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Purpose


[bookmark: _Toc161875102][bookmark: _Toc161763739]Purpose
This document provides language that Florida’s metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) may incorporate in Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) System Performance Reports to meet the federal transportation performance management rules. Updates or amendments to the LRTP must incorporate a System Performance Report that addresses these measures and related information.
MPOs may adapt this template language as needed as they update their LRTPs. In most sections, there are two options for the text, to be used by MPOs supporting statewide targets or MPOs establishing their own targets. Areas that require MPO input are highlighted in yellow. Input will range from simply adding the MPO name and adoption dates to providing MPO-specific information such as descriptions of strategies and processes.
[bookmark: _Hlk158750360]The document is consistent with the Transportation Performance Measures Consensus Planning Document developed jointly by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) and the Metropolitan Planning Organization Advisory Council (MPOAC). The Consensus Planning Document outlines the minimum roles of FDOT, the MPOs, and the public transportation providers in the MPO planning areas to ensure consistency to the maximum extent practicable in satisfying the transportation performance management requirements promulgated by the United States Department of Transportation in Title 23 Parts 450, 490, 625, and 673 of the Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR).
This document is organized as follows:
Section 1 provides a brief background on transportation performance management;
Section 2 covers the Highway Safety measures (PM1); 
Section 3 covers the Pavement and Bridge Condition measures (PM2); 
Section 4 covers System Performance measures (PM3); 
Section 5 covers Transit Asset Management (TAM) measures; and
Section 6 covers Transit Safety measures.

[image: ]
System Performance, Freight, & Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program Measures (PM3)







Background


[bookmark: _Toc161875103][bookmark: _Toc161763740]Background
[bookmark: _Int_jmPOAmik]To comply with the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning; Metropolitan Transportation Planning Rule (The Planning Rule), 23 USC 450,[footnoteRef:2] an MPO’s long range transportation plan must include a description of the performance measures and targets that apply to its planning area and a System Performance Report. The System Performance Report evaluates the condition and performance of the transportation system with respect to required performance targets, and reports on progress achieved in meeting the targets in comparison with baseline data and previous reports [2: 	The Final Rule modified the Code of Federal Regulations at 23 CFR Part 450 and 49 CFR Part 613.] 

The [insert name of MPO] 20XX Long-Range Transportation Plan was adopted on [insert date of adoption]. Per the Planning Rule, the System Performance Report for the [insert name of MPO] is included for the required Highway Safety (PM1), Bridge and Pavement (PM2), System Performance (PM3), Transit Asset Management, and Transit Safety targets.



Highway Safety Measures (PM1)





[bookmark: _Toc161875104][bookmark: _Toc161763741]Highway Safety Measures (PM1)
Highway Safety Performance Measures and Targets Overview
The first of FHWA’s performance management rules, referred to as the PM1 rule, establishes measures to assess fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. The rule requires state DOTs and MPOs to annually establish targets and report performance and progress toward targets to FHWA for the following safety-related performance measures:
Number of fatalities; 
Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT);
Number of serious injuries; 
Rate of serious injuries per 100 million VMT; and 
Number of non-motorized fatalities and non-motorized serious injuries.
FDOT publishes statewide safety performance targets for the following calendar year in the HSIP Annual Report that it transmits to FHWA each August. The current safety targets established in the 2023 HSIP annual report are set at “0” for each performance measure to reflect Florida’s vision of zero deaths. 
MPOs must establish safety targets within 180 days of when FDOT establishes targets. MPOs can either agree to program projects that will support the statewide targets or establish their own quantifiable targets for the MPO’s planning area.
Highway Safety Baseline Performance and Established Targets
This System Performance Report discusses the performance for each measure as well as progress achieved in meeting targets over time. Table 2.1 presents statewide performance for each PM1 measure in recent years and the 2025 targets established by FDOT.
[bookmark: _Ref161220659][bookmark: _Toc161875127][bookmark: _Toc161763820]Table 2.1	Statewide Highway Safety (PM1) Conditions and Performance
	Performance Measures
	Five-Year Rolling Average
	Florida CY 2025 Target

	
	2016-2020
	2017-2021
	2018-2022
	2019-2023
	

	Number of Fatalities
	3,190.0
	3,304.8
	3,391.2
	3,441.8
	0

	Rate of Fatalities per 100 Million VMT
	1.466
	1.516
	1.543
	1.543
	0

	Number of Serious Injuries
	18,978.4
	18,012.4
	17,137.2
	16,380.6
	0

	Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 Million VMT
	8.708
	8.243
	7.786
	7.344
	0

	Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Non-Motorized Serious Injuries 
	3,159.4
	3,153.2
	3,153.8
	3,148.2
	0



Table 2.2 presents performance in the MPO planning area for each safety measure in recent years. If the MPO established its own safety targets, include the right-hand column in Table 2.2 showing the MPO targets. If the MPO did not establish its own targets, do not include this column. 
[bookmark: _Toc161875128][bookmark: _Toc161763821]Table 2.2	[MPO name] Highway Safety (PM1) Conditions and Performance
	Performance Measures
	Five-Year Rolling Average
	[MPO name] CY 2025 Target

	
	2016-2020
	2017-2021
	2018-2022
	2019-2023
	

	Number of Fatalities
	
	
	
	
	

	Rate of Fatalities per 100 Million VMT
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of Serious Injuries
	
	
	
	
	

	Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 Million VMT
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of Non-Motorized Fatalities and Non-Motorized Serious Injuries 
	
	
	
	
	



The MPO should discuss safety performance trends in the MPO area and provide a comparison with either statewide targets or MPO targets if the MPO set them. This discussion could address how safety performance in the region compares to statewide, factors that account for any differences, etc. For example: In the [insert name of MPO] region, fatalities increased/decreased from x% to y%, while serious injuries increased/decreased from…. 
Use the following language for MPOs that support all statewide PM1 targets:
The [insert name of MPO] agreed to support FDOT’s highway safety targets on [insert date]. By adopting FDOT’s targets, the [insert name of MPO] agrees to plan and program projects that help FDOT achieve these targets.
Use this language for MPOs that establish one or more MPO PM1 targets:
On [insert date], the [insert MPO name] established the 2025 targets shown in Table 2.2 for the MPO’s planning area. In setting the MPO’s PM1 target(s), [insert MPO name] considered many factors. Insert a discussion on rationale for the MPO setting its own target(s). Discuss the MPO’s decision making process that led to establishing quantifiable MPO targets that are different than the statewide target.
All MPOs use the following language. 
The [insert name of MPO] recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and investment priorities to establish performance objectives, and that this link is critical to the achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. As such, the [insert name of MPO] 20XX LRTP reflects the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets as they are available and described in other state and public transportation plans and processes; specifically, the Florida Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), the Florida Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP), and the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP). 
Florida’s Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), published in March 2021, specifically embraces Target Zero and identifies strategies to achieve zero traffic deaths and serious injuries. The SHSP was updated in coordination with Florida’s 27 MPOs and the MPOAC. The SHSP development process included review of safety-related goals, objectives, and strategies in MPO plans. The SHSP guides FDOT, MPOs, and other safety partners in addressing safety and defines a framework for implementation activities to be carried out throughout the state. Florida’s transportation safety partners have focused on reducing fatalities and serious injuries through the 4Es of engineering, education, enforcement, and emergency response. To achieve zero, FDOT and other safety partners will expand beyond addressing specific hazards and influencing individual behavior to reshaping transportation systems and communities to create a safer environment for all travel. The updated SHSP calls on Florida to think more broadly and inclusively by addressing four additional topics, which could be referred to as the 4Is: information intelligence, innovation, insight into communities, and investments and policies
The HSIP is a core Federal-aid program with the purpose to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. The program is managed by the Central Office with District staff performing project activities such as conducting safety studies, project scoping, public involvement, and coordinating with production staff on programming safety projects. To be eligible for HSIP funds, safety improvement projects must address a SHSP emphasis area, be identified through a data-driven process, and contribute to a reduction in fatalities and serious injuries
Transportation projects are identified and prioritized with the MPOs and non-metropolitan local governments. Data are analyzed for each potential project, using traffic safety data and traffic demand modeling, among other data. The FDOT Project Development and Environment Manual requires the consideration of safety when preparing a proposed project’s purpose and need, and defines several factors related to safety, including crash modification factor and safety performance factor, as part of the analysis of alternatives. MPOs and local governments consider safety data analysis when determining project priorities.
The [insert name of MPO] 20XX LRTP increases the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users as required. The LRTP aligns with the Florida SHSP and the FDOT HSIP with specific strategies to improve safety performance focused on prioritized safety projects, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety enhancements, and traffic operation improvements to address our goal to reduce fatalities and serious injuries.
The LRTP identifies safety needs within the metropolitan planning area and provides funding for targeted safety improvements. [Discuss key goals, objectives, strategies, analysis, and programs in the LRTP and underway at the MPO that are applicable to safety. This could include the MPOs project selection/prioritization process, how priorities are set for a safety-specific program, or how safety is considered when setting priorities for other programs.]
Example from the River to Sea TPO Connect 2045 Plan:[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	River to Sea TPO Connect 2045, Chapter 2. Connect-2045-River-to-Sea-TPO-LRTP-Final-Plan-Document-Adopted-September-23-2020-Amended-May-26-2021.pdf (r2ctpo.org).] 

The TPO recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and investment priorities to stated performance objectives, and that establishing these links are critical to the achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. As such, Connect 2045 directly reflects the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets as they are described in other public transportation plans and processes, including:
Incorporation of Measures in Project Ranking Criteria (Ongoing) – The TPO has a long history of emphasizing safety in the prioritization of transportation projects as a weighted factor in the criteria used to rank projects during the annual call for projects.
Interagency Partnering (Ongoing) – For many years, the River to Sea TPO has participated in various partnerships to promote safety awareness and to identify and address safety concerns throughout the community. This includes involvement in the Community Traffic Safety Teams and Safe Kids Coalition.
Congestion Management Process and Plan (October 2018) - The congestion management process requires the establishment and use of a coordinated, performance-based approach to transportation decision-making to support national goals for the federal-aid highway and public transportation programs. In addition to congestion resulting from traffic volume, this report incorporated additional transportation measures used in performance management.
Roadway Safety Evaluation & Improvement Study (September 2018) – Building upon a crash analysis performed in 2017, this study developed a process to identify and mitigate the causes of crashes at high crash locations throughout the planning area.
SR/CR A1A Pedestrian Safety and Mobility Study (May 2017) – This study was conducted to analyze safety issues along the entire SR/CR A1A corridor within the TPO boundary. Coordinated with FDOT, local government agencies, and community stakeholders along the corridor, the study identified safety countermeasures and recommended implementable safety improvements to reduce overall bicycle and pedestrian crashes.
Community Safety Action Plan (November 2019) – The Community Safety Action Plan (CSAP) assesses existing safety strategies utilized in the TPO’s planning area and identifies community outreach activities that build upon those efforts to further promote safety. The CSAP focus areas will be used to develop a work plan for TPO staff.

If the MPO developed multiple scenarios when creating the LRTP, the system performance report must include an analysis of how the preferred scenario has improved the conditions and performance of highway safety and how changes in local policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the highway safety performance targets. FHWA and FTA also encourage (but do not require) MPOs that developed multiple scenarios to consider a scenario that maintains baseline conditions for the federal performance measures, and a scenario that improves the baseline conditions for as many of the performance measures as possible. Federal guidance to address these requirements has not yet been issued. 





Pavement & Bridge Condition Measures (PM2)





[bookmark: _Toc161875105][bookmark: _Toc161763742][bookmark: _Toc517674400]Pavement and Bridge Condition Measures (PM2)
[bookmark: _Toc424878][bookmark: _Toc15370919][bookmark: _Toc17802629]Pavement and Bridge Condition Performance Measures and Targets Overview
FHWA’s Bridge & Pavement Condition Performance Measures Final Rule, which is also referred to as the PM2 rule, requires state DOTs and MPOs to establish targets for the following six performance measures:
1. Percent of Interstate pavements in good condition;
2. Percent of Interstate pavements in poor condition;
3. Percent of non-Interstate National Highway System (NHS) pavements in good condition; 
4. Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in poor condition;
5. Percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) classified as in good condition; and
6. Percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) classified as in poor condition;
Pavement condition is assessed based on roughness, cracking, rutting, and faulting. Pavement in good condition suggests that no major investment is needed and should be considered for preservation treatment. Pavement in poor condition suggests major reconstruction investment is needed due to either ride quality or a structural deficiency.
Bridge condition is assessed by inspecting each bridge deck, superstructure, substructure, and culverts. A bridge in good condition suggests that no major investment is needed. A bridge in poor condition is safe to drive on; however, it is nearing a point where substantial reconstruction or replacement is needed.
[bookmark: _Hlk513629583]Federal rules require state DOTs and MPOs to coordinate when setting pavement and bridge condition performance targets and monitor progress towards achieving the targets. States must establish two-year and four-year statewide targets for the PM2 measures. MPOs must establish four-year targets for all six measures. MPOs can either agree to program projects that will support the statewide targets or establish their own quantifiable targets for the MPO’s planning area. The two-year and four-year targets represent pavement and bridge condition at the end of calendar years 2023 and 2025, respectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc424879][bookmark: _Toc15370920][bookmark: _Toc17802630]Pavement and Bridge Condition Baseline Performance and Established Targets
This System Performance Report discusses performance for each measure as well as progress achieved in meeting targets over time. Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 present statewide performance for each pavement and bridge measure and the 2023 and 2025 targets established by FDOT.
[bookmark: _Ref161220686][bookmark: _Toc161875129][bookmark: _Toc161763822]Table 3.1	Statewide Pavement Condition (PM2) Performance and Targets
	Performance Measures
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2023 Statewide Target
	2025 Statewide Target

	Percent of Interstate pavements in good condition
	68.5%
	68.8%
	70.5%
	73.4%
	67.6%
	≥60%
	≥60%

	Percent of Interstate pavements in poor condition
	0.2%
	0.6%
	0.3%
	0.2%
	0.2%
	<5%
	<5%

	Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in good condition
	41.0%
	n/a
	47.5%
	48.8%
	50.8%
	≥40%
	≥40%

	Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in poor condition
	0.2%
	n/a
	0.6%
	0.6%
	0.5%
	<5%
	<5%



[bookmark: _Toc161875130][bookmark: _Toc161763823]Table 3.2	Statewide Bridge Condition (PM2) Performance and Targets
	Performance Measures
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2023 Statewide Target
	2025 Statewide Target

	Percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) in good condition
	65.5%
	63.7%
	61.5%
	58.2%
	55.3%
	≥50%
	≥50%

	Percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) in poor condition
	0.5%
	0.7%
	0.9%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	<10%
	<5%



Table 3.3 and Table 3.4 present recent performance in the MPO planning area for the pavement and bridge measures. If the MPO established its own PM2 targets, include the right hand columns showing the MPO targets. If the MPO did not establish its own targets, do not include these columns. Also note that only 2025 targets are required for MPOs, but MPOs may also set 2023 targets. 
[bookmark: _Ref161220697][bookmark: _Toc161875131][bookmark: _Toc161763824]Table 3.3	[MPO name] Pavement Condition (PM2) Performance and Targets
	Performance Measures
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	[MPO name] 2023 Target
	[MPO name]  2025 Target

	Percent of Interstate pavements in good condition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of Interstate pavements in poor condition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in good condition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of non-Interstate NHS pavements in poor condition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc161875132][bookmark: _Toc161763825]Table 3.4	[MPO name] Bridge Condition (PM2) Performance and Targets
	Performance Measures
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	[MPO name] 2023 Target
	[MPO name]  2025 Target

	Percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) in good condition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) in poor condition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


FDOT established the statewide PM2 targets on December 16, 2022, and in September of 2024 adjusted the 2025 target for percent of NHS bridges (by deck area) in poor condition. FDOT is mandated by Florida Statute 334.046 to preserve the state’s pavement and bridges to specific standards. FDOT prioritizes funding allocations to ensure the current transportation system is adequately preserved and maintained before funding is allocated for capacity improvements. FDOT is also required by FHWA to develop a Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP) for all NHS pavements and bridges within the state. The TAMP includes investment strategies to make progress toward achievement of the state’s targets. FDOT’s current TAMP was approved on December 20, 2022. The percentage of Florida’s bridges in good condition is slowly decreasing, which is to be expected as the bridge inventory grows older.
The MPO should discuss pavement and bridge condition trends in the MPO area and provide a comparison with statewide targets or MPO targets if the MPO set them. This discussion could address how performance in the region compares to statewide, factors that account for any differences, etc. For example: In the [insert name of MPO] region, pavement in good condition increased/decreased from x% to y%, while bridge condition increased/decreased from….
Use the following language for MPOs that support all six state PM2 targets:
The [insert name of MPO] agreed to support FDOT’s pavement and bridge condition performance targets on [insert date]. By adopting FDOT’s targets, the [insert name of MPO] agrees to plan and program projects that help FDOT achieve these targets.
Use this language for MPOs that establish one or more MPO PM2 targets:
On [insert date], the [insert MPO name] established the pavement and/or bridge condition targets shown in Table 3.3 and/or Table 3.4 for the MPO’s planning area. In setting the MPO’s targets for the pavement and bridge condition performance measures, [insert MPO name] considered many factors. Insert a discussion and relevant data here to explain rationale for the MPO setting its own target(s). Discuss the MPO’s decision making process that led to establishing quantifiable MPO targets that are different than the statewide target. 
All MPOs use the following language.
The [insert name of MPO] recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and investment priorities to established performance objectives, and that this link is critical to the achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. As such, the [insert name of MPO] 20XX LRTP reflects the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets as they are described in other state and public transportation plans and processes, including the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) and the Florida Transportation Asset Management Plan. 
The FTP is the single overarching statewide plan guiding Florida’s transportation future. It defines the state’s long-range transportation vision, goals, and objectives and establishes the policy framework for the expenditure of state and federal funds flowing through FDOT’s work program. One of the seven goals defined in the FTP is Agile, Resilient, and Quality Infrastructure. 
The Florida Transportation Asset Management Plan (TAMP) explains the processes and policies affecting pavement and bridge condition and performance in the state. It presents a strategic and systematic process of operating, maintaining, and improving these assets effectively throughout their life cycle. 
The [insert name of MPO] 20XX LRTP seeks to address system preservation, identifies infrastructure needs within the metropolitan planning area, and provides funding for targeted improvements. [Briefly discuss key goals, objectives, strategies, and/or programs in the LRTP, and in any other MPO plans or studies if applicable (e.g., special studies, corridor studies) that address pavement and bridge condition].
Example from The Ocala Marian TPO 2045 LRTP:[footnoteRef:4] [4: 	Ocala Marian 2045 LRTP. November 2020. https://ocalamariontpo.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/2045-LRTP-Appendices.pdf.] 

The Ocala Marion TPO 2045 LRTP seeks to address system preservation, identifies infrastructure needs within the metropolitan planning area, and provides funding for targeted improvements. Goal Six in the LRTP is to Optimize and Preserve Existing Infrastructure, which includes the following objectives:
Goal 6, Objective 6.2: Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system and establish priorities to ensure optimal use. 
Goal 6, Objective 6.3: Maintain the transportation network by identifying and prioritizing infrastructure preservation and rehabilitation projects such as asset management and signal system upgrades.

If the MPO developed multiple scenarios when creating the LRTP, the system performance report must include an analysis of how the preferred scenario has improved pavement and bridge condition and how changes in local policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the highway safety performance targets. FHWA and FTA also encourage (but do not require) MPOs that developed multiple scenarios to consider a scenario that maintains baseline conditions for the federal performance measures, and a scenario that improves the baseline conditions for as many of the performance measures as possible. Federal guidance to address these requirements has not yet been issued. 



System Performance, Freight, and Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program Measures (PM3)





[bookmark: _Toc161875106][bookmark: _Toc161763743]System Performance, Freight, & Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement Program Measures (PM3)
[bookmark: _Toc424881][bookmark: _Toc15370922][bookmark: _Toc17802632]System Performance/Freight/CMAQ Performance Measures and Targets Overview
FHWA’s System Performance/Freight/CMAQ Performance Measures Final Rule, which is referred to as the PM3 rule, requires state DOTs and MPOs to establish targets for the following six performance measures:
National Highway Performance Program (NHPP)
1. Percent of person-miles on the Interstate system that are reliable;
Percent of person-miles on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable;
National Highway Freight Program (NHFP)
Truck Travel Time Reliability index (TTTR);
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)
Annual hours of peak hour excessive delay per capita (PHED);
Percent of non-single occupant vehicle travel (Non-SOV); and
Cumulative 2-year and 4-year reduction of on-road mobile source emissions (NOx, VOC, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) for CMAQ funded projects.
[bookmark: _Int_p3bmsLzX]The first two performance measures assess the percent of person-miles traveled on the Interstate or the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable. Reliability is defined as the ratio of longer travel times to a normal travel time. The third performance measure assesses the reliability of truck travel on the Interstate system by comparing the worst travel times for trucks against the travel time they typically experience. An increasing TTTR means performance is worsening. Because all areas in Florida meet current national air quality standards, the three CMAQ measures do not apply in Florida. 
[bookmark: _Int_lokL1bbK]The PM3 rule requires state DOTs and MPOs to coordinate when establishing performance targets for these measures and to monitor progress towards achieving the targets. FDOT must establish two-year and four-year statewide targets for the PM3 measures. MPOs must establish four-year targets for the measures. MPOs can either agree to program projects that will support the statewide targets or establish their own quantifiable targets for the MPO’s planning area. The two-year and four-year targets represent reliability for calendar years 2023 and 2025, respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc424882][bookmark: _Toc15370923][bookmark: _Toc17802633]PM3 Baseline Performance and Established Targets
[bookmark: _Hlk12807335]The System Performance Report discusses the condition and performance of the transportation system for each applicable PM3 target as well as the progress achieved in meeting targets over time. Table 4.1 presents recent statewide performance for each PM3 measure and the 2023 and 2025 targets established by FDOT. 
[bookmark: _Ref161220717][bookmark: _Toc161875133][bookmark: _Toc161763826]Table 4.1	Statewide System Performance and Freight Reliability (PM3) Performance and Targets
	Performance Measures
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2023 Statewide Target
	2025 Statewide Target

	Percent of person miles traveled on the Interstate that are reliable
	83.4%
	92.3%
	87.5%
	85.7%
	82.8%
	≥75%
	≥75%

	Percent of person miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable
	86.9%
	93.5%
	92.9%
	92.1%
	89.1%
	≥50%
	≥60%

	Truck Travel Time Reliability (Interstate only)
	1.45
	1.34
	1.38
	1.46
	1.48
	1.75
	2.00


Table 4.2 presents recent performance in the MPO planning area for the PM3 measures. If the MPO established its own PM3 targets, include the right-hand columns showing the MPO targets. If the MPO did not establish its own targets, do not include these columns. Also note that only 2025 targets are required for MPOs, but MPOs may also set 2023 targets. 
[bookmark: _Ref161220727][bookmark: _Toc161875134][bookmark: _Toc161763827]Table 4.2	[MPO name] System Performance and Freight Reliability (PM3) Performance and Targets
	Performance Measures
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	[MPO name] 2023 Target
	 [MPO name] 2025 Target

	Percent of person miles traveled on the Interstate that are reliable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of person miles traveled on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Truck Travel Time Reliability (Interstate only)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


FDOT established the statewide PM3 targets on December 16, 2022, and in September 2024, adjusted the 2025 targets for percent of person miles traveled on the Interstate and on the non-Interstate NHS that are reliable. In setting the statewide targets, FDOT reviewed several external and internal factors that affect reliability in the near term. Statewide reliability decreased slightly from 2019 to 2023, while reliability on the non-Interstate NHS improved over that period. The truck travel time reliability index declined between 2019 and the pandemic years of 2020 and 2021 and then increased in 2022 and 2023 to slightly higher levels than 2019. Actual performance for the three measures in 2023 was better than the 2023 targets.
The MPO should discuss PM3 trends in the MPO area and provide a comparison with statewide targets or MPO targets if the MPO sets them. This discussion could address how performance in the region compares to statewide, factors that account for any differences, etc. For example: In the [insert name of MPO] region, reliability in the Interstate system increased/decreased from x% to y%, while Truck Travel Time Reliability increased/decreased from….
Use the following language for MPOs that support all three statewide PM3 targets:
The [insert name of MPO] agreed to support FDOT’s PM3 targets on [insert date]. By adopting FDOT’s targets, the [insert name of MPO] agrees to plan and program projects that help FDOT achieve these targets.
Use this language for MPOs that established one or more MPO PM3 targets:
On [insert date], the [insert MPO name] established the targets shown in Table 4.2 for the MPO’s planning area. In setting the MPO’s target(s), [insert MPO name] considered many factors. Insert a discussion on rationale for the MPO setting its own target(s) and any relevant data or analysis. Discuss the MPO’s decision making process that led to establishing quantifiable MPO targets that are different than the statewide target.
All MPOs use the following language.
The [insert name of MPO] recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and investment priorities to established performance objectives, and that this link is critical to the achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. As such, the [insert name of MPO] 20XX LRTP reflects the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets as they are described in other state and public transportation plans and processes, including the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP), Florida’s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), and the Florida Freight Mobility and Trade Plan. 
The FTP is the single overarching statewide plan guiding Florida’s transportation future. It defines the state’s long-range transportation vision, goals, and objectives and establishes the policy framework for the expenditure of state and federal funds flowing through FDOT’s work program. One of the seven FTP goals is Efficient and Reliable Mobility for People and Freight.
Florida’s Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) is composed of transportation facilities of statewide and interregional significance. The SIS is a primary focus of FDOT’s capacity investments and is Florida’s primary network for ensuring a strong link between transportation and economic competitiveness. These facilities, which span all modes and include highways, are the workhorses of Florida’s transportation system and account for a dominant share of the people and freight movement to, from and within Florida. The SIS includes 92 percent of NHS lane miles in the state. Thus, FDOT’s focus on improving performance of the SIS goes hand-in-hand with improving the NHS, which is the focus of the FHWA’s TPM program. The SIS Policy Plan was updated in early 2022 consistent with the updated FTP. It defines the policy framework for designating which facilities are part of the SIS, as well as how SIS investments needs are identified and prioritized. The development of the SIS Five-Year Plan by FDOT considers scores on a range of measures including mobility, preservation, safety, and economic competitiveness as part of FDOT’s Strategic Investment Tool (SIT).
The Florida Freight Mobility and Trade Plan presents a comprehensive overview of the conditions of the freight system in the state, identifies key challenges and goals, provides project needs, and identifies funding sources. Truck reliability is specifically called forth in this plan, both as a need as well as a goal. FDOT also developed and refined a methodology to identify freight bottlenecks on Florida’s SIS on an annual basis using vehicle probe data and travel time reliability measures. Identification of bottlenecks and estimation of their delay impact aids FDOT in focusing on relief efforts and ranking them by priority. In turn, this information is incorporated into FDOT’s SIT to help identify the most important SIS capacity projects to relieve congestion
The [insert name of MPO] 20XX LRTP seeks to address system reliability and congestion mitigation through various means, including capacity expansion and operational improvements. [Briefly discuss key goals, objectives, strategies, programs, initiatives, etc. in the LRTP that address reliability and congestion, and in any other MPO plans or studies if applicable. Include relevant information and strategies from the CMP, TSMO approaches, managed lanes, TDM approaches, etc. if applicable.]
Example from the Space Coast TPO 2045 LRTP:[footnoteRef:5] [5: 	Space Coast TPO 2045 LRTP. Adopted September 10, 2020. Final Appendix. https://www.spacecoasttpo.com/home/showpublisheddocument/604/637600941861800000.] 

The Space Coast TPO 2045 LRTP seeks to address system reliability and congestion mitigation through various means, including capacity expansion and operational improvements. The availability of travel time data is critical to assessing how well the targets are being met for this performance measure. The installation and operation of traffic signal timing systems using Intelligent Transportation System technologies directly impact the reliability of the system. Current efforts in support of this performance measure include: 
ITS Master Plan – The Space Coast TPO is currently updating its ITS Master Plan that provides the framework and priority projects that will be implemented to improve reliability of the system. 
Operational Support - The Space Coast TPO is currently coordinating with Brevard County on ITS and provides $225,000 annually in Federal Surface Transportation funds (SU) to the county for this program. Appropriate levels of operations and maintenance are critical to keeping the availability of data needed to determine travel times. 
Transportation Management Center - The design of a Transportation Management Center is also underway that will provide the physical location to house the “brains” of the ITS system. As additional ITS projects are implemented, Brevard will be able to advance the performance of the system so that it reaches the targets and goals set.
Project Ranking Criteria in the 2045 LRTP – The prioritization of projects in the cost feasible plan, included scoring utilizing the recently adopted project prioritization criteria (March 2020) that address innovation efforts that support improved travel time and reliability both for vehicles and freight.


If the MPO developed multiple scenarios when creating the LRTP, the system performance report must include an analysis of how the preferred scenario has improved system reliability and freight travel and how changes in local policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the PM3 targets. FHWA and FTA also encourage (but do not require) MPOs that developed multiple scenarios to consider a scenario that maintains baseline conditions for the federal performance measures, and a scenario that improves the baseline conditions for as many of the performance measures as possible. Federal guidance to address these requirements has not yet been issued. 
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[bookmark: _Toc161875107][bookmark: _Toc161763744]Transit Asset Management Measures
Transit Asset Performance
FTA’s Transit Asset Management (TAM) regulations apply to all recipients and subrecipients of FTA funding that own, operate, or manage public transportation capital assets. The regulations require that public transportation providers develop and implement TAM plans and establish state of good repair standards and performance measures. Table 5.1 below identifies the TAM performance measures. 
[bookmark: _Ref161220759][bookmark: _Toc161875135][bookmark: _Toc161763828]Table 5.1	FTA TAM Performance Measures
	Asset Category
	Performance Measure and Asset Class

	1. Equipment
	Percentage of non-revenue, support-service and maintenance vehicles that have met or exceeded their useful life benchmark

	Rolling Stock
	Percentage of revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have either met or exceeded their useful life benchmark

	Infrastructure
	Percentage of track segments with performance restrictions

	Facilities
	Percentage of facilities within an asset class rated below condition 3 on the FTA Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale


Public transportation providers are required to establish TAM targets annually for the following fiscal year and must share its targets with each MPO in which the transit provider’s projects and services are programmed in the MPO’s TIP. MPOs are not required to establish TAM targets annually when the transit provider establishes targets. Instead, MPO targets must be established when the MPO updates the LRTP (although it is recommended that MPOs reflect the most current transit provider targets in the TIP if they have not yet taken action to update MPO targets). 
When establishing TAM targets, the MPO can either agree to program projects that will support the transit provider targets or establish its own separate regional TAM targets for the MPO planning area. MPO targets may differ from the targets established by a provider, especially if there are multiple providers in the MPO planning area. Public transit providers, states, and MPOs must coordinate with each other in the selection of performance targets.
FTA defines two tiers of public transportation providers based on number of vehicles and mode parameters. Tier I transit agencies, which are generally larger providers, establish their own TAM targets, while Tier II providers, generally smaller agencies, may participate in a group plan where targets are established by a plan sponsor (FDOT) for the entire group. 
[Note regarding the Group TAM Plan: if any providers in the MPO area are part of the FDOT Group TAM Plan the MPO should include this paragraph; the MPO has the option of including Table 5.2 for context or may just identify the Tier II providers that participate in the FDOT Group TAM Plan by name. If there are no providers in the MPO area that participate in the Group TAM plan, this paragraph and Table 5.2 are not necessary.] A total of 19 transit providers participated in the FDOT Group TAM Plan and continue to coordinate with FDOT on establishing and reporting group targets to FTA through the National Transit Database (NTD). These are FDOT’s Section 5311 Rural Program subrecipients and are listed in Table 5.2. The Group TAM Plan was adopted in September 2022 and covers fiscal years 2022-2023 through 2025-2026. Group TAM Plan targets for fiscal year 2024 were submitted to NTD in September 2024. 
[bookmark: _Ref161220766][bookmark: _Toc161875136][bookmark: _Toc161763829]Table 5.2	Florida Group TAM Plan Participants
	District
	Participating Transit Providers

	1
	Central Florida Regional Planning Council
Hendry County

	2
	Baker County Council on Aging 
Levy County Transit
Nassau County Council on Aging/Nassau TRANSIT 
Ride Solution (Putnam County)
Suwannee River Economic Council  
Suwannee Valley Transit Authority

	3
	Big Bend Transit
Calhoun County Senior Citizens Association  
Gulf County ARC 
JTRANS
Liberty County Transit 
Tri-County Community Council 
Wakulla Transportation

	4
	No participating providers

	5
	Flagler County Public Transportation
Marion Transit 
Sumter County Transit 

	6
	Key West Transit

	7
	No participating providers


The MPO has the following Tier I and Tier II providers operating in the region:
List providers and indicate for each if it is a Tier I or Tier II provider. For Tier II providers, indicate those that are participating in FDOT’s Group TAM Plan, if any.
Example from River to Sea TPO Connect 2045 Plan:[footnoteRef:6] [6: 	River to Sea TPO Connect 2045, Chapter 2. https://www.r2ctpo.org/wp-content/uploads/Connect-2045-River-to-Sea-TPO-LRTP-Final-Plan-Document-Amendment-4.pdf.] 

The River to Sea TPO planning area is served by three (3) transit service providers: Flagler County Public Transit (FCPT), Votran, and SunRail. SunRail is considered a Tier I provider and, as such, must develop a TAM Plan. Votran and FCPT are considered Tier II providers. Votran has elected to develop their own TAM Plan, while FCPT is included in a group TAM plan developed by the FDOT Public Transit Office in Tallahassee. 
Transit Agency Targets
Use this language for Tier I providers and/or Tier II providers that are not part of the FDOT Group TAM Plan:
The [insert transit agency] established the transit asset targets identified in Table 5.3 on [insert date]:
Include Table 5.3 below to list transit asset management targets by provider. Repeat the table for each transit provider or combine multiple providers into one table. Note that providers establish targets for each asset class they own; therefore, tables need to include only the asset classes that apply and may differ if more than one provider in the region. 
The transit asset management targets are based on the condition of existing transit assets and planned investments in equipment, rolling stock, infrastructure, and facilities. The targets reflect the most recent data available on the number, age, and condition of transit assets, and expectations and capital investment plans for improving these assets. The table summarizes both existing conditions for the most recent year available, and the targets [augment text as needed].
[bookmark: _Ref161220801][bookmark: _Toc161875137][bookmark: _Toc161763830]Table 5.3	FTA TAM Targets for [insert transit provider name]
	Asset Category Performance Measure
	Asset Class
	FY 20XX Asset Condition
	FY 20XX Target

	Rolling Stock

	Age - % of revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have met or exceeded their ULB
	Articulated Bus
	X
	%

	
	Bus
	X
	%

	
	Mini-Bus
	X
	%

	
	Van
	X
	%

	Equipment

	Age - % of non-revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have met or exceeded their ULB
	Non-Revenue/Service Auto
	X
	%

	
	Trucks & other Vehicles
	X
	%

	
	Maintenance Equipment
	X
	%

	Infrastructure (applicable only for Tier I providers with rail service)

	% of track segments with performance restrictions
	Guideway Elements
	X
	%

	
	Power & Signal Elements
	X
	%

	
	Track elements
	
	%

	Facilities

	Condition - % of facilities with a condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale
	Administration
	X
	%

	
	Maintenance
	X
	%

	
	Parking Structures
	X
	%

	
	Passenger Facilities
	X
	%

	
	Storage
	X
	%


Text for Tier II provider that is part of FDOT’s group TAM Plan:
[Transit provider] is part of the Group TAM Plan for Fiscal Years 2022-2023 through 2025-2026 developed by FDOT for Tier II providers in Florida and coordinates with FDOT on reporting of group targets to NTD. The FY 2022 Performance Data, FY23 Performance Data and 2024 targets for the Tier II providers are shown in Table 5.4. Note: FDOT will provide an update once FY 2024 performance and FY 2025 targets are available.
The statewide group TAM targets are based on the condition of existing transit assets and planned investments in equipment, rolling stock, infrastructure, and facilities over the next year. The targets reflect the most recent data available on the number, age, and condition of transit assets, and capital investment plans for improving these assets during the next fiscal year. The table summarizes both existing conditions for the most recent year available, and the current targets [augment text as needed].
[bookmark: _Ref161220858][bookmark: _Toc161875138][bookmark: _Toc161763831]Table 5.4	FDOT Group Plan Transit Asset Management Targets for Tier II Providers
	Asset Category - Performance Measure
	Asset Class
	FY 2022  Performance 
	FY 2023 Performance
	FY2024 Target

	Revenue Vehicles

	Age - % of revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have met or exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark (ULB)
	Automobile
	0%
	66.67%
	66.00%

	
	Bus
	20.46%
	12.22%
	12.0%

	
	Cutaway Bus
	9.32%
	18.47%
	18.00%

	
	School Bus
	95.00%
	100.0%
	0%

	
	Mini-Van
	18.61%
	31.71%
	31.00%

	
	SUV
	19.00%
	6.45%
	6.00%

	
	Van
	38.55%
	35.71%
	35.00%

	Equipment

	Age - % of equipment or non-revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have met or exceeded their Useful Life Benchmark (ULB)
	Non-Revenue Auto
	71.25%
	71.43%
	71.00%

	
	Trucks and other Rubber Tire Vehicles
	5.94%
	8.82%
	8.00%

	Facilities

	Condition - % of facilities with a condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale
	Passenger/‌Parking Facilities
	0%
	0%
	0%

	
	Administration/‌Maintenance Facilities
	6.34%
	9.09%
	9.00%


Use this language for MPO that supports public transportation provider targets:
On [insert date], the [insert MPO name] agreed to support [transit provider’s] transit asset management targets, thus agreeing to plan and program projects in the TIP that once implemented, are anticipated to make progress toward achieving the transit provider targets. [Revise paragraph as needed to include all applicable providers and the date(s) of MPO action.] 
MPOs that established their own TAM targets should use this section and Table 5.5:
MPO Transit Asset Management Targets
As discussed above, MPOs are not required to establish TAM targets annually each time the transit provider establishes targets. Instead, MPO’s must revisit targets each time the MPO updates the LRTP. MPOs can either agree to program projects that will support the transit provider targets or establish separate regional TAM targets for the MPO planning area. MPO targets may differ from agency targets, especially if there are multiple transit agencies in the MPO planning area
On [insert date], the [insert MPO name] established transit asset targets for the MPO planning area, as summarized in Table 5.5. These targets for the MPO planning area reflect the targets established by list names of individual transit providers(s) through their Transit Asset Management Plans [if any providers are Group TAM Plan participants include this: as well as the statewide targets established by FDOT for providers participating in the Group TAM Plan, which includes list names of individual transit providers(s). 
In establishing the MPO’s TAM targets, [insert MPO name] considered several factors. Include discussion of how the MPO established targets based on the individual provider and/or Group TAM Plan targets; for example, if there are multiple providers did the MPO weight targets by the number of each transit provider’s assets, or by service hours or another factor? 
[bookmark: _Ref161220866][bookmark: _Toc161875139][bookmark: _Toc161763832]Table 5.5	[insert MPO name] Transit Asset Management Targets
	Asset Category - Performance Measure
	Asset Class
	FY 20xx Asset Condition
	FY20xx Target

	Revenue Vehicles

	Age - % of revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have met or exceeded their ULB
	Articulated Bus
	X
	%

	
	Bus
	X
	%

	
	Mini-Bus
	X
	%

	
	Van
	X
	%

	
	Etc.
	X
	%

	Equipment

	Age - % of non-revenue vehicles within a particular asset class that have met or exceeded their ULB
	Non-Revenue/Service Auto
	X
	%

	
	Trucks and other Rubber Tire Vehicles
	X
	%

	
	Maintenance Equipment
	X
	%

	
	Etc.
	X
	%

	Infrastructure (applicable only for Tier I providers with rail service)

	% of track segments with performance restrictions
	Guideway Elements
	X
	%

	
	Power & Signal Elements
	X
	%

	
	Track Elements
	X
	%

	Facilities

	Condition - % of facilities with a condition rating below 3.0 on the FTA Transit Economic Requirements Model (TERM) Scale
	Administration
	n/a
	%

	
	Maintenance
	n/a
	%

	
	Parking Structures
	n/a
	%

	
	Passenger Facilities
	n/a
	%


[bookmark: _Toc519188655]All MPOs include the remaining section:
Transit Asset Management Performance
If data are available, discuss TAM performance trends and progress toward achieving targets. These data would most likely come from the transit providers’ asset management plans. The MPO may also choose to reference the investment prioritization section of a transit provider’s TAM and link the provider’s investment priorities to the MPO’s LRTP. 
The [insert name of MPO] recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and investment priorities to stated performance objectives, and that establishing this link is critical to the achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. As such, the LRTP directly reflects the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets as they are described in other public transportation plans and processes, including the [insert relevant reports], and the current [insert name of MPO] 20XX LRTP. 
Example from the Space Coast TPO 2045 LRTP:
The Space Coast TPO 2045 LRTP was developed in cooperation with Space Coast Area Transit. It reflects the investment priorities established by the local transit provider. Key components of the plan development process included identifying anticipated Year 2045 system capacity, system needs, cost estimates for the identified needs, and the projection of financial resources and revenues anticipated to be available by the Year of Expenditure (YOE). The resulting 2045 Cost Feasible Plan reflects an array of projects and goods in a cost-efficient manner. Key projects within the Cost Feasible Plan (CFP) include a select number of critical highway expansion projects, such as additional lanes along major corridors, supported by an array of multimodal strategies to improve traffic and transit operations, including roadway connectivity, and pedestrian/bicycle route development. 
[bookmark: _Int_4IkFXIZH]FTA funding, as programmed by the region’s transit providers and FDOT, is used for programs and products to improve the condition of the region’s transit assets. The focus of the Space Coast TPO’s investments that address transit state of good repair include: Bus and other vehicle purchases and replacements; Equipment purchases and replacements; Repair, rehabilitation, and replacement of transit facilities and infrastructure; and ADA Bus Stop Assessment improvements to bus stops, benches and shelters.
Transit asset condition and state of good repair is a consideration in the methodology Space Coast TPO uses to select projects for inclusion in the TIP. The TIP includes specific investment priorities that support all of the TPO’s goals, including transit state of good repair, using a prioritization and project selection process established in the LRTP. This process evaluates projects that, once implemented, are anticipated to improve transit state of good repair in the TPO’s planning area. The Space Coast TPO’s LRTP anticipated effect of the overall program is that, once implemented, progress will be made towards achieving the transit asset performance targets. The Space Coast TPO will continue to coordinate with Space Coast Area Transit to maintain the region’s transit assets in a state of good repair.
If the MPO developed multiple scenarios when creating the LRTP, the system performance report must include an analysis of how the preferred scenario has improved the conditions and performance of transit assets and how changes in local policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the transit asset performance targets. FHWA and FTA also encourage (but do not require) MPOs that developed multiple scenarios to consider a scenario that maintains baseline conditions for the federal performance measures, and a scenario that improves the baseline conditions for as many of the performance measures as possible. Federal guidance to address these requirements has not yet been issued. 
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[bookmark: _Toc161875108][bookmark: _Toc161763745]Transit Safety Performance
FTA’s Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan (PTASP) regulation establishes transit safety performance management requirements for certain providers of public transportation that receive federal financial assistance under 49 U.S.C Chapter 53. 
The regulation applies to all operators of public transportation that are a recipient or sub-recipient of FTA Urbanized Area Formula Grant Program funds under 49 U.S.C. Section 5307, or that operate a rail transit system that is subject to FTA’s State Safety Oversight Program. The PTASP regulations do not apply to certain modes of transit service that are subject to the safety jurisdiction of another Federal agency, including passenger ferry operations regulated by the United States Coast Guard, and commuter rail operations that are regulated by the Federal Railroad Administration.
Transit Safety Performance Measures
The provider’s PTASP must include targets for the performance measures established by FTA in the National Public Transportation Safety Plan, which was published on January 26, 2017, and updated in April 2024. The transit safety performance measures are:
· Total number of reportable fatalities and rate per total vehicle revenue miles by mode.
· Total number of reportable injuries and rate per total vehicle revenue miles by mode.
· Total number of reportable safety events and rate per total vehicle revenue miles by mode.
· System reliability – mean distance between major mechanical failures by mode.
In Florida, each Section 5307 or 5311 public transportation provider must develop a System Safety Program Plan (SSPP) under Chapter 14-90, Florida Administrative Code. FDOT technical guidance recommends that Florida’s transit agencies revise their existing SSPPs to be compliant with the FTA PTASP requirements. [footnoteRef:7]  [7: 	FDOT Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan Guidance Document for Transit Agencies. Available at ptasp-14-90-guidance-document_09112019.docx (live.com)] 

Each provider of public transportation that is subject to the PTASP regulation must certify that its SSPP meets the requirement for a PTASP, including transit safety targets for the federally required measures. Providers were required to certify their initial PTASP and transit safety targets by July 20, 2021. Once the public transportation provider establishes safety targets it must make the targets available to MPOs to aid in the planning process. MPOs are not required to establish transit safety targets annually each time the transit provider establishes targets. Instead, MPO targets must be established when the MPO updates the LRTP (although it is recommended that MPOs reflect the current transit provider targets in their TIPs). 
When establishing transit safety targets, the MPO can either agree to program projects that will support the transit provider targets or establish its own separate regional transit safety targets for the MPO planning area. In addition, the [insert MPO name] must reflect those targets in LRTP and TIP updates.

Transit Agency Safety Targets
The following transit provider(s) operate in the [insert MPO name] planning area: [list providers(s)]. Of these, [insert name of provider(s) subject to the PTASP requirements] is/are responsible for developing a PTASP and establishing transit safety performance targets annually. 
The [insert transit agency] established the transit safety targets identified in Table 6.1 on [insert date]:
Include Table 6.1 to list the transit safety targets established by the transit provider(s). Note that this table is an example; the MPO should adapt the table to their situation. If more than one provider in the MPO area established transit safety targets, the MPO may include a separate table for each provider or use one table that combines the providers, as shown in the example below. Because transit safety targets are established by transit mode, the table may include additional modes not shown below or may list fewer modes. Transit providers also choose the units they use to express the fatality rate, injury rate, and safety events rate measures. For example, a provider may use total annual vehicle revenue miles (VRM) or per 100,000 VRM. The units should be specified in the table. The MPO also may include relevant details from the provider’s PTASP, as needed. 
[bookmark: _Ref161220902][bookmark: _Toc161875140][bookmark: _Toc161763833]Table 6.1	Transit Safety Performance Targets for [insert names of transit provider(s)]
	Transit Mode
	Fatalities (total)
	Fatalities (rate)
	Injuries (total)
	Injuries (rate)
	Safety Events (total)
	Safety Events (rate)
	System Reliability

	Transit Provider 1

	Fixed Route Bus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community Bus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Etc.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Transit Provider 2

	Fixed Route Bus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paratransit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



[Use this language for MPO that supports public transportation provider targets:]
On [insert date], the [insert MPO name] agreed to support [insert transit provider’s name] transit safety targets, thus agreeing to plan and program projects in the TIP that once implemented, are anticipated to make progress toward achieving the targets.
[Use this language for MPO that establishes its own transit safety targets:]
MPO Transit Safety Targets
As discussed above, MPOs are not required to establish transit safety targets annually each time the transit provider establishes targets. Instead, MPO’s must revisit targets each time the MPO updates the LRTP. MPOs can either agree to program projects that will support the transit provider targets or establish separate regional targets for the MPO planning area. MPO targets may differ from agency targets, especially if there are multiple transit agencies in the MPO planning area that are subject to the PTASP requirements.
On [insert date], the [insert MPO name] established transit safety targets for the MPO planning area. Table 6.2 presents the [insert MPO name] transit safety targets. 
[bookmark: _Ref161220936][bookmark: _Toc161875141][bookmark: _Toc161763834]Table 6.2	[Insert MPO name] Transit Safety Performance Targets
	Transit Mode
	Fatalities (total)
	Fatalities (rate)
	Injuries (total)
	Injuries (rate)
	Safety Events (total)
	Safety Events (rate)
	System Reliability

	Fixed Route Bus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community Bus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Etc.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



The targets for the MPO planning area reflect the targets established by [list name(s) of individual transit providers(s)] through their Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan(s). Add discussion of how/why the MPO established regional targets from the individual provider targets; for example, did the MPO use a weighted average of safety performance from the various providers? 
[All MPOs include the remaining section:]
Transit Safety Performance
The [insert name of MPO] recognizes the importance of linking goals, objectives, and investment priorities to stated performance objectives, and that establishing this link is critical to the achievement of national transportation goals and statewide and regional performance targets. As such, the LRTP directly reflects the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets as they are described in other public transportation plans and processes, including the [insert PTASP reference and other relevant reports], and the current [insert name of MPO] 20XX LRTP. FTA funding, as programmed by the region’s transit providers and FDOT, is used for programs and products to improve the safety of the region’s transit systems. If transit safety data are available, discuss any notable performance issues or trends. Data and narrative will be available in the transit providers’ PTASP. The PTASP should also identify safety issues and safety risk mitigation strategies that can be summarized here.
If the MPO developed multiple scenarios when creating the LRTP, the system performance report must include an analysis of how the preferred scenario has improved the conditions and performance of transit safety and how changes in local policies and investments have impacted the costs necessary to achieve the transit safety targets. FHWA and FTA also encourage (but do not require) MPOs that developed multiple scenarios to consider a scenario that maintains baseline conditions for the federal performance measures, and a scenario that improves the baseline conditions for as many of the performance measures as possible. Federal guidance to address these requirements has not yet been issued.  
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