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TAM Mission

NMDOT uses data-driven asset management to
maximize use of limited public resources and
maintain the state’s transportation

infrastructure in the best possible condition.

Do what you can, with what you have, where you are.
Theodore Roosevelt 26th president of US (1858 - 1919)



Financial Plans in TAM

Integrated TAM Program
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TAMP Guiding Principles

%+ Condition and Performance

» Maintain current condition (5% Structurally Deficient)
or show slight improvement for the NHS

» Maintain no poorer than 0% Structurally Deficient for
the non-NHS

investment) VWhen offered an alternative, maintain what we have
Strategy . .
before adding capacity

» Determine thresholds for Good, Fair, and Poor using
Pavement Condition Rating (PCR), with recognition to
MAP-21 requirements (pavement)



TAMP Guiding Principles

+ Funding and Resource Allocation

Investment j, Reserve a % of budget for statewide prioritization
Strategy

» A % of the model recommendation can be overridden by

engineering judgment
Isnt\:aets:grlr;ent » Delineate funding decisions between Interstate, non-
Interstate NHS, non-NHS, and Off System
+ Management Systems

» Bridge

» Pavement

» Other Assets (Future TBD)



Sustainability Index in NM

To Sustain Current Condition of NMDOT Bridges and Highways
($ millions)

e mmmmmmmmm

Bridge need

Bridge $ 94 96 99 103 106 108 109 106 122 124
E:(‘a’gme”t 250 255 260 265 271 276 282 287 293 299
Pavement $ 119 122 126 130 134 137 138 136 139 141
Total need 315 321 328 334 341 348 355 362 369 377
Total $ 213 218 225 232 239 245 247 242 261 265
S.l. 068 068 069 069 070 070 070 067 071  0.70

Assumptions: Combine Maintenance, Preservation, Replacement/Reconstruct
* Roughly use SPP models developed in March; assume Reconstruction favored.
* Inflation = Revenue Growth (2%). BIG assumption.

@ spy pond partners, llc



Historic NMDOT Allocations

» Averaged FY13

0o
and FY14 STIP o STIP %
* Divided Recon. Pavgment Preservation
& New Con. Reconstruction & New Construction
equally among
Bridge,

Pavement, and
Other

@ spy pond partners, llc



Asset Condition

at various 10-Year annual funding levels

Bridge % Poor

—mmmm

34% 265% 17.5% 8.4% 3.1% 7% 4%
Non-NHS 6.5% 342% 287% 151% 4.7% 9% 3%
All 51% 30.6% 23.5% 12.0% 3.9% 8% 4%

Pavement Condition

| con ] $110 | $165 | $220 | $275 | $330 | $385

Interstate 58.6 43.3 50.0 51.5 59.3 63.6 66.3
Non-l NHS 56.7 42.4 47.5 49.7 59.5 64.6 65.3
Non-NHS 51.1 37.6 44.2 49.8 54.3 57.8 60.9

All 53.3 39.4 45.6 51.4 56.1 60.1 63.4



Delphi Exercise

e $241 million annual
baseline scenario

* Participants
allocate funding
among Bridge,
Pavement, Other
Construction

* Highs and Lows

(O T m— must defend their



Delphi - $241 Million

Round 2 $241M Scenario

Bridge Pavement Other
$71 $151 $19
$100 $190 $40
$51 $101 $0
11.0 15.6 8.1

@ spy pond partners, llc



Delphi - $390 Million

AVl
e

« Everyone now has
$390 million in FY17

* Review performance
against investments

 Allocate between
Bridge, Pavement,
Other Construction

-

News Bulletin:

Oil tycoon pays off NMDOT debtin « Pre pare to defend
exchange for right-of-way royalties. —
your allocation!

@ spy pond partners, llc



Delphi - $390 Million

Round 2 $390M Scenario

Bridge Pavement Other
$87 $268 $35
$156 $300 $50
$65 $204 $20

20.9 21.6 8.9

@ spy pond partners, llc
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Investment Strategies

NHS vs Non-NHS

g Scenarios Year
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Infrastructure Goal KPIs
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Bridge Deficiency Status

Breakdown by Bridge Deck Area%

8.45% 6.89%

Percent of Deck Area Deficient

CO .'I:

Al
O
84.66%
Deck Area
Functionally Obsolete [l Not Deficient AZ
M Structurally Deficient
Lt
o
District 1
Annual Trend for Deficient Bridges
300 5
P I— S — Mid
200 ®Odess
150
10 X
50
0
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 W
Year y
= Obsolete Bridge Count = Deficient Bridge Count ] 3 ‘ | | ‘ il ‘ ‘ o '




Balancing Urban and Rural

Investments

Infrastructure Condition

n Mon Apr 18 2016

Infrastructure Condition

+ Mon Apr 18 2016
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Questions?

Tamara P. Haas, P.E.
Asset Management & Planning Division Director

Tamarap.Haas@state.nm.us
505-795-2126




