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WELCOME &
OVERVIEW




Task Force Charge

1. Explore ways to innovate and improve business
practices at NDOR

2. Look at national trends to examine how
transportation investments can help grow

Nebraska
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Agenda reflects survey results

and current topics

58%

County
bridges

Organizational
partners

BNA
update

83%

Piloting P3
projects

&

Costs

42%

I 33%

Performance
metrics /
mgmt

75%

Emerging
transportation
tech and trends

Other



Legislative Update




Press Conference Update
January 7, 2016
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R COUNTY BRIDGE MATCH INFRASTRUCTURE BANK

Nebraska
Your Bridge. Your Way. Department of Roads Transportation Innovation Act

The Transportation Innovation Act is an opportunity to delis ity to deliver roads projects
through i methods that are proven in other stc n other states and for

Nebraska. This legislative initiative honors Nebraska's commitn 's commitment to

as well cs strengthen state, county, municipal and industry ACCELERATED P ROJ ECT ndustry

DELIVERY METHODS

Nebraska
Department of Roads Transportation Innovation Act
The T‘C‘”SPIC”U“O" E”ESCWUF{U’E ?’C‘”K F‘-’"q :a_ecles =_!':e The Transportation Innovation Act is an opportunity to deliver roads projects faster =
County Bridge Match which will promote innovative through innovative methods that are proven in other states and right-sized for Transportation
solutions to help repair or replace critical bridges on county N i AL L Sl . 2
= : ol 1 ebraska. This legislative initiative honors Nebraska's commitment to pay-ds-we-go I #i Act
road systems. County parficipation is voluntary. and strengthens state, county, municipal and industry parfnerships. nnovation Ac
NDQCR will administer the program working in collaboration ent
Wllth .-.:ndge authori Cmfj county of?c!cls to _de:y-fezc With the right contracting tools in place, NDOR can deliver ka. Faster p[oiecf
criteria for the program. The program will terminate on roads projects faster than the estimated 7-12 years it takes to Accelerated ety -
June 30, 2019. complete a major transportation project in Nebraska. N . nd dGiiVEfY
: : b et Project Delivery
Currently, NDOR is only authorized to use Design-Bid-Build, a tHe
contfracting process which occurs sequentially. In order to Methods i Innovative and
provide the earliest possible mobility, freight, safety and uIvY.
. . 3 . e ecaonomic benefits to the public, NDCR needs alternative 4 Build projects proven me”']ods
Rural transportation provides essential mobility and contracting fools that help accelerate the largest and most faster with the
connectivity for many Nebraskars who rely on safe and complex road projects. right toals Right-sized
efficient roads to deliver agricultural, energy. monu- . . ; . %
4 ) i by The Transportation Innovation Act authorizes NDOR to use the % Provide the
factured Oﬂ_d other I_nduyry goods fo njo_‘ket- The Construction Manager/General Contractor and the Design- earliest possible ote for Nebraska
current condition of Nebraska's rural bridges is impeding Bulld methods for contracting. These two additional project mohbility, freight lcal
personal and commercial travel that is critical to the delivery tools could save 2-4 years on project delivery time. safety and eco- nis POy-GS-We-gO
safety and prosperity of our citizens. nomic benefits gin
4 Construction Manager/ to the public sials frengthening
General Contfractor (CM/GC wil .
Bullt between the 1930s ond 1940s, many of these ( ) DO i partnerships

The CM/GC method involves hiing a construction Design-Bid-Build
manager at the beginning of the project where during
design, the contractor provides the agency valuable time

bridges are naturdlly at the end of their life cycle.
# Used on the

and costsaving input regarding scheduling, pricing, |C1ng!ST and most
phasing and constructakility of the project. Streamlining complex projects
the process and hiring a construction manager during the -

preliminary phase of the project accelerates project ¢ Committed fo
delivery. working with our

Industry Partners



How should transportation change
and adapt
to serve our citizens and economy,
today and tomorrow?




Demographic shifts

e 2010 — 2030 ages 65 + expected to grow by 75%
e Since 1960s population shifting




Nebraska’s Top 5 Industries

 Food manufacturing

 Finance and insurance

 Health care and social assistance
 Military and defense contractors

* Transportation

e —




High-Growth Clusters in Metro
Areas
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‘ High-Growth Clusters Biosciences, Financial Services, Health Services,
. Hospitality/Tourism, Precision Metals, R&D/Eng.
In Metro Areas pitality/ /Eng

Services, Transportation/Warehousing
Distribution Logistics



High-Growth Clusters in
Counties with First Class Cities
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‘ H|gh -Growth Clusters Ag Machinery, Business Mgmt. & Admin.
Services, Hospitality/Tourism, R&D En
in Counties with First pitality/ g
o Services, Software & Computer Services
Class Cities




High-Growth Clusters in Other
Counties
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‘ H|gh Growth Clusters Agriculture/Food Proc., biosciences, Business
Mgmt. & Admin. Services, Hospitality/Tourism,
in Other Counties & pitality/

Precision Metals, R&D/Eng. Services, Software
& Computer Services, Transportation/
Warehousing Distribution Logistics




Changes in Agriculture

As the number of farms declined, their average size increased

Number Acres per farm
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Changes

in agriculture
drive changes in
transportation




lowa is starting to think about the size
and nature of their transportation
system in the 215t century







On-going Challenge

How do we get strategic?
What should the network look like in 20 years?

Nebraska Department of Roads

Innovation
Task Force

18



Local Bridge Perspective
Steve Riehle
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Number of Bridges Square Feet of Bridge

by Jurisdiction* Deck by Jurisdiction*
12,000 - 11,147 30,000,000 -
10,000 | 5,000,000 _24,720,392
8,000 20,000,000 18,100,623
6,000 - 15,000,000 -
4,000 - 3,516 10,000,000 -
2,000 207 5,000,000 - 3,344,308
0 - 0 -
. NDOR . Counties Municipalities

* does not include bridges < 20’ 21



Structurally Deficient
County Bridges

Number of bridges

8,000

7,000 -

6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000

0

1,422

20’ to 60’

" Fair to Good

Total of 11,147 bridges

505

60’ to 100’

Structurally Deficient

189

More than 100’

22



* More small bridges
* Less expensive to repair/replace



Structurally Deficient —
Concentrate on Short Bridges First?
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Age of County Bridges




Change in County
Bridge Condition

© downward changes = m upward changes
302

-=-net change

282 271

257 264

-366 397 -369 -361



5s Represent an
Incoming Problem

Number of county bridges by condition

4,000 - 3,714
3,500
3,000
2,500
1,993 1,983
2,000
1,500
1 090 1,052 965
1,000
500 259
0 ]
5 4 3

Minimum condition: deck, superstructure, substructure
27



to replace 100 declining bridges
per year

@ only $250,000 per bridge



* 1,400 posted bridges

e 185 closed bridges

* Bridges not built for modern farm
equipment




Posted Bridges

30



Current Efforts to Address
the Challenges
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County Crews Building
Bres




Total Number of County Concrete

Precast Panel Bridges

Simple and cost effective
600
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350 ‘\ ‘\
300 -

2000 2005 2010 2014




Geosynthetic Reinforced Soil
Integrated Bridge System Need
a Small Pilot

-j. ': ; r




e (Closing bridges is a hard and local decision,
but it’s happening.
= 185 closed
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We Could Always Have More
Tools in the Toolkit




A New Effort to Address County
Bridge Challenge Needs to Include:

e Significant involvement by County Highway
Superintendents

e Simple projects
= Straightforward

" Common sense

 Perhaps more similar to the old soft match
bridge program



State and National
Bridge Perspective
Mark Traynowicz




County Bridges

e NDOR’s Role

* Adjacent States

e Challenges

* County Bridge Match Program
 Wrap up and Discussion



NDOR’s Role — County Bridges

nspections
e Designs for concrete box culverts

e Partner with county highway superintendents
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Pass-Through Funds

Federal Fund Purchase Program (FFPP)

— Bridge only $7.3M

— Roads or Bridges $9.5M
New gas tax (LB610)

— FY-16 $2.0M

— FY-17 $8.0M

— FY-18 $20.0M

— After $24.0M
Highway allocation fund $125.0M

Motor vehicle fees $S10.0M



NDOR Administered Programs

State aid bridge fund S0.7M

Federal Bridge Replacement Off System $3.7M
(BRO)

Major on-system bridge program $2.0M



Other States’ Programs:
What Can We Learn?



State Funded County
Bridge Programs

South Dakota -$9.0M (2015)
- $15.0M (by 2019)

Kansas - $10.6M (2014)

Ohio - $120.0M/3yrs
- Extended 4t year @ S10M



State Funds Used for Local
Bridges?

lowa No
Missouri No
Wyoming No, but $1.3M for BRO

Nebraska No



Large Bundling Programs

500 bridges
Penn DOT $1.2B (includes maintenance)
800 bridges
MoDOT $658.0M (250 rehab, 500 replace)
OR DOT $1.3B 356 bridges
Regional Bundling
Ohio

= Upto 6 bridges

= By geography — not by bridge length or type
Colorado

= Construction bundling



Standard Plans?

No Yes

South Dakota Kansas

Missouri lowa

Wyoming - Significant investment
Ohio - Counties have

professional engineers
Nebraska

- Standard details
- Basic layouts



Incentive to Remove Bridges?

Kansas  $40K increase when 2" bridge is closed
Ohio Not yet; may with S10M additional
funds




Bridge Match Program

Special local
bridge program
(percent match)

10%

State funds for
county bridges

Use bundling

No standard
plans

Incentive to
remove

50




County Bridge Match
Program

LB960 - Adopt the Transportation Innovation Act and provide
transfers from the Cash Reserve Fund

Sec. 5. (1) The County Bridge Match Program is created. The
department shall administer the program using funds from the
Transportation Infrastructure Bank Fund. The purpose of the
program is to promote innovative solutions and provide additional
funding to accelerate the repair and replacement of deficient
bridges on the county road system. The department shall develop
the program, including participation criteria and matching fund
requirements for counties, in consultation with a statewide
association representing county officials. Participation by counties
in the program shall be voluntary. The details of the program shall
be published by the department by October 1, 2016.

(2) The County Bridge Match Program terminates on June 30, 2019.

51



Bridge Match Program

Your Bridge. Your Way.

e County participation in program optional

* Local Nebraska contractors and consultants
e Streamlined, easy to use process

e This is NOT design-build

e 3 vyear pilot program for innovation



Bridge Match Program

Your Bridge. Your Way.

e How might a new program be formed?

— Who to include? County officials, highway
superintendents, others?

— Role of NDOR?

— Standard bridge design; criteria; match/leveraging
new fund; selection process; delivery options;
incentives for removing bridges?

— How could you measure success?

@



Update:

Build Nebraska Act
The First 10 Years

Brandie Neemann




BNA — The First 10 Years

17 segments (27 projects) totaling $600 million

4 complete -

5 under construction

e 8 under development

KEYA PAHA J
SHERIDAM Huwy 30 - 60th to 24th
DAWES Schuyler to Omaha 1-80 -
Fremont 24th to 13th
25.2 Miles Omaha
Heartland CHERRY 4IIE_alle Divided 0.9 Mile
Expressway i rock EXpressway Add 1 Lane
EB & WB
Hwy 385 )
BOXEBUTE 245 Miles =
4 Lane Hwy 3 FUTELOPE .
Reconst _ Hwy 6 \_ Hwy 30 - 126th to 96th 1.2 _l-"_llles
' Hastings US 281 West Omaha Additional 10.8 Miles Hwy 75 -
Southeast - Grand Island 5.2 Miles 4 Lane Plattsmouth to
scors GRANT 3.4 Miles 3.4 Miles Additional Divided Bellevue
5 Lane Urban 4 Lane Divided Lane 3.1 Miles
MORRILL L. Concrete Highway ’L — | Hwy 77 - 4 Lane Divided
s cARDEN Wahoo Bypass Highway
ARTHUR McPHERSON LOGAN VALLEY 3 6.5 Miles -
4 Lane
o Divided
Kearney CcORER Xpresswa
CHEYENNE East Bypass
KIMBALL KEITH 7.3 Miles SHERMAN
DEUEL Phases 2 & 3
4 Lar_le Divided I NW 56th to
Highway l Hwy 77 - Lincoln
1.9 Miles
ERKING DAWSO! HALL .
PERKIM BUFFALD /_____ﬂ & Lane Highway
1 Reconst broe
Tier 1 - FY 2014 - 2015 ==
Tier 2 - FY 2014 - 2019 CHASE HAYES FRONTIER soseer | mwelos 2 Hwy 77 - o ] FILLMORE . .
Tier 3 - FY 2020 - 2023 Lincoln Hwy 2 1 Hwys 34 soM | M Hyy 75
West Beltway Lil]COlI'_I & 75 - Murray Nebraska City
4.6 Miles South Beltway to Plattsmouth SE Interchange
punay HITGEEOGK viow FURNAS wamLa) 4 Lane Express NuCK 2.7 Miles TH0h 7.0 Miles E 2.6 Miles
Interchange 4 Lane Divided 4 Lane Divided Hwy Reconst
| Highway Expressway Interchange




Updated Prioritization
Process







January Topics:
»~Capital Improvement Prioritization
* Candidate Projects



Expanding the Process

Engineering Performance

O

Economic Performance

e Job and income growth
e Growth in Gross State Product

e Value of job and income growth in
economically distressed regions

+

More Stakeholder Input

59



WE WANT TO HEAR FROM




Public Outreach




Public Outreach

Alliance
e Stakeholders: 15
e Public: 11

Lexington

*Alliance e Stakeholders: 42
e Public: 14

Columbus*® ©

Ashland e Stakeholders: 54
e Public: 33

Columbus

Lexington ®

Ashland
e Stakeholders: 83
e Public: 57




Public Outreach

Over 2,400 hits on the
website

Nebraska

Department of Roads p— Over 425 su rveys and
comment cards
received

Continue to make
updates

63

http://roads.Nebraska.gov/projects/bna/next10



Survey Results:
Support Adding Economic Performance?

Strongly Support 64%

Support 28%

92% Support or

Neutral 5.5%

Strongly Support

Do Not Support| 2.5%

Strongly Do Not Support | 0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%



Survey Results:
Support Increasing Stakeholder Input?

Strongly Support 63%

Support 30%

93% Support or

Nevuiral 7%

Strongly Support

Do Not Support| 0%

Strongly Do Not Support | 0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%



Effective Facilitated Discussions
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What Have We Heard?

e Consider the
differences

— between urban

-~ ~ and rural needs

f"—"b" ' z 3
¢ “  Look at community

and regional
impacts




What Have We Heard?

o -Safety is top

‘ concern
™ ¢ Transportation

T 2 — _connects
= & people to goods

s ’ and services




What Have We Heard?

. * Relationship of
transportation to

o= development
e
<. "9.Good investments

e N

come fullcircle



What Have We Heard?

YESTOCK
A
k.

e Economic
distress may be
important and
should be
considered with
transparency and
caution

* Long-term
sustainability



What Have We Heard?

e North and
south corridors
are important

* Consider more
project scope
options




What Have We Heard?

e Strategic
competitiveness
with surrounding
states

» + Not all economic
growth is equal




Weighting the Criteria




number of responses

Weight Engineering 40 - 70%

60

50

40

30

20

10

T2 3 e F a7 3
0 e & e o6 o

0% 10% 20% 30%

!.',-Ih- . . . . - . - - . . . . . - -

80% 90% 100%

weight percent (out of 100%)

75%+ of responses



number of responses

Weight Economics 30 - 60%

60

50

40

30

20

10

N
w
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e e e I
0% 10% 20% 80% 90% 100%

weight percent (out of 100%)

75%+ of responses



Weighting the Factors

Gross State Product
20-70%

Jobs
25-50%

Wages
20-40%




Overarching Themes

Q “Great to see Nebraska focus on road
infrastructure to set us up for long term
[improvements in] safety, increasing
economic growth, and making
Nebraskan’s lives better.”




Overarching Themes

Q “Still need to use some good old common
sense ... need to balance the diverse
population areas in Nebraska...”

Q “..1 did see something about passing
lanes being a possibility ... 4 lanes would
be ideal but I’'m sure that will not happen
in my lifetime ... | would recommend
passing lanes every 5 miles or so...”




Other Important Partners
NDOR

Nebraska
Department of Roads

R

Interagency Collaboration

Meetings in December and February

The Nebraska Experts

80



Prioritization £ Selection



Other Selection Considerations

Q “..Sometimes objective factors will lead

to decisions that don't make sense ... need
to balance ... or all the improvements will
be in the eastern part of the state.”




WE WANT TO HEAR FROM

You.

CANDIDATE
~ PROJECTS




Highway Improvements
~ Across Nebraska

T ]

| | SAALS

LLLLLL

Build Hrﬁbflgs‘frul [.-ﬁ-i’f Projects - NE Surface Transportation Program -
€ Firs €ars 2016 - 2021 (Asset Preservation) 84

(2014 - 2023)



Project Candidate List

 Developed from a
variety of sources

e We've been
listening

5 » Projects all address
' transportation
challenges




andidate Projects

HEYA PAHA
DAWES \\_,/JA
sioux SHERIDAN CHERRY
BROWN ROCK
BOK BUTTE mlERCE
SpoTis GRANT HOOKER THOMAS BLAINE Loue SARFIELD | wheEsiler
& MORRLL
GARDEM
EANRER ARTHUR MCEHERSON LOGAN WALLEY GREELEY
CUSTER

HOWARD

hmABALL KEITH SHERMAN MERRA BUTLER
DEUEL
LINGOLN
SEWARD
-
PERKING DAWSON BUFFALD HALL HAMILTON TaRK
\ L /—
-_—
Candidate Project s HAYES FRONTIER | 505757 | g ADAMS cLaY FILLMORE SALINE
-
DUNDY HITCHCOCK e FURNAS HARLAN FRAMsLN | WEBSTER | MWUCKOLLS THAYER JEFFERTON

SAUNDERS

LANCASTER

JOHNSON

PAWNEE

12 http://roads.Nebraska.gov/projects/bna/next10
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Additional Candidates

“l feel for the people who have to make the
upcoming decision on the project list.”




Overarching Themes

“On behalf of the Cass County Nebraska
Economic Development Council, thank you ...
we certainly understand your organization has
a tough job ahead as you try to prioritize
these projects. We appreciate being able to

provide input ... will help any way we can.”




NOW: Refine the Process

aaaaaaaa
Dopartiment of Roads

Consider input
. and analyze -
projects

Prioritization



What Are We Working On?

Considering public comments
Analyzing new project candidates

Working with local and national experts



What Are We Working On?

Defining rural and urban characteristics
and criteria

an =1 = =3 Economic Modeling

Pilot Project Analysis



SPRING: Preliminary Results

NDOR NDOR
— SPRING -
Results &
__ feedback -

Selection



Facilitated Discussion




State Transportation
Innovation Council




Lightning Round




WRAP UP &
THANK YOU

http://roads.nebraska.gov/innovation-task-force



http://roads.nebraska.gov/innovation-task-force

Nebraska Department of Roads

Innovation
Task Force
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