Saint Cloud Area Planning
Transportation Perfor mance

Wi ¢

Y R

i—;f‘ ST

—
73

AN MR

Photo courtesy innesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), bSsatr nan@l Mo GhMeveopoWi kamedi gp€E€omm




e of Content s

COMMON ACROMN&SISEEE66666666666666666. 66OAB 3: EFFICIENTLY MANAGE OPERATI ONS A
| NTRODUCBEOKGE 6666666666, 666éc66666. eeeeEGTIVELY PRESERVECTHECS¥BEEMece. €41

APO Pl anniég Kréck ééééééééééceéce. 66, L0l 8. Seéegecardeccccceccceceds. . 42
MK fots s i oo L I nterstatelandr 8lbate Hi ghway system

Performance éMetabsélér.eésé é éé. éééééégéé. .5 s sz o goa g s s g gogogoarsos o ia
Condi téiéedrestéééééééeeéeecééééeéeeeeer2. . 49
Bridge Ccdredkiétéiékreéeéécéeéeéecée. -24€. . .5

GOAL 1: MAl NTAI' N AND ENHANCE TRANSPEORTATI ON SAFETY . .
Sailnt Cloud Metropolitan Transit Co
Goal 1: Séébééaprdéeeécé.  66éé¢ééZ®. . . . 10Repaireécécecééécécecééecééécecéeééceereé. 55

Fatality and Rad&kéedDdéedaddddéddes. . 6. .22

,,,,,,

Serious I njuries and Raétéet écéfé .  Febr.i2BOALI A uSUPLORT METROPOLI TAN VI TALITY A

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, |
NorMot ori zed Fatalities éaérécé_$Eér_iéom%qE\(%Lj(al?l\ré%l?Teeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee..
Chemical Impair@éstéeraésése.  66. 625 C0al 4: Séépéedpdcecé. ceeéééb8¢e.58

Di stractedséQréaéséhéeésé 6 éecé6é6bééeeeé. 6. 6. 26 UCKk Travel Time eReecldéacbél.|eieteyé élén. deelx

Saint Cloud Regi onaCouAntryp oActt iaonmd Trr

GOAL 2: | NCREASE SYSTEM ACCESSIBILITY, MQI_BILITY, AND""Cé ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 6
CONNECT I &/d a6 66666666666666666. . 6666. 666, pYNSpoOrtateicoene eRoesetesee. . eeeeeceeceece.
Goal 2: Sééeééardééeéeécéeéecéeéeeéeéés2 é28
Level of Travel éTéiéntes cRoesléicashéi.lei. téye  COAly 5 PROMOTE ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTA
CONSERVAEIEGNEEecéeeééeeeeeceeéeeeéeeeeee. . é.
Vehicle Mil égéeeaceleéedééééeé. ééé. é&. é34 _ L,
Go al 5: SééeEééareceéecéeeéeeeeeéeéd6é. 65
Average Work Triégééld@aaréededlédéne. . . é¢é. 35 L,
Air Queléiétéypéééééééé. . . ééeéééeéeée. 6éeééé
Means of Tr ansporétéaété éoéné é éoé énoér . ké . . . 3 J
Water Qéadaéééyéééééeée. . éééeéécééeeéecéeeesé
Saint Cloud Metropol it aémé éld.an&s.ig. .COmmi ssi on i S 3
i cles Regi stéeéree.dé éaénédé éséod edé -0 . 6 9
Fixed Route Coméhéé¢éeéBaceécéeéééeéé. 38

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Di salRi de Bluéséeésé é ¢ éééééééécéeéeécéeééeéeée. é. 39

,,,,,,,,,,

Northstar Commaéd é&dé Bases&eéeé. ééé. éé. .40



Common Acronyms

ADTAverage Daily Traffic. MPOMetropolitan Pl anning Organization

APOSaint Cloud Area Planning OrganiMZa@saiont Cloud Metropolitan Transit Cc

AQIAir Quality I ndex. Cloud Metro Bus).

CNGCompressed Natural Gas . MTPMetropolitan Transportation Pl an.

DOTDepart ment of Transportation. NCB Northstar Commuter Bus.

CRCounty Road. NHSNati onal Hi ghway System.

CSAHCounty Siiat éli ghway . NHTSANati onal Hi ghway Traffic Safety A

Pl\{IRDSNabI nalcf éformance Management

D3 Mi nnesota Department of Transporé i

DARDI aatRi de. NTDNational Transit Database.

DEEDMi nnesota Department of Empl oy Ec.ono
Devel opment . nlqi’eBrbtPernformBaserH fblanmng

DI VDi gital Inspection Vehicle. SEPSt akehol der Engagement Pl an.

SGRState of Good Repair.

FAST AEitxing America's Surface TranSOpVoSr'tnag CEHPARGY vehicle.

FHWAFeder al Hi ghway Administration.STcsa'nt Cloud Regional Al rport
STI BStatewide Transportation | mproveme

EDREconomic Devel opment Regi on.

FRFi xed Rout e.

FTAEeder al Transit Administration.TAcsa'nt Cl o®@dT&APKNi cal Advisory Commi't

GPSGl ob al Positioning System. TERMTransit Economic Requirements Mod e

HPMSHi ghway Perfor mance MonitoringTEJsrtuennI%. Highway.

. TI PTransportation | mprovement Progr am.
HSI PHi ghway Safety | mprovement Progr am. P P g

. TPMTransportation Performance Managem
| RI:tnternational Roughness | ndex. P g

MAP21 Moving Ahead for Progress inT{_Eéparl_gotunCteyntAuCrtyl/ORc?r.Ogram'
n

MN:Mi nnesot a. TSMTransportatio System Management .

MNnDOTMi nnesota Department of TranspToTthREl Iokn_TraveI Time Reliability.

MPCAMi nnesota Pollution Control Agélmgy_ehlcle Mihes Traveled.



|l ntroduct i

on

APO Pl anni

ng

Metropolitan and
Urbanized Area
The Saint Cloud Area Planning Organi za
Brockway Township independent, regional body responsi bl e
Legend for.the Saint .Cloud metr_opolitan area.
) regiGonMet ropolitan Planninga@rgani zati
i Watab\gwnship B =il s organi zational body created under the
:2 Dcen_susoeﬁnedurbanArea1962 and 1973 designed in part to coor
¥ National Highway System . .
¥ B 5dies of Water pl anning effor_ts for urban argas wi t h
50, 000. MPOs | i ke the APO assist | ocal
deciding how federal transportation fu
o 10 the planning area.
Le Sau
Townbhip T\ 8 o il Rapids The APO Urbanized Area is designated b
Saint Wendel Township : 1) Township i i every census year. Criteria for defini
RsSantellcy IR popul ation density and density of deve
% “g‘\,._ o a twenty (20) year planning boundary t
' h r 5 Sauk f‘/‘w Cens-defined Urbanized Area, but al so ¢
f‘ ‘._i"g:["‘;s”/fgé:ds N ur banized growth within that time peri
hmw_,'fg »§; AL C The APO is comprised of member jurisdi
%) \ X Benton County, Sherburne County, City
Saint Lecohenintel i e'4 Sartell City of Sauk Rapids City of
oseph ™ \ ’ . ’ . )
& X N b 5 Joseph, and Le Sauk Township. The citi
Stephen, and Saint Augusta along with
4 oo ) Haven Townshi p, Mi nden Township, Sauk
" Saint Joseph ¥ N\WHaven Township | \yendel Township, Saint Joseph Townshinp
Township ) 7 = are |l ocated within the designated APO
. - ) not for mal member agenci es. I nstead th
. through their respective counties.
Saint Augusta 1 9 6 6 1 3 7 - 2 3 7
Year the APO Esti mated popul ati
b i ncorporatecCloud APO planning
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Strategic Direction

eThe APO is developing a collaborative process to set

This Transportation Performance Measures r egoealstand ohjeqtiveg with linkages between agency
performance measures that will track the red:qn%tiﬁfa'E)drbBOSquS@%ietatl@ﬁﬁ?rr”%l%i”bei”g
achievement of transportation goal s. Perforr;f‘ﬂlgrf'ma meac o c o o _doc i onaod it o
serve as a benchmark to evaluate and quant .

. . Target Setting :
based approach is meant to i mprove account i on
!nvestments, assess rlsks_related to dlffelF-I-HeLAPbFSlcd”é)bloﬂélﬁvléwd:evélotbm alrﬁethodzolby
increase transparency. This progress report s fhletstahd Baselifed and Seb thidyéts Withid Bgrdea-t of
the region to help the APO and its planni ng upon pdrfdenarsce freéast er understand
current and anticipated performance of the
well it is moving towards achieving the goEEsdmENCREElEERallle
Transportation Plan (MTP).

APO staff are currently in the process of u.Tﬂggéspg[ﬁ&zﬂg&ﬁg&ﬁtdmﬁ&ﬁfepé%%i%afﬁge 0045.
During this process, staff have been i ncor pqdegtifylaRddeVefop stratedidsy mandat ed
performance measures into the MTP. In addi g e :
working to develop a variety of other per f R nEGla-a:CE=clxgo Il
future planning and project implementation at
these performance measures identified in t he&lheVBiP®O isweéveloping e pepformance-bhasad al i gn
current and future projects with the over al Iprograramisg meshedowayjagdpracesethateidlt ab | i s he
in the MTP enable project selection to reflect agency goals;
determine priorities in planning doucuments; and

Based on the Transportation Perfor mance Man ddgrtifydfunding(cdridtvgints, risk factors, and relative
(www. f hwa. dot . gov/tpm/) assessment tool, th@eed%@roswerf@rmancealreaﬁ-y wor ki ng
towards a maturity | evel 2, the developing
strengthen transportation performance man a[RAulelghleRlcRreliEiylld
transportation performance management f r amu— T e
provide alignment across the organization aﬁTHeAleSSI%VIOpan.gf’.Plﬁnr.cg'ﬁyt.Ste?Ia'yn.ning and

. oL : rogra /lpro_]e maonitoring tj Q its strategic
programming functions Modi fications to dat iret?cl;pl.Tﬁig illliﬂcrpudea'.qé fimﬁorﬁ%fgoﬁlgﬁnt
processes and analysis tools are being pl anngt méﬁea%ﬁr@s,effeqdeﬁcy%f%lété@oﬂec H:pport t h
performance framework. Organizational rol es ertérBal iBfRuknttiflg fdceofsiafdeudera nd a
strategy for training and workforce devel o ti on
performance management i s being devel oped. EEdelgilslel=1aleRe6Ilnllsile=1dle]y

eThe APO is defining requirements for internal reports
to ensure consistency, alignment with strategic
direction, and provision of actionable information.
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What are performance measures?

Perf ormance measures are indicators of pr
attaining a goal, objective, or target (a8
future performance) .
What is Transportation Performance Manage
Transportation Performance Management (TF
strategic approach that wuses system infor
performance measures to make polic deci sigonre i n ordar
to achieve performance goals. ePerformance measures help to establish and inform goals,
objectives, and strategies as well as to monitor the APQO’s
. . 5 mission attainment. Performance measures also communicate
What s Perf-dBrama@rc &l anni ng?~ progress toward achieving goals in transportation plans and
. . rograms such as the MTP, SEP, and TIP.
Perfor mBacsed Planning (PBP) is the Rrog ! !
goal s, objectives and performance U UT T VE TITE
devel opment of strategies and prior n the MTP and
ot her perf-bhamadcel ans and processepg —t
Transportation | mprovement Progra sPerformance measures are used to inform and assess the
resulting documents become the bl u financial policies for allocating funds among programs such as
. . . . highway preservation, system expansion, public transportation,
agency intends to achieve its desi multimodal trails, etc. These programs are defined in the TIP.
out comes. Decision Decision makers also consider various trends impacting

Making Level transportation system performance.

How does the APO use performance

Because téhet AR®Osportation system i
needs exceed available funding, re
the most strategic, effective, and
Performance measur esif e o bommchlel @s ef u Project

integrated i@dtoplamai ABOpracti ce o nEYARVN RN
|l evel s as indicated in the adjacen

sAfter projects are selected, performance measures help to
monitor the efficiency and effectiveness of projects and
services. The measures also support organizational and
operational improvements.
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Why does the APO use Performance Measures?
§ To assess how ®elmulthenoARO transpor t|on yst%em i s 5
functidoinnenlgudi ng feedback from and c¢ a%%tr t§B& R/v?rtgleﬁ(%y
stakehol der organizations. The APO along with plann&ngdgepani cat s Adt
: . . Commi.ttee TA L, ExdeutAiPOe/ Pol i cy Board
§ To provide information to sumgloirng anMthrnofporlnﬂ dgenC'Tr'aonnsit Commi ssion (MTC) |
§ To assess how effectively and efficilenSth yt NeSaen st %€ tSiiron programs,
projects, and services are being delivered.
§ To demonstrate transparency and accowhnatta bgirlei ttyhet od etshier eAdP & har act eri stics of
citizens and to foster coll aboration Vjetaghhuytrlkeg ?2j uri sdictions
transportation system stakehol der s.
5 § Measureable with avaMbgblrequookshbdams
Why set targets?~ additional cost for data collection.
Feder al regul ations require the APO tc§ %i()FggésailE}ﬂtaﬁJHpepsodr lavl\éthQTrget setting |
performance targets for each performanc?upﬁz?%u d? |%)n own
regi onal target(s). The APO has decided to set p targets for
each of the performance measures § Clear to the publ|c<’5AaInId0\Apsolpiecryfnmarkrrearnsc
h b Mn DGT‘ElhIa'vneg btefe n® 'dle' t Ze ¥ n ndd tpoOI i cymakers
¢ N ?'§?| }én\égeﬂﬁéoﬁnﬂﬂTﬁgﬁH Egus aaenbysacti
o ' tﬁ‘ } Ea ¥ BOPRILhAP factor
t e e A can ocus ocalized 1 ssues
g that wil|l worktowardthe goal s of
t P.

Examples:

« Agency Staff
» Equipment

« Facilities

- Funding

ACTIVITIES

PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Examples:

« Maintenance UUTPUTS OUTCOMES

« Construction

- Planning Example: Example:

- Operations « Mile of pavement + % pavement in good
resurfaced condition

>
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Feder al Performance Measures. The first federally required performanc
) ) and ends on Dec. 31, 2021. Exceptions t
The Moving Ahead for Progress i421t)he rzé-é(ﬁw&)}anéé('fré/tf‘,Cttr(éV'rﬁéDit management and
signed into | aw in 2012, included sevgdad aPr{Oé’ﬂrﬁdé’lnscdlh@ﬁd&roly)ee&rt'rVeeﬁd’rt|ng
are transforming the Feder al surface transportation program to be
focused on the achievement of perfor mbacgetosteomaelsl.i shed should be reasonabl
) ) ) of trends and projections of future eff
The Fixing America's Surface Tra”Spor[Sraéj'é’@ts(FiAdseTﬁtiAfCitedSi'rg“telﬁje"f‘lP, MTP, an
2015, built -2hfh thenyAP and ptrenrvr'ndfewlndit;pggsting infrastructure completed by th
certainty for surface transportation éﬁ‘értaé\hr‘ié‘f?itb‘é’eilPltaWé”/QFgOarﬁ‘ldanning regi o
lnvestment. accordance with Federal Highway Adminis
The graphic below contains the | i st orferFi?%lre.m%rI'?? mee%%li'rree%l rules should be co
performance measures: condi tion erformance | evels t_hat I_ead
of | oohgem performance expectations in s
transportations (DOT) and MPOs' transpo

Roadway Metropolitan

Roadway Safet Roadway Accessibility, Roadway Management Vitality and Economic
y y Mobility, and Connectivity and Preservation Dzvelopment
eNumber of fatalities. eAnnual percent of eInterstate system eTruck Travel Time
eRate of fatalities. person-miles traveled on pavement conditions. Reliability Index.
eNumber of serious the Interstate that are eNon-Interstate NHS
injuries. reliable. pavement conditions.
eRate of serious injuries. eAnnual percent of *Bridge conditions.
eNumber of non- person-miles traveled on Transit Mechanical

the non-Interstate
National Highway
System that are reliable.
sState of Good Repair for
equipment, facilities, and
rolling stock.

eTransit Economic
Requirments Model
(TERM) scale for transit.

motorized fatalities and Failures
serious injuries.

sTransit Safety.
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Go al 1: Mai ntain and Enhance Transportation Safety

Saint Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e 2018 Tar2017 Rec Mu |l tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s

- D® F O O

The total number of <c¢crash
2,472 T i i
Tot al Cr a\Nsuhnelser o fPer f or manc.e 23t Eat 2, 773, Th|s 'soa 9.9 p
tot al traffic crashtax;licatorz‘773 gfrom the five (5) year Hhi
2 2016. The APO desires the
of crashes to decrease.
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Tot al Crashes Five (5) Year UThe five (5) year averag
) s crashes in 2017 was 2,56
Aver addevier age numbRer fodr manc.e =
tot al traffic crashesli'catbhze’ 66155t g percent increase from 20
. . 2,213 Jf 2233 f 22 g (5) year high. The APO d
five (5) consecutive years. . .
in the five (5) year ave
" e The total crash rate in 2
Total CrasAvRBRahge . 214.376 — ® 230.844. This is a 12.8 bp
number of total tPaffioc man §%e% F . .
. . . 4 4 g from the five (5) year hi
per 100 million vehndleamores = .
g 2016. The APO desires the
traveled (VMT).
rate to decrease.

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total Crash Rate Five (5) The five (5) year average
Year AverAager.age _ 219.313 gfor 2017 was at 227.933.
number of total tpatkbemah £ percent increase from 201
rate er 100 millli V t7h§3’3 8 i
p pHdIM&tb 206.802 [ff 208017 = (5) vear hlgh The APO de.
l ast five (5) consecutive years. 204408 ®“ crash rate five (5) vyear
decrease

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

M N
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Measur e 2018 Tar2017 Rescs Mu | tYiear Trend Anal ysi s
Eight (8) fatalities w
Fatali Nuember of tPreafffoir mance 3 Th|s s oA 385 !Jercent
fatalities I ndicator gfive (5) year high of
' § 2015 The APO desires
fatalities to decrease.
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Fatalities Five (5) Year The ftive (5) yeaf ayer
Target 7.8 132017 wa s 8. 6. Thi s I S
Aver addevier age number _o g
; . . 7. 8..6 . Fincrease from 2013 and
traffic fatalities in the | ast fi 7.6 3 .
(5) consecutive ear s 7.2 ghigh. The APO has set
y ' III “less than 7.8 fatalit
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
FatalityARatage = The fatality rate in 2
number of t rafficPéafarmahef Ped EThis is a 43.8 percent
. . . . . 0.605 [ 0-°66 i ; :
100 million vehiclPkndictesor s five (5) year high of
traveled (VMT) . ° APO desires the fatal
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Fatality Rate Five (5) Year
Aver agdlevier age number The five (5) year aver
of traffic fatalities per 100 £§2017 was at 0.769. Thi
million VMT in the 92398 i vk 71&9 gincrease from 2013 and
consecutive years. ¢high. The APO has set
target of |l ess than 0.

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

NV O ® — ® @D

o

N TTO



Go al 1: Mai ntain and Enhance Transportation Safety

Saint Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e 2018 Tal12017 Recs Mu | tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s
The number of serious inj |
= was at tfwiewnet y(25). This s
Serious Inl]'\luumbaa*s:efrformance25 § percent decrease from the
traffic serious injodieator % high of-stki (8¢) in 2016.
“ desires the number of ser|

2015 2016 2017 decrease
Serious I njuries Five (5) The five (5) year average
Year AverAageer:ag e g injuries in 2017 was 23.6
number of serious i ABuBvies 12B. 6 F percent increase from 201
the [ ast five (5) consecutive 5 (5) year high. The APO ha
year s. ; target of |l ess than 13.9 .
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

The serious injury rate i
Serious I njury Ra %:formance E 2.081. This is a 33.1 per
Average number of erigg?o 2.081 g from the five (5) year hi
injuries per 100 mi SR U, B 2016. The APO desires the

rate to decrease

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Serious I njury Rate

Year AverAageer:age The serious injury rate f

number of serious ., average for 2017 was 2.08.

100 million VMT in £ percent decrease from the

(5) consecutive years. ghigh of 2.162 in 2013. Thi
8 serious injury rate 2018

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017



Go al 1: Mai ntain and Enhance Transportation Safety

Saint Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e 2018 Tar 2017 Res Mul tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s

The number-mot omozed fat al
and serious injuries in 2|

NonMotorized Fatalities
(7). This is a 41.7 percel
the five (5) year high of

12
and Serious InjuriPesformance7 = =
Number of fatalitiésadandtor 5
serious injuries. 2015. The APO desires the

2012 201 2015 2016 2017 fatalities and serious i nj

| Desired Trend

The five (5) year average

NonrMotorized Fatalities Target 7.0 ; . .
: . . i nomotorized fatalities an
and Serious Injuries Five injuries in 2017 was at 7
. 5.8 = |
Ezzal\{i(a?ire?\/’\l:\u:]ngbgejleroifo7u'soin'ur7i'e85 [ - g percent increase from 201
the | ast five (5) consecujtive %(5) year high. The APO ha

[s]
e ar s target of |l ess than 7.00 -
y . 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 serious Inj uri es.
106 The number of chemical im
Chemical | mpairment s crashes in 2017 was at ni |
Crash&aumber of chzeshelsmancego %is a 15.9 percent decreas:
wherein the driverlhddcheen 7 7 £ (5) year high of 107 in 2
drinking or taking drugs. “desires the number of chel
i mpai rment crashes to dec:
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Chemical | mpair ment The five (5) year average
Crashes Five (5) Year i mpairment crashes in 201
AveraghRumber of = This is a 3.6 percent dec
Crashes In the |ag)er({jlo 8.4 98.8 g'n 2013 and |S a f|Ve (5)
consecutive years wher iy §: /PO desires the five (5)
driver had been drinki chemical i mpairment crash

taking drugs.

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
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Saint Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e 2018 Tar2017 Recs Mul tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s
The percent of chemical (.
) B crashes in 2017 was 3.2 pc¢
Percent of Chemical 3.5% g a 1.4 percentage point de
I mpair ment Cras.heﬁ’erf.ormaanlz% F five (5) year high of 4.6
F’ercgnt of chemicalndicator gThe APO desires the percert
i mpairment crashes. i mpairment crashes to dec!
Percent of Chemical The Tive .(5) year average
I mpairment Crashes Five chemical i mpairment crash:i
P . SR e 2 3.8 percent This is a 0. ¢
(5) Year Avléeage.nl?erformanc3e = . .
. . : . . 8% P v point decrease from the fi
of chemical i mpai rmedicator e £ .
. g2 of 4.6 percent in 2013 T
crashes |l ast five (5) .
. the five (5) year average
consecutive years. . . X
chemi cal i mpairment cr ash:¢
The number of fatal chemi
Fatal Chemical | mpairment ! ! ! ., Crashes in 2017 was one (:
Crash&aumber of fﬁ’taaformance1 E five (5) years the fatal (
crashes involving ctchemcaaobr E have not rose above one (:
i mpairment . & desires fatal distracted ¢
o o decrease.
16.7% The percent of fatal c hemi
Percent of Fat al Chemical - crashes in 2017 was 12.5 |
. P Mt a 4.2 percentage point de«
| mpairment Crashe®Performanc.e 11.1% =
Percent of fat al cradheator12'5% g five (5) year high of 16
. . . . . 8 20114 The APO desires the
invol ving chemical i mpairment. .
fatal chemi cal i mpair ment
0.0% 0.0% decrease

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017



Go al 1: Maintain and Enhance Transportation Safe

Saint Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e 2018 Tar2017 Recs Mul tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s

. . . The number of erious injt
Serious I njury Chemical . . .
. i mpairment crashes in 201
|l mpairment Crashe ® . .
. rformance g This is a 28.6 percent de«
Number of serious nburg 5 i . :

. . n |hc ar g five (5) year high of sevc«
crashes involving a chemicall 2 . . .
. . . 8 The APO desires serious i
i mpaired driver. . .

i mpairment crashes to dec!
The percent of serious i nj
Percent of Serious Injury i mpairment crashes in 201"
Chemical I mpair me terformanc E percent This is a 20 per
[ .
Crashésircent o f SFr(I:HocuaSt 500/ g decrease from the five (5)
i nfjury crashes invoPV|ng 2 40 percent in 2014 The Al
chemi cal i mpaired driver percent of serious injury
i mpairment crashes to dec!
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
The number of distracted
Di stracted Drivin C‘;ashes: T was 241. This is a 44.9 p
errormance £ . .
Number of crashes Hé’iocé”grg 41 265 W 5.0 gfrom the five (5) year hi
di stracted driving. & 2013. The APO desires the
di stracted driving crashe:
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Distracted Driving Crashes TR | | S| |4 The f|ve_(5) year averagel
. 389.4 crashes in 2017 was at 35
Five (5) Year Avei':)ag?: : T
e 9[ manc.e g 18.8 percent decrease fror
Number of crashes [ nyolyrln 352. 4 5 .
. . . n |?% 0\9 tfive (5) year low. The AP
di stracted driving I n e ast 8 .
. ; five (5) year average of
five (5) consecutive years.
crashes to decrease.

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

M p
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Measur e 2018 Tar2017 Recs Mu | tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s
1 oo ] 15 1% The percent of distracted
Percent of DiStraBéFPormanc glgrggiZawzs githgggfggge
Driving CrRheshesent o0f . §. 7% £ P ge P
distracted drivin I%g%% %%r 8.6% [l 8.7% + (5) year high of 18.9 per
9 ' The APO desires the perce
driving crashes to decrea
Th five (5) year average
Percent of Distracted 19.7% Wl 19.5% di stracted driving crashe
Driving Crashes Fbvreftgrsgnance 16.7% T 14.3 percent This is a b5
Year AverPaegeccent o ndi c tor14. 3% 9% g decrease from 2013 and a
di stracted driving cras%es five & ]l ow. The APO desires the
(5) year average. average percent of distra
crashes to decrease
Fat al Di stracted Driving - The r1umb§r of Tatal distr
s crashes in 2017 was zero.
Crashd&saimber of f Reranfformance E . .
. . . 0 g year high is two (2). The
crashes involving ldnditcatord 1 3 )
. . “ number of fat al di stracte
driving.
0 0 o to decrease.
The percent of fatal di st
Percent of Fat al Di stracted e crashes in 2017 was 0 per
Driving Cr%sheentP@ﬁformanc%o 11.1% §15.4 percentage point dec
. L %o = .
fatal crashes involwdingator tfive (5) year high of 15
di stracted driving. © 2015. The APO desires the
0.0% 0.0%  0.0% fatal di stracted crashes
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1: Mai ntain and Enhance Transportation Safety

Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e Target Resul t Mul tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s
. . . . The number of distracted
Di stracted Driving Serious . . .
. 3 2 injury crashes in 201 wa ¢
I njury Cr &lsmber oPerf ormance 2 . . .
. . . . . 3. g five (5) year high is foul
serious injury crabhdscanepnl ving . :
. : . & desires the number of di st
di stracted driving. . . .
serious injury crashes to
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Percent of Distracted 21.1% Th? percent of Q|stracted
. . . . injury crashes in 2017 wa:
Driving Serious | vy 2 . :
Crash®ercent of serri ursman0f2% 13 3% £ This is a 6.4 percentage |
o ' . Ipdolcator i B 5.6 percent in 2016. The /
injury crashes involving 8.7% L . -
. . . percent of distracted ser.i
di stracted driving.
crashes to decrease.
. Th | num r foor r
Number of Fixed Route (FR) ' fateafioi?es Ea:ere(r)nainzsoa:
Fatal i Toesal numbeTlrBDofin 20190 3 .
: . § 2012. The APO desires the
reportable FR fatalities. g . .
fatalities to stay at zer (
0 0 0 0 0
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
. Th r foor r | FR
Fatality RaRat eFRY: : reSeniteemiole Egg trzllrjnaiened
FR fatallfmes per TBOt ah 26hHhDE I e E 2012 The APO desires the
revenue mil es. a . .
fatalities to stay at zer (
0 0 0 0 0
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The total number of report
Number of FR Injuries: ¥ was at one (1) in 2016. T
. E percent decrease from the
rgFiLizgmber of raB®driabkP881lBR > ! high of 4 (four) in 2014 :
J ’ " APO desires the number of
0 III decrease.
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
: : The rate of reportable FR
I njury Rat®&atFfER):f FR B 0.0000008 in 2016. This i
injuries per totallfTBDehnckP&@l1DPOO0OOC e E decrease from the five (5)
revenue mil es. ° 0.0000033 in 2014. The AP
ﬁﬁi rate of FR injuries to de:q
- The tot al number of report
Number of FR Safety ® events was at one (1) in
EventTsat al numberTBD in 201090 ? Sgafe:]feﬂtofegr??fse;r?? T
reportable FR safety events. > LR . g ‘
desires the number of FR ¢
|l. ..l decrease
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Sessees The rate of reportable FR
Safety Event Rate (FR): pp— = was at 0.0000008 in 2016.
Rate of FR safetyT@Denhs 2Mam@0000 : E?rﬁeE; gegggggjlfirﬁnggj
tot al vehicle revenue mil es. 2D ° g. . '
desires the rate of FR saf
Hﬁﬁ ﬁﬁﬁ decrease.
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2015

2016
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Saint Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e Target Resul t Mu |l tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s

Number of-a-Bi dlk The total number of report

(DAR) FataTotaeées: . : fatalities has remained at

number of reportangg bRRZOlgO 3 2012 The APO desires the

fatalities. ° fatalities to stay at zer ¢
0 0 0 0 0

Th rate of r rtabl e DAI

Fatality RatRati( ®8ARY:
DAR fatalities pemdBDoial 20&4B0 cl e

. 20 The APO sires the
revenue mil es.

fatalities to ay at zer (

N

e epo

revenue mile has remained
1 de
t st

(=]
[=]
[=]
(=]
[=]

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

3 There were two (2) report:

Number of DAR I njuries: 2 r injuries in 2016. This 1is
Tot al number of ré@pd®ritabR6192 ',': decrease from the five (5]
DAR injuries. . I (three) in 2015. The APO ¢

o o . number of DAR injuries to

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
0-0000039 The rate of reportabl e DAI
S SN
?Qsekzguk:fzsper T8bal nvemie®owoo T high of 0.0000056 in 2015,
' p-000002¢ & desires the rate of DAR i
o o decrease.

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
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Saint Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e Target Resul t Mu |l tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s
The total number of report
Number of DAR Safety I This 1s a 80 percent decr.
EventTsat al numberTBD in 20192 5 . pet
reportabl e DAR safet events * j five (5) year high of 4 (1
P y ’ " ® APO desires the number of
0 0 - events to decrease.
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
o000 The rate of reportabl e DAI
LTt e
= RN
' Ap—  desires the rate of DAR s:
0 0 . decrease.
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Number of Northstar . The total number of report
Commuter Bus (NCB ) ! fatalities has remained at
Fatali Toeéesal numbe)rrBDofIn 20190 j 2012. The APO desires the
reportabl e NCB fatalities. fatalities to stay at zer
0 0 0 0 0
fatal ity Rateaqacar
i i ki
NCB fatal!tles pedMBDoi al 20480 cl e § 2012. The APO desires the
revenue mil es. . .
fatalities to stay at zer (
0 0 0 0 0

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
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Saint Cloud APO Transportation Results Scorecard

Measur e Target Resul t Mu |l tYiear Tr end Anal ysi s

Number of NCB I njuries: r:futfgzlwggmgfrtag ngo::
Tot al number of ra@aBo®riabPkeé190 desires the number of NCB

NCB injuries.
decrease.

[=

=

[=
.

[—

I njury RateR&GNEB):f i The rate of reportabl e NCI
NCB injuries per fT8&80Dal nvefmileloed 01 E 0.00001125 in 2015. The AP
revenue mil es. s rate of NCB injury rate t
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Number of NCB Safety s The total number of report
EventTsot al numberTBD in 20190 E safety ?vents was at two
§ APO desires the number of
reportabl e NCB safety event s. a
events to decrease.
0 0 0 0
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Safety Event Rate (NCB): ' . The rate of reportabl e NCI
Rate of NCB safetyB®Ovent QOA&00011 ? ‘é"zzi?tesoiggooi;fel” §Si§t
tot al vehicle revenue mil es. ° y
safety events to decrease.

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
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Fat al Crashes

Di splayed in Figure 1.1 are traffic f a

within the APO planni-h@l1l ar ebhd rman ®r0ilt3

these crashes occurred on the National
which typically has a higher annual av

There are no high concentrations of f a

intersecti on, but a couple of areas <co

proximity. Around the US 10 and MN 23

been three (3) fatalities within a qua

(3) years and near the MN 15 bridge 1in

were four (4) fatalities in 2016.
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to prevent normal| act
|l east one day, sulch &
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Serious Injuries and Serious I njuries

Serious injuries are for t mo st i onsecuti ve
serious injuries per i [ vehi s mi l each

Serious I njury Crashes

Figure 1.2 illustrates serious injury
within the APO planning area from 2013
hi gher concertation of crashes occurri
Street in Saint Cloud and in the City
fou (4) highest crash types for the r
headn, andfrfoardi ght side. The four (4)
|l ocations are at intersections, four (
T-intersections, amal atneadk.rsecti on

The average cost per crash was devel op
a per crash basis for use in calcul ati
The costs include economic cost factor
value of |l ost quality of |ife that soc
deaths and injuries associated with mo

reflect Ms nhlesega@adB3)crash history and
procedur es coRetvaisneedd Dempart ment Gui dan
Treat ment of the Value of Preventing F
Preparing Economic Anal yses.

age Cost Per (2017 Doll ar s)

capacitating $580, 000

Rl ncapacitating $170, 000

Figure 1.2 Dafyg Sou



