: Complete, Accountable, Consistent
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https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/reporting/state/


All data submitted during the first reporting period now available:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/reporting/state/

State Performance Reports: a Complete, Consistent  Picture
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• State DOTs and MPOs work together to set data-informed
targets. They are accountable for managing performance to
make progress toward the targets they set.

• Collaboration--among FHWA, State DOTs, MPOs, and other
stakeholders--is a key to managing performance and making
progress toward target achievement.
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Accountability



• FHWA facilitates the collaborative target-setting process, providing
guidance, training, and technical assistance to State DOTs and MPOs.

• FHWA provided critical guidance to ensure on-time submission of all
required data and targets through the State Performance Reports
o Implementation Workshops
o Implementation Timeline
o Implementation Resources
o Training Courses
o Presentations and Webinars

FHWA Supports Accountability Through Guidance and Training
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https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/workshop/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule/timeline.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/resources/resources.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/resources/training.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/resources/presentations.cfm


• FHWA is positioned to support States moving forward to track
progress and improve upon this initial set of data

• Improvements to Performance Management Form (PMF) for
submitting data (2019-2020)

• Guidance and Training (2020)
o Emission Reduction Measure
o Basis of Target Discussions
o 2020 Significant Progress

• Tools to provide continuity to Division Office review (2020)
• Program Office and Division Office Coordination (ongoing)

Next Steps --- This is Only the Beginning!
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Performance Management Data Analysis
Some Examples
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Trend Analysis: Variation Across Measures
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Trend Analysis: Variation Across Measures



Nelson Hoffman
Transportation Performance Management Program Manager
Federal Highway Administration
Phone (202) 578-2622
nelson.hoffman@dot.gov
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Questions?

http://dot.gov


massDOT’s 
Performance based planning: 
Looking back for the future of 
capital investment

Bryan K. Pounds, Manager, MPO Activities
MassDOT Office of Transportation Planning
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CIP

Bond cap & 
federal 

authorizations

Performance based 
planning

Modal plans & studies

Policy goals & strategies

MassDOT/MBTA strategic plans & regional 
planning

GIS tools, performance 
tracker, federal 
measures

financial constraints

program sizing, 
investments

The massDOT planning pyramid
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massDOT’sAnnual Performance Tracker

2015: 
Established baselines for 
performance measures

2016: 
Developed 2-year, 4-
year, and long-term 
targets 

2020: 
Tracker revamped for 
10th year of report; 
Targets updated

2018: 
Tracker goes 
online;
Targets updated

2019: 
Tracker online with 
improved website 
structure

While it is legislatively required, Tracker improves accountability and transparency 

Tracker illustrates progress in improving our roads, bridges, airports, railways, 
bikeways, and the performance of bus, subway, rail, and the Registry of Motor 
Vehicles

Tracker also shows us where performance is falling short, and when and where 
additional investments or changes in investment strategies is needed.

Tracker development is coordinated through MassDOT’s Office of Performance 
Management and Innovation (OPMI) with CIP process to align investment and 
performance goals 

mass.gov/lists/tracker-annual-performance-management-reports

http://www.mass.gov/lists/tracker-annual-performance-management-reports
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Governance in the Commonwealth

Note: MassDOT is the Chair of each of the MPOs, the 
Highway Division has a seat on each board, and the RPAs 
cover the exact same geographic area
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Performance governance in the Commonwealth

FHWA/FTA 
• Federal legislation
• FHWA Division

Office
• FTA Regional Office
• Approval of 3C

compliance

MassDOT
• OPMI
• Highway Division
• Office of

Transportation
Planning

• Reporting through
UPACs

MPOs & TPOs
• 10 MPOs
• 3 TPOs
• Advisory

Committees
• Adoption of targets

RPAs
• “Staff” to the MPO
• Transportation

Manager’s Group
(TMG)

• RPA Performance
Measures
Subcommittee

Note: “TMG “is comprised 
of representatives of each 
of the 13 RPAs, 
MassDOT, FHWA, FTA, 
and meets on the first 
Tuesday of each month. 

Regional Planning 
Coordinators assigned to 
each RPA and MPO
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massDOT’sFHWA Target Setting Process – PM1

• MassDOT’s
Strategic Highway
Safety Plan
(SHSP)

• FARS Reporting
• Executive Office

of Public Safety &
Security (EOPSS)

• NHTSA

Refine 
Methodology

• TMG
• RPA Performance

Subcommittee
• MPOs & TPOs

presentation
• MassDOT Tracker

Set Targets

• MassDOT CIP &
STIP

• MPOs & TPOs
Certification
Activities
(Adoption)

Report 
Targets

August-
December
(CY 20)

March-July 
(CY 20)

January-
February
(CY 21)
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Looking back: PM1 Target Setting

FARS data lag
Target period 
vs. capital 
investment

Governance
NHTSA partnership
The “Conversation”
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massDOT’sFHWA Target Setting Process – PM2

TAMP 
methodology 
established

(2018)

• MassDOT asset management working groups establish methodology (Fall 2017-
Spring 2018)

• TMG, RPA performance subcommittee consultation (Summer 2018)
• UPACs reporting/Baseline targets (October 2018)

TAMP 
adoption
(2019)

• MPO adoption (November 2018)
• MassDOT Tracker Update: 2, 4 year and long term targets (Fall 2018)
• TAMP adopted; CIP, TIPs and STIP updates (Spring-Summer 2019)

Mid-
Performance 
Report (2020)

• TMG, RPA performance subcommittee consultation (July/August 2020)
• MPO consultation (September 2020)
• UPACs reporting (October 2020)
• MassDOT Tracker Update: 2, 4 and long term targets (Fall 2020)
• MPO adoption; CIP, TIPs and STIP updates (Spring 2021)
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Looking back: PM2 Target Setting
Translation (PSI v. 
IRI)
Financial 
uncertainties
MPO input later
“Only” the NHS

Governance
MassDOT asset 
mgmt./working groups
FHWA Division Office
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massDOT’sFHWA Target Setting Process – PM3

PM3
methodology 
established

(2018)

• MassDOT hires a consultant for calculation of PM3 reliability (LOTTR, TTTR, PHED)
targets (Fall 2017)

• PHED targets setting consultation meeting for Boston UZA (NH, MA, RI)
• TMG, RPA performance subcommittee consultation for PM3 (Summer 2018)
• UPACs reporting/Baseline targets set (October 2018)

PM3 target 
adoption
(2019)

• MPO adoption (November 2018)
• MassDOT Tracker Update: 2, 4 year and long term targets (Fall 2018)
• CIP, TIPs and STIP updates (Spring-Summer 2019)

Mid-
Performance 
Report (2020)

• TMG, RPA performance subcommittee consultation (July/August 2020)
• MPO consultation (September 2020)
• UPACs reporting (October 2020)
• MassDOT Tracker Update: 2, 4 and long term targets (Fall 2020)
• CIP, TIPs and STIP updates (Spring 2021)
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Looking back: PM3 Target Setting

Lack of data
Defining 
“reliability”
Emissions targets 
lack “teeth”

Governance
Consultant assistance
Targets broken down by 
MPO/TPO
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Looking forward: massDOT’s target setting

PM1
No baseline; 
Lack of coordination 
with RPAs on data and 
transparency of 
reporting

Coordination on data 
collection through 
modal plans;
Created an online 
interactive portal for 
results by region

PM2
No baseline; 
Translation from PSI to 
IRI; 
Financial 
forecasting/planning 
done in DOT silos

MPO consultation 
prior to TAMP 
updates; 
Financial forecasting 
with FHWA Division 
office/MassDOT OTP

PM3 Lack of NPMRDS data 
points to set LOTTR, 
TTR, PHED
Manual calculations

Use of CATT 
Lab/RITIS Tool to set 
reliability measures 
New reliability 
measures through 
Tracker

Then (2018) Now (2020)
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Transition to performance based planning

Strategic 
plans

Modal 
plans

MassDOT 
Performance 
Tracker

Planning for 
Performance 
(PfP) tools

CIP 
Programs & 
Projects

Federally required (TPM) 
performance measures

Project Selection Criteria
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Thank you!

•MassDOT CIP: www.mass.gov/service-details/capital-
investment-plan-cip
•MassDOT STIP: https://www.mass.gov/service-
details/state-transportation-improvement-program-stip
•MassDOT Performance Tracker: mass.gov/lists/tracker-
annual-performance-management-reports

bryan.pounds@state.ma.us

http://www.mass.gov/service-details/capital-investment-plan-cip
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/state-transportation-improvement-program-stip
http://www.mass.gov/lists/tracker-annual-performance-management-reports
http://state.ma.us


FHWA TPM Target Setting Miniseries 
July 15, 2020

Metropolitan Council Coordination and 
Collaboration with MnDOT on Target 
Setting: Best Practices and Lessons 
Learned
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What we do
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ng Regional Challenges 

Long-range 
planning for a 
strong region

• Stewardship
• Prosperity
• Equity
• Livability
• Sustainability

Putting Performance Measures in Context 



32

• Updated in October of 2018 (will be updated again in
October 2020)

• Goals:
– Transportation System Stewardship
– Safety and Security
– Access to Destinations
– Competitive Economy
– Healthy and Equitable Communities
– Leveraging Transportation Investments to Guide Land Use

• Includes both regional and federal performance
measures and targets

2040 Transportation Policy Plan
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• Performance measures report upon current system performance
• Where applicable, outcomes modeled based on three scenarios:

– Current revenue scenario
– Increased revenue scenario
– “No build” scenario

TPP: Performance Outcomes
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• Performance measures required under federal law:
– Safety/HSIP Performance Measures
– Pavement and Bridge Performance Measures
– System Performance Measures
– Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Performance Measures
– Transit Asset Management Performance Measures
– Transit Safety Performance Measures

Federal Performance Measures 
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• MnDOT worked with the Council
and other MPOs on establishing
state-wide performance
measures

• Supports objectives of Statewide
Multimodal Transportation Plan

• Transparent process
• Council and MnDOT jointly set

CMAQ targets for Twin Cities
metro area

Coordination with MnDOT 
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• The Council initially used the MnDOT methodology to set targets, but
adjusted to the numbers within the metro area

– Example: 2018 MnDOT fatal target based on 3% annualized reduction from 2015 base-
year data; serious injury target based upon 5% annualized reduction from 2015 base
year

• Problem: safety performance differs greatly in Twin Cities metro are than
“Greater Minnesota”

– Fatal/serious injury rates significantly lower than state-wide
– Bike/ped safety measures higher in metro area
– Applying the MnDOT methodology resulted in targets that were higher in 2019 than 2018

– wrong message

2018/2019 Safety Performance Targets
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• Council and stakeholders agree that a different approach is needed to
develop safety targets for the Twin Cities metro area

• 2020: re-use the 2019 targets

• Establish a Safety Advisory Committee, who will be tasked with helping set
2021 and future targets

2020 and Future Safety Performance Targets 
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• Federal performance measures build upon established PBPP approach and 
assist in ensuring we are on track to meet our established regional vision

• MnDOT has been an invaluable partner in the target-setting process, 
providing key data and facilitating coordination  

• MnDOT understands that planning partners are essential in achieving the 
statewide vision

• Safety target setting process proved problematic, but will be corrected in 
future 

Conclusion



David Burns
Senior Highway Planner
651-602-1887/850-459-7474
David.Burns@metc.state.mn.us



Acknowledging Uncertainty
Iowa DOT’s TPM Target Setting Process

July 15, 2020



TPM Performance 
Measures & Targets

Not new – we’ve nominally had 
performance-based budgeting for 
years

• Q: What was missing?
• A: A transparent evaluation of

likelihood and consequence
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Setting the Stage

• Most of the TPM targets are relatively short-term (1, 2, or 4 years)
• Many based on data that has already been collected or programming

decisions that have already been made

• Our ability to impact these short term targets, particularly for large,
complex systems, is VERY limited

• In the short term, sometimes the best predictor of performance is the
past
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Approach

• Technical teams will generally use simple, straightforward time-series
models (trend only)

• Where applicable, confirmed by management systems analysis

• Statistical models will produce prediction intervals that account for
the inherent uncertainty in the processes

• “Cone of confidence”

• Technical teams are not set up to debate the numbers, but rather to
focus on the consequences and our recommended level of
confidence
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Risk-Informed Target Setting Approach

Develop prediction intervals, focus on probability of achieving targets

Method: Develop trend model based 
on available history

PM1 (Safety)

Data from 
1987 - 2017

Recommend 
75% 

Confidence

PM2 (Bridge)

Data from 
2004 – 2016

Recommend 
75% 

Confidence

Method: Use available data to learn as 
much as we can about variability

PM2 (Pavement)

Data from 
2014 – 2017

Recommend 
75% 

Confidence

PM3 (System Performance 
& Freight)

Data from 
2017

Recommend 
75% 

Confidence



Example of trend model and prediction interval:
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Example of trend model and prediction interval:
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Example of variability 
model:
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Consequences

• Level of confidence should consider the consequences
• What are the consequences if we should fail to achieve a target?
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Rule and target-setting cycle Frequency 
of review

Significant progress 
determination

Funding and reporting penalties
for not making significant progress

PM 1
Safety
• 5 performance measures
• Set annually as 5-year

rolling average targets

Annually 
beginning in 
December 
2019

4 out of 5 measures 
meet targets or 
perform better than 
the baseline

• Use obligation authority equal to prior year’s
HSIP apportionment for only highway safety
improvement projects

• Submit HSIP Implementation Plan describing
actions State DOT will take to achieve targets

PM 2
Pavements and Bridges
• 6 performance measures
• Set quadrennially as 2-

and 4-year targets

PM 3
System and freight reliability
• 3 performance measures
• Set quadrennially as 2-

and 4-year targets

Biennially 
beginning in 
October 
2020

Each measure 
assessed individually;
target is met or 
measure performs 
better than the 
baseline 

• No funding penalties
• Amend prior biennial report to include a

description of the actions the State DOT will
take to achieve the target

• Includes additional reporting for freight
measure



Implementation

• The first group working on safety targets gravitated toward a 75%
confidence level

• We have used that level as our “starting point” for all other measures
• 75% confidence implies that in the long run we would expect to miss 1 out of

4 targets

• Our conversations are not about the specific number – they’re about
the approach and whether or not we comfortable with the
confidence level

• Not everyone likes the numbers, but I hear that they like the process
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Issues

• Doesn’t rely on management systems, so isn’t as firmly linked to our
TAMP and planning documents as might be preferred

• This reflects the time intervals (short-term vs. long-term)

• Requires some modeling know-how
• Don’t be afraid of this one!

• Assumes the past predicts the (near) future
• we might see the limitations of this assumption this year depending on

COVID-19 impacts
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Questions?

Matt Haubrich
Transportation Asset Management Administrator

Iowa DOT
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More info: 
https://iowadot.gov/systems_planning/planning/federal-
performance-management-and-asset-management

https://iowadot.gov/systems_planning/planning/federal-performance-management-and-asset-management


What we didn’t know then…

TPM and Target Setting Overview
July 15, 2020

Tamara P. Haas, P.E.
Capital Program and Investments Director

New Mexico Department of Transportation



23 CFR 515.9: AMP Minimum Content

• Objectives
• Measures and targets
• Summary condition description
• Performance gap identification
• Life-cycle planning
• Risk management analysis
• Financial plan
• Investment strategies



Performance Measures Tell a Story
1.Where are we now?

• Asset inventory & condition
• Organization framework
• Challenges

2. Where are we going?
• Targets
• Performance Scenarios
• Investment Strategies

3. How do we get there?
• TAM Framework & Leadership
• Implementation/Improvement plan



System 
Summary 
and 
Condition



PM 2 – Where are we going?

Target Setting Challenges
• Understanding federal requirements
• Management Systems prediction

capabilities
• Collaboration/training/buy-in from

Districts and MPOs



PM 2 – Federal requirements
• Pavement Measures (IRI, % Cracking, Rutting, Faulting)
• Performance Measures is good, fair and poor based on established criteria
• More than 2 Performance Measures are Poor – Roadway Segment is

Classified as poor

All Pavements

Good 0 < 5 0 < 5 0 < 5 0.00 < 0.20 0.00 < 0.10 0 - 95 Good
Fair 5 - 15 5 - 10 5 - 20 0.20 - 0.40 0.10 - 0.15 96 - 170 Fair
Poor 15 < 10 < 20 < 0.40 < 0.15 < 170 < Poor

Rigid
RatingRating

Cracking (%) Rutting (Inches)Cracking (%) Cracking (%)
JCP CRCP Flexible 

Faulting (Inches) IRI   (in/mile)
Flexible



PM 2 – Interstate Condition (23CFR 490.315)
percentage of lane-miles of Interstate System in Poor 
condition…shall not exceed 5.0 %
2017 Current Condition of Interstate is <1% Poor



PM 2 – Target Setting Interstate



Collaboration/training/buy-in from 
Districts and MPOs

v Presentation for Districts
• developed charts for Interstate and Non-Interstate NHS

statewide basis
• Developed charts for each MPO area

v Meetings with District on PM2 measures and target
setting methodology (white paper)

v Meetings with each MPO on target setting for PM2



PM 2 White Paper



Santa Fe MPO NHS Historical Data 

Interstate

Non-Interstate



Lessons Learned- How do we get there? 

• The TAMP and TPM are inter-related.
• No matter how long you’ve been doing

performance measures, it continues to be a
challenge to get buy-in and get to the “what’s in it
for me”

• The education component will never go away
• Putting a report together is stupid unless you

have a discussion about it and discuss “strategy
and continuous improvement: how am I going to
move the needle” and not focus on what has
happened or has been done.



Questions?

Tamara P. Haas, P.E.
Division Director,
Capital Program & Investments 
Tamarap.Haas@state.nm.us
505-795-2126

“I wish I didn’t know now what I didn’t 
know then.  I wish I could start this 
whole thing over again.”

Toby Keith

http://state.nm.us


Questions?

Submit your questions using the Webinar’s Q&A feature
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Highway Infrastructure Target Setting 

TPM & Target Setting Overview

TPM Target Setting
Five-Part Webinar Miniseries

Safety Target Setting

Traffic Congestion & 
Emissions Reductions Target Setting

Target Setting for System Performance Measures

July
29

26
August

15
July

5
August

12
August

Register

Announcing a special five-part webinar miniseries addressing topics in transportation 
performance management (TPM). Each session will include an FHWA-led introduction 
followed by expert presentations and audience Q&A.  Register today or learn more on the 
AASHTO TPM Portal at: https://www.tpm-portal.com/tpmmini

Register

Register

Register

Register

Episode 2

Episode 1

Episode 3

Episode 4

Episode 5

Target Setting Miniseries Webinar 2: 
Safety Target Setting

• This webinar is a deep dive into state target
setting approaches for federal
requirements for safety performance
measures.

• Topics will include a review of the safety
report card results, and the impact of
external factors and data lags on safety
target setting

• When: July 29, 2020  2:00 EDT
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All TPM Webinars: https://www.tpm-portal.com/tpm-webinars/
Target Setting Webinar Miniseries: https://www.tpm-
portal.com/tpmmini/

https://www.tpm-portal.com/tpm-webinars/

TPM Target Setting Webinar Miniseries
Wednesday, July 29, 2020 – 2:00 PM EST
Safety Target Setting

Wednesday, August 5, 2020 – 2:00 PM EST
Highway Infrastructure Target Setting

Wednesday, August 12, 2020 – 2:00 PM EST
Target Setting for System Performance Measures

Wednesday, August 26, 2020 – 2:00 PM EST
Traffic Congestion and Emissions Reductions Target 
Setting  

70

https://www.tpm-portal.com/tpm-webinars/
https://www.tpm-portal.com/tpm-webinars/

