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Special Meeting:  Research Implementation Facilitators
Sunday, January 12, 2014
1:00 PM to 3:00 PM (E)
Marriott, Park Tower Suite 8212

Call in information:  Phone 866 685 1580.  Code 000 999 1702 	
Monitor:  Linda Narigon, Iowa DOT

1. Introductions/Attendance
2. Overview and discussion of survey results:
a. 17 agencies responded
b. Dedicated position:  3 “no”s.  2 “soon”s.  several of the “yes”s noted individual project managers are responsible for implementation of their projects.
c. Individual’s time towards implementation: 2 at 100%.  4 at 50% or above.  Various other responses that have less time/person, but several people.
d. Does implementation staff also oversee SHRP2, NCHRP, other research?  Split results.
e. Formal Research Implementation Plan that defines Research Imp, documents processes, procedures, etc.  4 “yes”; 2 “coming soon”, several “no”s, and several noted they have no comprehensive “Plan”, but they do have individual project tracking forms and plans.
f. B/C required pre-research:  2 states.
B/C required post-research:  11 yes and/or sometimes.
g. Draft summary of full results; send to all and coordinate a follow up discussion.
h. Survey comments for discussion at meeting:  Refer to Item 5 Discussion Section.
3. Presentations on implementation programs:
a. David Stevens, Utah DOT 
Small staff; 6 people in research division. 
Geared for setting the stage; not funding implementation beyond research.  Put the thought in during the research so others will be able to move it forward.
Good planning from the beginning and having right champion.
UDOT research manual*;  6 steps in the process.  Will be looking towards updating; not all of it is currently applicable.
Have an Implementation Plan Form.  (Went over form*)
“What is implementation?”,  is a big discussion.
Every project is different.  Even based on subject area and type of work.
Try to keep research project TAC some of the same people involved through implementation.
Trying to use process and form on every project; not there yet.
Part of the submittal of problem statement; some input on possible implementation.  Part of selection process discussion.
Final reports need a section on the Implementation Plan with some thoughts from department and some thoughts from PI.  Summarized; not all the details needed for implementation, but enough to help digest the report.
About every 3 yrs look over last 3 years of project and try to do a B/C as a whole for research projects.  2010 “Measuring the Benefits of Transportation Research in Utah”. 
Idea of projected B/C as part of final reports being discussed.
Projects that have been very beneficial; some started through HfL program.  Good leadership support is helpful.
Questions/discussion:
AK recent peer exchange on implementation
UT recent peer exchange on implementation
B/C projection assumptions?  May be limited and subjective.
· Safety measures combined:  easy to qualify, difficult to quantify.
· Some don’t lend themselves to positive value (which can be difficult to quantify or qualify).
TAC champion involved after the project is over; generally a technical section leader.
Implementation Projects:  what do research facilitators do; what are we doing as a research project?
IT related has to be coordinated w/ other group who will develop further; they need to be part of the team from the beginning.  
b. Jimmy White, Virginia DOT/VCTIR:
Getting to work w/ people and how they do business and change their problems (improve their processes).  Research projects and implementation are changing the way of doing business.  Management allocates $10M of state funds annually to implement research (began about 3 years ago).
2 handouts: Implementation Prioritization and Implementation Project Planning Process 
· Implementation Project Prioritization Process 
Prioritization process spreadsheet based on scores; this is a newer process.  Evaluate whatever comes through the pipeline (things that could be implemented).  Don’t limit the evaluation to just specific areas. 
· Implementation Project Planning Process 
· Implementation Projects are planned separately from the original Research Projects and after the Implementation Project has been prioritized
· Likely different participants than the research project and possibly a different project review team
$27M annual program.  1 dir and 1 assoc dir.  30 researchers.  Vast majority of research comes through state RAC selection process that then goes through assoc dir and dir.  Doing more technical assistance projects than previously.  Dealing w/ issues here-and-now.
We are putting a good deal of effort into telling the story of implementation success. .  Recycling story related to risk of implementation (composting road kill; possible savings of 5M/yr; district jumped out in front with no real plan or direction; worked to fit into the business structure; pay for themselves in <1yr.  Learned about end users; system; train the trainers.).
Questions/discussion 
Who determines how to use the implementation money and where?  How does this fit w/ Construction?
Some of the $ is for pooled fund projects, some for test track projects. The extra state funds come from maintenance funds; so a lot of the funds go back to maintenance for implementation. Lots of latitude on how and where the funds are spent.
How are technical assistance requests viewed?  Research Implementation funds are used for technical assistance projects.  Technical assist projects are on the same level as implementing other projects.  If Maintenance comes with a problem, that is technical assist.  Currently there is a lot of work in connected vehicles; using implementation funds to stimulate work.
How to find champions?  There are 9 established Research Advisory Committees.  Each has a Chairman (State Br. Engineer, State Construction Engineer, etc.). The Chairman may be the champion or find the champion.  By the time a project is ready to implement, they already have a champion.
If they receive a high value idea from an external source, the implementation facilitator may go out to recruit the champion (like on the compost project).  Another example; roller compacted concrete.  
To get anything accomplished, need to find a champion to make sure positive work progresses; marketing/sell it.
4. National initiatives (brief overview)
a. RPM website
b. RPPM website (http://rppm.transportation.org)
c. NHI (Leap not Creep).  Many of the states present have attended this course.
d. SCOR and AASHTO_RAC 
i. (RAC Value of Research Task Force; Mark Morvant, LA; Linda Taylor, MN) Typically this task force will actively monitor, support, and encourage methods and practices designed to demonstrate the value of transportation research; facilitate dissemination and exchange of information and experiences among RAC members; and serve as advocates of methods and practices that identify, market, maximize and convey the values of research to others including but not limited to performance measures for research programs and projects.
ii. Dale Peabody, Maine, RAC Program Management & Quality Task Force involvement?  David Jared noted he is Chair and will happily be the liaison.
iii. (David Jared) TRB survey on NCHRP products implementation.  Pat Casey, CTC, will be distributed in near future.
iv. TRB TT committee



5. Open discussions:
Ideas:
a. Standard forms and manuals* (shared by e-mail prior to TRB)
b. General experiences and challenges associated with facilitating implementation (NCHRP; SHRP-2; TPF; core program projects; others).  
c. General processes and considerations:
i. Pre-research evaluations (B/C, potential value, need analysis, etc.)
ii. Implementation discussions and documentation during research project
iii. Implementation determination and tracking following research project
iv. Implementation schedule and follow-up B/C evaluation

· David Jared noted the SE states have a PF consortium project of determining B/C of research projects.  There is a (Georgia Tech) synthesis of what different people are doing.  VOR will  pick this up, TPF-5(212). 
	
· What level of funding do other state DOT research offices devote annually to implementation of completed research?
· FL:  $750,000 set aside; combines several areas.  During the closeout meetings, the performance coordinator looks at using these funds.

· $10M VA

· $100K IA 

· DC has asked for $750,000 for implementation line item (from local funds; above and beyond what is received for research).

· For what types of completed research projects is the implementation phase most successful, and why?

· The ones with Champions.  Does not seem to matter about categories.

· FL monitors every project, would like to analyze if there are certain types of projects that would be more implementable (risk factors, institutional barriers, other issues…); then, feed these thoughts into research selection (better evaluate potential for success at the front end).

· Jimmy, easiest are where there is a known problem and they are changing a standard. 

· Cindy, materials staff work; lot of those get implemented.

· Policy projects generally get implemented; at least submitted as a legislative proposal.

· Where there is strong management support/Leadership.

· Not realistic to implement all; still can do a B/C of cost savings to justify not implementing.  Some states conduct B/C for most and then prioritize what should be implemented based on staff and financial resources.  

· LA:  At the end of each research project, TAC members evaluate performance of the research team (e.g. principal investigator, contract manager).  Some research team members have suggested evaluation of TAC members, but this has not occurred, resulting in TAC membership that seldom changes for projects within specific areas (concrete, asphalt, pavement, geotechnical).
	
Q, Do you choose the TAC?  The project Champion selects the panel/committee.  The Research Office helps to ensure the Champion appropriately identifies key stakeholders.

Jimmy, VA management used to appoint people to serve on a TAC.  RACs run from 9 to 30 people.  If did not perform, would be un-appointed.  Needs to be a big deal with positive management direction.  Chairmen of the RACs are usually office directors and/or top managers who can cause change.

· KS DOT comments:
The “Contract” research conducted mostly through the Universities is decentralized in KDOT.  Projects happen because another Bureau has requested the research or at least supports the Research.  While the Bureau of Research administers this program (K-TRAN) and monitors project progression, the Bureau does not have full oversight of the research.  Oversight of projects is by the Bureau that requests or supports the Research.  
Implementation reporting experience:
· Most Project Monitors will not fill out the Implementation Report.  Often times the Project is implemented before the Report is published if the findings are positive.

· Implementation facilitator meets with every project monitor after each research report is published and walk them through the Implementation paperwork. Some of the Engineers/Professionals are not comfortable with doing what they think is ambiguous/projected estimates with regard to potential value and/or benefit.

· Implementation facilitator provides staff with acceptable stats.  For example, on safety related items, the cost of saving 1 life, the cost of reducing 1 injury accident, etc.

· Walk them through the thought process and give them ideas on how to figure triennial benefits.

· At the end of a 30 minute (or less) meeting they should have the outline for the
Implementation paperwork and should only need to look up a few numbers.  If they spend more than an additional 30 minutes writing up the Plan, they are over thinking it.

· Having these meetings has greatly improved the number of Implementation Plans that are generated.

· MN has an on-line form that takes approximately 2 hours to fill-out at the end of each research project.  The on-line site leads through questions on how to move forward; piloting questions, etc. (example of bicycle facility/loop detector; is equipment needed, purpose, benefit, procurement pieces needed; informs a funding proposal.. enough info to determine if should be funded; sets stage for next steps of procurement and implementation).  

· General discussion on deployment.  Several states don’t deploy even if a pilot went well.  Some other offices take over and don’t deploy.  Tracking through deployment (full implementation).

· WI process. Some staff work is contracted to the Universities.  Will get some results if they sit down w/ the project monitors.  Some of the contracted staff do not like people from the central research program pushing them.  This can cause contention if work is not moving forward.

· FL:  Annual solicitation for research ideas.  Researchers don’t get future consideration without closure from prior research; this greatly helps the performance coordinator.  Allows for at least once per year a good plug of updates.  2 parallel processes.  Will list the ones that closed out the prior year; submit close-out info in similar time frame (different forms).
	Game plan for portfolio of implementation successes.

General question:  State’s plans to implement:

· Don’t want people to make something out of noting if they should not move forward. 

· http://www.pooledfund.org/Details/Study/440Clint Adler, AK chief of Research.  Submitted article on The Critical Role of Leadership in Successful Innovation and Technology Transfer.

· Part of current process at TxDOT is to thoroughly evaluate the research proposals before they are accepted and awarded. During the evaluation process, we generate a Cost/Benefit ratio as one of the qualifications. We have a program goal to have all of the project under a specific research program meet a 1:20 C/B ratio. This all happens well before the implementation is ever initiated.

Something is always learned in research but occasionally, the best laid plans do not come to fruition and the intended benefit is not realized. When this happens, the research project receives no implementation recommendation… merely lessons learned for historical reference.

· Some IL DOT verbiage that is to be included in research work plans: 
Benefit Analysis Task: 
PI(s) will work throughout the research project to identify the expected benefits of the research in the following areas:
· Construction Savings
· Operation and Maintenance savings
· Increase Lifecycle
· Decrease in Lifecycle Cost
· Safety
· Decrease Engineering/Administrative Costs
· Environmental Aspects
· Technology
· User Benefits
· Other
All areas that are pertinent to the study shall be either qualitatively or quantitatively evaluated. The PI will work with  IDOT to assess the value of quantifiable benefits.
Implementation Task:
The PI(s) shall provide the TRP Implementation Potential and Implementation Strategies. Both should be incorporated into the work plan prior to the beginning of the research projects, considered throughout the project, and revised upon completion of the research. The TRP and the PI will develop Implementation activities and develop an implementation cost estimate. It is responsibility of the TRP chair to make sure all parties necessary for implementation are informed of the research. Also, it is the responsibility of the TRP chair to promote implementation within the Department.
· MN Form:  Detailed Information for Implementation Plan

The questionnaire has seven sections:
1. Getting started
2. Project overview
3. The opportunity, its application, and past efforts
4. Advisors, stakeholders and others
5. Innovation products and end users
6. Work plan tasks and budget
7. Further steps to deploy the innovation

· MDOT’s implementation and performance measure tracking for research projects is just getting off the ground.  Our database has some information on past projects and we will begin the post-project questionnaires for studies that ended 12/31/2013 in the summer of 2014.  We anticipate that there will be tweaks to our process as we learn.


6. Wrap-up:  Future needs and tools (for example:  annual support meeting at TRB; Mentoring; Workshops; Peer Exchanges)?  Volunteers to organize.
Liaison with other committees
Support group.
Peer exchange?
Due to state DOT’s increased attention to research implementation, it was suggested that, if there is sufficient interest, an association of state DOT research implementation managers be established in some form.  A meeting once per year like this one, leveraging TRB, might be a logical place to start.  

Further interest:
· For those state DOTs that require research contractors/consultants to provide estimated B/C as part of the research deliverables, what level of effort and funding does that typically require from the sponsoring DOT?

· How successful have other state DOTs been in including development of design methods or standard specifications and drawings as implementable deliverables from contractors/consultants on research contracts
*Various state’s research implementation forms and manuals are temporarily housed at:  http://www.iowadot.gov/research/sample_forms_reports.html
Future proposed warehousing at:  http://rppm.transportation.org
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