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MnDOT is undertaking an agencywide
strategic planning effort for research.
 Research Services & Library wanted to
know:


 The effective elements of other state and
national transportation research program
strategic plans.
 Steps taken to measure the effectiveness of
meeting strategic program goals.



We distributed an email survey to members
of the AASHTO Research Advisory
Committee.
 July 16 email asked research directors to share
research strategic plans or a status on their
agency’s research strategic planning efforts
 Reminder emails prompted more responses
 Selected survey respondents answered follow-up
questions

 Twenty-two

states or districts responded
to the survey.

 Half

of respondents provided a plan or
indicated that a plan was in process.

 The

other half of respondents did not have
a research strategic plan or have
suspended update of their plan.

No Research
Strategic Plan

Provided Plan or
Other Document

Plan in Process

Idaho

California

Georgia

Illinois

District of Columbia

Kentucky

Indiana

Louisiana

Nevada

Iowa

Missouri

New Mexico

Kansas

New Jersey

Maryland

Ohio

Montana

Wisconsin

New Hampshire
South Carolina
Utah
West Virginia



Some states provided information about plans in process
or changes in their plans.
 Georgia. Business plan is pending.
 Kentucky. Developing a plan over the next 12 months.
 Nevada. Creating its first-ever research strategic plan; the
consultant’s work is expected to be completed by October.
 New Mexico. Waited for completion of its agency’s strategic plan;
planning begins soon on the research strategic plan.
 Indiana. Stopped updating its research strategic plan about six
years ago; October 2013 peer exchange report sets out
objectives.





Reviewed seven documents provided by survey
respondents
Also reviewed research strategic plans
developed by:
 AASHTO Standing Committee on Research (SCOR)
 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Infrastructure
Research and Technology
 Transportation Research Board (TRB)



The 10 research strategic plans fall into four
categories based on their focus:
 Setting a research agenda (Caltrans, FHWA)
 Research program execution (Ohio)
 Research program process improvement with
performance measures (District of Columbia,
Louisiana, New Jersey)
 Research program process improvement with no
performance measures (Missouri, Wisconsin, SCOR
and TRB)



Plans begin at a high level and gain in
specificity with each succeeding level.
 Mission or vision
 Goals
 Strategies
 Action items
 Performance measures



The plans vary widely in complexity and scope.
 Caltrans. Describes the workshops conducted during plan
development and documents 38 strategic research questions
designed to meet agencywide strategic goals.
 DC DOT. Examines factors and efforts contributing to the plan
before laying out goals, objectives, action items and performance
measures.
 Louisiana DOTD. Provides goals, strategies and performance
measures that align with executive-level strategic framework.
 Missouri DOT. Research Vision with goals and strategies
updates a previous vision to provide more specificity.



Factors affecting development of the plan
 Align the research strategic plan with the
strategic plan of the agency
 Identify factors that affect the research
direction of the agency
 Conduct a strengths, weakness, opportunities
and threats (SWOT) analysis



Guiding the research agenda
 Align research goals with the overarching
agency mission
 Identify focus areas to guide selection of
research projects



Roles in developing the plan
 Planning effort can be led by research division
or with executive direction
 Encourage stakeholder involvement in plan
development
 Consider focus groups, surveys and other
forms of outreach to gather feedback to inform
development of the plan



Plan structure
 Assess the performance of the research
program
 Develop a roadmap to guide investments
 Identify strategic research questions

 Establish performance measures
 Establish targets for the performance measures



We compared the seven process improvement
plans by categorizing goals, strategies and
action items.
Categories for Goals, Strategies and Action Items
Customer service

Marketing

Data management

Partnerships

Fiscal issues

Process improvement

Human resources

Products and services

Implementation

Technology

Managing research

Training

Summary of Plan Goals, Strategies and Selected Action Items by Category

District of
Columbia

Louisiana

Missouri

New Jersey

SCOR

TRB

Wisconsin

Number of Goals, Strategies or Action Items by Agency/
Organization

Total

Marketing

1

1

2

1

1

1

3

10

Partnerships

1

0

2

3

1

2

1

10

Process improvement

0

3

0

4

1

1

1

10

Managing research

2

0

0

2

3

1

1

9

Implementation

1

1

1

2

1

1

0

7

Customer service

1

2

0

2

0

1

0

6

Fiscal issues

0

2

1

1

0

1

1

6

Human resources

0

3

0

1

0

1

1

6

Training

0

3

0

0

0

1

0

4

Technology

0

0

1

0

0

2

0

3

Data management

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

Products and services

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

7

15

8

16

7

12

8

73

Category

Total



Four agencies have identified performance
measures:
 District of Columbia
 Louisiana
 Missouri (independent of the MoDOT Research Vision)
 New Jersey



Some agencies employ a limited number of
performance measures (New Jersey) while
others specify a great many measures in various
categories (District of Columbia).



District of Columbia will measure performance at
least annually beginning in 2014.



Seventeen performance measures to meet the
following goals in the near-term (one to two years)
or mid-term (three to five years):
 Enhance the research value proposition
 Propel the agency’s data-driven culture
 Partner for success
 Enhance the visibility of the research program



Specific targets are not identified.



Only Louisiana DOTD sets specific numeric
targets to gauge success in meeting program
goals.
 Goals, objectives and performance measures
established for two sections—Research, and
Technology Transfer and Training.
 Goals are the same for both sections but the
performance measures and targets differ.



Examples of targets:
 Meet 85 percent of target goals established for
marketing of technical information and research results
with publications and formal presentations in the
current fiscal year.
 Sixty percent of research project final reports delivered
with appropriate approval by scheduled completion
date each fiscal year.
 Receive an average rating of 3.5 on customer
satisfaction surveys for research projects published
each fiscal year.



A relatively new voluntary program, Pay for
Performance, encourages staff and
management to meet goals by providing bonus
pay ($500 or $1,000) to sections of the agency
exceeding targets by a specified amount.
 Performance Measure: Receive an average rating of
3.5 on customer satisfaction surveys for research
projects published each fiscal year.
 Target: 3.5 rating

Exceed: 3.85 rating



Missouri DOT established performance
measures that are independent of its Research
Vision.
 Number of library items circulated
 Number of LTAP classes and attendees
 Number of research projects completed
 Percentage of active and completed research projects
on time



New Jersey DOT has performance measures for
its two goals:
 Goal 1: Enhancing customer service
 Customer Satisfaction Index based on annual customer
survey
 Percentage of projects delivered on time and on budget
 Cost and time savings for the department



No targets are specified for the measures.



Goal 2: Strengthening the capacity of the
Bureau of Research
 Percentage of program funds from sources other than
traditional funders
 Research Bureau Satisfaction Index based on annual
stakeholder surveys
 Percentage of training and implementation efforts that
involved industry and consultants



No targets are specified for the measures.



Customer satisfaction
 Annual stakeholder surveys create a Satisfaction Index




Data management
Fiscal issues
 Cost, time or other savings
 Expending funds on time and on budget



Human resources
 Professional development opportunities
 Staff completing required training



Implementation
 Amount of funding for implementation
 Evaluating program based on results that are
implementable, implemented and not implementable



Managing research
 Projects, reports or other publications completed on
time
 Number and type of research collaborations with
internal and external partners
 Number of problem statements submitted to national
research programs



Library services
 Library use; number of library items circulated



Marketing
 Presentations given and publications based on
program deliverables



Training
 Maintain internal and external participation in training
courses
 Train external partners



Plan developers exhibited the greatest interest in the
following based on the frequency of goals/strategies:











Marketing
Developing and nurturing partnerships
Process improvement
Managing research

Stakeholder feedback during plan development can be
useful.
Agencies differ on how many performance measures are
identified (from many to few).
Establishing targets to measure performance appears to
be challenging (only Louisiana has done it).






Less than a third of survey respondents had research strategic
plans to share.
Plans typically start at a high level and gain in specificity.
Plan focus differs, with some setting a research agenda while
others address process improvement.
 Almost three-quarters of the 10 plans we reviewed fall into the latter category.



Almost half of the process improvement plans include
performance measures.
 Only one plan includes numeric targets to assess success in meeting
performance measures.



The plans offer good examples of:
 Research focus areas to guide research program development.
 Goals, strategies and action items to assess research program success.

Thank you!
Questions?

