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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PURPOSE OF STUDY 

The South Dakota Department of Transpor1ation (SDDOT) conducted statewide customer satisfaction 

assessments in the spring of 1997 and again in the fall of 1999. Opinions and concerns of the general 

public and the state legislature formed the foundation upon which the Department's 2001 Strategic Plan 

was shaped. The heightened awareness of end user satisfaction helped many Departments formulate user 

based performance measures. 

Two years have passed since the last assessment. Many changes have been fully or partially implemented 

in response to the 1999 assessment. An underpinning to good strategic plan implementation and sound 

management practice is the opportunity for a strong feedback loop- both internally as re lates to the 

organizations health and perfonnance and externally as to its measured impact on the end user of SD DOT 

products and services. 

OBJECTIVES 

The obj ectives of this study were to: 

• Assess the opinions of the public and key customer groups regarding the composrt1on , 

importance, and quality of the Department ofTransportation 's key products and services; 

• Assess the Department's progress in addressing customer concerns through development and 

execution of its strategic plan; and 

• ldentify specific actions the Department can take to improve its performance and its perception 

by the public and key customer groups regarding that performance. 

This study sought answers to a number of key questions. Primary but not exhaustive is the list below: 

• Have perceptions of the Department ' s perfonnance changed significantly? If so. how? 

• How has the Department responded to issues raised in the prior surveys? Have the responses been 

effective? Are more proactive or effective responses possible? 

• Do key customer segments-such as emergency vehic le operators. commercial truckers. the 

agricultural industry, tourists. and others- perceive the Department's services and performance 

differently from the population at large? If so, how does the Department need to respond to 

differing end user needs? 

• Do public perceptions accurately distinguish between services provided by the Department of 

Transportation and services provided by other public and private entities? 

• Have new issues emerged that are important to the legislature, the general public, or key customer 

segments? 
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RESEARCH APPROACH 

As previously stated. the proce s and fonnat of the 2002 research study builds upon past customer 

research. A key difference of the current research effort is the attention devoted to extending 

understanding of customer perceptions and satisfaction beyond the general public- additionally 

examining requirements of other primary DOT user groups-farmers. leisure travelers. emergency 

vehicle operators. carriers and shippers. 

A key strategic question this research seeks to answer is: 

• How best can the SDDOT respond to diverse and unique customer needs while still 

maintaining a high level of quality service to the public at large? 

QUALITATIVE-FOCUS GROUPS 

Examination of satisfaction and performance measures after a two year period for implementation of 

action items identified in the 1999 snidy provides one reliable yardstick for measuring progress to date 

that is linked to the DOT's implementation of the 200 I Strategic Plan. 

Marketline recruited 119 individuals between March 20th and March 29th. Seventy-four percent (88 

individuals) panicipated in one of ten sessions conducted in the cities of Aberdeen, Rapid City. Pierre, 

and Sioux Falls. 

Table 1: Focus Group Participation 
Segment 

Date Market Citizen/Leisure Farmer EVO Carrier/Shipper Total 

April8 

April9 

Apnl 10 

April 11 

Aberdeen 

Rapid City 

Pierre 

Sioux Falls 

Total 

11 

11 

9 

9 

40 

11 

7 

18 

7 

10 

17 

6 

7 

13 

28 

18 

23 

19 

88 

QUANTITA TIVE-TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS 

Interviews were conducted at MarketLine Research using a computer-aided telephone interviewing 

(CATl) system. The five primary user segments were called during the period May 8th through June 28th
. 

The average survey length was just under 25 minutes. 

The key segments surveyed were: 

• Citizens- people who have lived in South Dakota six or more months; 

• Leisure travelers- people who have traveled by car 75 miles or more from home on a trip for 

leisure purposes and stayed at least one night away from home on the trip; 

• Farmers- people for whom agriculture has been their primary occupation for a year or more and 

currently active in agriculture; 

• Emergency vehicle operators- people who currently drive an emergency vehicle and who have 

driven an emergency vehicle for six or more months; 
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• Carriers/shippers- people who currently drive a commerc ial vehicle to haul goods or freight; or 

companies who ship goods or freight by truck on ly: 

• Legislators-Legislators (60) were again surveyed as in 1999. and created as a sixth segment. 

They evaluated the same set ofproducts and services viewed as important to citizens. 

All participants had been South Dakota residents for 6 months or more. 

SIGNIFICANT F INDINGS 

Survey results suggest the six customer segments are more similar than dissimilar in how they view and 

value the roadway. 

1. Dramatic changes in most a ll performance satisfaction measures have occurred since the 1999 survey 

period. Changes are predominately positive and primary indicators such as overall satisfaction with 

DOT have changed significantly. 

2. Table 2 summarizes the significant changes in user perceptions of the Department's perfonnance. 

Statistically significant changes have occurred in seven of fourteen performance areas. 

Satisfaction-delivery of service 7.61 Not asked 

Satisfaction- snow &ice removal 7.60 7.12 • 
Service· Satisfaction-timeliness of removal 7.53 Not asked 

Satisfaction- keeping citizens informed 6.60 6.42 r • 
Satisfaction-alerting citizens of delays 6.37 5.97 f • 
Satisfaction-ease of informationaccess 6.80 6.70 • 

3.67Keeps delays to minimum 3.87 3.73 • 
2.68Closes long stretches when not necessary 2.68 2.63Image -

Perception2 382Considers and values public opinion 3.70 3.62 -
4.39Designs safe highways 4.25 4.19 -

.....Work zones with no visible work4 67% 65% 
Driving Length of delays(% saying have increased) 10% 68% •rConditions 

+-+Tolerance for delays5 77% 71% 

1AII 10-point scales: 10 =highest satisfaction 1 =lowest satisfaction 
2All 5-point scales: 5 = Strongly agree 1 =Strongly disagree 

,statistically significant change at .05 

' Percent saying 'almost always' or 'always' 

5Percent rating as tolerable 1.2,3 or 4 on 10-point scale where '1' = 'really don't mind' 

Increased customer satisfaction, as reflected in the above performance measures, is closely associated 

with the SDDOT's proactive emphasis on integrating customer satisfaction goals into its 200 I and 

2002 Strategic Plans. Focus on delivery of core services-such as smooth roadways, c learly visible 

pavement markings and signs, timely and effective winter maintenance, and adequate roadway 

shoulders--coupled with attention to strengthened communications with the traveling public were 

December :!U0:! 3 SDDOT :!OU:! Statewide Cusrvmer Sati~facti<m Assessment 



cornerstones of the plan ·s customer satisfaction goals. End user feedback strongly indicates 

significant performance accomplishments in all these areas. 

3. The transportation consumer demonstrates a balanced appreciation for the Department's need to 

service the basics and respond to more tangential aspects of maintaining a complete transportation 

infrastructure. Whi le very interested in the products and services that directly daily impact their daily 

travel experience, users from all segments consistently place high value and importance in providing 

and planning for the transportation needs of both today and tomorrow. 

4. Consensus exists statewide among key user segments on what products and services are of the highest 

importance. The data indicate users are most interested in those products and services that deliver an 

immediate travel benefit in tenns of a comfortable. e fficient and safe means of transporting people or 

freight from one location to the next. They are most interested in basic services. 

The two most highly ranked ( I st , 2nd or 3rd out of 18) product and service areas in perceived 

importance by a ll users encompass the Depar1ment's most fundamental aspects of service delivery: 

• Providing for a clean and safe driving surface; 

• Road and bridge maintenance. 

Consistently, products and services relating to the roadway itself were of the highest importance to all 

six segments. Perceived importance of DOT products and services declines as the direct relationship 

to the roadway surface weakens. Plowing, salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways was of the 

highest importance (ranked I st, 2nd or 3rd) by 68% of all customers whereas building and 

mainta ining roadside rest areas and providing travel materials were ranked Jst, 2nd or 3rd by the 

fewest respondents- less than 2%. 

5. Current SDDOT products and services meet expectation of all primary user segments. Satisfaction 

with all 18 was above midpoint of the rating scales. 

6. Users from all segments realize the basics are not enough. Strong understanding and support exists 

for the strategic, longer-term investments necessary to plan for and meet tomorrow's transportation 

needs. T wo-thirds or more of all respondents are positive toward areas of added DOT investment, the 

only exception being investment in support of passenger air travel and airfreight within South Dakota. 

Users were consistent in their evaluation of •investment areas', that is. where SDDOT should commit 

resources and funds. They were particu larly supportive of those investments aimed at "improving 

heavily traveled routes between cities" and --state aid to local governments for road construction and 

maintenance''. This was very consistent with their product and service evaluations that placed utmost 

importance on building and maintaining roads and bridges. 

As a group, emergency vehicle operators (EYOs) are significantly more supportive than the general 

population when it comes to DOT financial investments in all added programs that provide for safer 

travel and greater local access. 
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'All correlations statistically significant at 0.05 

Figure 1: Correlation Relationship 

7. As was first observed in 1999, DOT efforts and associated performance in the area of citizen 

communications i strongly correlated to citizen perceptions of overall SDDOT Department 

performance. However. indi vidual segments do at times differ in perception when compared to the 

general population of DOT customers. These differences merit attention and in some cases 

individualized response. At a minimum these differences in needs, attinides and perfonnance 

assessment dictate a need for more customized deli very of DOT messages to user segments. 

8. Preferences related to information content and sources varied significantly between customer 

segments. A significant shift in pre ference for personal technology tools for staying in touch by cell 

phones and computers was observed when compared against surveyed preferences and use in 1999. 

This change affords the DOT an opportunity for cost-effective and per onalized avenues for 

communicating with its di verse customer base. 

9. Regional differences in perceptions of DOT performance do exist. Although di fferences are far fewer 

than s imi larities in how residents of the four transportation regions perceive DOT efforts and services, 

an understanding of significant difference has value to both the strategic planning process and day­

to-day service de livery. 

Significant difference in product & service perceptions include: 

• Pierre Region is most typical of all regions, with no significant variance of product positions 

w ith positioning of all region response. 

■ To Mitchell Region res idents, plowing, salting and sanding is of significantly higher 

impo11ance compared to that ofall regions. 

• Mitchell Region residents expressed significantly higher overall satisfaction with the job 

DOT is doing compared to that ofa ll regions. 

• Aberdeen Region residents showed the greatest 1999 to 2002 improvement ( 12%) 111 

satisfaction with snow and ice removal of any region. 

• Aberdeen Region residents expressed significantly lower satisfaction (although very satisfied) 

with DOT efforts at maintaining roads and bridges compared to all regions. 
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• Rapid City Region re idents are ignificantly le s satisfied with efforts to provide travel 

infonnation than are residents in all regions. 

View of billboard regulation rnry from region to region. Mitchell Region expresses a higher 

ati faction with billboard regulation. Satisfaction with billboard regulation generally exceeds 

perceived importance in all regions except Rapid City Region. 

• Rapid City Region places higher importance but expres es lower sati faction with efforts to 

regulate. 

Significant differences in uppo11 of financial investment programs include: 

• Mitchell Region res idents are less supportive of DOT financial investment in improvements 

to air passenger travel and air freight within South Dakota. 

I 0. Segment difference in perceptions of DOT perfonnance are more pervasive than regional 

differences. Key difference among segments with the general population at large are: 

• The Citizen segment as igns significantly less importance to mowing and removing 

overgrowth than doe the general population. 

• The Lei ure traveler segment assigns significantly higher importance to removing roadway 

debri . providing roadway features and installing road signage than does the general 

population. 

• Leisure travelers are significantly more supportive of financiall y investing in improvements 

to air passenger travel and air freight within the state. 

• The Legislati ve se.\,1111ent varies the most. It assigns sign ificantly more importance to builcling 

and maintaining roadside rest areas, installing road signage. providing for wetland 

replacement. and managing traffic than does the general population. This segment expresses 

signi !icantly higher satisfaction with provision of landscaped roadway . and travel 

infom,ation. 

• Financially investing in railroad crossing anns. signals, signage. and materials for smooth 

track crossings is of significantly less importance to legi slators. Legi lators are s ignificantly 

less supporti ve of providing funds to local go\'emments for road construction and 

maintenance. They are also significantly more supportive of financially investing in 

developing a five-year plan for transportation throughout the state. 

• The fann segment views several products and ervices witl1 significantly less importance: 
plowing, salting and sanding roadways. the provision for roadway fearures. travel information 

and wetland replacement. and the posting ofspeed zones. 

• Fanners are significantly more opposed to financially investing in supporting air passenger 

travel and air freight within the state. They are a lso significantly less supportive of financiall y 

inve ting in improving heavily traveled routes between cities for better movement of freight 

and travelers. 

• The EVO segment as ign significantly higher importance to SDDOT' job of maintaining 

roads and bridges. plowing. sanding and salting of now-covered roadways, and provision for 

roadside care. 

December JOO: SDDOT !U0: S1u1<•11 ide C,isr,,mer St11isfucri011 Assessme111 



• Emergency vehicle operators are significantly more supponive of providing funds to local 

governments for road construction and maintenance. They are significantly more suppo11ive 

of financially investing in improving heavily traveled routes between ci ties for better 

movement of freight and travelers. EVOs are significantly more supportive of financiall y 

investing in educating the public about traveling through railroad crossing and roadwork 

zones. 

Carriers and shippers express significantly lower satisfaction with what is of significantly 

higher importance to them, namely building roads and bridges and maintaining the roads and 

bridges- the basic infrastructure. They also express significantly lower satisfaction with the 

installation of road signage than does the general population. The Carrier/Shipper segment 

views provision for wetland replacement as significantly less important compared with how 

the general population views this service. 

CONCLUSJO~S 

Conclusions of the srudy may be sununarized: 

I . SDDOT needs to continue to focus attention on maintaining and improving the transportation 

infrastructure in order to provide the level of quality that key user segments expect and find of the 

utmost importance. Namely, deliver the basics! 

2. Perceptions of the SDDOT"s perfom1ance have changed significantly for the better. With key 

performance indicators suggesting a significant turnaround in performance since the 1999 tracking 

study, it is critical to continued success that management identifies all underlying contributing factors 

both direct and indirect and communicates findings throughout the Department. ldentified factors 
should be incorporated into strategic plan updates and be suppol1ed by means of continued 

evaluation. 

3. Areas for improvement still exist. For example, more effective response to the perception of two­

thirds of all customers that they almost always or a lways travel through work zones with no visible 

signs of work needs to be addressed. 

4. Customer expectations as measured by the importance assigned to the various products and services 

are high. 1n some instances, expectations are extremely high among particular segn1ents depending 

upon the product or service orientation. For example, safety related plowing. salting and sanding of 

roadways receives on average a '9.5' rating of importance on a IO-point sca le by emergency vehicle 

operators. 

Further performance improvements may not be operationally feasib le or practical from a cost basis. In 

these cases. a strong proactive communications program aimed at balancing importance-related 

expectations and satisfaction becomes critical to continued improvements in customer perceptions 

and satisfaction ratings. 

5. The Department needs to respond to observed variations in preference for and use of information 

sources between segments. This presents opportunities for better-targeted DOT conununications. 

Sufficient differences in driving behavior, needs, att itudes, and perceptions of customer segments 

dictates need for more customized delivery of DOT messages. 
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6. Although user segments were found to be more similar than dissimilar, sufficient differences were 

identified that provide for useful segment profiles leading to a better understanding of attitudes and 

needs. A number of generalizations are possible: 

• Legislators are the most unique segment-often more suppo11ive and sometimes more critical 

in their assessments of DOT programs. 

• EVOs tend to place higher importance on many DOT products and services and programs 

directly or indirectly relating to roadway safety. 

• Farmers do not assign high importance to posting speed zones and providing travel 

information. 

7. During the course of the 2002 sn1dy, a very limited number of new issues surfaced that were of 

significance to particular customer. Findings of focus group research and telephone interviewing were 

broadly consistent with respect to these issues. Most o f the issues proved to be of minor concern, with 

the possible exception ofdead animal removal from the roadways, which appears to negatively reflect 

on the DOT. There is also user confusion with agencies as to where the responsibility lies for the 

timely removal. 

R ECOl\'L'\IIEJ\DATIONS 

Based on the findings and conc lusions of this study, the researchers recommend the following to the 

South Dakota Department ofTransportation: 

I. The SDDOT should develop a department-wide targeted media relations and communication plan. In 

addition to addressing the informational needs of the general population, the plan should identify 

oppornmities and strategies to extend reach to the department" s specialized user groups, i.e. carriers 

and shippers of freight. emergency vehicle operators. fam,ers, leisure travelers and legislative users. 

2. The SDDOT should outline a strategy for the more expanded use of variable message signs to provide 

travel infonnation (real-time where and when feasible), especially targeted to the leisure travelers and 

carrier and shipper user groups. Applications having special value would be for construction zone 

information and event routing. 

3. The SDDOT should develop work plans for incident management response to accidents and events 

that leverage existing relationships with statewide emergency service responders. The goal would be 

to collectively work toward improved highway safety through more effective interagency 

coordination. 

4 . The SDDOT should undertake an informational program that educates the public regarding the need 

for and importance of the role that the SDDOT plays in protection of and preservation of South 

Dakota· s natural resources. 

5. The SDDOT should fornrnlize a communications feedback system that harnesses the broad daily 

presence of hundreds of statewide emergency responders for the purpose of achieving more timely 

reporting of road problems. situations requiring highway maintenance attention, malfunctioning 

equipment and need for roadway clearance ofdebris, particularly dead animals. 
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PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 

The 2002 research study represent a continued building effort at better understanding end u er issues and 

needs. thus providing stronger service delivery to the SDDOT customer. The current study aims ro 

improve the understanding of SDDOT's customers. In doing so. this study attempts to eek answers ro a 

number of key questions. Primary but not exhaustive is the list below: 

• Have perceptions of the Depa11ment's perfonnance changed significantly? lf so. how? 

• How has the Department responded to issues raised in the prior surveys? Have the responses been 

effective? Are more proactive or effect ive responses possible? 

• Do key customer segments- such as emergency vehicle operators, commercia l truckers. the 

agricultural industry, tourists. and others- perceive the Departmem·s ervices and performance 

differently from the population at large? 

• How does the Department need to respond to differing end-user needs? 

• Do public perceptions accurately distinguish between services provided by the Department and 

services provided by other public and private entities? 

■ Have new issues emerged that are important to the legislature. the general public. or key customer 

segments? 
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STUDY OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of this sn1dy were to: 

• Assess the opinions of the public and key customer groups regarding the composition . 

importance. and quality of the Department ofTransportation·s key products and services; 

• Assess the Department 's progress in addressing customer concerns through development and 

execution of its strategi c plan: and 

• Identify specific action the Departme nt can take to improve its performance and its perception 

by the public and key customer groups regarding that performance. 

The analysis of recently gathered user feedback seeks answers to the above questions and again assesses 

perceptions of the Department's performance. This report explores their ignificance a nd identifies how 

the Department might best respond to them. 
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TASK DESCRIPTION 

The phases that comprised the recommended research design and a ociated tasks required to accomplish 

related objective follow: 

TASK 1: MEET WITH TECHNJCAL PA."IEL 

This phase was intended to review objecti ves and establish a final work plan arnund which a research 

design was fom1alized. At this meeting past research results and instruments were reviewed. Areas for 

comparison and benchmarking were identified. A reas of the 200 I Strategic Plan that needed assessment 

were identified. ew products and services and current statewide transportation issues were discussed and 

prioritized for inclusion in this year's survey. Key user segments to be interviewed were agreed upon. 

TASK 2: O NE-ON-ONE l TERVJEWS 

Interviews wid1 selected managers and staff of SDDOT were conducted and provided needed direction for 

survey refinement based on identification or new issues dial have arisen since the survey was last 

administered in 1999. The participants represented all product and ervice areas. Additionally SDDOT 

regions were represented. 

This group also provided insight into how the various divis ions provide specific product and services to 

each identified key user segments. 

Completion of thi s Lask resulted in a focus group Discussion Guide that provided insight from participants 

on how SDDOT product and service delivery and perfonnance relates to each identified user segment. 
MarketLine staff also gained a good under randing of how 1999 survey results had been acted upon and 

the issues that management felt had arisen since the prior assessment. 

TASK 3: C ONDUCT Focus GROUPS 

The purpose of the groups was to identify is ues of importance to each segment, then rank order them and 

di scuss unique needs re lating to SDDOT provided products and services. A resource prioritization was 

also included. This identified segment views as to where future spending and efforts should be focused. 

A total of ten ( I 0) focus groups were held. To provide balance for regional differences and effectively 

reach key customer segments sessions were in all four SDDOT region --cities were Aberdeen. Pierre, 

Sioux Falls and Rapid City. A minimum of two se sions was held in each location. 

Respondents were screened during telephone recruitment to meet egment specific qualifications. The 

Technical Panel approved final screening criteria and segment definition. 

The Discussion Guides (Appendix G) for the groups stemmed from the one-on-one sessions with SDDOT 

personnel and Teclmical Panel input. A draft Discussion Guide was provided to the SDDOT Project 

Manager for Technical Panel review. 

Twelve (12) panicipants were recruited for each group session with 8 to 10 individuals expected to show. 

General public. tourist and agricultural segments were given a S40 gratuity for participation. All other 

professional groups were given a S50 gratuity. Successful completion of this task ensured that the 
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telephone urvey accurately reflected the needs and i sues speci lic to each of the SDDOrs key user 

segments. 

TA K 4: S ·L\'IARJZE A 'D P RESE ·r Fl 'Dl:\"GS OF INTERVI EW A D Focus 
GROUPS 

Market Line Research Incorporated management staff traveled to Pie1Te to conduct a preliminary review 

of top line findings from all three avenues ofdata collection. 

The purpose of this give and take working session was seen as an opportunity to examine qualitative 

research results fo r areas of interest. desired focus and professional insight into any modifications to the 

1999 telephone urvey instrument. pecifically. feedback provided MRJ guidance from the perspective of 

the transportation experts in the interpretation of findings, understanding of political and regional nuances 

associated with customer feedback and any other necessary filters and context from which the gathered 

data would be viewed. 

The result of this cssion wa an effective road map for development of a questionnaire that effectively 

c larified is ues and need important to every key user group. The e nd product reflected the collecti,·e 

insight and th inking of all key SDDOT staff. 

TASK 5: D EVELOP Q UAl\TJTATJVE l l\STRUMENT FOR TELEPHONE SURVEYS 

Building on input from SDDOT managers and the Technical Pane l, MarketLine updated the prior survey 

to reflect new products and services along with actions stemming from the 1999 study·s findings that 

needed to be assessed. A significant modification was the addition of key user-segment-specific questions 

pertinent to each identified segment. MRI provided a revised draft survey for Technical Panel review and 

approval. 

All respondents were taken through certain common core question comprising a majority of the survey. 

Based on screening que tion that qualified respondent as members of a particular user segment other 

than the general public. respondents were taken through additional egment specific questions. 

TASK 6: STATEWlDE TELEPHO~E SURVEY 

SAMPL/i'I/G STRATEG J' 

MRl gathered 11 82 telephone interviews statewide as compared with 800 interviews conducted during 

the 1999 study. This number ensured continued representation across areas o f population density. namely: 

• Communities of40,000 or more 

• Communities of 5.000 to 40.000 

• Communities of less than 5,000 

MarketLine anticipated the survey length to remain similar to that of 1999. averaging 24 minutes in 

length. 

All segments were qualified with screening que tions. The Citizen segment came from across the state. 

All other segment were randomly selected from convenience lists obtained from South Dakota State 
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agencies such as the South Dakota Department of Revenue. EVO participants were sent a letter on 

SD DOT letterhead (see Appendix H) outlini ng the purpose o f the request to participate and g iven a to ll­

free number to call . 

TASK 7: D ATA ANALYSIS AND TECH ·1cAL MEMORA~D M 

MarketLine Research tabulated results of the study and generated data rabies for each que tion in the 

questiom1a ire. Cross tabulations were run to help analyze results and clarify findin gs. Significance tests, 

including Chi Square. were run on appropriate variables. 

Where data sets were comparable. they were a nalyzed and compared to results collected in 1997 and 1999 

using SPSS 11 .1. 

TASK 8: ACTIO • PL~ WORK HOP WITH EXECUTIVE TEA 1 

The Executive Team made a decision, based on the presentation and discussion of research results during 

the August 2 1, 2002 Executive Team meeting. and additionally during the SDDOT Supervisors meeting 

of October 22, 2002 that an action planning workshop was not necessary. Management fe lt that they had a 

sufficient understanding of research results that would allow for updating the existing Strategic Plan. 

TASK9: FI ALREPORTPR£PARATIO 1 

Based on extensive statistical analysis and lengthy review of all gathered information. a fi rst draft of a 

report of findings was submitted to the SD DOT on August 15th. During the fall of 2002, SD DOT staff 

and Technical Pane l carefully reviewed the document and provided valuable comment and directi on for 

processing the fina l document. 

The review of fmdings reflects a process of feedback and discussion that included: 

• a meeting with the Technical Panel to review and discuss in detai l all findings; 

• a presentation and discussion of findin g wi th the Executi ve Team: 

• preparation and distribution of a condensed summary of key findings for d iscussion and feedback 

during the Supervisor Meeting of October 22, 2002. 

TASK ] 0: EXECUTIVE PRESENTATIO'.'JS TO RESEARCH REVIEW BOARD Ai D 

EXECUTIVE TEA.\1 

MRl developed and presented a media presentation of relevant findings and conclusions to the project's 

technical panel during review of research findings in August 2002. This presentation was subsequently 

modified and presented to the staff attending the SDDOT Supervisors Meeting on October 22, 2002. 

G iven the fact that a majority of Research Review Board Members had an opportunity to observe t11e 

presentation during one or both of the above mentioned meetings, a n additional presentation to the 

Research Review Board was deemed unnecessary. 
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Focus GROUP RESULTS 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the ten focus groups conducted in the four transponation regions was to identify issues of 

importance specific to varied customer segments. The discussions were used to better understand unique 

needs within each customer base as relates to SDDOT provided products and services. 

A key focus was to assess similarities and differences in the manner in which user segments assign 

importance to products and services delivered by the SDDOT. Products and services were prioritized by 

segment. 1n addition. user segment satisfaction with individual products and services wa explored to gain 

an under randing of what determine user satisfaction and to identify segment differences. if any. 

A resource prioritization exercise was used to assess user segment views as to where future spending and 

efforts should be focused. 

OBJECTJVES 

The primary objectives of the focus groups were to: 

• Determine whether all products and services reviewed were seen as having importance to the 

end user groups and to identify which products and services should be assessed in the 

telephone survey by each user segment; 

• Identi fy any segment specific issues that should be incorporated in each segment' s telephone 

survey; 

• Understand how various user segments define resource allocation priorities based on thei r 

unique needs. 

TASK D ESCRIPTIONS 

The following tasks were completed to accomplish the focus groups: 

• Develop Discussion Guides for the groups based on input from one-on-one ses ions with 

SDDOT personnel and Technical Panel input. 

• Develop a Discuss ion Guide (see Appendix B.) appropriate for use with all user segments to 

achieve desired objectives. 

• Recrui t and screen participants from areas surrounding four discussion group sites . 

• Manage all logistical preparations for focus groups at four sites . 

Successful completion of the above tasks ensured that tbe telephone survey accurately refl ected needs and 

issues specific to each of the SDDOr s key user segments. 
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l\1ETHODOLOGV 

:vtarketLine recruited I I 9 individual between :vtarch 20'h and March 29'h. Seventy-four percent (88 

individuals) panicipated in one of ten essions conducted in the citie of Aberdeen. Rapid City. Pierre. 

and Siow, Falls. 

Apnl 11 Sioux Falls 9 10 19 

Total 40 18 17 13 88 

Re pondents were creened during telephone recruitment to meet segment pecific qualifications 10 

part icipate (complete screeners appear in Appendix G). Each user cgment participant had to meet the 

following qualification : 

C itizen/ Leisure Se!!ment 50150 split 

• Citizen: 18 year ofage or older and lived in South Dakota for 6 months or more 

• Leisure: driven on state bjghways for leisure related travel constituting a trip or 75 miles or more 

in past 12 month 

Agriculture Segment 

• 18 years of age or older 

• Engaged in fanning. ranching or agriculture as principle occupation 

• Driven on county or township roads. state highways. or freeway in past month 

Emernencv Vehic le Operator Segment 

• 18 years ofage or older 

• Currently drives a public safety or emergency verucle 

• Has driven a public afety or emergency vehicle 6 months or more 

Commercial Driver / Shipper Segment 

• 18 years of age or older 

• Currently drives a commerc ial vehicle used to haul goods or freight from one location to another 

location 

• Works at company that requires shipping ofgoods. freight, or commodities 

Job responsibilitie include making decisions that affect the shipping and receiving area. 

• Company uses trucks as method of transport to ship from any location to their final destination 
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DETAILED FLNDJ NGS 

FAMILIARITY WITH S DDOT AND SOURCES OF AWARENESS 

The degree of familiarity with the role and function of SDDOT is very broad, with re latively high 

familiarity common with EVOs and truckers/shippers, and generally low to moderate familiarity among 

the broader base of ci tizens. leisure travelers. and farmers. 

Newspaper articles are most frequently cited as the source ofawareness of SD DOT infom1ation. followed 

by radio. Those who use the road profess ionally (caniers, shippers, EVOs etc.) are often inclined to claim 

that much of their familiarity with the DOT is a result of personal contact and interaction. 

Awareness of the DOT web site tends to be low across all the constituencies. 

• Interest in using the DOT web site for information varies, and often corre lates with familiarity 

with and accessibility to the Internet. 

• Web site content of most interest tends to include information on highway construction and 

maintenance projects. rules and regulations, and road and weather conditions. 

''The web si1efor the interchange down there-the web site was really informative. They had 
phows, progress. They had diagrams ofwhat it would look like. and that wasfrom the 
beginning. " 

'As long as the information as to what roads are going to be under construc1ion and when, 
and when they 're going to start- if that 's on the web page, that 's enough information for 
me. 

Few expressed awareness of any changes in the federal funding of the SDDOT over the past year. 

Although some mentioned that they had heard offederal fund ing issue tied to the legal blood alcohol limit 

in South Dakota, few if any seem to know the status of that situation. No one volunteered an awareness of 

decreasing amounts of federal funds for South Dakota due to decreased gasoline revenues over the past 

year. 

Typical participant inquiries were: 

'' Why are the.funds being cut?" 
''How much money does the DOTspend in a year?·· 
"How much ofit is South Dakota taxfunds?' ' 
"How much f ederal money did you lose this year?" 

PRODUCT AND S ERVICES EVALUATIONS 

Systems Infrastructure 

Each subcategory of systems infrastructure tends to be widely understood and effectively differentiated. 

There is a tendency for most to believe that road and bridge preservation is a higher priority than bui lding 

new roads-the exception being carriers and shippers. For many this is the fundamental role of the DOT. 

Safety features tend to closely follow in importance across all constituencies, but especially among EVOs. 

citizens, and leisure drivers. 
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Table 4 : Systems Infrastructure Priorities 

Systems Infrastructure 
Citizen / Leisure 

n=40 
Fanner 
n=18 

EVO 
n =17 

Carrier / Shipper 
n =13 

Road &bridge construction 

Road &bridge preservation/maintenance 

Landscaping of roadsides 

Environmental Issues 

H 

2 

L 

L 

H H 1 
------r------ - +--- - ------i 

1 2 2 
------r-------+------ ----i 

L L L 
----------,,-------+---- ------i 

L L L 

Safety features 2 H 

Corridor Improvements H H H H 

Research H H H H 

The importance of clear and well-maintained striping tended to be the safety consideration cited most 

frequently. An adequate shoulder. allowing for safe stopping along side the roadways. was especially 

important to EVOs and carriers. 

''That ·s ivhy I p ut sc!fetyfeatures as #1, mainfl' because o_fstriping. That ·s been one of my p e! 
peeves.for years. Some of it is not as good as it should be. " 

Although many volunteered that environmental issues and roadside landscaping were desirable programs. 

most are inclined to believe these to be among the lowest priorities. 

"Although I do apprecillfe greatly that 11'e can do some ofthat (landscaping) in this state, 
which I think is prelly much on the low side righ1 now- (fit comes doirn to having safety or 
development ofour road 5:l'stems. the landscaping would have to take a secondary role. It 
imuld have to come in last. " 

Satisfaction with perfonnance of the SDDOT across all subcategories of systems infrastructure tends to 

be moderate to relatively high. The most common areas of complaint are the perceived-to-be-poor 

condition of many bridges, inadequate shoulder widths, and faded or inadequate striping. 

Other typical examples ofsatisfaction and dissatisfaction are quoted in Table 5. 

Systems Operations 

Citing the importance of safety and clear passage, most tend to consider bare pavement (snow plowing. 

sanding, etc.) to be the primary systems operations fu nction. Many are also inclined to consider clear 

roadways and shoulders as having nearly the same meaning as bare pavement, and have a difficult time 

differentiating one function from the other. 

Rest area maintenance and traveler services are usually perceived as being desirable and were often rated 

with high satisfaction. but they were of the lowest priority in systems operations category. 

Most agree that traffic management- especially good signals, signage. and turning lanes- is cm cial to 

ease ofnavigation and safety. 

December !00! 10 SDDOT ! 00:! Statewide Customer SatiJ:fac1io11 .4s,essme111 



Table 5: S stems Infrastructure Comments 

Most oftheareas they try to put it back into agoodlooking 
environmental type thing, to where it blends with what was there 
before. Or else they try to roundit or do whatever to make it look 
like it belongs ratherthanjust dida project and leave it half 
finished. 

I've seen them move over 10 preserve virgin ground, prairie 
ground, and that's cool. 

I like that landscaping is also doneto prevent dust storms. 

Well, I think they're doing very good. They reclaim most of the land 
that they tear up to put in the roads and so fonh. 

I had high (satisfaction) on the landscaping. I think they're saving a 
lot oflives by sloping back those approaches. 

I really enjoy the landscaping. and I think it adds to the image of 
our state, and I think it's also necessaryenvironmentally, in certain 
aspects as far as-instead ofhaving a bunch ofmud andgravel if 
you landscape an area, you're not going to run off theroadand 
things like that. 

They do a goodjob, as far as I'm concerned, ofmaintaining the 
roads, but there are still a lot with narrowshoulders. 

Yeah, but for aperson who stops alongside the road, and that road 
doesn't have much of a shoulder to get off on-and then like 
Nancysays, ifsomeone is not familiar with thearea, that striping 
sure comes in handy. 

I think in the last 70years. even 5years, they've come a long way. 
It's getting a lot better. You'regetting a shoulder on almost all your 
majorroads. 

The roads, overall, as far as condition ofroads and bridges are 
pretty good. There arejust some areas that needimprovement. 

Landscaping. Why?Ifyou're thinking highways, why do we care? 
Andwe've got water. I've seen trees on the interstate. and I think 
why are we doing this? It's a lot ofmoney that they could use 
elsewhere. 

Someplaces I've beenyou're going with a trailer andyou blow a 
tire, and there's no shoulder or something. Just pull over and fix 
it-you'rejust kind ofhangingyour head out there. Get run over by 
somebody else flying down the road. 

I think some roads that are traveled a lot have overweight trucks, 
and theyget beat up. They should watch that closer 

There tends to be not adequate shoulder width forpulling over or 
stopping. and there's usually a lot of gravel or debris on the 
roadways that are causing the accidents or have been a part of the 
accidents. There doesn't seem to be enough room in a lot of areas 
for traffic to continue going by. 

Moderate (satisfaction). They do a lot ofdecent repair work, but for 
some reason, the crew that theyhired to come in anddo the repair 
work on that highway, allthey did was sweep it off andput a 7-1/2" 
layer ofasphah on top of, and were surprised when three weeks 
later, it crumbled away. 

The asphah roads theyjust keep patching them. There has to be a 
bettersolution for the dollars I think. I think some ofthis material 
shouldbe updated. Why keep throwinggoodmoney after bad 
trying to fix all these old stuff, when the same product keeps going 
ID heck on us. 

They're not changing their technology. It's the same thing for the 
last 40 years. 

I think the state is not focusing in theright direction. I think there's 
more ofa safetyproblem with driver fatigue than there is with road 
markings or vehicle equipment. I think fatigue has more to do with 
it. The state ofSouth Dakota is doing a lot to inform about fatigue. 

I feel it takes them too long to rebwld a road. 

For those aware of variable message signs (VMS). reactions tend to be very positive. Traffic conditions 

ahead_ road blockages. and inclement weather that may impact driving were all volunteered as the types 

of information that would be especially useful. VMS were seen as strong incident management tools by 

EVOs and would be very helpful if mobile units were available. 

Although roadside care is generally considered to be a relatively low priority a a function of systems 

operations, a widely perceived lack of timely removal of dead deer from the sides of the roads appears to 

be a source ofconcern and embarrassment to many citizens of South Dakota. 

1n the area of systems operations. satisfaction with the SDDOT tends to be hi ghest on clear roadways and 

bare pavement. There is widely held perception that roadways are usually p lowed quickly and efficiently. 

Rest areas are seen as being well maintained. Among most constituencies the common areas of complaint 

are the timeliness of roadside debris removal. and the need for more and clearer signage along the 

highways. 

Typical comments relating to products and services in this category are listed in Table 7. 
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Bare pavement 1 1 

Rest area maintenance L L L 

Traffic management 2 H H H 

Roadside care H H H H 

Traveler Services L L L L 

I've never really seen much problem as far as clearroadways and We've had a lot ofdeeraccidents andii seems there 's a tot of 
stuff. They do agoodjob ofgetting stuffcleaned off. deer /eh lying alongside the road, oron the shoulders. They could 

have a rendering truck topick that up.I rated them high because I think. for the amount ofequipment they 
have to work with; I think theyare very efficient at clearing roads that Can we get the deadanimals offthe road? 
needto be cleared. Andthey'll be there for 2-3 days. They still have them in the 
I think rural highways they really go out and get them as clean as they ditches from last winter. It's bad. 
can. generally. The deer and the bumpers and the tires. I don't know ifthey ever 
You go in the rest stop and you see all these tounsts in there, and getpickedup. 
they're handing out information and getting maps, and they're treated One ofthe very few things that I think 00Thas a low in, and
really well. I really think that's agood deal. that's theroadside care and debris removal. In the summer time, 
Rest stops are nice, usually. 90%ofthem are really nice. They're especially on the interstate, when they'vegot their mowers oul 
much nicer than some of the suffounding states'. they run overgarbage and iijust throws it everywhere. 

Traveler service. I rated them high there. They've got rest areas: They hit it with the mowers andthe interstate median looks 
they've got maps. They're verygoodabout it. absolutely teffible. It makes our state really lookjunky. 

Traffic management. The signals and knowing where the tums are. Shoulders anddebris offthe road. I don't think theymaintain it. 
Allofthat is very imponant. I think they do a pre11ygoodjob. They do a really bad, badjob ofcleaning roads around here. 

It's very nice that now when they're redoing roads, they're pulling in 
turning lanes, because it just makes it a whole lot safer when you're 
in themiddle ofnowhere. I thought they're doing a betterjob in traffic 
management when it comes to that. I like that. 

Regulations 

Speed zones were viewed as having the highest priority based on their direct relationship to safe 

roadways. Other areas most likely to be linked to safety (truck highway pennies and wide loads) and road 

quality preservation (weight restrictions and spring postings) tended to be cited as the areas that should be 

of high priority in the regulations category. They were perceived as functions central to most peoples' 

understanding of the role and function oftbe SDDOT. 

The fact that the SDDOT was involved in aircraft regulation was a surprise to most, and this information 

was apt to elici t questions as to why this was the DOT's responsibility, and not the responsibi lity of some 

other agency of the government. 

Along with aircraft registration. outdoor advertising control was also considered to be a low priority, and 

many even wondered if this function would be bener placed in the domain of another agency or 

organization. Many appear to be of the opinion that this is an aesthetic issue, and do not necessarily think 

about it as related to safety or road sign blockage. 

The segment having the most unique set of priorities is that of the carriers and shippers. This group places 

less importance on speed zones and greater importance on vehicle inspections. 
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H2HHTruck highway permits 

H11 1Speed zones 

LLLLAircraft registration 

LLLLOutdoor advert1s1ng control 

H 2H 2Truck regulallon. reg1strat1on 

H 1H2Truck vehicle inspections 

H HH HWeight restrictions/spring postings 

Satisfaction with the SDDOT in the regulation area tends to be moderate to relatively high. with most 

believing that in the key areas of speed zones. truck regulation. and weight restrictions. the SDDOT is 

doing a very satisfactory job. The most frequent concern expressed was the need for even more effective 

monitoring of weight restrictions to protect roads. Fam1ers, however. were sometime inclined to express 

a need for more exceptions to weight restrictions in order to help faci litate. when necessary, the moving 

of animals. supplies, and produce. Typical comments relating to products and services in this category are 

summarized in Table 9. 

It's reallyapain to have to go to the /RF to buyyour license for a 
think they do aprettygood job as far as posting like whenyou 
I'm pretty satisfied with what theyhave. I think it's imponant and I 

truck. Ifyou're over so many tons,you can't get your license at 
come into a town; it's slow down to 35 or 45. the courthouse. 

I had a high on rhe speedzones andon the highwaypermits, You see the weighing stations, andhalf of them are closed in the 
weight limitations. They're really cracking down andpaying springtime, so whetherthey're being regulated, I don'/ know. 
attention. I'm a little disappointed that they don't have a little more leeway 
I am very appreciative of the speedzones that we currentlyhave for farmers coming our offields being a little over-a Ii/lie more 
andthe signage that is up. Bringing about awareness ofthe speed tolerance to being overweight. It's a Ii/lie hard to hit it r,ghr, 
zones. I think that's veryhelpfulandaccident prevention. coming out ofthe field Especially the first few loads, when you 

don't know the rest weight ofthe grade.Truck inspection andtruck highwaypermits I think are importanl 
too. Very. very. They do agoodjob. The way they do it I'm very You don1 know where you're at. Most of the time you have no 
satisfied with it. idea ofwhat cattle weigh. And what doyou do whenyou have to 

move cattle our and live on aposted road? We run into that every 
stinking spring. 

I think in heavy traffic areas. like 41sl Street in Sioux Fa/ls-there 
are tons ofbillboards, and they can be distracting in traffic. Bur 
aesthetics is terrible. 

lnfonnation 

Many had a difficult time differentiating among the functions of public infon11ation. weather and road 

conditions, and safety information. For mo t of the public. all of these functions would appear to fall 

under traveler infom,ation as it relates to road and traffic conditions and safe driving. Top priorities 

varied by segment as seen in the table below. 

Adequate and clear signage (especially directional and exit information) is widely considered to be 

another crucial component of SDDOT information management. 

\1any volunteered that guiding driver in getting where they want to go was an expected ervice to the 

traveling public. and consequently a basic requirement of the DOrs information management function. 
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Table 10: Information Priorities 

Weather information/road conditions H 2 1 

Safety information H H 

Signage H 2 

Long-term transportation planning H H 

Media relations L L 

Techrncal assistance L L 

H 

H H 

H 2 

L L 

L L 

Few disagreed that long-te1m transportation planning was important. Many volunteered, however, that 

more public information and involvement in this planning process would help to ensure that fun1re road 

and bridge construction takes into account the diver e needs and perspectives of all of constituencies 

impacted by thi decision-making. 

Table 11: Information Comments 
Comments -Satisfaction 

I just feel really comfortablednv1ng with the information that I have, 
either beforehand or while I'mdnving. It'sgood mformabon. 

Definitely weather informabon and road cond1bons That's 
absolutely important to me. Ineed to know if I can get there today. 
They're doing fine. I've got all their 77 speed numbers. and they're 
on the Internet, too. They do very well. 

They could do more than they do, but they do a pretty good Job 
letting you know whenthe roads are bad. 

They do a good job on public informabon. 

Safety information. I think they do agood job. 

Excellent information. Timely. The 1nformat1on we do receive is 
excellent 

When they give us the information, it'sgreat. It's accurate, but I 
guess hke every proiect, everybody wants It yesterday. 

I really think the state does avery good job on long term planning. 
And they do agood Job of publishing it so you can see what their 5-
year plan Is. 

I think signs are good because of all the tourism we have. They 
have to educate the people that come here that don't live here that 
don't know where to go. I think they do a really good JOb with signs. 

I do think it's agood thing that they are puttingsome electronic 
billboards up like some other states do, because that's even a 
better way since you're out on the road and can't always catch the 
news to find out something is going on somewhere so you can 
change your route or maybe get amotel or something. I like the 
electronic signs. 

You know just where to go, and you know what's coming up. And 
you can read It (VMS) a long way away. 

Comments -Dissatisfaction 

We travel quitea bit on the Interstates, in a lot of different 
direcbons: and it's real frustrating is you can take off, especially 
going east, and not be aware of how much construction you are 
going to run into and how much bme delay you're going to have -
especially in the summer time It can be real frustrating. 

I think those public roads-we don't really hear that much about 
them, and if it Is, it's Just kind of a littleblip off media or something 
like that. There's not a lot of explanation. That I see in newspapers, 
or even on the news as to why they're picking specific areas. I 
would like to know that. 

They tell you what they're going to be doing,and like she said, 
they'll say you'll see 1in the paper that they're going to build a road 
here or there. They won't tell you why they want to build it there. 

When they start spending your tax dollars, you want to know where 
it's going and what they're doing with it. 

I'd like the information to be accessible; if you want to find the 
information, you should be able to have away to go to find out... 

They might be doing it, but they don't always let us know about it. 
They don't tell you and then you see it yourself. 

Sometimes it's a littJe difficult to get informabon from them in a 
timely fashion. 

Weather and road information... we don't really have agood 
resource that we can count on consistently to provide us with that 
information. And it's not always accurate. 

I don't think they really do agood job at that (long term 
transportation planning) at all. 

Of lowest perceived priority are media relations and technical a sista nce to elected officials. ~ edia 

relations were perceived a having less value and different from more d irect fonn of communication of 

public information such a public meetings and cell phone numbers. Oftentimes respondents viewed 

media provided information as filtered and inaccurate, part icularly in the case of weather and road 

condition . Few appear to readily understand the technical assistance function. and many had a difficu lt 

time evaluating its ignificance. 
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Most all respondents stated a desire for more info1mation of one type or another. Satisfaction with 

infonnation delivery was mixed. New technology-such as variable message signs-was well received. 

Most travelers generally view DOT perfonnance in the area of road s ignage positively. 

Although many claimed to be quite satisfied with the SDDOT regarding the dissemination of in fonnation 

(especially on weather and road conditions). the most frequently volunteered complaint was a desire for 

more public information on what the SDDOT is doing, what their priorities are, and what long tenn 

projects are being planned. Typical comments re lating to products and services in this category are 

summarized in Table 11 . 

Transportation Investment, System Management and Advocacy 

Among al l the subcategories in th is area, most seem to agree on the high level priority of loans and grants, 

and more state aid for local roads (an area widely believed to be much neglected and in need of 

assistance). This was the only product and service category for which all user segments unanimously 

agreed on priorities. 

'Thar's where your produce is comingfi·om, in the.first place. Whether it's livestock. wheat 
or corn. it ·s got to get to rown. I think they should payfor more rural roads. " 

Table 12: Transportation Investment Priorities 

Transportation Investment 
Citizen / Leisure 

n=40 
Farmer 
n =18 

EVO 
n =17 

Carrier I Shipper 
n =13 

Loans and grants 2 2 2 2 

Rail corridor/railroad crossings H H H H 

Aviation promotion L L L L 

State aide for local roads 1 1 1 1 

Trail development/maintenance L L L L 

Except for involvement in seeking more state aid for local roads, all participating constituencies appeared 

to have difficulty assessing the proper role of the SDDOT in each of the other listed transportation 

investment functions. This difficulty appears to be a function of the public lacking significant familiarity 

with non-highway transportation issues, and a lack of understanding as to the proper role of the SD DOT 

in these matters. 

This common lack of understanding of the role of the SD DOT in the area of transportation investment 

also made it difficult for many to evaluate how well the SDDOT was doing in this role. Other than the 

frequently expressed need for more funds for local roads, the other most common complaint was the need 

for improved and safer railroad crossings. 

Lowest perceived interest was in SDDOT's involvement in aviation promotion (some questioned why this 

was even an objective) and trails development and maintenance, which many thought should be the 

responsibility of local governments or other state agencies. 

Participants were pa11icularly concerned with poor signage and rough surfaces at rail crossings. Support 

for DOT trail investment was mixed, while most didn ' t see value in aviation suppor1. Typical comments 

relating to products and services in this category are summarized in Table 13. 
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Table 13: Transportation Investment Comments 
Comments -Satisfaction 

I'm real happy with the waythey've been doing it (corridor 
preservation). You go to railroad tracks and it's not much more than 
a thump-thump. Andthey take as good care ofthem as they do; 
you can go to other states andyou'llhit a railroadtrack andyou 
knowit. 

They are reallygood, because they keep a lot of the young bikers 
offthe roads. Andit's a goodplace forpeople to walk instead of 
along the highways. 

Counties needmore money to keep the roads going. And DOT 
does agoodjob with the funds; DOThelps get it to the gravel 
roads. 

Product/Service Resource Allocation 

Comments -Dissatisfaction 
And I don't think we 're doing enough for the railroads. 

Railroad crossing improvements is something that we need. 

The other thing on the rail is thereare some crossing across the 
state that are prelly rough that need some improvement. 

I'm especially concerned about the railroad crossing. To me that's 
something that needs... I put an L on that, because I'm 
dissatisfied with ii. I think that needs improvements. 

I'm a little dissatisfied that railroad crossings don't have flashing 
signals on allofthem. All of them should have it. 

I feel that they need more signage. They need more gates and 
lights. I've towedan ambulance that hit a train. I've towed a 
pickup that was hit by a train. 

I think they have to think about it a lot, because our rail service is 
just disappearing; andif it doesn't changeprettysoon, it's going to 
be gone. Which means it's just going to be more andmore and 
more trucks. because we have to move ourproduce farther and 
farther and farther. 

I think it's important that our county road system andmunicipal 
road system be well maintained and agood system also. I think 
sometimes we fall short on our county roads. 

The aviation issue bothers me because I think we give too much 
money. I don't think we need these planes that are going through 
3-4 times a day that go into Aberdeen and some ofthese towns. 

I'm concerned that DOT shouldn't have to subsidize somebody to 
keep an airplane flying in, because there's not enough business. 

Why should we be spending our dollars for our roads on trails? 

A lot ofthe countyroads aroundhere arejust junk as far as I'm 
concerned. They're in poorshape. 

There appears to be almost no awareness of how the SDDOT currently allocates its budget across irs 

products and service . Consequently many appeared to feel disadvantaged in attempting to prioritize 

budget allocations. 

Since most are inclined to believe that systems infrastructure and systems operations provide the essential 

basis for efficient and safe public travel. most agree that these areas should always be of highest priority 

in the SDDOT's budget allocations- all segments a llocated over 50% of budget resources to these two 

areas. Resource allocation was very similar across all user segments as can be seen in Figure 2. Farmers 

allocated the largest proportion of the budget to transportation investment ( 18% ). This compares to a I 0% 

allocation by the ci tizen and leisure segment. 
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Figure 2: Segment Reactions to Transportation Investments 

O1'ERALLSATISFACTI0lV WITH SDDOT 

There tends LO a generally high level of satisfaction with the overall perfonmmce of the SDDOT, and this 

seems to be true to approximately equal degrees across all constituencies included in the research. 

''] think they 're ex1re111e~v good in what they do. " 

Participants were asked to give an overall rating of their satisfaction with the DOT. A 5-point scale was 

used- where 'S- meant excellent and • t ' meant poor. Average ratings of al l participant segments were 

above the mjd-point of the scale (3.0 midpoint). 

Table 14: Overall Satisfaction Scores 

■-Hiiii4i@¥ih-· .• • · ·; • ?-ff 

r;;ragescore ~ 

There appears to be a common perception that many other states have higher quaIity state highways. 

Many. however. were quick to point out that the quality of the roadways maintained by the SD DOT is at 

least in part due to the state 's limited funds having to be allocated across a relative ly large geographic 

area. A commonly volunteered comment was that the SDDOT was doing an overall good job considering 

the states relatively low population base and the resulting limited budget it has at its disposal. 
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'"Gii•e11 the area o.fcoverage that DOT has to do 11·i//1 the hudget that they ha1·e. I think 
they 're doing pretty 11 ·ell. " 

"The_,, ·re doing the hes/ ,re can.for the.fe,r p eople ll'e hai•e in this state. Ir ·s a s truggle to get 
by. We can 'r o_ffer our DOT a lot ofmoney. S11re 11 ·e have our hand 011/ al the.federal level. 
and e,·en 110w--cou111ies are looking.for assistance hecause all 011r roads are going to pot. 
Somebody has to pay.for it. One 11'G.J' or another. " 

'Knowing holl' tight everything is. and as it ·s go11e11 tighter in the las1.fe11' years 111011ey-wi e, 
11·ith the limited a111011111 o.fresources that 1he_r have 0111 there, the manpower available, I think 
the_,• 're doing a,· good a job as the_1• can 11·ith 11'har 1hey hare. " 

"/ think the roads.for the most par/ are good to great.for the monies that they 're a/localed. 
They 11:1· to rake care r>f rhe roads. and looking at the 11·eather conditions ire ha1·e in this stale. 
I think !hey do a preuy darn goudjob keeping the mads up-even {(ii 's a tempora,J· palch or 
ll'hare,·er. They do the best tlrey can ll'ith the monies allocated and the people they ·ve got. I 
think !hey do a grealjob. •• 

R ECO!'vlMEl\ 'DED PRODUCTS & S ERVICES FOR El'ALUA T/O/\' 

Ba ed on feedback from the variou focus group segments. the following products and services were seen 

as rele\'ant for inclusion and as essment in the telephone survey versions specific to each user group. 

Product and service description are al o refined to reflect participant terminology used during group 

sessions when evaluatin g the products and services. 

Table 15: Product & Service Grid 

Building roads and bndges 
b • • • • Maintaining roads and bridges 
C . Building and maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel matenals 
d • . . • • . Removing roadwayshoulder debns such as animals, glass and tom tires 
e • • • . • . Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 
r • • • . . . Plowing, salting and sanding or snow-covered roadways 
g . • . . • . Providing roadway features such as hghbng, guardrails and pavement stnping 
h . • . • . • Installing road signage such as dlfectional, regulatory and information signs on State highways . • • • Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences such as trees and shrubs 
j . . • • . . ProVtding wetland replacement and collecting runoff from roadways 
k . . . . . Posting of speed zones 

• . . . • Managing traffic v11th tools such as signals and passing and turning lanes 
m • • • Regulating placement of billboards and business signs 
n • . • • • . Providing travel mfonnation such as road. traffic conditions and road construction alerts 
0 • • • Issuing highway pennits for wide loads and heavy trucks 
p . . Issuing truck registration and licensing 
q • . • Conducting truck and vehicle inspecbons 

• • • lmplemenbng road and bridge weight restrictions and spring postings 

Identified Issues for Survey Inclusion 

A number of issues and concerns were identified as a result of product and service discussions. Some 

were germane to all segments and some were specific to individua l customer segments. ew questions 
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were developed in the telephone survey to f-urther explore and quantify these identified needs and 

interests. 

All segments 

Va lued types of infom1ation on variable message signs 

Problem ofdead anima l d isposal from road ki lls 

• Improvement of s ignage at railroad crossings 

Citizen / leisure 

Driver fatigue as a safety issue 

Farmer 

• M ore leniency with weight restrictions part icularly as relates to moving livestock 

Whether truck inspections, weight restrict ion and postings are unifonnly and fairly applied 

Emergency Vehicle Operator 

• Need for improved shoulders as a safety concern for emergency responders 

• Use ofVM S as a traffic control tool during an incident or high traffic volume event 

• Driver fa tigue as a safety issue 

Carrier I Shipper 

• Whether truck inspections , weight restriction and postings are unifonnly and fairly applied 

Interest in quarterly newsletter from SDDOT to keep updated to change in regulations and road 

conditions 

• Driver fa tigue as a safety issue 
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QUANTITATIVE SURVEY RESULTS 

METHODOLOGY 

Quantitative research consisted of a telephone urvey. The survey used a repre entative sample of u ers 

from each key segment to evaluate importance and satisfaction with appropriate current product and 

services. A total of I , 12 1 SDDOT customers participated in the survey. In addition. 60 legislators \.Vere 

interviewed and are treated as a separate influence segment. 

SOURCES OF CALLING SAMPLES 

Citizen and Leisure Segments 

A random di git dial sample was developed using seeds randomly drawn from an electronic phonebook 

directory (ProPhone) of South Dakota households. The sample was drawn proportionate to county 

population. 

The random digit dial sample also ensured that households with unlisted phone numbers were included in 

the study. 

Emergency Vehicle Operators Segment 

A convenience sample for the Emergency Vehicle Operators segment was obtained from the South 

Dakota Department of Military Affairs. Emergency Management Division. The list contained addresses 

for: Police. Fire. County Sheriff. Ambulance and State Patrol. A supplemental list of tow truck operations 

was drawn from an e lectronic phone file. 

Lists were set up to include only one location per city/central office location. Letters were sent to all 

locations soliciting participation. Potential participants were given a 1-888 number for calling MarketLine 

Research. 

Note: this is the one segment where response was l!enerated as a result ofvolunteered call in pai1icipation 

in the survey. All other segments were randomly contacted through outbound calling. A copy of the letter 

requesting study participation appears in Appendix H. 

Farmer Segment 

A random digit d ia l sample of South Dakota farmers was purchased from Survey Sampling. The source of 

their database i from the Farm Service Administration (formerly the Ab>ricultural Stabilization and 

Conservation Service), the regulatory ann of the USDA. which administers farm programs under Federal 

order. The list included fanners who are signed up with FSA and participate in federally supported 

government programs. This list is updated twice per year. 

Carrier Segment 

The South Dakota Department of Revenue provided a commercial motor carrier Ii t of trucks registered in 

the State of South Dakota. A convenience ample of all trucks o f 20 tons or more was drawn from their 

database. These records were sent to a fi rm that special izes in matching names and addresses to telephone 

numbers. They were able to successfully match better than two-thirds of the addresses (67% ) providing a 
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call ing sample of 1.68 1 non-duplicated records. Each location with truck registrations was represented 

only once in the final calling sample 

Shipper Segment 

The South Dakota Depa11ment of Revenue also provided a list of busine ses operating in South Dakota. A 

convenience sample wa developed and randomized by region and used to reach shippers. 

PARTICIPANT O liA LIF/CA TIO/Ii 

Re pondents had to meet segment pecific qualifications to panicipate in inrerviews for a user segment. 

Citizen Segment 

• 18 years ofage or older 

• South Dakota re ident a minimum ofs ix months 

• fami ly member does not work for DOT or a public works depanment 

LeisureSegment 

• I years of age or older 

• outh Dakota resident a minimum of six months 

• family member does not work for DOT or a public works depanment 

• traveled by car 75 or more miles from home on non-business trip in past year 

• spent at least one night away from home on non-business trip 

Farmer Segment 

18 years ofage or older 

• South Dakota re ident a minimum of six months 

• fami ly me mber does not work for DOT or a public works depanment 

• engaged in farming or agriculture as principle occupation 

• fanned for one or more years 

Emergency VehicleOperators Segment 

• 18 years ofage or older 

• South Dakota re ident a minimum of six months 

• family member does not work for DOT or a public works department 

• currently drives a public safety or emergency vehicle 

• has driven a public safety or emergency vehic le six months or more 
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Tow Truck Driver (subgroup in Emergency Vehicle Operator Segment) 

18 years of age or older 

• South Dakota resident a minimum orsix months 

• currently drives a tow truck 

• has driven a tow truck ix months or more 

Carrier Segment 

• 18 years of age or older 

• South Dakota resident a mjnimum of s ix months 

• family member does not work for DOT or a public works department 

• has driven a commercial vehicle six months or more 

• typically drives commercial vehicle on city streets. state highways or freeways 

Shipper Segment 

• South Dakota resident a minimum ofsix months 

• works at company that requires shipping ofgoods. freight or commodities 

• fami ly member does not work for DOT or a public works department 

• job responsibil ities include making decisions that affect the shipping and receiving 

• company business requires shipping ofgoods. freight or commodities 

D ATA COLLECT!Ol\' 

Interviews were conducted at MarketLine Research using a computer-aided telephone interviewing 

(CATI) system. The five p rimary user segments were called during the period May 8th through June 28
th

• 

Legislators (60) were again surveyed as in I999 and treated as a sixth segment. They evaluated the same 

et of products and services viewed as important to citizens. They are not included in the 'totals· 

tabulations that reflect user-only groups (5). Their perspectives are treated as those of policy makers. 

They are analyzed to provide ins ight to agreement and disagreement with the total population of SDDOT 

users. 

There were five versions of the survey. Citizens and legislators were taken through the same ver ion with 

one or two exceptions. A copy of the longest urvey version is included in Appendix I. Segment-specific 

questions appear at the end of this survey version. 

Segment quotas were identified and agreed on at the start of the project. as shown in Table 16. Screening 

questions for respondent qualification varied (as noted in task 2). Products and Services asses ed by 

individual segments varied based on relevance and importance identified during a preliminary qualitative 

research phase involving the use of ten focu groups across the South Dakota Department of 

Transportation's four regions. 
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Citizen 600 600 Emphasis on this segment for comparison to pnor 1999 survey 

Leisure 200 181 Balance would offset final EVO involvement 

Legislative 66 60 Target was two-thlfds of legislative body. Pnor year was 65. 

EVO--public safety 88 128 Goal was to accommodate all call-in response from letter sent 

EVO-towmg 12 12 3 to 4 fromeach SDDOT region 

Fanner 100 101 Balanced representation across regions desired and achieved 

Carrier 85 85 Balanced representation across regions desired and achieved 

Shipper 15 15 

Total 1166 1182 

The qualitative research phase helped to further refine product and service descriptions used in rhe 

broader quantitati ve study of the five u er egments. Additionally. based on focu group participant 

feedback. a number of issue of interest to all users and pecific segments were identified for survey 

examination in the quantitative survey. 

Telephone urvey Structure 

Many re pondents could have conceivably qualified for one or more user segmem: e.g. a shipper at times 

could be a commu1er or leisure traveler. To collect the purest viewpoint of product & ervice evaluation. 

each respondent was qualified for a singular segment and asked to trunk of their responses in that travel 

context. 

Once screened and qualified for egment inclu ion. participants were taken through a six-part survey 

averaging slightly less than 25 minutes. The structure of the 2002 survey consisted of spec ific sections 

dealing with: 

• Reported driving behavior 

• Experienced driving conditions 

• Eva luated DOT products and services 

• Rating of investment in DOT budget support of variou ancillary departmental programs 

• Assessment of user in fonnation needs. and 

• Positions on issues of interest to all respondents and of additional segme111 specific interest. 

Demographic data were gathered at the conclusion of the survey for use in analy is and comparison with 

past tracking year data. 

D ETA ILS OF PRODUCT/SERVICE P ERFORMANCE E l 'ALUA TION 

A more detai led and extensive assessment was made of specific product and service performance in the 

2002 survey than in pa t tracking urvey instrument . This was a key departure from past studies. 

Eighteen products and services were identified for assessment of user importance and satisfaction. 

The methodology for assessing SDDOT product and ervice perfonnance by user segment consisted of 

three teps. For each user segment there was made: 

• a determination of the re lative importance ofeach product and service to segment users; 
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• a detennination of those products and services having the utmo. t user segment impor1ance (a 

forced ranking); and 

• a detennination of level of ati faction with each product and service rated for importance . 

From a list of DOT products and services, qualitative research identi fied products and ervices important 

to each segment. In the telephone survey, respondents rated the importance of these products and services 

on a I0-point importance scale. In order to provide the SDDOT greater insight to more clearly actionable 

data, survey respondent were asked to rank the six products and services they had rated tbe hjghest. Ln 
cases of ties. products and services were randomly selected from the qualifying set ror forced ranking. 

Another new section to th i year' s survey consisted of a separate list or seven programs based on focus 

group input and evaluated as SDDOT .. areas of invesnnenC. Focus group feedback indicated that these 

products and services were not recognized as direct ly delivered services from the SDDOT. Users viewed 

th is cluster of products and service as indirectly affecting their personal transportation needs. For 

example. safety programs and funding to local governments were seen as important. but indirect sen·ices 

at a personal level. 

Each segment evaluated onlv products and services that were re levant and important to their segment. 

Dots in the grid in Table 17 below represent those products and services eva luated by each particular user 

segment. 

Half (9) of the products and services provided by S D DOT were seen as re levant and important by all six 

user segments and thu commonly evaluated (determined by focus group input). These included products 

and ervice (P & S) designated a. b, d, e. f, g. i. j . and kin Table 17. 

Table 17: Product and Service Grid 

a • • . . • . Building roads and bridges 
b • • • . . • Maintaining roads and bndges 
C . . Buildingand maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel materials 

d . . • • • • Removing roadway shoulder debris such as animals, glass and torn tires 

e . . . . . • Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 

f • • • • • • Plowing. salbng and sanding of snow-covered roadways 

g . • . • . • Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrailsand pavement stnping 

h • • • . • . Installing road signage such as directional, regulatory and information signs on State highways . • . . Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences suchas trees and shrubs 

j • • • . . . Providing wetland replacement and collecting runoff fromroadways 
k • • . • . . Posting of speed zones 

• • • . • Managing traffic with tools such as signals and passing and turning lanes 
m . • • Regulating placement of billboards and business signs 
n • • • • • . Providing travel information such as road, traffic conditions and road construcbon alerts 

0 • . . Issuing highway permits for wide loads and heavy trucks 
p . . . Issuing truck registration and licensing 
q . • • Conducting truck and vehicle inspections . . . Implementing road and bridge weight restrictions and spring postings 
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A .\ '.-ILJSIS 

Col lected data is re\'iewed and reported at three levels : 

• Composite overall five segment findings, 

• Individual u er egment finding . and 

• Transportation regional findings for the four SDDOT regions: Aberdeen. Pierre. Rapid City and 
Mitchell. 

Reporting 

Year-to-year compari ons are based on citizen and legi lator segment for imilar comparabili ty of data 
sets. 

All statistical significance testing identifies individual user segment differences wi th the total respon e 
ba e. The total base does not include the legislator segment (60 interviews). These indi viduals are treated 
from the rerspective ofa separate policymaking group re ponding to survey questions rather than that of 
comparable ervice user . 

Result are organized and reported by subject and not necessarily in the order in which they were 
prescmed to the respondent during the interview. Results are firs t reported for all re pondent then 
examined by user segment and region- comparing for si milarities and dissimilarities across the 
grouping . 

TRACKT ·c YEAR COMPARISO -VIEW OF PROGRESS 

The current study build upon the previous two customer survey research efforts. Key performance 
measures from the previous questionnaire . particularly those used in the 1999 survey. were retained in 
the 2002 survey with only a few limited modifications for use with expanded user segments. With the 
current 2002 study. three years of data on a number of key tracking question were examined for trends. 
A more extensive year 2002 to year 1999 comparison was possible given the consistency in the two 
survey instruments. All critical changes were made in 1999 to the original 1997 survey instrument. 

To obtain a valid compari on. only the citizen and legislative egments are used for tracking year 
comparison . Participation level for the three years ofdata gathering appear in Table 18. 

----

O1'ERA LL S..JT/SFACT/0N WITH DOT 

QJ3: How S.fflSFIED ARE IOL' OVERALL 11'/TH Tl/£ JOB THE DOT DID I,\ GENERALLI' ~f.4/l\/TAIV/.VG STATE RO.WW.HS 

THIS PAST l'EAR? (10-POl'vTSCALE: I =NOTATAI.L SATISFIED, 10 = £,\TREMEL I'SATISFIED) 

The variable of most value in comparing the three studies is the respondents' overall DOT performance 
satisfaction rating. The 1997 study employed a lener grade scale from ·A' to ' F". This type of rating scale 
tend to work be t in more ·academic· type studies. The scale used for measurement ofsatisfaction in the 
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T bl 20 S f f f R f 

1997 
Overall Satisfaction with SDDOT Count % 

Tracking Period 
1999 20

Count % Count 
02 

% 

Aberdeen 

Sabsfied (7 lo 10) 140 64.5% 

28.1% 

133 58.8% 135 80.4% 

Neutral (5 lo 6) 61 54 23.9% 27 16.1% 

Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 16 7.4% 39 17.3% 6 3.6% 

Mitchell 

Salisfied (7 to 10) 219 65.2% 212 66.7% I 144 84.7% 

Neutral (5 lo 6) 99 29.5% 70 22.0% 23 13.5% 

Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 18 5.4% 36 11 .3% 3 1.8% 

Pierre 

Satisfied (7 10 10) 38 77.6% 34 58.6% 114 73.5% 

Neutral (5 to 6) 8 16.3% 13 22.4% 33 21 .3% 

Dissabsfied (1 to 4) 3 6.1% 11 19.0% 8 5.2% 

Rapid City 

Satisfied (7 to 10) 83 58.5% 108 58.7% 129 80.1% 

Neutral (5 lo 6) 47 33.1% 39 21 .2% 27 16.8% 

Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 12 8.5% 37 20.1% 5 3.1% 

current sn1dy is a I 0-point numerical scale- first used in the 1999 survey. Respondents were told that 

anchor points (the scales beginning and end points) represented • 01 at all satisfied· (I) and ·Extremely 

satisfied ' ( I 0 ). 

Data were compared at th1·ee levels: dissatisfied (ratings from I to 4). neutral ( ratings from 5 to 6) and 

satisfied (rating from 7 to I0). Comparative tracking year resul ts appear in Table 19. 

Table 19: Overall Satisfaction 

Neutral (5 lo 6) 221 28.7% 179 22.5% 110 16.8% 

Dissatisfied (1to 4) 52 6.8% 125 15.7% 22 3.4% 

Dramatic changes have occuJTed m satisfaction levels since last measured in I999. The number of 

dissatisfied u ers has declined from nearly 16% ( 15.7%) in 1999 to a low of 3.4%. Today there are only 3 

dissatisfied customers out of every I 00 compared 10 nearly 16 o f every I00 in 1999. Equally positive is 

the fact that satisfied DOT cus10111ers have ri en nearly 22% compared to 1999 levels. Tracking year 

atisfaction ratings are compared by region in Table 20. 

b T k. .P • d 

The region showing the highest level of satisfaction is Mitchel l at nearly 85%. This satisfied segment is 

significantly higher than all users in general.
1 

The regions that showed the most dramatic increase in satisfaction levels were Aberdeen and Rapid City 

Region (27% and 27%. respectively). Satisfaction increased 20% in the Pierre Region and 2 1 % in the 

Mitchell Region. 

1 Statistically signi Iicant difference at .05. 
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S,.ff/SFACT/0\' WITH SNOWAND I CE RE,1fOl iJ L 

Q:!4: Horr S.IT/SFIED ARE rou Jl'IT/1 Tl/£ ll'A r Tl-/£ DOT KEPT RO. IDS FREE OF S,VOII' Alv'O ICE TOR SAFE WINTER DR/l'l•VG 

LASTl'£.IR? (/0-POl\'TSCILE: 1 = Nor IT.ILL SATISFIED. 10 = £.\TRC\IELl'S.IT/SFIED} 

A statistically significant change in both satisfied and dissatisfied le\·els is indicated in Table 21. 

T bl 21 T k' .Y C s &I R IS f f f 
Tracking Period 

1999 2002 
Satisfaction with Plowing Count % Count % 

NeuIraI ( 5 to 6) I 127 I 16.3% 97 14.9% 

D1ssat1sfied ( 1 to 4) I 128 16.4% 52 8.0%I 

Dissatisfaction is at half the reported 1999 level. Curremly. on average. 8 out of every I00 customers are 
dis atisfied with the way tbe DOT maimain the \.vintertime roads. This compare to 16 Olll of every I00 
customer in 1999. 

Satisfaction and di ssatisfaction level. vary little from region lo region. Satisfaction is highest (78%) in the 
Aberdeen Region and lowest (75%) in the Rapid City Region. Tracking period improveme111 in 
satisfaction is shown on the right side of Table 22. The greatest change in satisfaction occurred in the 
Aberdeen Region- up 12% over 1999 levels. 

T bl 22 T k. Y C. s & I R I b R •. 
Tracking Period 

1999 2002 
Overall Satisfaction with SDDOT Count % Count % 

Satisfied (7 to 10) 150 66.1 % 130 78.3% 

Aberdeen Neutral (5 to 6) 35 154% 22 13.3% 

Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 42 18.5% 14 8.4% 

Satisfied (7 to 10) 216 67.9% 134 77.5% 

Mitchell Neutral /5 to 6) 59 18.6% 27 15.6% 

Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 43 13.5% 12 6.9% 

Satisfied (7 to 10) 32 61.5% 117 78.15 

Pierre Neutral (5 to 6) 9 17.3% 23 15.2% 

Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 11 21.2% 10 6.6% 

Satisfied (7 to 10) 126 69.6% 120 74.5% 

Rapid City Neutral (5 to 6) 24 13.3% 25 15.5% 

Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 31 17.1% 16 9.9% 
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,Q25: Hows.1T/SF/£DARF. l'OL" 11"/TH THE DOT"s T/,\1£1 I.VESS I\' REMOl "IVG SN0ll"AND IC£ so roe c., ,.SAFELr .11££T l"OL"R 

D£Ul'ERI' SCHEDl.'LES' (/0-POl\'TSC'Al£: I = NOT ATALL SATISFIED. 10 = £ ,\TREMELrSATISFIED) 

This question was asked for the fi rst time in the 2002 survey. The majority of respondents in all segments 

are satisfied wi th timeli ness of removal, as shown in Table 23. 

Dissabsfied (1 to 4) 59 10.0 20 11.4 8 8.2 17 

Reasons for Dissatisfaction 

Q25B: ( IF DISS.IT/SF/ED) WIi l' DO l'OU GIi'£ /TA /R. ITINGJ:' 

The primary reasons for d issatis fact ion with timeliness of snow removal relate to lack of an early start and 

quick fin ish for two-thirds ofd issatisfied customers. 

Timing of removal 70% 47% 

Nol early enough 20% 

Sometimes never plowed 8% 

Lack of Proper Maintenance 55% Only partial or bad removal 22% 

No ice maintenance 14% 

Safety Related Results Poor Removal 13% 

TOLERANCE FOR ROAD WORK R ELATED D ELAYS 

Q/8: PLEAS£ DESCRIBE l"OUR L£1'£L OF TOLERANCE FOR TH£ lENGTII OF DELA IS !'OU GENER.Ill!' EXPERIENCE. (/0-

POINTSC, ILE: I = DON 'T MIND, /() = INTOLERABLE) 

There was no significant change from prior tracking period. Only 6 of every 100 drivers perceive road 

work related delay as intolerable. 

T bl 25 T I R dW kD I 

Tolerance for Road Work Delays 
Tolerable (7to 10) 

Count 
575 

1999 
Tracking Period 

% Count 

71.7% 508 

2002 
% 

77.1% 

Neutral (5 to 6) 

Intolerable (1to 4) 

182 

44 

22.8% 

5.5% 

112 

39 

17.0% 

5.9% 

ATTITUDES TOWA RD DOT PRODUCTS AND S ERl'I CES 

Q42: M r J.;£,\T Ql"ESTIONS DEAL WITH THE DOT"s PRODUCTS AND SER l"ICES. AFTER I READ EACH OF THE FOLLOWING 

STATEMENTS. PLEASE TELL ME HOii" STR0NGLI' !'OU AGREE WITH £ ~Cl/ STATEMENT. (5-POIVT SC. IL£: I = STRONGLr 

DISAGREE, 5 = STR0NGUAGREE) 

The majority of respondents are positive or neutral to all statements. Number of respondents that do not 

believe the DOT keeps delays to a minimum ha dec lined from 11% in 1999 to 9% in 2002. 
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Agree Somewhat 417 52. 1% 35.5% 30.8% 
Values 29.4% 187 28.3%Neutral 74 9.3% 235 
public 

Disagree Somewhat 71 8.9% 59 7.4% 53 8.0%opinions 
Strongly Disagree 32 4.0% 29 3.6% 26 3.9% 

Don't Know 29 3.6% 39 4.9% 14 2.1% 

Strongly Agree 385 48.1% 319 39.9% 31 1 47.1% 

Agree Somewhat 360 45.0% 336 42.0% 240 36.4% 

13.6% 77 11.7%Neutral 24 3.0% 109 
highways 
Designs safe 

Disagree Somewhat 21 2.6% 18 2.3% 19 2.9% 

Strongly Disagree 4 0.5% 7 0.9% 12 1.8% 

Don't Know 6 0.8% 11 1.4% 0.2% 

Strongly Agree 189 23.6% 181 22.6% 189 28.6% 

Keeps Agree Somewhat 368 46.0% 331 41.4% 264 40.0% 
highway Neutral 52 6.5% 192 24.0% 146 22.1% 
construcuon 

Disagree Somewhat 131 16.4% 65 8.1% 41 6.2%delays to 
minimum Strongly Disagree 46 5.8% 24 3.0% 16 2.4% 

Don't Know 14 1.8% 7 0.9% 4 0.6% 

Strongly Agree 109 13.6% 83 10.4% 79 12.0% 

Closes down Agree Somewhat 156 19.5% 111 13.9% 110 16.7% 
long Neutral 55 6.9% 188 23.5% 145 22.0% 
stretches 

Disagree Somewhat 305 38.1% 231 28.9% 160 24.2% when not 
necessary Strongly Disagree 160 20.0% 165 20.6% 158 23.9% 

Don't Know 15 1.9% 22 2.8% 8 1.2% 

Strongly Agree 90 11.3% 117 14.6% 145 22.0% 

Should close Agree Somewhat 352 44.0% 227 28.4% 94 14.2% 
road 34.1% 138 20.9% Neutral 136 17.0% 273 
construction 

Disagree Somewhat 103 12.9% 67 8.4% 108 16.4%during major 
events Strongly Disagree 38 48% 29 3.6% 167 25.3% 

Don't Know 81 10.1% 87 10.9% 8 1.2% 

CO\'DITIONS INTERFERING WITH SAFE TRA VEL 

Q46: WH!C/1 ONE OF IBESE CO.VDtnO.\ 'S DO YOU FEEL ISTERFERES MOST WITH SAFE TRA l'EL? 

Conditions that interfere most with safe travel were winter conditions (36%). rough roads (25%) and 

narrow shoulders ( 15%). These find ing (Figure 3) are very consistent w ith those observed in the 1999 

study. 
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Don't Know 
Narrow Shoulders 1% Traff Ic Congestion 

15% 

Railroad Crossings 

3% 

Winter Condit ons 

36% 

19% 

Pavement Markings 
1% 

Rough Roads 

25% 

Figure 3: Conditions Interfering with Safe Travel 

P RI ORln'F U,'\'Dl .l\'G CH OICES 

Q47. WI/IC/I ONE OF THE FOLLOWING W0UW lOU GIVE PRIORITYFUNDING TO IF >'OU CO/.:W CI/0OSE ONU' ONE? 

Support for fu nding ofcounty and township roads is s ignifi cantly lower than what it was in 1999. 

T bl 27 P • ·t F d. .Ch • 
Tracking Period 

Priority 1999 2002 
Count % 

Interstate highways 

Count % 
20.8% 

Other rural 4-lane highways and expressways 

21.8% 137 174 

99 15.0% 

2-lane rural highways 

15.5% 124 

34.4% 

County and township roads 

29.0% 227232 

19.4% 

Urban thoroughfares and truckroute 

31.6% 128253 

8.0% 

None of the above 

53 

0.5% 

Total 

3 

647 98.0% 

Don't know 

787 98.4% 

13 2.0%13 1.6% 

I NTERSTATE R EPAIR WORK 

Q48. DO )'OU FEEL THE DOT IS DOING TOO MUCH, NOT ENOUGH WORK, OR ABOUT THE RIGHT AMOUNT OF WORK TO 
REPAIR THE STATE ·s INTERSTATE HIGHH•:4Ys? 

There is a s ignificant difference in lhe number of people feeling that lhere is not enough work being done 

to repair Interstate- lower in 2002. 

Table 28: Level of Interstate Repair Work 
Tracking Period 

Interstate Repair 1999 2002 
Count % Count % 

Too much work 24 3.1% 24 3.8% 

About the right amount of work 620 80.7% 548 85.8% 

Not enough work 124 16.1% 67 10.5% 
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CO:\'CERS FOR 01 'ER WEI GHT TRUCK [ MPACT 

Q5U. H Oii \(CCH OF ,i COVC[R\' TO >OL' IS Tl/£ I\(P. ICT OF Ol'ERH'EIG/rr TRCCKS O\' SOLTl/ D .IKOTA 11/GHll'A rs. ll'OCLD 

l'OL. S. I )' IT IS A MAJOR CONCERN. ~f/\'OR CO\'Cf:RN OR \'O CONCER,\ TO roe? 

No significant change exists between track ing years. Overweight truck are still a major concern to more 

than half (5 1 %) of the respondents. 

Minor concern 

No concern 89 11 .1% 74 11.2% 

Total 794 99.3 651 98.6 

Don't Know 6 0.8 9 1.4 

STRI CT\'ESS OF £.YF0RCEME:\'T0F WEI GH T R ESTRI CTI0i\ 'S 

Q5 l . ll'OL'LD me SIi' Tl/£ CURREXT £.\TORCE.11£\7 OF LAlf'S FOR Ol'ERJl'E/GIIT TRUCKS O\' SOuTH D .IKOTA HfGHIJ'.~)S 

ARE TOO STRICT. NOT STRICT ENOUG/-1 OR -rnourRIG/-IT? 

There is no significant change in view of trictness- for the majority it is about right. 

T bl 30 St . t f E f t f W • ht R . t . f 
Tracking Period 

Priority 1999 1. 2002 
Count % Count % 

Is too stnct 92 12 91/o 72 12 01/o 

Is about right I 442 61.9% 394 65.9% 

Is not strict enough I 180 25.2% 132 22.1% 

S UMMAR I' OF CHANGE I i \' DOT PERFOR.1111.\'CE 

Dramatic changes in most all performance satisfaction measures have occurred since the 1999 survey 

period. Changes are predominate ly po itive and prime indicators such a overall sat isfaction with DOT 

have changed s ignificantly. 

Table 3 1 summarizes the significant changes in user perception of the Department· performance. 

Statistically s ignificant changes have occurred in seven of fourteen perfom1ance areas. 
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Table 31 : Performance Measures 

7.61 Not asked 

Sabsfaction- snow &ice removal 7.60 7.12 • 
Sat1sfaction-<lelivery of service 

Not askedService· Sabsfaction-t1meliness of removal 7.53 

6.42Satisfaction- keeping citizens informed 6.60 T • 
5.97Satisfaction-alerting citizens of delays 6.37 i • 
6.70Satisfaction-ease of information access 6.80 • 

3.673.73Keeps delays to minimum 3.87 • 
....2.682.632.68Closes long stretches when not necessaryImage 

Perception2 ....3.823.623.70Considers and values public opinion 
.....4.394.194.25Designs safe highways 
....67% 65%Work zones with no visible work4 

Driving 10% 68%Length of delays (% saying have increased) •Conditions ....71%77%Tolerance for delays5 

'All 1().point scales: 10 =highest satisfaction 1 =lowest saas'action 

2All 5iJoint scales: 5 =Strongly agree 1=Strongly disagree 

3Statisacally significant change al .05 

•Percent saying 'almost a~vays' or 'always' 

5Percent rabng as tolerable 12.3 or 4 on 10,poinl scale where '1' = 'really don t mind' 

PERFORMA "CE & SATISFACTION-2002 

PRODUCT AND SERl 'I CE IMPOR TANCE R ,tT/NG-ALL USERS 

Q20. THE SDDOT UNDERSTANDS TH.4T SOME OF ITS SERVICES MAY BE .\IORE IMPORTANT THAN OTHERS DEPENDING 0 ,\ 

WHI' YOU ARE DRIVING. FOR THIS STUD>', THE)' ARE TALKl•VG WIT!/ DIFFERENT GROUPS OF PEOPLE. BASED ON )'OUR 

RESPONSES, l'OU [SEGMENT ACT/VITI'). FOR Tl-IE REST OF MY QUESTIONS, PLEASE THINK ONLY ABOUT [APPROPRJATE 

SEGMENT} 

I h\l GOING TO READ A UST OFSERl'ICES THE SDDOT PR0l 'IDES. FOR EAClf SERVICE. PLEASE TELL ME HOW l,lfPORT.4\'T IT 

IS TO rou IN {<;EGMF.NTACT!l 'ITY}. USE A SCALE OF I TO JO WHERE ., ' ME.INS THE SER I'/('£ IS 'NOT AT All. IMPORT. INT' 

AND ·10· MEANS l'0U THINK IT IS '£.>.7REMELJ' IMPORTANT'. You CAN USE AN)' NUMBER FROM I TO /0. NOTE: To 
ELIMINATE POSITIONAL BIAS, TIIE STARTING SERVICE WAS RANDOMIZED. ( JO-POINT SCALE: I = NOT AT ALL 

IMPORTANT. IO = EXTREMELY ! \!PORTANT) 

Q22. F OR EACH OF THESE SERVICES, PLEASE TELL ME HOW SATISFIED l'OU ARE WITH HOW THE SDDOT CI.JRRENTLr 

PR0VIDESTHESEIWICE. HowSATISFIED AR£ YOU WITI-/ 1/0WSDDOT [READ FIRST SERVICE]? 

Average (mean) importance rarings are rank-ordered from I '1 (high) to I 81
h (low) for all products and 

services. As mentioned previously, users evaluated only those products and services having relevance to 

their segment group. The ·n' indicates the number of participants evaluating panicular product or service. 
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.. . .. . . . .. . 
Importance Satisfaction 

"' "' Product and Service Cl ..,. Cl ..,. 
~ C ~ Cn "' "' n "' "' > a: > a: 
< < 

II Building roads and bridges ------b Mamta1n,ng roads and bndges 1122 9.02 2 1118 7.25 13 

C Building and maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel matenals 264 6.95 13 263 7.62 6 

d Removing roadway snoulder debris such as animals. glass and torn tires 1119 7.79 8 11 18 6.52 18 

e Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 1120 7,1g 11 1116 7.51 9 

Plowing. salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways 1121 9.14 1117 7.48 10 

9 Provid ng roadway features such as l1ghung, guardrails and pavement stno,ng 1119 8.31 4 1120 7.71 4 

h Installing roadsIgnage such as directJonal. regulatory and informal o~ signs on state highways 1006 8.29 5 1002 7.92 

I Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences sucn as trees and shrubs 1116 6 14 16 1101 6.88 15 

Providing weHand replacement and collecung runoff from roadways 1108 619 15 1068 6.91 14 

k Posung of speed zones 1120 8.25 6 1120 7.69 5 

Mariag,ng traffic wItn tools such as sgnals and pass ng and turning lanes 1021 8.63 3 1016 7.81 2 

m Regulating placement of billboards and ous ness signs 862 5.52 18 850 6.58 17 

n Providing travel informauon such as road, traffic cond1t ons and road construction alerts 1122 7.64 9 1109 7.52 8 

0 Issuing highway perm,ts for wide loads and heavy trucks 199 7.15 12 190 7.41 11 

p Issuing truck reg stratIon and hce~s1ng 199 7.32 10 193 7.74 3 

q Conducting truck andvehicle inspections 200 5.92 17 196 6.73 16 

r Implementing road and bridge we ght restnct,ons and spring postings 200 6.68 14 198 7.30 12 

The products and service with the highest importance ratings (top third of 18 services evaluated) all 

relate to ··on-the-road" services- plowing, salting and sanding roadway. maintaining roads and bridges. 

managing traffic, providing roadway features. installing roadway signage and posting speed zones. 

Regulatory related products and services were of the lowest importance to user evaluating these services. 

Average (mean) atisfaction ratings for all product and services are ordered from I" (high) to 18'h (low) 

in the chart below. A wa the case with •importance ratings' users evaluated only those products and 

services having relevance to their egment group. Satisfaction. like importance. ,.vas rated using a I0-

point scale. 

Generally products and ervices with the highest satisfaction ratings (near top) relate to ·on' road services. 

Tbe one exception is the high satis faction expressed for • issuing truck registration and inspection·. This is 

consistent with the observed rank order ofproduct and service importance. 

A quick visua l comparison of the •importance' and 'satisfaction' product & service listings of average 

ratings (high to low reading top to bottom) shows the results of the two rating sets do not coincide in most 

cases. On a relative bas is those products and services near the top, middle or bottom in importance are 

generally rated for sa tisfaction in the same general position. The observed difference in list order relates 

to the ·gap· between average ratings of importance and satisfaction. The discrepancy 'gap· between 

importance and satisfaction ratings and its implications is examined at length in the next pages. 
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Product and Service Performance Assessment-Discrepancy (Gap) Analysis 

Test of significance at 95 percent level was run to detem1ine the differences in ize of importance and 

atisfaction gaps. This observed relationship in difference between mean importance and satisfaction 

ratings (gap) is a useful analytical tool. However, caution shou ld be used in interpreting the infom1ation 

for planning purposes. Although numerical differences of statistical significance ex ist. decision making 

focus for plann ing purposes should be only on tho e cases where: 

• Importance greatly exceed satisfaction (under perfonn ance). or 

• Satis facti on greatly exceeds importance (over perfo1111ance) . 

The differences in perceived importance and satisfaction (gaps) for all e,·aluated products and sen·ice are 

shown in the chart below. 

Discrepancy Analysis Application 

Discrepancy analy is is commonly used 111 he lping to make decisions about priori ties 111 performance 

managemenl. Perceptual data of how user segments evaluate ·services being received ' in comparison to 

their expectations measured in terms of viewed importance is very helpfu l. The gaps are useful indicators 

of perforn1ance and good benclunarks for fu ture tracking comparisons to detennine if actual progress is 

being made and expressed in the user ratings. 

The P & S gaps fa ll into two categories: 

• User satisfaction is less than user importance (areas of opportunity where S DDOT may trive to 

increase service de li very) and 

User sati sfaction exceeds user importance (areas where SDDOT may wish to consider a lower 

level of service than is currently being provided). 

For service labe led · 11·. ·o · and ·p· the gap was marginal with satisfaction and importance nearly equal. 

As previously noted, differences are statistically non-significant. 

Satisfaction is less than user importa nce in eight product and service categories. Sec chart below. User 

satisfaction exceeds user importance in seven product and service categories. as shown in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 : Gap Chart for Grand Total of All Segment Ratings 
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Figure 5: Product and Service Positions 

Product/Service Position 

Figure 5 combines tnfom1ation gathered in the series ofquestions dealing with product and services. The 
matrix provides a framework for assessing the relationship between importance and satisfaction. The 

upper right hand quadrant contains those products and services deemed important and for which SDDOT 

is currently per fonning well (high satisfaction). The chart summarizes ratings by all users for all products 

and services rated . 

This chart conveys a number of points: 

• SDDOT is perfonning well for a ll products and services evaluated. All mean satisfaction scores 

are well above the midpoint of the I0-point scale. 

By des ign a ll products and services evaluated had relevance and impo11ance to the particular 

segment assessing them. 

• No products deemed important have low atisfaction. Lf any did they would need to be assessed 

more closely for possible explanations. 

• Products and services are c lustered based on user importance ratings- with the blue-boxed 

cluster being the most important services due to their position on the chart (far right having 

highest importance ratings). The blue box contains all ..on-the-road·· services and the red box all 

··off-the-road" services. 

• Four products and services (i, j, q and m) had lower perceived importance. but all four received 

positive satisfaction ratings. Removing roadway and shoulder debris (d) stands out as having 

relati vely high importance but not nearly as high satisfaction. 
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Most Important Products & Services to Users 

Total Forced Ranking-All Users 

Q!6.• ,. Now f 'M GOI\G TO READ 0\'I. r SER l'ICF.S roe RATF.D \(OST l\fPORT4XT A.\'D . ISK Wl TO PLT THEM /,V ORDER OF 

l\fPORT4 YC£. OF Tl/ES£ SF.Rl"/CF.S. PLE.ISE TF.Ll itF. ll'HICII O\F. IS \/OST l\fPORTA \'T TO l'OU? [0,\t r FOR THF. 6 

SERl 'ICE RATT.f) HIGIIESTIY Q!0,1-!0R} 

ALTf/OL.Glf )Ol ' R.ITED .Ill .IS I\IPORTIIVT, ll'HICII OF THE REM.11.\'l\'G SF.Rl '/CES WOULD rou SA)' IS LEAST /\/PORT. INT TO 

rou? 

OF TH£ RE.\/.11,\'f.".;G, WHICH IS MOST /,\/PORT! \fl 

OF TH£ RE\/:1/Vf\G. ll'HICII IS LEAST I\IPORH\T? 

OF THE RE,\/,1/\'/,\G TIIO. WHICII IS 1.£.IST /\/PORT t,\T? 

{RE.IIAINIVG SER l '/CF. IS RECORDED] 

Six products and services were relevant ro all six u er segments and commonly evaluated by all six. 

The products and services con idered of the utmost impo11ance by all users were those products and 

services that relate direcrly to the "on-the-road" drivi ng of users. Plowing, salting and anding snow­

covered roadways and maintaining roads and bridges are important to significantly greater numbers of 

users than any other single product or ervice pro\'ided. User a igned top importance to the basics! 

Percent Ranking 1st, 2nd , or 3rd 

All 68 62 29 24 22 21 

□ Plowing, Sanding and Salting 

D Maintaining Roads and Bridges 

D Building Roads and Bridges 

D Posting of Speed limits 

D Managing Traffic with Signals, Passing and Turn Lanes 

D Providing Roadway Features: lighting Guardrails, and Striping 

Figure 6: Forced Ranking of Important 

Importance Levels Differ Significantly 

The gray bars separate service importance where a statistical significance in importance levels exists at a 

0.95 confidence level. 
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As can be seen in Table 33. nearly twice as many respondents (62.3 to 68.1 %) ranked plowing, salting. 

sanding and maintenance on roads and bridges I '', 2nd or 3'<l in importance compared to the next largest 

group of users (28.8%) that ranked building roads and bridges Is', 2nd or 3
rd 

in importance. 

The top thi rd (6 of 18 services) deal directly with on roadway products and services that provide for easy, 

smooth. convenient and safe travel conditions. Regulatory related functions and services related to more 

off the road management of the roadways were of lowest importance. 
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Plowing, salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways 

Building roads and bridges 

Posting of speed limits 

Managing traffic with tools such as signals and passing and turn lanes 

Providing roadway features such as lighting,guardrails and pavement striping 

Removing roadway and shoulder debris-animals, glass and tom tires 

Installing road signage such as direcUonal, regulatory and information signs on State highways 

Providing travel information such as road and traffic conditions and road construction alerts 

Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 

Providing wetland replacement and collecting runoff from roadways 

Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences such as trees and shrubs 

Regulating placement of billboards and business signs 

Issuing highway permits for wide loads and heavy trucks 

Conducting truck and vehicle inspections 

Issuing truck registration and licensing 

Implementing road and bridge weight restrictions and spring postings 

Building and maintaining roadside rest areas and providing travel materials 
'Caution: Small sam le sizes 
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Budget and Resource Commitment -All Users 

Qualitative research indicated that users viewed a small group of services slightly different from the here 

and now products and services that affected their everyday travel experience. This cluster of services 

represents 'areas of investment° . In some cases, these services were not tangible or immediately 

recognizable as services directly provided by the SDDOT. As such, they needed to be treated slightly 

different. Survey questions were phrased to refl ect how customers related to them in the focus groups. 

They were asked the degree to which they felt the SDDOT should financially invest resources toward 

them. Each user responded from the viewpoint of their particular segn1ent. The question as presented the 

respondent follows. 
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Q3(}-36. THE SDDOT HAS ADDITIONAi. RESPONSIB/1.ITIES THAT l,VFOLIE FINANCIAL INl'ESTMENT IN DIFFERENT 

TRAfiSPORTA TION PROGRAMS. I 'M GOING TO READ YOU A SHORT LIST OF PROGRAMS A/•/0 GET YOUR OPINION OF Tl/EM. FOR 

EACI/, TEI.L ,\IE I/OW GOOD OF A\' IDEA l'Ol., THINK IT IS FOR THE SDDOT TO COM.HIT SOME OF ITS BUDGET AND 

RESOURCES TO THE PROGRAM USE A SCALE OF I TO IO WI/ERE 'I • MEA.VS IT IS A 'POOR' IDEA .41\D •IO' MEANS IT IS A•\' 

'EXCEi.LENT' IDEA. 

Financial Investment Support 

Heavily Traveled Routes 

Funds to Local Gov't 

Railroad Crossing Safety 

Developing 5-Year Plan 

Urban Traffic Flow 

Educating Public 

Air Travel 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

■ Negative □ Neutral □ Positive 

Figure 7: Financial Investment Support 

Respondents were very receptive to SDDOT investment in strategic initiatives as shown in Figure 7: 

• l mproving heavily traveled routes between cities for better movement of freight and travelers 

• Improving traffic now in urban corridors for better movement of freight and travelers 

• Providing funds to local governments for road construction and maintenance 

• Providing funds for rai lroad-crossing arms. signals. s ignage and materials for smooth track 

crossmg 

• Developing a fi ve-year plan for transportation throughout the state 

• Educating the public about traveling through railroad crossings and roadwork zones 

• Investing in supporting a ir passenger travel and air freight within the state 

A majori ty of individuals were receptive to resource investments (positive or neutral) in all seven areas. 

Two thi rds of the investment ideas received positive approval. Investment areas having the lowest appeal 

represented only one in three respondents. 

FINDINGS-B Y S EGMENT 

Importance Ratings-Segment Comparison 

Importance ratings for all products and services are summarized in the chart below. As mentioned 

previously, users evalua ted only those products and services having relevance to their transportation 

experiences by segment. 
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Importance Rank 

Product & Service 

s ~ 
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Building roads and bndges 

Maintaining roads and bridges 2 2 

Building and maintaining roadside rest areas & providing travel materials 13 11 

Removing roadway shoulder debns such as animals, glass and torn tires 8 8 7 

Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 11 10 10 

Plowing,saltingand sanding of snow-covered roadways 1 1 1 

Providing roadway features such as lighting,guardrailsand pavement striping 4 5 5 

Installing road signage such as directional, regulatory and information signs on state highways 5 6 4 

Providing landscaped roadways and planbng living snow fences such as trees and shrubs 16 12 13 

Providing wetland replacement and collecting runoff from roadways 15 11 12 

Posting of speed zones 6 4 6 

Managing traffic with tools such as signals and passing and turning lanes 3 3 3 

Regulating placement of billboards and business signs 18 13 14 

Providing travel informatmn such as road, traffic conditions and roadconstrucbon alerts 9 9 9 

Issuing highway permits for wide loads and heavy trucks 12 

Issuing truck registration and licensing 10 

Conducting truck and vehicle inspections 17 

Implementing road and bndge weight restrictions and spnng postings 14 

Observations on importance ofproducts and services include: 

• Servi ces listed near the top of the chart are very simi lar across user segments . 

. The most important serv ices across all segments in order of i mportance include: 

Plowing, salting and sanding ofsnow-covered roadways 

M aintaining road and bridges 
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• M anaging traffic w ith tools such a signals and passing and turning lanes 

• Providing roadway features such a lighting. guardrails and pavement striping 

installing road sign age such as directional. regulatory and information signs 

The most highly rated products and services have one important feature in conunon-all services 

directly impact the here and now ·on· road driv ing experience. 

• Users of al I segments value the basics. 

1 Totals do not include legislative segment. 
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- ---- - - - - - - -

Satisfaction Ratings-Segment Comparison 

Satisfaction ratings (means) for all products and ervices are summarized in the cha11 below. A s 

mentioned previously. user evaluated only those P & S having relevance to their transponation 

experience by segment. 

. . . .. 
Satisfaction Rank 

0 
c:, 

II 
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0 ;;; ~ «> 

N 0 0 "' II 
to 11 0 Q. E. 

N II E. " ...,. Q. 

E. E. " 
:c 0 

" C 
., :;; en -;;; 

E. ., :i E. ~ iii 
~ Cl) E 0 ·;:;, 

Product & Service ci: u ·.:; "' > "' C, 
~ u.. w (.) ~ 

Building roads and bndges 7 5 7 7 5 12 6 

Maintaining roads and bridges 13 9 10 10 8 13 8 

Building and maintaining roadside rest areas & providing travel matenals 6 2 8 2 

Removing roadway shoulderdebris such as animals. glass and tom tires 18 13 13 14 12 17 10 

Providing roadside care such as mowmg and removing overgrowth 9 7 5 6 9 6 14 

Plowing. salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways 10 8 9 5 4 10 4 

Providing roadway features suchas lighting guardrails and pavement stnping 4 3 4 2 3 2 7 

Installing road s1gnage such as d1recllonal. regulatory and information signs on state highways 1 1 5 3 

Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences such as trees and shrubs 15 11 11 12 10 15 9 

Providing wetland replacement and collecting runoff from roadways 14 10 12 13 11 14 11 

Posting of speed zones 5 4 6 1 2 3 12 

Managing traffic with tools such as signals and passing and turning lanes 2 2 3 6 3 5 

Regulating placement of billboards and business signs 17 12 14 18 13 

Providing travel informallon such as road, traffic condrtions and road construction alerts 8 6 8 3 7 11 

Issuing highway permits for wide loads and heavy trucks 11 8 7 

Issuing truck reg1strabon and licensing 3 4 1 

Conducting truck and vehicle inspections 16 11 16 

Implementing road and bndge weight restrictions and spring posbngs 12 9 9 

Observation on satisfaction with products and services include: 

• Unlike importance rati ngs . atisfaction ratings tend to vary more between segments. 

• The legislator and farmer segments are the mo I unique . 

• There are a limited number of items with which all segments are satisfied (appear at top ofchan). 

• The most common serv ices with w hich users are very satisfied include: 

• Installing road signage such as directional. regulatory and infonnation signs 

• Managing traffic w ith tools such as signals, passing and turning lanes 

• Providing roadway features such as lighting. guardrails and pavement striping 

1 Totals do not include legislative segment. 
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• The two ervices rated most important do not appear at the top of the atisfaction ratings for any 

user segment. but rather in the middle of the ratings list. 

• Ratings are the most similar for the citi zen. le isure traveler and emergency vehic le operator user 

segment . 

• Top products and services with which users are most satisfied include both ·on · and ·off road 

services 

• ·off road Rest areas received high satisfaction ratings from both leisure travelers and 

legislators. 

■ This was not true for carriers and shippers who rated rest areas more in the middle of the list 

of services. 

Product Performance-By Segment 

All products and services were analyzed individually for all segments eva luating each particular product 

& service. 
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Figure 8: Product Positions, All Segments 

Statistical tests of significance (z-scores) at the 95 percent level of confidence were n m between a user 

segment and all respondents a a collective group of users. Thi was done to identify any significant 

differences attributable to the unique user group versus all respondents in genera l. The same was done for 
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each DOT region versus the total respondent base. Statistically significant difference attributable to 
individual user egment or user regions are identified throughout thi report. 

Satisfaction & importance positions are shown in plots that follow. The evaluated segments are compared 
for significant difTerence in both atisfaction and importance to the sununary findings shown on the plot 
of all respondents on the top. This side-by-side compari on is meant to illustrate the degree of similarity 
or dissimilarity each egment has with the whole population interviewed. Sidebars document identified 
statistical differences based on mean testing of average importance and satisfaction respon e for each 
product/service. 

As noted earlier. change in importance and satisfaction should be interpreted a shown in Figure 8. Each 
of the DOT product and service rat ings for all respondents as a group appear in the upper right quadrant. 
indicating that both percei,·ed importance and current satisfaction are positive for all DOT-delivered 
ervices. Average ratings are above the mid-point of the JO-point scale indicated by the reference line at 

5.5 on both axes of the chart. 

De pite the strong performance. it i u eful to identify and examine those areas where significant 
differences in importance and/or sati faction exist among segments or regions. This understanding 
provides worthwhile insight into the unique differences that contribute to overall ati faction with the 
DOT and many of the other evaluated attinides. A profile of the segment or region can be useful in 
managing and planning continued service delivery and new service development. 
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Significant Segment Differences 

Citizen Comparison 

·co ver Achievement Area of Strength 
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Figure 9: Product Positions, Citizen Segment 

Providing roadside care such a mowing and removing overgrowth is of significantly less importance to 

c itizens compared to all respondents in general (e). 

No other signifi cant d ifferences exist. Performance evaluation closely reflects that of the total in terviewed 

population. This is partly influenced by the fact that the citizen segment accounts for just over 50% o f all 

individuals interviewed. 

The DOT is overachieving in terms of performance associated with regulating the placement of billboards 

and busines signs (m) given its relative perceived importance to cit izens in general. lt represents a 

service that requires bener public communi cation of its cost/bene fit or an opportunity for reduced erv ice. 
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Leisure Traveler Comparison 
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Figure 10: Product Positions, Leisure Segment 

Three ervices are ofsignificantly higher importance to the Leisure egment: 

• Removing roadway and shoulder debris such as animals, glass and tom tires (d) 

• Providing roadway features uch as lighting, guardrails and pavement striping (g) 

• Install ing road signage such a directional, regulatory and infonT1ation signs on State highways 

(h) 

One could assume that a ll three of the e ervices would po itively impact the qua lity of leisure travel and 

thus be o f importance to this group. Benefits would be safety. ease of getting around and a pleasing 

aesthetic appearance to roadway traveled. 
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Legislator Comparison 
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Figure 11: Product Positions, Legislator Segment 

Of a ll segments examined. the Legislator group displays the most variabi lity. As a group, legislators 

express a significantly higher degree of satisfaction for: 

■ Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences such as trees and shrub (i) 

■ Providing travel infom1ation such as road and traffic conditions and road construction alerts (n) 

Legislators view four of the evaluated services as significantly less important than all respondents: 

■ Building and maintaining roadside rest areas and providing travel information (c) 

■ Installing road signage such as directional, regulatory and infom1ation igns on State highways 

(h ) 

■ Providing wetland replacement and collecting runofffrom roadways (j) 

• Managing traffic with tools sucb as signal and passing and turning lanes (I) 

Although satis faction with wet land replacement (j) is strong, it is not viewed as an important service by 

the legislative egment. If a priori ty service. further communication and education on its benefits to road 

construction seem necessary. 
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Farmer Comparison 
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Figure 12: Product Positions, Farmer Segment 

Six of the C\'aluated services differ ignificantly in importance with all respondent as a group. Fanners 
\'iew six services as significantly les important: 

• Plowing, salting. and sanding of snow-covered roadways ( f) 

• Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrails. and pavement striping (g) 

• Providi ng wetland replacement and collecring runoff from roadways (i) 

• Po ting speed zones (k) 

• Providing travel infonnation such as road and traffi c conditions and road construction alerts (n) 

Given farm segment response to services associated with wetland replacement and collecting runoff from 
roadways (j) and truck and vehicle in pections (q), the DOT needs to further communicate to farmers the 
importance and benefits of these services to this segment if these activities are in fact a high priority 
within the Department. 
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EVO Comparison 
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Figure 13: Product Positions, EVO Segment 

Three services are assessed significantly higher in importance by emergency vehicle operators than by all 

respondents as a group: 

• Maintaining roads and bridges (b) 

• Providing roadside care such a mowing and removing overgrowth (e) 

• Plowing, salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways (f) 

The common element linking the above three services is safety on the roadway. 
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Carrier/Shipper Comparison 
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Figure 14: Product Positions, Carrier/Shipper Segment 

Two services stand out in comparison to how they were asses ed by all re pondents. Carriers and shipper 

were significantly more likely to: 

• assign higher importance to maintaining road and bridges (b) than all other users 

• assign lower importance to providing wetland replacement and collecting run-off from roadways 

U) than all other u ers. 
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Between-Segment Differences 

Top six products and service ranked for highesr importance are compared for tatistically significant 

between-segment differences. 

Building Roads & Bridges 
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Figure 15: Building Roads & Bridges 

Statistically significant difference did exist between customer segments: 

• Building roads and bridge is significantly more impo11ant ro legislarors than it 1s 

leisure travelers, farmers and emergency vehjcle operators (EVOs). 

ro citizens, 

• This service is a lso igni ficantly more important to carriers/shippers than it is to c itizens in 

general. Carriers and shippers are significant ly less satisfied wi th this service rhan are citizens and 

legislators. 
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Maintaining Roads & Bridges 
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Figure 16: Maintaining Roads and Bridges 

Statistically significant differences did exist between customer segments: 

■ Mainta ining roads and bridges is significantly more important to EVOs than it is to citizens 111 

gene ral. 

■ This product/service has significantly greater importance to carriers and shippers than it has to 

citizens and fanners. 

• Carriers and shippers are ignificantly !es atisfied with DOT efforts at maintaining roads and 

bridges than are citizen . legis lators and emergency vehic le operators. 
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Plowing, Salting and Sanding Snow-Covered Roadways 
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Figure 17: Plowing, Salting, and Sanding 

This service had the highest degree of importance of any offered service to users in all six segments. 

Statistically significant differences did exist between customer segments: 

• Plowing. salting and sanding snow-covered roads is significantly more important to EYO drivers 

than it is to citizens, legislators and farmers. This may relate to this segments focus on public 

safety. 

• Plowing. salting. and sanding i of significant ly lower importance to farmers than it is to citizens. 

leisure travelers. EVO and carrier/shipper groups. lt should be remembered that this is in tenns of 

thei r agricultural related use of the roadways not persona l or le isure based u age. They like all 

segments were instructed to evaluate services based on the usage common to the segment they 

were representing. A fanner could easy be a member of the legislative segment. c itizen. or leisure 

traveler segment. 
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Providing Roadway Features 
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Figure 18: Providing Roadway Features 

tatisticaJly significant differences did exist between cu tomer segments: 

• Providing roadway featu re 1 significantly more important to lei ure travelers than it is to 

citizen , legi lators and farmers. 

to all other user• Providing roadway features is significant!} Jes important to farmer than it 

egment . 
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Posting ofSpeed Zones 
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Figure 19: Posting of Speed Zones 

Statistically significant difference did exist between customer segments: 

• Posting of speed zones is s ignificantly less important to legislators than to citizens and leisure 

travelers. 

• It is of significantly less importance to fanners than it i 

vehicle operators and carrier /shippers. 

to citizens. leisure travelers. emergency 
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Managing Traffic 
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Figure 20: Managing Traffic 

Statistically significant differences did exist between customer segment : 

• Managing traffic i of significantly less importance to legislators than it 1s to all otber user 

segments. 

• Emergency vehicle operators have significantly les atisfac tion with DOT traffic management 

tools than do citizens. 
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Percent Ranking 1st, 2nd, or 3rd 

All 

Citizens 

Leisure 

Farmer 

EVO 

Carrier/Shipper 

Legis lator 
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□ Plowing, Sanding and Salting 

□ Maintaining Roads and Bridges 

D Building Roads and Bridges 

D Posting of Speed Limits 

D Managing Traffic with Signals, Passing and Turn Lanes 

D Providing Roadway Features: Lighting Guardrails, and Striping 

Figure 21 : Forced Ranking of Importance of Products and Services by Region 

Forced Ranking of Most Important Products and Services-Segment Comparison 

When asked to rank the top six products and services that had the highest importance, all user segments 

are for the most part in agreement as to the ranking as can be seen in the chart above. Snow removal is of 

utmost important followed by maintaining roads and bridges (the basics!). 

The proportion of segments agreeing with the ranking varies significantly for a number of products and 

services ranked by several segments: 

Plowing, salting and sanding is ranked at the top by significantly more emergency vehicle 

operators than by respondents ofall segments (83% versus 68%. respectively). 

■ For the can-ier segment, significantly fewer can-iers rank it at the top than do respondents of all 

segments (51 % versus 68%. respectively). 

■ Maintaining roads and bridges is ranked by a significantly greater proportion of legislators (88% 

versus 62%, respectively). 

■ A significantly greater proportion of legislators, farmers and can-iers than the general population 

rank building roads and bridges at the top. 
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Budget Resources -Segment Comparisons 

User support for funding of the e transportation program varies among several segments. 

S ignificant differences are summarized below. 

Funding for Railroad Crossings 

QJO. THE SDDOT FI.VA/\'CIALLI INl'ESTING /\' PROl"IDING FUNDS FOR RAILROAD-CROS.S/ lv"G AR,\IS, SIGN.ILS, SIG.'vAGE AND 

M.ffERl.4LS FOR S,\IOOTII TR. I(. K CROSSf.•,:os 
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Figure 22: Funds for Railroad Crossings Segment Comparison 

Overall there is strong support for funding safety improvements at rai lroad crossings. 7 of 10 respondents 

(70%) are in support. 

• Consistent with their focus on safety, the EVO segment is significantly more positive toward 

providing for railroad crossing arms, signals. s ignage and materials for smooth track crossings 

than are respondents in general. 

• The sample size of 31 legislator is too small for statistical testing. Support among legislators for 

funding of rail crossing was significantly les positive than that of the general population. 

Slightly more than half of the legislators interviewed (52%) po itively support funding for 

railroad crossing arms. signals. s ignage and materials for smooth track crossings. 
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Air Passenger and Freight Investment 

Q3 !. INVESTING IN SUPPORTINGAIR PASSENGER TRA IELANDAIR FREIGIIT WITHIN THE STATE 

Air Passenger and Freight Investment Segment Comparison 
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Figure 23: Air Passenger and Freight Investment Segment Comparison 

Support for air passenger travel and airfreight within South Dakota 1s weak with nearly half (45%) 

negative toward the idea and only a quarter supportive. 

The leisure traveler segment is s ignificantly more positive to ai r travel support than all respondents in 

general. Over one third (34%) react positively to financial support in this program area compared to one 

quarter (25%) of respondents overall. This difference could be expected to be even greater given the 

leisure rraveler's orientation. 

The farm segment is significantly more opposed to the idea of air travel suppo,1. More than half (57%) 

are opposed compared to less than half ( 45%) of all respondents. 
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Local Road Construction and Maintenance Funding 

QJJ. PRO l"/D/.VG FUNDS TO LOCAL GOl 'ERN.\ fEVTS FOR ROAD CONSTRUCT/OX AND MAINTENANCE 

Local Road Funding Segment Comparison 
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Figure 24: Local Road Funding Segment Comparison 

Support for local government funding of roadway construction and maintenance ts strong across all 

segments. However, some significant di fferences in support level do exist. 

• Legislators are significantly less positive than respondents in general when it comes to support for 

providing funds to local government for road construction and maintenance. Less than two-thirds 

(63%) support financial investment in this area compared to nearly eighty percent (78%) of the 

general population. 

• Emergency vehic le operators are significantly more likely to be positive toward local government 

upport for road construction and maintenance. This is not surprising due to their dependence on 

local roads for public safety re lated access. Nearly eight of nine (86%) of emergency vehicle 

operators favor local support for roadway construction and maintenance. 
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Urban Corridor Traffic Flow 

Q33. IMPROJ'/NG Tl/£ TRAFFIC FLOW IN CRBASCORRIDORS FOR BETTER MOl'EI /F.NTOF FREIGIITA \'D TRAJ'£l£RS 
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Figure 25: Local Road Funding Segment Comparison 

Carriers and shippers expre sed olid support for efforts to improve traffic flO\,\ ' in urban corridors. me 
in ten were positive or neutral to DOT support for efforts in thi area. early two-th irds (6 1 %) reacted 
positively (rating 7 to l 0). Note: This question 11 •as a~ked on~r ofthe carrier/shipper segment. 
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Improvement of Heavily Traveled Routes Between Cities 
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Improve Heavily Traveled Routes Segment Comparison 
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Figure 26: Improve Heavily Traveled Routes Segment Comparison 

There is strong support for funding improvements to heavily traveled route between cities by user 

segments that rely heavi ly on these routes. 

Farmers are significantly less supportive of inve tment in improved routes between cities. Still a solid 

majority (73%) is supportive of DOT action in this area. 

THE MOST SUPPORT/f'E GROUP OF THIS /Nl "EST,\IE,\"T ARE. I IS Tl/£ EMERGE•VCI' VEHICLE OPEFUTORS. AGAIN, 

I\IPROJ'fl/E\TS IX THIS AREA H.4J"C J DIRECT IMPACT OX THEIR ABILITY TO PROJ"/DE RESPOVS/1"£ SERl'ICE. O.VE A ' .VfNE 

(91%) .IRE POSIT/I"£ ON Tl/IS /SSl'E l'ERSUS A.~- EQl'ALL) LARGE ,\t, IJORIT)' OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC-82%. 
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Q35. TH£ SDDOT FINANCIALL>' INVF.STI.VG IN £DUC4TING THE PUBUC ABOUT TRA l'EUNG THROUGH RAILROAD 

CROSSINGS AND ROA DWORK ZONES 

Invest in Educating Public Segment Comparison 
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Figure 27: Invest in Educating Public SegmenfComparison -

■ Negative D Neutral D Positive 

Better than half of all respondents (56% ) support investment in educating the public about travel through 

rai lroad crossings and work zones. 

There is no legislative group consensus. The legislative segment is evenly split across response 

categories: 35% positive, 33% neutral and 32% negative. 

EVO respondents are significantly more positive about investing in this area. Given the safety orientation 

of this segment's work this is not at all surprising. More than two-thirds are suppo 1ive. What seems 

surprising is the fact that positi ve support in this area is not even greater. 
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Develop 5-Year Transportation Plan 

Q36. THE SDDOT Ff,VANCIALLr !,'WESTING I.~ DEI ELOPING A Fil'£ !'EAR Pf. US PLA,\" FOR TRANSPORTATION 

Tl!ROUGI-IOUT Tl/£ ST.4 TE. 

Develop 5-Year Transportation Plan Segment Comparison 
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Figure 28: Develop 5-Year Transportation Plan Segment Comparison 

There is strong support across all segments for the DOT developing a five-year plan. 

Given the legislative need to set policy. plan appropriations and manage the public trust, as might be 

expected this segment was most positive (78%) toward the investment in DOT longer range planning. 

Also significantly more positive than respondents overall and nearly as supportive as the legislative 

segment was the EVO segment - 76% positive. 

Support on Regional Basis 

Response was consistent across all regions on most all issues of financ ial support. The only noted 

significant difference was in support for air travel. The Mitchell Region with its Sioux Falls airport 

faci lity was less supportive than were respondents in general. One in five (20%) were supportive 

compared to one in four (25% ) of the overall population. 

Segment Similarities & Dissimilarities 

The six key user segments are generally more similar than dissimilar in how they value the roadway. All 

segments value the basics. Commonly evaluated products and services (those dealing directly with the 

roadway- 8 in all ) are about equally important to all s ix segments. 

The majority of segments see the same products as having the highest importance: 

• Plowing, salting and sanding ofsnow-covered roadways 

• Maintaining roads and bridges 

• Bui lding roads and bridges 

December !OUJ 7-1 SDDOT :!00:! Srweu-ide Customer Smi~fac1io11 Assessme111 



• installing road signage uch as directional, regulatory and information signs on State highways 

Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrails and striping 

Most segments. with the exception of legislato rs and can-ier/shippers. give SDDOT its highest marks of 

satisfaction for perfomrnnce relating to installing road signage. managing traffic and providing roadway 

features sucb as lighting, guardrails and pavement striping. 

The most unigue euments based on response differences are the legis lative and farmer. 

The ratings of P & S impo11ance and satis faction and investment area importance were the least similar 

for these segments compared to respondents in general. 

The Citizen segment assigns s ignificantly less importance to mowing and removing overgrowth than does 

the general population. 

The Leisure traveler segment assigns significant ly higher importance to removing roadway debris. 

providing roadway features and install ing road signage than does the general popu lat ion. 

The Legislative segment varies the most. It a igns significantly more importance to bui lding and 

maintaining roadside rest area . in tail ing road signage. providing for wetland replacement. and managing 

traffic than does the general population. This segment expresses significantly higher atisfaction w ith 

provis ion of landscaped roadways, and travel information. 

The fann segment views several products and services with significantly less importance: plowing, alting 

and sanding roadways, the provi ion for roadway features. travel information and wetland replacement, 

and the posting of speed zones. 

The EVO segment assigns significantly higher importance to SDDOT's job of maintaining roads and 

bridges, plowing. sanding and sailing ofsnow-covered roadways, and provision for roadside care. 

Carriers and shippers express s ignificantly lower atisfaction with what is of significantly higher 

importance to them, namely building roads and bridges and mainta ining tbe roads and bridges- the basic 

infrastrucnire. They also express significant ly lower atisfaction with the installation of road s ignage than 

does the genera l population. The Carrier/Shipper segment views provis ion for wetland replacement as 

significantly less important compared with how the genera l population views this service. 

CITIZEN AND L EGISLATIVE SEGMENT COMPARISON 

Performance 

QlI : O VERALL. HOW SATISFfED ARE !'OU WITH THE DELIVERY OF ALL SERl'ICES THE SDDOTPROl'/DES SOUT/1 D AKOT.4 

CITIZENS? (/0-POINTSCALE: I = NOTATAUSATISF/£0 , / 0 = £ XTREM£l )' SATISFIED) 

Table 36 compares Citizens' and Legislators· responses regarding measures of the DOT' s performance. 

Gray shaded cells indicate statistically significant differences. 

The percentage of legislators that are satisfied with the DOT's overall performance is significantly higher 

than the percentage of ci tizens (90% versus 79%. respectively. Legis lators are ignificantly more like ly to 

rate the j ob the DOT does in keeping citizens infonned of cun-ent plans as ·Good· compared to the 

percentage o f citizens rating it 'Good' (73% versus 55%. respectively. 

On all other measures of performance the difference in legislator and c itizen ratings are not significant. 
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T bl 36 P rf M C C'f d L • I t. 
Segment 

Citizen Legislator 
Performance Measure Count % Count % 

Satisfied (7 to 10) 468 78.8% I 54 90.0% 

Overall Satisfaction Neutral (5 to 6) 105 17.7% 5 8.3% 

Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 21 3.5% 1 1.7% 

Satisfied (7 to 10) 450 76.1% 52 86.7% 
Satisfaction with Keeping Neutral (5 to 6) 92 15.6% 5 8.3%
Roads Fee of Snow and Ice 

Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 49 8.3% 3 5.0% 

Satisfied (7 to 10) 437 73.9% 51 85.0% 
Satisfaction with Timeliness of Neutral (5 to 6) 95 I 16.1% 6 10.0%
Snow Removal I 

Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 59 10.0% I 3 5.0% 

Good (7 to 10) 326 55.3% 44 73.3% 
Job DOT Does Keeping Neutral (5 to 6) 160 27.1% 12 20.0%
Citizens Informed of Plans 

Poor (1 to 4) 104 I 17.6% 4 6.7% 

Good (7 to 10) 289 48.9% l 34 57.6% 
Rating of DOT for Alerting of Neutral (5 to 6) 178 30.1% I 16 27.1% 
Delays and Alternate Routes 

Poor (1 to 4) 124 21.0% 9 15.3% 

Positive (4-5) 497 83.0% 54 90.0% 

Designs Safe Highways Neutral (3) 73 12,2% 4 6.7% 

Negative (1-2) 29 4.8% 2 3.3% 

Positive (4-5) 408 68.5% 45 75.0% 
Keeps Highway Construcbon Neutral (3) 139 23.3% 7 11.7%Delays to Minimum 

Negative (1-2) 49 8.2% 8 13.3% 

Closes Down Long Stretches Positive (4-5) 168 28.3% 21 35.6% 

for Repair When Not Neutral (3) 136 22.9% 9 15.3% 
Necessary Negative (1-2) 289 48.7% 29 49.2% 

Should Close Down Road Positive (4-5) 221 37.3% 18 30.0% 

Construcbon Proiects During Neutral (3) 121 20.4% 17 28.3% 
Major Events Negative (1-2) 250 42.2% 25 41.7%I 

Support for DOT Financial Investment in Programs 

QJ0-36. TIie SDDOT II. IS ADDfT/0.VAL RESPO\'SfB/LfTfES THAT /Vl'OLl 'E FINANCIAL l\'l 'ESTME.VT IN DIFFEREVT 

TRA .A,'SPORTA TION PROGRAMS. f 'M GOING TO READ YOU A SHORT LIST OF PROGR,IMS AND GET !'OUR OPINION OF THEM. FOR 

£.-IC/I, TELL ME HOit' GOOD OF A\' /DE. I l'OL' THINA' IT IS FOR TIIF. SDDOT TO CO.\/I1/T SOit£ OF ITS BUDGET A.VD 

RESOURCES TO Tf/£ PROGRAM. US£ A SCALE OF I TO 10 W/1£R£ 'I ' ME.1,\'S IT IS A 'POOR. IDEA AND ' / 0' MEANS IT IS AN 

'£,\'CELLENT' IDEA. 

Citizens expressed greater interest in support for local funds fo r road construction and public education 

about travel through RR crossings and work zones. Legislators expressed greater interest in support for 

developing a 5-year plan. 
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Table 37: Financial Investment Compari sand Le , islators 
Segment 

Citizen Legislator 
Financial Investment Count Mean Score Count Mean Score 

Supporting Air Passenger Travel and Air Freight mSD I 582 4.93 59 4.56 

Providing Funds to Local Governments for Road Construction 596 7.94 60 6.80 

Improving Heavily Traveled Routes Between Cities 595 8.18 60 8.22 

Educating the Public About Traveling Through Railroad Crossings and 595 6.67 60 5.48 
Work Zones 

Developing a 5-Year Plan for Transportation Throughout the State 578 7.37 59 8.14 

Scores on 1-10 Scale: 1 =Poor Idea. 10 = Excellent Idea 

Type of Road Given Priority Funding 

Q4 7. W!-IIC/1 ONE OF TH£ FOLLOWING WOLID rou G/JE PRJORtn' FLWDIXG TO IF rou COt.:W C/100S£ O.\ll ONE? 

Users were asked to state their priorit ies for fund ing of va ry ing types of roadway s. This w as done to see if 

any particular user egment favored funding work on on e or more types of roadways over others. This 

also allowed for comparisons of priorities between user segments. Tl 1e number of legi lative responses i s 

roo small to make meaning ful compari ons w ith the citizen segment. 

Table 38: Priorit Funding Compariso and Le , islators 
Segment 

Citizen Legislator 
Highway Type n % n % 

Interstate highways 12 0 20% 17 28% 

Other rural 4~ane highways and expressways 93 16% 6 10% 

2-lane rural highways 202 _ 34% ___,_ 25 42% 

County and township roads 123 21% 5 8% 

Urban thoroughfares and truck route 47 7% 6 10% 

None of the above 2 0% 1 2% 

Don't know 13 2% 0 0% 

Total 600 00% 60 100% 

Level of Work Repairing Interstate 

Q48. Do roe FEEL TH£ DOT IS DOING TOO MUCH WORK . . VOT £N Ol.; G/1 WORK . OR ABOUT THE RIGHT AMOl./\7 OF WORK 

TO REPAIR TH£ STATE ·s INTERSTATE 1/IGHll:ffS? 

C itizens and legislan.tre view level of work devoted to lnte rstates in Soutb Dakota as about right. 

Table 39 : Interstate Re , air Work Compari son c·tizensand Le • islators 
Segment 

Citizen Legislator 
Amount of Interstate Repair Work n % n % 

Too much work 4% 1 2% 

About the right amount of work 495 83% 53 88% 

Not enough work 
I 

62 10% 5 8% 

Don't know 20 3% 1 2% 

I Total 600 100% 60 100% 
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Level of Work on County &Township Roads 

Q./9. DO l"Ol FEEL THE DOT IS D01.\G TOO .IICCH WORK, .\"OT E\"OLG/1 WORK. OR ABOLT Tl/£ RIG/IT A.1101.. \7 OF ll'ORk 

TO \I 11\'TA/\ OR /\IPROIT COl'\'TI' OR TOll'\'SHIP ROADS? 

Citizens and legislature are both split on level of work devoted to county and town hip roads. Sizable 

numbers of both group feel there is not enough work being done and izable numbers feel the amount is 

about right. Legislator are more likely to feel the amount is about right. 

T bl 40 C dT h" W kC CT dl .• It 
Segment 

Citizen Legislator 
Amount of County and Township Work n % n % 

Too muchwor1< 4 1% 0 0% 

About the right amount of work 276 46% 22 37% 

Not enough work 287 48% 37 62% 

Don·t know 33 6% 1 2% 

Total 600 100% 100%60 

Concern for Overweight Trucks 

Q50. How ,\fl 'Cl/ OF I CO\'CERX TO roe IS Tl/£ /,\/PACT OF Ol'ERWEIGIIT TRCCKS 0/\/ SOUTH DAKOTA f//GHH:4 l :S-. WOULD 

l'Ol'S4 )' IT IS A .H-IJOR CO\CER\', Mf.\OR COVCER.V OR .VO CO.VCERV TO rou? 

Concern for overweight trnck i greater among legislators than citizens. 

T bl 41 C f 0 •.ht T k C . C"ti d L .• I t 
Segment 

Citizen Legislator 
Concern Level n % N % 

I MaJor Concern 293 4149% 68% 

Minor Concern 227 38% 16 27% 

No Concern 72 12% 2 3% 

Don't know 8 1% 1 2% 

Total 600 100% 60 100% 

View of Enforcement of Overweight Laws 

Q5/. H'Ol'l.D )O(,' SA) Tf-1£ CURRE\7 £.',FORCEME\'T OF LA WS FOR Ol'ERll'EIGHT TRL'CKS OS SOL'TH DAKOTA HIGHWAYS 

ARE TOO STRICT, VOTSTRICTENOUGII OR ABOUT RIGHT? 

Numbers for the legislator segment are too small for statistical comparisons. It would appear citizens are 

more like ly to view enforcement as not strict enough than are legi lators. A majority of both groups fee l 

enforcement is •'about right"'. 

T bl 42 C f E f t f 0 • ht T. k L CT d L • I t. 
Segment 

Citizen Legislator 
Perception of Strictness n % n % 

Too Strict 56 9% 16 27% 

About Rtght 356 59% 38 63% 

Not Strict Enough 128 21% 4 7% 

Don't know 60 10% 2 3% 

Total 600 100% 60 100% 
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FI\DINGS-BI'R EGION 

Importance Ratings-Region Comparisons 

Q:!O. TlfE SDDOT l'VDERSTA \"DS Tl-I-IT SO\!£ OF ITS SERr?CES ,\IA I" BE .IIORE /MPORT4 VT Tl/A\' OT/IF.RS DEPF..VDl\'G O\' 

ll'HI" rou ARE DR/I ING. FOR TI-IIS STUD)", Tl-!£!' 4RE TALA"JNG Jf'/Tl-l DIFFERE.VT GROCPS OF PEOPI.F.. BASED 0\' l'Ol'R 

RESPONSES, mu {S[G.\IEVT ACTIJ"/TI']. FUR Tl-IE REST OF ,\tr QUEST/0,\S, PL£4SF. TIIINK ov1.r ABOLT [4PPR0PRl.1TE 

SEGMENT] 

f .. J.\l GOING TO READ A !./ST OFSER r'tCES Tl-IE SDDOT PROl'IDES. FOR EACH SERl'ICF., PLF.ASF. T£/.I. ME I/OW IAIPORTANT IT 

IS TO rou IN [SEGi\lfENTACTIV/Tlj. ( /0-P0IVTSCALE: I = NOT.-!T All IMPORTANT. 10 = £ .\TREMEL)" IAIP0RT!INT) 

Importance ratings for all products and services are sunui1arized in the chart below. As mentioned 

previously . users evaluated only those products and services having relevance to their transportation 

experiences by segment. 

Table 43: Product and Service Importance by Region 

Product & Service 
Building roads and bridges 

Maintaining roads and bridges 

Building and maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel malerials 

Removing roadway shoulder debns such as animals, glass and torn tires 

Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 

Plowing, salting and sandingof snow-covered roadways 

Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrails and pavement striping 

Installing road s1gnage such as d1recbonal, regulatory and informabon signs on state 
highways 

Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences such as trees and shrubs 

Providing welland replacement and collectmg runoff from roadways 

Posting of speed zones 

Managing traffic with tools such as signals and passing and turning lanes 

Regulating placement of billboards and business signs 

Providing travel informabon such as road, traffic conditions and road construction alerts 

Issuing highway permits for wide loads and heavy trucks 

Issuing truck registration and licensing 

Conducting truck and vehicle inspections 

Implementing road and bridgeweight restrictions and spring postings 
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Products and services listed near the top of the chart are similar across all regions. These include: 

• Plowing. saltin g and sanding ofsnow-covered roadways 

• Maintaining roads and bridges 
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• Managing rraffic with tools such as signals and passing and turning lane 

The most highly rated product and services haYe one imponant feature in conunon-all products and 

services that are rated high in imponance directly re late to the roadway and directly impact the quali ty of 

au er· dri \'ing experience. 

Most products and services are rated for importance about equally by respondent in all regions. ote that 

all products and services are generally positioned within one or two ranki ngs across the regions. 

Satisfaction Ratings-Region Comparison 

Q1l. FOR EACH OF THESE SERf'/CES, f'l£4SI: TF:Ll \f£ 1/011' SATISFIED IOL ARE 11'/TII HOW Tl/£ SDDOT CURR£NTLI' 

PROf'/D£STIIESERl'/C£. {10-POJ\'TSCILE: I = NOTATALLS4TISF/ED. /0 = £.YTRE,\/Ell'S. ITISF/£D) 

Satisfaction ratings for al l products and services are summarized in the chart below. As mentioned 

previously. user evaluated only those P & S having relevance to their transportation experiences by 

segment. 

Building roads and bridges 

Maintaining roads and bridges 7 12 

Building and maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel materials 6 11 11 2 

Removing roadway shoulder debris such as animals, glass and tom tires 18 18 18 17 17 

Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 9 9 8 8 10 

Plowing,salting and sanding of snow-<:0vered roadways 10 11 9 6 9 

Providing roadway features such as lighting,guardrails and pavement stnping 4 6 2 3 8 

Installing road s1gnage such as directional, regulatory and informabon signs on state 2 4highways 

Providinglandscaped roadways and planting hvmg snow fences such as trees and shrubs 15 17 14 13 16 

Providing wetland replacement and collecting runoff from roadways 14 16 16 13 15 

Posting of speed zones 5 5 5 3 7 

Managing traffic with tools such as signals and passing and turning lanes 2 3 3 2 5 
Regulabng placement of billboards and business signs 17 14 15 13 18 

Providing travel information such as road, traffic conditions and road construction alerts 8 7 6 7 13 

Issuing highway permits for wide loads and heavy trucks 11 8 13 10 6 
Issuing truck registration and licensing 3 4 12 5 1 

Conducting truck and vehicle inspections 16 14 17 18 14 

Implementing road and bndge weight restncbons and spring posbngs 12 12 10 16 3 

Unlike importance rating . satisfaction rating across regions vary greatly as can be seen in the pattern in 
the above chart. 
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Product Positions -Significant Regional Differences 

Aberdeen Region 

Product positions in Aberdeen Region vary little from those ofall regions. See plots on the left. 
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Plowing, salting and sanding snow-covered 

roadways (f) is of significantly higher 

importance 10 respondents in this region than 

respondents overall. 

Respondents in the Aberdeen Region also 

expressed significantly lower satisfaction wi th 

the DOT"s efforts at maintaining roads and 

bridges (b) 

Despite a significant ly lower rating compared 

to respondents in all regions. satisfaction 

levels in Aberdeen are st il l good- just not as 

good as other regions: 

• Aberdeen 6.96 

PieITe 7.14 

• Rapid City 7.28 

• :viitchell 7.60 

The DOT is overachieving 111 te1ms of 

perfonnance associated with regulating the 

placement of billboards and business signs (m) 

given its relative perceived importance by 

Aberdeen respondents. It represents a service 

that requires bener public communication of 

its cost/benefit or an opportunity for reduced 

service. 
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Figure 29: Product Positions for All Regions & Aberdeen Region 
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Mitchell Re gion 

Over Achievement Ana or Strengths 
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Respondents in the Mitchell Region are 

s ignificantly more satis fied with DOT efforts 

at two services: 

• Maintaining roads and bridges (b) 

• Regulating the placement of bi llboards 

and bu iness signs (m) 

The DOT is close to overachieving in tenm of 

perfonnance as ociated with regulating the 

placement of billboards and business signs 

(m). 
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Figure 30: Product Positions for All Regions & Mitchell Region 
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Pierre Region 

There are no significant difference- between 

prod uct positions of Pierre Region residents 
Over Achievement Area of Strengths and those of all region . 

, lmportance as ociated with billboard 

regulation (m) and importance and sati faction 

related to truck and vehicle inspection (q) are 

in a position that could be considered over 
~ 

achievement. 
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Figure 31: Product Positions for All Regions & Pierre Region 
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Rapid City Region 
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Re ·pondents in the Rapid City Region place 
significantly higher importance on regulating 
the placement of billboards and business signs 
(m). 

At tbe same time, Rapid City respondents are 
sign ilica111ly le satisfied with DOT efforts in 
regulating placement. 

They are also ignificantly less satisfi ed with 
effort 10 provide travel infonnation such as 
road and traffic conditions and road 
construction alerts. 

Billboard reglllation could become a concern 
and need moni toring given the level of 
atisfaction expressed by Rapid City 

respondent . 

Figure 32: Product Positions for All Regions & Rapid City Region 
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Percent Ranking 1st, 2nd, or 3rd 

All 

□ Plowing, Sanding and Salting 

□ Maintaining Roads and Bridges 

□ Building Roads and Bridges 

□ Posting of Speed Limits 

□ Managing Traffic with Signals, Passing and Turn Lanes 

□ Providing Roadway Features: Lighting Guardrails, and Striping 

68 62 29 24 22 21 

69 63 30 24 18 20 

' 74 62 26 24 21 

64 63 31 24 18 20 

64 61 24 23 21 21 

Aberdeen 

Mitchell 

Pierre 

Rapid City 

Figure 33: Forced Ranking of Importance of Products and Services by Region 

• The products and services that have the utmost importance to respondents in all regions have the 

common featu re of all being directly related to the roadway- an ·on· roadway dimension. 

• Providing conditions for a clean and safe roadway (snow removal and general road and bridge 

maintenance) are seen across all segments as significantly more important than the next highest 

rated product & service (building roads and bridges). 

• The percentag es of respondents ranking each of the top six products and services are nearly 

identical acros s regions. 

• The one exception is plowing, salting and sanding is significantly higher in importance to 

respondents in the Mitchell Region than all other regions (74% versus 68%, respectively). 
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Regional Similarities & Dissimilarities 

The four transportation regions are more similar than dissimilar in how respondents value the roadway. 

Commonly evaluated products and services (those dealing directly with the roadway- 8 in all) are about 

equally important across all regions. 

When forced to rank those P & S having the utmost importance. regional users are very much in 

agreement (see chari on the previous page). Where the four areas tend to how more variation is in their 

ratings of satisfaction wi th the regulatory and ·off road type services. 

All four regions see the same product as having the highest importance: 

• Plowing. salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways 

• Maintaining roads and bridges 

• Building roads and bridges 

• Posting speed limits 

• Managing traffic fl ow 

• Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrails and striping 

Views ofbillboard regulation vary from region to region. 

• Higher importance to Rapid City Region and lower satisfaction with efforts to regulate . 

• Higher satisfaction with billboard regulation in Mitchell Region . 

• Generally satisfaction with billboard regulation exceeds perceived importance in all regions 

except Rapid City Region. 

Pierre Region is most typical of all regions- no significant variance of product positions with positioning 

of all region response. 

To Mitchell Region residents. plowing. salting and sanding is of significantly higher importance 

compared to that of all regions. Mitchell Region residents expressed signi ficantly higher overall 

satisfaction with job DOT is doing compared to that ofall regions. 

Aberdeen Region residents showed the greatest 1999 to 2002 improvement (12%) in satisfaction with 

snow and ice removal of any region. They also expressed significant ly lower satisfaction (although very 

satisfied) with DOT efforts at maintaining roads and bridges compared to all regions. 

Rapid City Region residents are significantly less satisfied with efforts to provide travel infonnation 

compared to residents of all regions. 

INFORMATION NEEDS 

TRA CKING YEAR COMPA RISONS 

Comparative tracki ng data represents responses from citizens and legislators. the groups that were 

surveyed in both 1999 and 2002. 
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Alerting Drivers of Delays 

Q4/. H Oii' WOL'LD l'Ol' R,JTE THE JOB THE STATE DOT DOES I.~· ALERTl,\G roe OF DELl )'S 11.\D ALTERNATE ROL'TES 

BEFORE TRA l'EUNG Tl/ROUGH CURRENT I/IG/111 :4 YCONSTRUCTIOX PROJECTS? 

There has been a s ignificant improvement in ale1ting drivers of delays. The number of respondent. rat ing 

the DOT's job has ·poor· has declined from approximately 26% in 1999 to 21 % in 2002. This decrease is 

statistically s ignificant. However. one iu five ratings individuals rating perfom1ance ·poor' sugge ts more 

attention needs to be devoted to this key infom1arion function. 

T bl 45 Alt • .D • f D I 
Tracking Period 

Job of Alerting of Delays and 
Alternate Routes Count 

1999 
% Count 

2002 
% 

Good (7 lo 10) 349 I 44.6% 323 49.7% 

Neutral (5 to 6) 231 I 29.5% 194 29.8% 

Poor (1 to 4) I 202 I 25.8% 133 20.5% 

Ease of Getting lnfonnation from DOT 

Q39. I F )'OU VEEDED TO OBTAfN INFORMATIOV FROM THE DOT HOW EASl' DO l'Ol., FEEL IT WOULD BE TO GET 

INFORMATION FROM TlfE PROPER SOURCE? 

There was no s ignificant change in perceived ease of access to DOT information. Directionally. more 

people are finding it ·easy' and fewer ·difficult'. 

Table 46· Ease of Gettin .Information from DOT 
Tracking Period 

1999 
Ease of Getting lnfonnation from DOT Count % Count 

Easy (7 to 10) 409 55.6% 363 

Neutral (5 to 6) 212 28.8% 186 

2002 
% 

57.2& 

29.3% 

Difficult (1 to 4) 115 15.6% 86 13.5% 

Job DOT Does in Keeping Citizens Informed 

Q./0. How WOULD l'OU RATE THE JOB TT-IE DOT DOES IN KEEPING CITIZENS INFORMED OF CC'RRE.~T PLA1\'S FOR /1/GHll'AJ' 

CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE:> 

There was no significant change in the rating of keeping citizens infom1ed. Directionally, the percentage 

of 'good' ratings increased 6% and suggests the beginning ofa positive change in perceptions. 

Job DOT Does 
Keeping Citizens Informed Count 

1999 
Tracking Period 

2002 
% Count % 

Good (7 to 10) 401 I 51.2% 370 56.9% 

Neutral (5 to 6) 251 I 32.1% 172 26.5% 

Poor (1 to 4) 131 I 16.7% 108 16.6% 

Preference for Information Sources 

Q38. FROM WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING SOURCES ll'OULD l'OU PREFER TO OBTAIN DOT INFORMATION? 
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	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
	PURPOSE OF STUDY 
	The South Dakota Department of Transpor1ation (SDDOT) conducted statewide customer satisfaction assessments in the spring of 1997 and again in the fall of 1999. Opinions and concerns of the general public and the state legislature formed the foundation upon which the Department's 2001 Strategic Plan was shaped. The heightened awareness of end user satisfaction helped many Departments formulate user based performance measures. 
	Two years have passed since the last assessment. Many changes have been fully or partially implemented in response to the 1999 assessment. An underpinning to good strategic plan implementation and sound management practice is the opportunity for a strong feedback loop-both internally as relates to the organizations health and perfonnance and externally as to its measured impact on the end user of SD DOT products and services. 
	OBJECTIVES 
	The objectives of this study were to: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Assess the opinions of the public and key customer groups regarding the composrt1on, importance, and quality of the Department ofTransportation's key products and services; 

	• 
	• 
	Assess the Department's progress in addressing customer concerns through development and execution of its strategic plan; and 

	• 
	• 
	ldentify specific actions the Department can take to improve its performance and its perception by the public and key customer groups regarding that performance. 


	This study sought answers to a number of key questions. Primary but not exhaustive is the list below: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Have perceptions of the Department's perfonnance changed significantly? Ifso. how? 

	• 
	• 
	How has the Department responded to issues raised in the prior surveys? Have the responses been effective? Are more proactive or effective responses possible? 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Do key customer segments-such as emergency vehicle operators. commercial truckers. the agricultural industry, tourists. and others-perceive the Department's services and performance differently from the population at large? If so, how does the Department need to respond to 

	differing end user needs? 

	• 
	• 
	Do public perceptions accurately distinguish between services provided by the Department of Transportation and services provided by other public and private entities? 

	• 
	• 
	Have new issues emerged that are important to the legislature, the general public, or key customer segments? 


	RESEARCH APPROACH 
	As previously stated. the proce s and fonnat of the 2002 research study builds upon past customer research. A key difference of the current research effort is the attention devoted to extending understanding of customer perceptions and satisfaction beyond the general public-additionally examining requirements of other primary DOT user groups-farmers. leisure travelers. emergency vehicle operators. carriers and shippers. 
	A key strategic question this research seeks to answer is: 
	• How best can the SDDOT respond to diverse and unique customer needs while still maintaining a high level of quality service to the public at large? 
	QUALITATIVE-FOCUS GROUPS 
	Examination of satisfaction and performance measures after a two year period for implementation of action items identified in the 1999 snidy provides one reliable yardstick for measuring progress to date that is linked to the DOT's implementation of the 200 I Strategic Plan. 
	Marketline recruited 119 individuals between March 20th and March 29th. Seventy-four percent (88 individuals) panicipated in one of ten sessions conducted in the cities of Aberdeen, Rapid City. Pierre, and Sioux Falls. 
	Table 1: Focus Group Participation 
	Table
	TR
	Segm
	ent 

	Date 
	Date 
	Market 
	Citizen/Leisure 
	Farmer 
	EVO 
	Carrier/Shipper 
	Total 

	April8 April9 Apnl 10 April 11 
	April8 April9 Apnl 10 April 11 
	Aberdeen Rapid City Pierre Sioux Falls Total 
	11 11 9 9 40 
	11 7 18 
	7 10 17 
	6 7 13 
	28 18 23 19 88 


	QUANTITA TIVE-TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS 
	Interviews were conducted at MarketLine Research using a computer-aided telephone interviewing (CATl) system. The five primary user segments were called during the period May 8through June 28. The average survey length was just under 25 minutes. 
	th 
	th

	The key segments surveyed were: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Citizens-people who have lived in South Dakota six or more months; 

	• 
	• 
	Leisure travelers-people who have traveled by car 75 miles or more from home on a trip for leisure purposes and stayed at least one night away from home on the trip; 

	• 
	• 
	Farmers-people for whom agriculture has been their primary occupation for a year or more and currently active in agriculture; 

	• 
	• 
	Emergency vehicle operators-people who currently drive an emergency vehicle and who have driven an emergency vehicle for six or more months; 
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	• 
	• 
	• 
	Carriers/shippers-people who currently drive a commercial vehicle to haul goods or freight; or companies who ship goods or freight by truck only: 

	• 
	• 
	Legislators-Legislators (60) were again surveyed as in 1999. and created as a sixth segment. They evaluated the same set ofproducts and services viewed as important to citizens. 


	All participants had been South Dakota residents for 6 months or more. 
	SIGNIFICANT F INDINGS 
	Survey results suggest the six customer segments are more similar than dissimilar in how they view and value the roadway. 
	1. 
	1. 
	1. 
	Dramatic changes in most all performance satisfaction measures have occurred since the 1999 survey period. Changes are predominately positive and primary indicators such as overall satisfaction with DOT have changed significantly. 

	2. 
	2. 
	Table 2 summarizes the significant changes in user perceptions of the Department's perfonnance. Statistically significant changes have occurred in seven of fourteen performance areas. 


	Figure
	Satisfaction-delivery of service 7.61 Not asked Satisfaction-snow &ice removal 7.60 7.12 • Service· 
	Satisfaction-timeliness of removal 7.53 Not asked Satisfaction-keeping citizens informed 6.60 6.42 
	r 
	• 
	Satisfaction-alerting citizens of delays 6.37 5.97 
	f 
	• 
	Satisfaction-ease of informationaccess 6.80 6.70 
	• 
	3.67
	Keeps delays to minimum 3.87 3.73 
	• 
	2.68
	Closes long stretches when not necessary 2.68 2.63
	Image 
	-
	Perception
	2 

	382
	Considers and values public opinion 3.70 3.62 
	-
	4.39
	Designs safe highways 4.25 4.19 
	-
	.....
	Work zones with no visible work67% 65% 
	4 

	Driving 
	Length of delays(% saying have increased) 10% 68% 
	•
	r
	Conditions 
	+-+
	Tolerance for delays77% 71% 
	5 

	1AII 10-point scales: 10 =highest satisfaction 1 =lowest satisfaction 
	2All 5-point scales: 5 = Strongly agree 1 =Strongly disagree 
	,statistically significant change at .05 
	' Percent saying 'almost always' or 'always' 
	5Percent rating as tolerable 1.2,3 or 4 on 10-point scale where '1' = 'really don't mind' 
	Increased customer satisfaction, as reflected in the above performance measures, is closely associated with the SDDOT's proactive emphasis on integrating customer satisfaction goals into its 200 I and 2002 Strategic Plans. Focus on delivery of core services-such as smooth roadways, clearly visible pavement markings and signs, timely and effective winter maintenance, and adequate roadway shoulders--coupled with attention to strengthened communications with the traveling public were 
	Increased customer satisfaction, as reflected in the above performance measures, is closely associated with the SDDOT's proactive emphasis on integrating customer satisfaction goals into its 200 I and 2002 Strategic Plans. Focus on delivery of core services-such as smooth roadways, clearly visible pavement markings and signs, timely and effective winter maintenance, and adequate roadway shoulders--coupled with attention to strengthened communications with the traveling public were 
	cornerstones of the plan ·s customer satisfaction goals. End user feedback strongly indicates significant performance accomplishments in all these areas. 

	3. 
	3. 
	3. 
	The transportation consumer demonstrates a balanced appreciation for the Department's need to service the basics and respond to more tangential aspects of maintaining a complete transportation infrastructure. While very interested in the products and services that directly daily impact their daily travel experience, users from all segments consistently place high value and importance in providing and planning for the transportation needs of both today and tomorrow. 

	4. 
	4. 
	Consensus exists statewide among key user segments on what products and services are of the highest importance. The data indicate users are most interested in those products and services that deliver an immediate travel benefit in tenns of a comfortable. efficient and safe means of transporting people or freight from one location to the next. They are most interested in basic services. 


	The two most highly ranked ( I st, 2nd or 3rd out of 18) product and service areas in perceived importance by all users encompass the Depar1ment's most fundamental aspects of service delivery: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Providing for a clean and safe driving surface; 

	• 
	• 
	Road and bridge maintenance. 


	Consistently, products and services relating to the roadway itself were of the highest importance to all six segments. Perceived importance of DOT products and services declines as the direct relationship to the roadway surface weakens. Plowing, salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways was of the highest importance (ranked I st, 2nd or 3rd) by 68% of all customers whereas building and maintaining roadside rest areas and providing travel materials were ranked Jst, 2nd or 3rd by the fewest respondents-les
	5. 
	5. 
	5. 
	Current SDDOT products and services meet expectation of all primary user segments. Satisfaction with all 18 was above midpoint of the rating scales. 

	6. 
	6. 
	Users from all segments realize the basics are not enough. Strong understanding and support exists for the strategic, longer-term investments necessary to plan for and meet tomorrow's transportation needs. Two-thirds or more of all respondents are positive toward areas of added DOT investment, the only exception being investment in support ofpassenger air travel and airfreight within South Dakota. 


	Users were consistent in their evaluation of •investment areas', that is. where SDDOT should commit resources and funds. They were particularly supportive of those investments aimed at "improving heavily traveled routes between cities" and --state aid to local governments for road construction and maintenance''. This was very consistent with their product and service evaluations that placed utmost importance on building and maintaining roads and bridges. 
	As a group, emergency vehicle operators (EYOs) are significantly more supportive than the general population when it comes to DOT financial investments in all added programs that provide for safer travel and greater local access. 
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	Figure
	'All correlations statistically significant at 0.05 
	'All correlations statistically significant at 0.05 
	Figure 1: Correlation Relationship 


	7. 
	7. 
	7. 
	As was first observed in 1999, DOT efforts and associated performance in the area of citizen communications i strongly correlated to citizen perceptions of overall SDDOT Department performance. However. individual segments do at times differ in perception when compared to the general population of DOT customers. These differences merit attention and in some cases individualized response. At a minimum these differences in needs, attinides and perfonnance assessment dictate a need for more customized delivery

	8. 
	8. 
	Preferences related to information content and sources varied significantly between customer segments. A significant shift in preference for personal technology tools for staying in touch by cell phones and computers was observed when compared against surveyed preferences and use in 1999. This change affords the DOT an opportunity for cost-effective and per onalized avenues for communicating with its diverse customer base. 

	9. 
	9. 
	Regional differences in perceptions of DOT performance do exist. Although di fferences are far fewer than similarities in how residents of the four transportation regions perceive DOT efforts and services, an understanding of significant difference has value to both the strategic planning process and day­to-day service delivery. 


	Significant difference in product & service perceptions include: 
	• Pierre Region is most typical of all regions, with no significant variance of product positions with positioning of all region response. 
	■ To Mitchell Region residents, plowing, salting and sanding is of significantly higher impo11ance compared to that ofall regions. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Mitchell Region residents expressed significantly higher overall satisfaction with the job DOT is doing compared to that ofall regions. 

	• 
	• 
	Aberdeen Region residents showed the greatest 1999 to 2002 improvement ( 12%) 111 satisfaction with snow and ice removal of any region. 

	• 
	• 
	Aberdeen Region residents expressed significantly lower satisfaction (although very satisfied) with DOT efforts at maintaining roads and bridges compared to all regions. 


	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Rapid City Region re idents are ignificantly le s satisfied with efforts to provide travel infonnation than are residents in all regions. 

	View of billboard regulation rnry from region to region. Mitchell Region expresses a higher ati faction with billboard regulation. Satisfaction with billboard regulation generally exceeds perceived importance in all regions except Rapid City Region. 

	• 
	• 
	Rapid City Region places higher importance but expres es lower sati faction with efforts to regulate. 


	Significant differences in uppo11 of financial investment programs include: 
	• Mitchell Region residents are less supportive of DOT financial investment in improvements to air passenger travel and air freight within South Dakota. 
	I 0. Segment difference in perceptions of DOT perfonnance are more pervasive than regional differences. Key difference among segments with the general population at large are: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	The Citizen segment as igns significantly less importance to mowing and removing overgrowth than doe the general population. 

	• 
	• 
	The Lei ure traveler segment assigns significantly higher importance to removing roadway debri . providing roadway features and installing road signage than does the general population. 

	• 
	• 
	Leisure travelers are significantly more supportive of financially investing in improvements to air passenger travel and air freight within the state. 

	• 
	• 
	The Legislative se.\,1111ent varies the most. It assigns significantly more importance to builcling and maintaining roadside rest areas, installing road signage. providing for wetland replacement. and managing traffic than does the general population. This segment expresses signi !icantly higher satisfaction with provision of landscaped roadway . and travel infom,ation. 

	• 
	• 
	Financially investing in railroad crossing anns. signals, signage. and materials for smooth track crossings is of significantly less importance to legislators. Legi lators are significantly less supportive of providing funds to local go\'emments for road construction and maintenance. They are also significantly more supportive of financially investing in developing a five-year plan for transportation throughout the state. 

	• 
	• 
	The fann segment views several products and ervices witl1 significantly less importance: plowing, salting and sanding roadways. the provision for roadway fearures. travel information and wetland replacement. and the posting ofspeed zones. 

	• 
	• 
	Fanners are significantly more opposed to financially investing in supporting air passenger travel and air freight within the state. They are also significantly less supportive of financially inve ting in improving heavily traveled routes between cities for better movement of freight and travelers. 

	• 
	• 
	The EVO segment as ign significantly higher importance to SDDOT' job of maintaining roads and bridges. plowing. sanding and salting of now-covered roadways, and provision for roadside care. 
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	• Emergency vehicle operators are significantly more supponive of providing funds to local governments for road construction and maintenance. They are significantly more suppo11ive of financially investing in improving heavily traveled routes between cities for better movement of freight and travelers. EVOs are significantly more supportive of financially investing in educating the public about traveling through railroad crossing and roadwork zones. 
	Carriers and shippers express significantly lower satisfaction with what is of significantly higher importance to them, namely building roads and bridges and maintaining the roads and bridges-the basic infrastructure. They also express significantly lower satisfaction with the installation of road signage than does the general population. The Carrier/Shipper segment views provision for wetland replacement as significantly less important compared with how the general population views this service. 
	CONCLUSJO~S 
	Conclusions ofthe srudy may be sununarized: 
	I. SDDOT needs to continue to focus attention on maintaining and improving the transportation infrastructure in order to provide the level of quality that key user segments expect and find of the utmost importance. Namely, deliver the basics! 
	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	Perceptions of the SDDOT"s perfom1ance have changed significantly for the better. With key performance indicators suggesting a significant turnaround in performance since the 1999 tracking study, it is critical to continued success that management identifies all underlying contributing factors both direct and indirect and communicates findings throughout the Department. ldentified factors 

	should be incorporated into strategic plan updates and be suppol1ed by means of continued evaluation. 

	3. 
	3. 
	Areas for improvement still exist. For example, more effective response to the perception of two­thirds of all customers that they almost always or always travel through work zones with no visible signs ofwork needs to be addressed. 

	4. 
	4. 
	4. 
	Customer expectations as measured by the importance assigned to the various products and services are high. 1n some instances, expectations are extremely high among particular segn1ents depending upon the product or service orientation. For example, safety related plowing. salting and sanding of roadways receives on average a '9.5' rating of importance on a IO-point scale by emergency vehicle operators. 

	Further performance improvements may not be operationally feasible or practical from a cost basis. In these cases. a strong proactive communications program aimed at balancing importance-related expectations and satisfaction becomes critical to continued improvements in customer perceptions and satisfaction ratings. 

	5. 
	5. 
	The Department needs to respond to observed variations in preference for and use of information sources between segments. This presents opportunities for better-targeted DOT conununications. Sufficient differences in driving behavior, needs, attitudes, and perceptions of customer segments dictates need for more customized delivery of DOT messages. 


	6. Although user segments were found to be more similar than dissimilar, sufficient differences were identified that provide for useful segment profiles leading to a better understanding of attitudes and needs. A number of generalizations are possible: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Legislators are the most unique segment-often more suppo11ive and sometimes more critical in their assessments of DOT programs. 

	• 
	• 
	EVOs tend to place higher importance on many DOT products and services and programs directly or indirectly relating to roadway safety. 

	• 
	• 
	Farmers do not assign high importance to posting speed zones and providing travel information. 


	7. During the course of the 2002 sn1dy, a very limited number of new issues surfaced that were of significance to particular customer. Findings of focus group research and telephone interviewing were broadly consistent with respect to these issues. Most of the issues proved to be of minor concern, with the possible exception ofdead animal removal from the roadways, which appears to negatively reflect on the DOT. There is also user confusion with agencies as to where the responsibility lies for the timely re
	R ECOl\'L'\IIEJ\DATIONS 
	Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the researchers recommend the following to the South Dakota Department ofTransportation: 
	I. The SDDOT should develop a department-wide targeted media relations and communication plan. In addition to addressing the informational needs of the general population, the plan should identify oppornmities and strategies to extend reach to the department"s specialized user groups, i.e. carriers and shippers of freight. emergency vehicle operators. fam,ers, leisure travelers and legislative users. 
	2. 
	2. 
	2. 
	The SDDOT should outline a strategy for the more expanded use of variable message signs to provide travel infonnation (real-time where and when feasible), especially targeted to the leisure travelers and carrier and shipper user groups. Applications having special value would be for construction zone information and event routing. 

	3. 
	3. 
	The SDDOT should develop work plans for incident management response to accidents and events that leverage existing relationships with statewide emergency service responders. The goal would be to collectively work toward improved highway safety through more effective interagency coordination. 

	4. 
	4. 
	The SDDOT should undertake an informational program that educates the public regarding the need for and importance of the role that the SDDOT plays in protection of and preservation of South Dakota· s natural resources. 

	5. 
	5. 
	The SDDOT should fornrnlize a communications feedback system that harnesses the broad daily presence of hundreds of statewide emergency responders for the purpose of achieving more timely reporting of road problems. situations requiring highway maintenance attention, malfunctioning equipment and need for roadway clearance ofdebris, particularly dead animals. 
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	PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
	PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 
	The 2002 research study represent a continued building effort at better understanding end u er issues and needs. thus providing stronger service delivery to the SDDOT customer. The current study aims ro improve the understanding of SDDOT's customers. In doing so. this study attempts to eek answers ro a number of key questions. Primary but not exhaustive is the list below: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Have perceptions ofthe Depa11ment's perfonnance changed significantly? lf so. how? 

	• 
	• 
	How has the Department responded to issues raised in the prior surveys? Have the responses been effective? Are more proactive or effective responses possible? 

	• 
	• 
	Do key customer segments-such as emergency vehicle operators, commercial truckers. the agricultural industry, tourists. and others-perceive the Departmem·s ervices and performance differently from the population at large? 

	• 
	• 
	How does the Department need to respond to differing end-user needs? 

	• 
	• 
	Do public perceptions accurately distinguish between services provided by the Department and services provided by other public and private entities? 


	■ Have new issues emerged that are important to the legislature. the general public. or key customer segments? 
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	STUDY OBJECTIVES 
	STUDY OBJECTIVES 
	The objectives of this sn1dy were to: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Assess the opinions of the public and key customer groups regarding the composition . importance. and quality of the Department ofTransportation·s key products and services; 

	• 
	• 
	Assess the Department's progress in addressing customer concerns through development and execution of its strategic plan: and 

	• 
	• 
	Identify specific action the Department can take to improve its performance and its perception by the public and key customer groups regarding that performance. 


	The analysis of recently gathered user feedback seeks answers to the above questions and again assesses perceptions of the Department's performance. This report explores their ignificance and identifies how the Department might best respond to them. 
	SDDOT !00! Srare" ,de C11s111mer Sa11J(uc1io11 Asses.rmenr 
	TASK DESCRIPTION 
	TASK DESCRIPTION 
	The phases that comprised the recommended research design and a ociated tasks required to accomplish related objective follow: 
	TASK 1: MEET WITH TECHNJCAL PA."IEL 
	This phase was intended to review objectives and establish a final work plan arnund which a research design was fom1alized. At this meeting past research results and instruments were reviewed. Areas for comparison and benchmarking were identified. Areas of the 200 I Strategic Plan that needed assessment were identified. ew products and services and current statewide transportation issues were discussed and prioritized for inclusion in this year's survey. Key user segments to be interviewed were agreed upon.
	TASK 2: O NE-ON-ONE l TERVJEWS 
	Interviews wid1 selected managers and staffof SDDOT were conducted and provided needed direction for survey refinement based on identification or new issues dial have arisen since the survey was last administered in 1999. The participants represented all product and ervice areas. Additionally SDDOT regions were represented. 
	This group also provided insight into how the various divisions provide specific product and services to each identified key user segments. 
	Completion ofthis Lask resulted in a focus group Discussion Guide that provided insight from participants 
	on how SDDOT product and service delivery and perfonnance relates to each identified user segment. MarketLine staff also gained a good under randing of how 1999 survey results had been acted upon and the issues that management felt had arisen since the prior assessment. 
	TASK 3: C ONDUCT Focus GROUPS 
	The purpose ofthe groups was to identify is ues of importance to each segment, then rank order them and discuss unique needs relating to SDDOT provided products and services. A resource prioritization was also included. This identified segment views as to where future spending and efforts should be focused. 
	A total of ten ( I 0) focus groups were held. To provide balance for regional differences and effectively reach key customer segments sessions were in all four SDDOT region --cities were Aberdeen. Pierre, Sioux Falls and Rapid City. A minimum of two se sions was held in each location. 
	Respondents were screened during telephone recruitment to meet egment specific qualifications. The Technical Panel approved final screening criteria and segment definition. 
	The Discussion Guides (Appendix G) for the groups stemmed from the one-on-one sessions with SDDOT personnel and Teclmical Panel input. A draft Discussion Guide was provided to the SDDOT Project Manager for Technical Panel review. 
	Twelve (12) panicipants were recruited for each group session with 8 to 10 individuals expected to show. General public. tourist and agricultural segments were given a S40 gratuity for participation. All other professional groups were given a S50 gratuity. Successful completion of this task ensured that the 
	Twelve (12) panicipants were recruited for each group session with 8 to 10 individuals expected to show. General public. tourist and agricultural segments were given a S40 gratuity for participation. All other professional groups were given a S50 gratuity. Successful completion of this task ensured that the 
	telephone urvey accurately reflected the needs and i sues specilic to each of the SDDOrs key user segments. 

	TA K 4: S ·L\'IARJZE A 'D P RESE ·r Fl 'Dl:\"GS OF INTERVIEW A D Focus GROUPS 
	Market Line Research Incorporated management staff traveled to Pie1Te to conduct a preliminary review oftop line findings from all three avenues ofdata collection. 
	The purpose of this give and take working session was seen as an opportunity to examine qualitative research results for areas of interest. desired focus and professional insight into any modifications to the 1999 telephone urvey instrument. pecifically. feedback provided MRJ guidance from the perspective of the transportation experts in the interpretation of findings, understanding ofpolitical and regional nuances associated with customer feedback and any other necessary filters and context from which the 
	The result of this cssion wa an effective road map for development of a questionnaire that effectively clarified is ues and need important to every key user group. The end product reflected the collecti,·e insight and thinking ofall key SDDOT staff. 
	TASK 5: DEVELOP QUAl\TJTATJVE ll\STRUMENT FOR TELEPHONE SURVEYS 
	TASK 5: DEVELOP QUAl\TJTATJVE ll\STRUMENT FOR TELEPHONE SURVEYS 
	Building on input from SDDOT managers and the Technical Panel, MarketLine updated the prior survey to reflect new products and services along with actions stemming from the 1999 study·s findings that needed to be assessed. A significant modification was the addition of key user-segment-specific questions pertinent to each identified segment. MRI provided a revised draft survey for Technical Panel review and approval. 
	All respondents were taken through certain common core question comprising a majority of the survey. Based on screening que tion that qualified respondent as members of a particular user segment other than the general public. respondents were taken through additional egment specific questions. 

	TASK 6: STATEWlDE TELEPHO~E SURVEY 
	TASK 6: STATEWlDE TELEPHO~E SURVEY 
	SAMPL/i'I/G STRATEG J' 
	MRl gathered 1182 telephone interviews statewide as compared with 800 interviews conducted during the 1999 study. This number ensured continued representation across areas of population density. namely: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Communities of40,000 or more 

	• 
	• 
	Communities of 5.000 to 40.000 

	• 
	• 
	Communities ofless than 5,000 


	MarketLine anticipated the survey length to remain similar to that of 1999. averaging 24 minutes in length. 
	All segments were qualified with screening que tions. The Citizen segment came from across the state. All other segment were randomly selected from convenience lists obtained from South Dakota State 
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	agencies such as the South Dakota Department of Revenue. EVO participants were sent a letter on SD DOT letterhead (see Appendix H) outlining the purpose of the request to participate and given a toll­free number to call. 
	TASK 7: D ATA ANALYSIS AND TECH ·1cAL MEMORA~D M 
	MarketLine Research tabulated results of the study and generated data rabies for each que tion in the questiom1aire. Cross tabulations were run to help analyze results and clarify findings. Significance tests, including Chi Square. were run on appropriate variables. 
	Where data sets were comparable. they were analyzed and compared to results collected in 1997 and 1999 using SPSS 11 .1. 
	TASK 8: ACTIO • PL~ WORK HOP WITH EXECUTIVE TEA 1 
	The Executive Team made a decision, based on the presentation and discussion of research results during the August 21, 2002 Executive Team meeting. and additionally during the SDDOT Supervisors meeting of October 22, 2002 that an action planning workshop was not necessary. Management felt that they had a sufficient understanding of research results that would allow for updating the existing Strategic Plan. 
	TASK9: FI ALREPORTPR£PARATIO 
	1 

	Based on extensive statistical analysis and lengthy review of all gathered information. a first draft of a report of findings was submitted to the SD DOT on August 15th. During the fall of 2002, SD DOT staff and Technical Panel carefully reviewed the document and provided valuable comment and direction for processing the final document. 
	The review of fmdings reflects a process offeedback and discussion that included: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	a meeting with the Technical Panel to review and discuss in detail all findings; 

	• 
	• 
	a presentation and discussion of finding with the Executive Team: 

	• 
	• 
	preparation and distribution of a condensed summary of key findings for discussion and feedback during the Supervisor Meeting of October 22, 2002. 


	TASK ] 0: EXECUTIVE PRESENTATIO'.'JS TO RESEARCH REVIEW BOARD Ai D EXECUTIVE TEA.\1 
	MRl developed and presented a media presentation of relevant findings and conclusions to the project's technical panel during review of research findings in August 2002. This presentation was subsequently modified and presented to the staff attending the SDDOT Supervisors Meeting on October 22, 2002. Given the fact that a majority of Research Review Board Members had an opportunity to observe t11e presentation during one or both of the above mentioned meetings, an additional presentation to the Research Rev
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	Focus GROUP RESULTS 
	Focus GROUP RESULTS 
	PURPOSE 
	The purpose of the ten focus groups conducted in the four transponation regions was to identify issues of importance specific to varied customer segments. The discussions were used to better understand unique needs within each customer base as relates to SDDOT provided products and services. 
	A key focus was to assess similarities and differences in the manner in which user segments assign importance to products and services delivered by the SDDOT. Products and services were prioritized by segment. 1n addition. user segment satisfaction with individual products and services wa explored to gain an under randing of what determine user satisfaction and to identify segment differences. if any. 
	A resource prioritization exercise was used to assess user segment views as to where future spending and efforts should be focused. 
	OBJECTJVES 
	The primary objectives ofthe focus groups were to: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Determine whether all products and services reviewed were seen as having importance to the end user groups and to identify which products and services should be assessed in the telephone survey by each user segment; 

	• 
	• 
	Identify any segment specific issues that should be incorporated in each segment's telephone survey; 

	• 
	• 
	Understand how various user segments define resource allocation priorities based on their unique needs. 


	TASK D ESCRIPTIONS 
	The following tasks were completed to accomplish the focus groups: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Develop Discussion Guides for the groups based on input from one-on-one ses ions with SDDOT personnel and Technical Panel input. 

	• 
	• 
	Develop a Discussion Guide (see Appendix B.) appropriate for use with all user segments to achieve desired objectives. 

	• 
	• 
	Recruit and screen participants from areas surrounding four discussion group sites . 

	• 
	• 
	Manage all logistical preparations for focus groups at four sites . 


	Successful completion ofthe above tasks ensured that tbe telephone survey accurately reflected needs and issues specific to each ofthe SDDOr s key user segments. 
	l\1ETHODOLOGV 
	:vtarketLine recruited I I 9 individual between :vtarch 20'h and March 29'h. Seventy-four percent (88 individuals) panicipated in one of ten essions conducted in the citie of Aberdeen. Rapid City. Pierre. and Siow, Falls. 
	Figure
	Apnl 11 Sioux Falls 9 10 19 
	Total 40 18 17 13 88 
	Re pondents were creened during telephone recruitment to meet segment pecific qualifications 10 participate (complete screeners appear in Appendix G). Each user cgment participant had to meet the following qualification : 
	Citizen/Leisure Se!!ment 50150 split 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Citizen: 18 year ofage or older and lived in South Dakota for 6 months or more 

	• 
	• 
	Leisure: driven on state bjghways for leisure related travel constituting a trip or 75 miles or more in past 12 month 


	Agriculture Segment 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	18 years ofage or older 

	• 
	• 
	Engaged in fanning. ranching or agriculture as principle occupation 


	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Driven on county or township roads. state highways. or freeway in past month Emernencv Vehicle Operator Segment 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	18 years ofage or older 

	• 
	• 
	Currently drives a public safety or emergency verucle 



	• 
	• 
	• 
	Has driven a public afety or emergency vehicle 6 months or more Commercial Driver / Shipper Segment 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	18 years ofage or older 

	• 
	• 
	Currently drives a commercial vehicle used to haul goods or freight from one location to another location 

	• 
	• 
	Works at company that requires shipping ofgoods. freight, or commodities Job responsibilitie include making decisions that affect the shipping and receiving area. 

	• 
	• 
	Company uses trucks as method of transport to ship from any location to their final destination 
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	DETAILED FLNDJNGS 
	FAMILIARITY WITH S DDOTAND SOURCES OF AWARENESS 
	The degree of familiarity with the role and function of SDDOT is very broad, with relatively high familiarity common with EVOs and truckers/shippers, and generally low to moderate familiarity among the broader base of citizens. leisure travelers. and farmers. 
	Newspaper articles are most frequently cited as the source ofawareness of SD DOT infom1ation. followed by radio. Those who use the road professionally (caniers, shippers, EVOs etc.) are often inclined to claim 
	that much of their familiarity with the DOT is a result of personal contact and interaction. 
	Awareness ofthe DOT web site tends to be low across all the constituencies. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Interest in using the DOT web site for information varies, and often correlates with familiarity with and accessibility to the Internet. 

	• 
	• 
	Web site content of most interest tends to include information on highway construction and maintenance projects. rules and regulations, and road and weather conditions. 


	''The web si1efor the interchange down there-the web site was really informative. They had phows, progress. They had diagrams ofwhat it would look like. and that wasfrom the beginning. " 
	'As long as the information as to what roads are going to be under construc1ion and when, and when they 're going to start-if that 's on the web page, that 's enough information for me. 
	Few expressed awareness of any changes in the federal funding of the SDDOT over the past year. Although some mentioned that they had heard offederal funding issue tied to the legal blood alcohol limit in South Dakota, few if any seem to know the status of that situation. No one volunteered an awareness of decreasing amounts of federal funds for South Dakota due to decreased gasoline revenues over the past 
	year. 
	Typical participant inquiries were: 
	'' Why are the.funds being cut?" ''How much money does the DOTspend in a year?·· "How much ofit is South Dakota taxfunds?'' "How much f ederal money did you lose this year?" 
	PRODUCTAND SERVICES EVALUATIONS 
	Systems Infrastructure 
	Each subcategory of systems infrastructure tends to be widely understood and effectively differentiated. There is a tendency for most to believe that road and bridge preservation is a higher priority than building new roads-the exception being carriers and shippers. For many this is the fundamental role of the DOT. 
	Safety features tend to closely follow in importance across all constituencies, but especially among EVOs. 
	citizens, and leisure drivers. 
	Table 4: Systems Infrastructure Priorities 
	Systems Infrastructure 
	Systems Infrastructure 
	Systems Infrastructure 
	Citizen / Leisure n=40 
	Fanner n=18 
	EVO n =17 
	Carrier / Shipper n =13 

	Road &bridge construction Road &bridge preservation/maintenance Landscaping of roadsides Environmental Issues 
	Road &bridge construction Road &bridge preservation/maintenance Landscaping of roadsides Environmental Issues 
	H 2 L L 
	H H 1 -----r-----+--------i 1 2 2 ------r-------+---------i L L L ---------,,-----+--------i L L L 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-


	Safety features 
	Safety features 
	2 
	H 

	Corridor Improvements 
	Corridor Improvements 
	H 
	H 
	H 
	H 

	Research 
	Research 
	H 
	H 
	H 
	H 


	The importance of clear and well-maintained striping tended to be the safety consideration cited most frequently. An adequate shoulder. allowing for safe stopping along side the roadways. was especially important to EVOs and carriers. 
	''That ·s ivhy I p ut sc!fetyfeatures as #1, mainfl' because o_fstriping. That ·s been one of my p e! peeves.for years. Some of it is not as good as it should be. " 
	Although many volunteered that environmental issues and roadside landscaping were desirable programs. most are inclined to believe these to be among the lowest priorities. 
	"Although I do apprecillfe greatly that 11'e can do some ofthat (landscaping) in this state, which I think is prelly much on the low side righ1 now-(fit comes doirn to having safety or development ofour road 5:l'stems. the landscaping would have to take a secondary role. It imuld have to come in last. " 
	Satisfaction with perfonnance of the SDDOT across all subcategories of systems infrastructure tends to be moderate to relatively high. The most common areas of complaint are the perceived-to-be-poor condition of many bridges, inadequate shoulder widths, and faded or inadequate striping. 
	Other typical examples ofsatisfaction and dissatisfaction are quoted in Table 5. 
	Systems Operations 
	Citing the importance of safety and clear passage, most tend to consider bare pavement (snow plowing. sanding, etc.) to be the primary systems operations function. Many are also inclined to consider clear roadways and shoulders as having nearly the same meaning as bare pavement, and have a difficult time differentiating one function from the other. 
	Rest area maintenance and traveler services are usually perceived as being desirable and were often rated with high satisfaction. but they were of the lowest priority in systems operations category. 
	Most agree that traffic management-especially good signals, signage. and turning lanes-is cmcial to ease ofnavigation and safety. 
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	Table 5: S stems Infrastructure Comments 
	Figure
	Most oftheareas they try to put it back into agoodlooking environmental type thing, to where it blends with what was there before. Or else they try to roundit or do whatever to make it look like it belongs ratherthanjust dida project and leave it half finished. 
	I've seen them move over 10 preserve virgin ground, prairie ground, and that's cool. 
	I like that landscaping is also doneto prevent dust storms. 
	Well, I think they're doing very good. They reclaim most ofthe land that they tear up to putin the roads and so fonh. 
	I had high (satisfaction) on the landscaping. I think they're saving a lot oflives by sloping back those approaches. 
	I really enjoy the landscaping. and I think it adds to theimage of our state, and I think it's also necessaryenvironmentally, in certain aspects as far as-instead ofhaving a bunch ofmud andgravel if you landscape an area, you're not going to run off theroadand things like that. 
	They do a goodjob, as far as I'm concerned, ofmaintaining the roads, but there are still a lot with narrowshoulders. 
	Yeah, but for aperson who stops alongside the road, and that road doesn't have much of a shoulder to get off on-and then like Nancysays, ifsomeone is not familiar with thearea, that striping sure comes in handy. 
	I think in thelast 70years. even 5years, they've come along way. It's getting a lot better. You'regetting a shoulder on almost all your majorroads. 
	The roads, overall, as far as condition ofroads and bridges are pretty good. There arejust some areas that needimprovement. 
	Landscaping. Why?Ifyou're thinking highways, why do we care? Andwe've got water. I've seen trees on the interstate. and I think why are we doing this? It's a lot ofmoney that they could use elsewhere. 
	Someplaces I've beenyou're going with a trailer andyou blow a tire, and there's no shoulder or something. Just pull over and fix it-you'rejust kind ofhangingyour head out there. Get run over by somebody else flying down theroad. 
	I think some roads that are traveled alot have overweight trucks, and theyget beat up. They should watch that closer 
	There tends to be not adequate shoulder width forpulling over or stopping. and there's usually a lot of gravel or debris on the roadways that are causing the accidents or have been a part of the accidents. There doesn't seem to be enough room in a lot of areas for traffic to continue going by. 
	Moderate (satisfaction). They do a lot ofdecent repair work, but for some reason, the crew that theyhired to come in anddo the repair work on that highway, allthey did was sweep it off andput a 7-1/2" layer ofasphah on top of, and were surprised when three weeks later, it crumbled away. 
	The asphah roads theyjust keep patching them. There has to be a bettersolution for the dollars I think. I think some ofthis material shouldbe updated. Why keep throwinggoodmoney after bad trying to fix allthese old stuff, when the same product keeps going ID heck on us. 
	They're not changing their technology. It's the same thing for the last 40 years. 
	I think the state is not focusing in theright direction. I think there's more ofa safetyproblem with driver fatigue than thereis with road markings or vehicle equipment. I think fatigue has more to do with it. The state ofSouth Dakota is doing a lot to inform about fatigue. 
	I feel it takes them too long to rebwld aroad. 
	For those aware of variable message signs (VMS). reactions tend to be very positive. Traffic conditions ahead_ road blockages. and inclement weather that may impact driving were all volunteered as the types of information that would be especially useful. VMS were seen as strong incident management tools by EVOs and would be very helpful if mobile units were available. 
	Although roadside care is generally considered to be a relatively low priority a a function of systems operations, a widely perceived lack of timely removal of dead deer from the sides of the roads appears to be a source ofconcern and embarrassment to many citizens ofSouth Dakota. 
	1n the area of systems operations. satisfaction with the SDDOT tends to be highest on clear roadways and bare pavement. There is widely held perception that roadways are usually plowed quickly and efficiently. Rest areas are seen as being well maintained. Among most constituencies the common areas of complaint are the timeliness of roadside debris removal. and the need for more and clearer signage along the highways. 
	Typical comments relating to products and services in this category are listed in Table 7. 
	Bare pavement 1 
	1 
	Rest area maintenance L L 
	L 
	Traffic management 2 H H 
	H 
	Roadside care H H H 
	H 
	Traveler Services L L L 
	L 
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	I've never really seen much problem as far as clearroadways and 
	We've had a lot ofdeeraccidents andiiseems there 's atot of stuff. They do agoodjob ofgetting stuffcleaned off. 
	deer /eh lying alongside the road, oron the shoulders. They could have a rendering truck topick that up.
	I rated them high because I think. for the amount ofequipment they have to work with; I think theyare very efficient at clearing roads that 
	Can we get the deadanimals offthe road? needto be cleared. 
	Andthey'll be there for 2-3 days. They still have them in the I think rural highways they really go out and get them as clean as they 
	ditches from last winter. It's bad. can. generally. 
	The deer and the bumpers and the tires. I don't know ifthey ever You go in the rest stop and you see allthese tounsts in there, and 
	getpickedup. they're handing out information and getting maps, and they're treated 
	getpickedup. they're handing out information and getting maps, and they're treated 
	One ofthe very few things that I think 00Thas a low in, and
	really well. Ireally think that's agood deal. 

	that's theroadside care and debris removal. In the summer time, Rest stops are nice, usually. 90%ofthem are really nice. They're 
	especially on the interstate, when they'vegot their mowers oul much nicer than some ofthe suffounding states'. 
	they run overgarbage and iijust throws it everywhere. 
	Traveler service. I rated them high there. They've got rest areas: 
	They hit it with the mowers andthe interstate median looks they've got maps. They're verygoodabout it. 
	absolutely teffible. It makes our state really lookjunky. 
	Traffic management. The signals and knowing where the tums are. 
	Shoulders anddebris offthe road. I don't think theymaintain it. Allofthat is veryimponant. I think they do apre11ygoodjob. 
	They do a really bad, badjob ofcleaning roads around here. 
	It's very nice that now when they're redoing roads, they're pulling in turning lanes, because it just makes it a whole lot safer when you're in themiddle ofnowhere. I thought they're doing a betterjob in traffic management when it comes to that. I like that. 
	Regulations 
	Speed zones were viewed as having the highest priority based on their direct relationship to safe roadways. Other areas most likely to be linked to safety (truck highway pennies and wide loads) and road quality preservation (weight restrictions and spring postings) tended to be cited as the areas that should be of high priority in the regulations category. They were perceived as functions central to most peoples' understanding ofthe role and function oftbe SDDOT. 
	The fact that the SDDOT was involved in aircraft regulation was a surprise to most, and this information was apt to elicit questions as to why this was the DOT's responsibility, and not the responsibility of some other agency ofthe government. 
	Along with aircraft registration. outdoor advertising control was also considered to be a low priority, and many even wondered if this function would be bener placed in the domain of another agency or organization. Many appear to be of the opinion that this is an aesthetic issue, and do not necessarily think about it as related to safety or road sign blockage. 
	The segment having the most unique set of priorities is that ofthe carriers and shippers. This group places less importance on speed zones and greater importance on vehicle inspections. 
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	H
	2
	H
	H
	Truck highway permits 
	H
	1
	1 
	1
	Speed zones 
	L
	L
	L
	L
	Aircraft registration 
	L
	L
	L
	L
	Outdoor advert1s1ng control 
	H 
	2
	H 
	2
	Truck regulallon. reg1strat1on 
	H 
	1
	H
	2
	Truck vehicle inspections 
	H 
	H
	H 
	H
	Weight restrictions/spring postings 
	Figure
	Satisfaction with the SDDOT in the regulation area tends to be moderate to relatively high. with most believing that in the key areas of speed zones. truck regulation. and weight restrictions. the SDDOT is doing a very satisfactory job. The most frequent concern expressed was the need for even more effective monitoring of weight restrictions to protect roads. Fam1ers, however. were sometime inclined to express a need for more exceptions to weight restrictions in order to help faci litate. when necessary, th
	It's reallyapain to have to go to the /RF to buyyour license for a think they do aprettygood job as far as posting like whenyou 
	It's reallyapain to have to go to the /RF to buyyour license for a think they do aprettygood job as far as posting like whenyou 
	I'm pretty satisfied with what theyhave. I think it's imponant and I 

	truck. Ifyou're over so many tons,you can't get your license at come into a town; it's slow down to 35 or 45. 
	the courthouse. I had a high on rhe speedzones andon the highwaypermits, 
	You see the weighing stations, andhalf of them are closed in the weight limitations. They're really cracking down andpaying 
	springtime, so whetherthey're being regulated, I don'/ know. attention. 
	I'm a little disappointed that they don't have a little more leeway I am very appreciative of the speedzones that we currentlyhave 
	for farmers coming our offields being a little over-a Ii/lie more andthe signage that is up. Bringing about awareness ofthe speed 
	tolerance to being overweight. It's a Ii/lie hard to hit it r,ghr, zones. I think that's veryhelpfulandaccident prevention. 
	coming out ofthe field Especially the first few loads, when you don't know the rest weight ofthe grade.
	Truck inspection andtruck highwaypermits I think are importanl too. Very. very. They do agoodjob. The way they do it I'm very 
	You don1 know where you're at. Most of the time you have no satisfied with it. 
	idea ofwhat cattle weigh. And what doyou do whenyou have to move cattle our and live on aposted road? We run into that every stinking spring. 
	I think in heavy traffic areas. like 41sl Street in Sioux Fa/ls-there are tons ofbillboards, and they can be distracting in traffic. Bur aesthetics is terrible. 
	Figure
	lnfonnation 
	lnfonnation 
	Many had a difficult time differentiating among the functions of public infon11ation. weather and road conditions, and safety information. For mo t of the public. all of these functions would appear to fall under traveler infom,ation as it relates to road and traffic conditions and safe driving. Top priorities varied by segment as seen in the table below. 
	Adequate and clear signage (especially directional and exit information) is widely considered to be another crucial component of SDDOT information management. 
	\1any volunteered that guiding driver in getting where they want to go was an expected ervice to the traveling public. and consequently a basic requirement ofthe DOrs information management function. 
	Weather information/road conditions H 2 1 
	Table 10: Information Priorities 
	Table 10: Information Priorities 


	Safety information H H Signage H 2 Long-term transportation planning H H Media relations L L Techrncal assistance L L 
	H H H H 2 L L L L 
	Few disagreed that long-te1m transportation planning was important. Many volunteered, however, that more public information and involvement in this planning process would help to ensure that fun1re road and bridge construction takes into account the diver e needs and perspectives of all of constituencies impacted by thi decision-making. 
	Table 11: Information Comments 
	Comments -Satisfaction 
	I just feel really comfortablednv1ng with the information that I have, either beforehand or while I'mdnving. It'sgood mformabon. 
	Definitely weather informabon and road cond1bons That's absolutely important to me. Ineed to know if I can get there today. They're doing fine. I've got all their 77 speed numbers. and they're on the Internet, too. They do very well. 
	They could do more than they do, but they do a pretty good Job letting you know whenthe roads are bad. 
	They do a good job on public informabon. 
	Safety information. I think they do agood job. 
	Excellent information. Timely. The 1nformat1on we do receive is excellent 
	When they give us the information, it'sgreat. It's accurate, but I guess hke every proiect, everybody wants It yesterday. 
	I really think the state does avery good job on long term planning. And they do agood Job of publishing it so you can see what their 5year plan Is. 
	-

	I think signs are good because of all the tourism we have. They have to educate the people that come here that don't live here that don't know where to go. I think they do a really good JOb with signs. 
	Ido think it's agood thing that they are puttingsome electronic billboards up like some other states do, because that's even a better way since you're out on the road and can't always catch the news to find out something is going on somewhere so you can change your route or maybe get amotel or something. I like the electronic signs. 
	You know just where to go, and you know what's coming up. And you can read It (VMS) a long way away. 
	Comments -Dissatisfaction 
	We travel quitea bit on the Interstates, in alot of different direcbons: and it's real frustrating is you can take off, especially going east, and not be aware of how much construction you are going to run into and how much bme delay you're going to have especially in the summer time It can be real frustrating. 
	-

	I think those public roads-we don't really hear that much about them, and if it Is, it's Just kind of alittleblip off media or something like that. There's not a lot of explanation. That Isee in newspapers, or even on the news as to why they're picking specific areas. I would like to know that. 
	They tell you what they're going to be doing,and like she said, they'll say you'll see 1in the paper that they're going to build a road here or there. They won't tell you why they want to build it there. 
	When they start spending your tax dollars, you want to know where it's going and what they're doing with it. 
	I'd like the information to be accessible; if you want to find the information, you should be able to have away to go to find out... 
	They might be doing it, but they don't always let us know about it. They don't tell you and then you see it yourself. 
	Sometimes it's a littJe difficult to get informabon from them in a timely fashion. 
	Weather and road information... we don't really have agood resource that we can count on consistently to provide us with that information. And it's not always accurate. 
	I don't think they really do agood job at that (long term transportation planning) at all. 
	Of lowest perceived priority are media relations and technical a sistance to elected officials. ~ edia relations were perceived a having less value and different from more direct fonn of communication of public information such a public meetings and cell phone numbers. Oftentimes respondents viewed media provided information as filtered and inaccurate, particularly in the case of weather and road condition . Few appear to readily understand the technical assistance function. and many had a difficult time ev
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	Most all respondents stated a desire for more info1mation of one type or another. Satisfaction with infonnation delivery was mixed. New technology-such as variable message signs-was well received. Most travelers generally view DOT perfonnance in the area of road signage positively. 
	Although many claimed to be quite satisfied with the SDDOT regarding the dissemination of infonnation (especially on weather and road conditions). the most frequently volunteered complaint was a desire for more public information on what the SDDOT is doing, what their priorities are, and what long tenn projects are being planned. Typical comments relating to products and services in this category are summarized in Table 11 . 
	Transportation Investment, System Management and Advocacy 
	Among all the subcategories in this area, most seem to agree on the high level priority of loans and grants, and more state aid for local roads (an area widely believed to be much neglected and in need of assistance). This was the only product and service category for which all user segments unanimously agreed on priorities. 
	'Thar's where your produce is comingfi·om, in the.first place. Whether it's livestock. wheat or corn. it ·s got to get to rown. I think they should payfor more rural roads. " 
	Table 12: Transportation Investment Priorities 
	Transportation Investment 
	Transportation Investment 
	Transportation Investment 
	Citizen / Leisure n=40 
	Farmer n =18 
	EVO n =17 
	Carrier I Shipper n =13 

	Loans and grants 
	Loans and grants 
	2 
	2 
	2 
	2 

	Rail corridor/railroad crossings 
	Rail corridor/railroad crossings 
	H 
	H 
	H 
	H 

	Aviation promotion 
	Aviation promotion 
	L 
	L 
	L 
	L 

	State aide for local roads 
	State aide for local roads 
	1 
	1 
	1 
	1 

	Trail development/maintenance 
	Trail development/maintenance 
	L 
	L 
	L 
	L 


	Except for involvement in seeking more state aid for local roads, all participating constituencies appeared to have difficulty assessing the proper role of the SDDOT in each of the other listed transportation investment functions. This difficulty appears to be a function of the public lacking significant familiarity with non-highway transportation issues, and a lack of understanding as to the proper role of the SD DOT in these matters. 
	This common lack of understanding of the role of the SD DOT in the area of transportation investment also made it difficult for many to evaluate how well the SDDOT was doing in this role. Other than the frequently expressed need for more funds for local roads, the other most common complaint was the need for improved and safer railroad crossings. 
	Lowest perceived interest was in SDDOT's involvement in aviation promotion (some questioned why this was even an objective) and trails development and maintenance, which many thought should be the responsibility of local governments or other state agencies. 
	Participants were pa11icularly concerned with poor signage and rough surfaces at rail crossings. Support for DOT trail investment was mixed, while most didn't see value in aviation suppor1. Typical comments relating to products and services in this category are summarized in Table 13. 
	Table 13: Transportation Investment Comments 
	Comments -Satisfaction 
	I'm real happy with the waythey've been doing it (corridor preservation). You go to railroad tracks and it's not much more than a thump-thump. Andthey take as good care ofthem as they do; you can go to other states andyou'llhit a railroadtrack andyou knowit. 
	They are reallygood, because they keep a lot ofthe young bikers offthe roads. Andit's a goodplace forpeople to walk instead of along the highways. 
	Counties needmore money to keep the roads going. And DOT does agoodjob with the funds; DOThelps get it to the gravel roads. 
	Product/Service Resource Allocation 
	Comments -Dissatisfaction 
	And I don't think we're doing enough for the railroads. 
	Railroad crossing improvements is something that we need. 
	The other thing on the rail is thereare some crossing across the 
	state that are prelly rough that need some improvement. 
	I'm especially concerned about the railroad crossing. To me that's something that needs... I put an L on that, because I'm dissatisfied with ii. I think that needs improvements. 
	I'm a little dissatisfied that railroad crossings don't have flashing 
	signals on allofthem. All of them should have it. 
	I feel that they need more signage. They need more gates and 
	lights. I've towedan ambulance that hit a train. I've towed a 
	pickup that was hit by a train. 
	I think they have to think about it a lot, because our rail service is just disappearing; andifit doesn't changeprettysoon, it's going to 
	be gone. Which means it's just going to be more andmore and 
	more trucks. because we have to move ourproduce farther and 
	farther and farther. 
	I think it's important that our county road system andmunicipal 
	road system be well maintained and agood system also. I think 
	sometimes we fall short on our county roads. 
	The aviation issue bothers me because I think we give too much 
	money. I don't think we need these planes that are going through 
	3-4 times a day that go into Aberdeen and some ofthese towns. 
	I'm concerned that DOT shouldn't have to subsidize somebody to 
	keep an airplane flying in, because there's not enough business. 
	Why should we be spending our dollars for our roads on trails? 
	A lot ofthe countyroads aroundhere arejust junk as far as I'm 
	concerned. They're in poorshape. 
	There appears to be almost no awareness of how the SDDOT currently allocates its budget across irs products and service . Consequently many appeared to feel disadvantaged in attempting to prioritize budget allocations. 
	Since most are inclined to believe that systems infrastructure and systems operations provide the essential basis for efficient and safe public travel. most agree that these areas should always be of highest priority in the SDDOT's budget allocations-all segments allocated over 50% of budget resources to these two areas. Resource allocation was very similar across all user segments as can be seen in Figure 2. Farmers allocated the largest proportion of the budget to transportation investment ( 18% ). This c
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	Figure 2: Segment Reactions to Transportation Investments 
	O1'ERALLSATISFACTI0lV WITH SDDOT 
	There tends LO a generally high level of satisfaction with the overall perfonmmce of the SDDOT, and this seems to be true to approximately equal degrees across all constituencies included in the research. 
	''] think they 're ex1re111e~v good in what they do. " 
	Participants were asked to give an overall rating of their satisfaction with the DOT. A 5-point scale was used-where 'S-meant excellent and •t' meant poor. Average ratings of all participant segments were above the mjd-point ofthe scale (3.0 midpoint). 
	Table 14: Overall Satisfaction Scores 
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	r;;ragescore ~ 
	There appears to be a common perception that many other states have higher quaIity state highways. Many. however. were quick to point out that the quality of the roadways maintained by the SDDOT is at least in part due to the state's limited funds having to be allocated across a relatively large geographic area. A commonly volunteered comment was that the SDDOT was doing an overall good job considering the states relatively low population base and the resulting limited budget it has at its disposal. 
	'"Gii•e11 the area o.fcoverage that DOT has to do 11·i//1 the hudget that they ha1·e. I think they 're doing pretty 11·ell. " 
	"The_,, ·re doing the hes/ ,re can.for the.fe,rpeople ll'e hai•e in this state. Ir ·s a struggle to get 
	by. We can 'r o_ffer our DOTa lot ofmoney. S11re 11·e have our hand 011/ al the.federal level. 
	and e,·en 110w--cou111ies are looking.for assistance hecause all 011r roads are going to pot. 
	Somebody has to pay.for it. One 11'G.J' or another. " 
	'Knowing holl' tight everything is. and as it ·s go11e11 tighter in the las1.fe11' years 111011ey-wi e, 11·ith the limited a111011111 o.fresources that 1he_r have 0111there, the manpower available, I think the_,• 're doing a,· good a job as the_1• can 11·ith 11'har 1hey hare. " 
	"/ think the roads.for the most par/ are good to great.for the monies that they 're a/localed. 
	They 11:1· to rake care r>f rhe roads. and looking at the 11·eather conditions ire ha1·e in this stale. 
	I think !hey do a preuy darn goudjob keeping the mads up-even {(ii 's a tempora,J· palch or 
	ll'hare,·er. They do the best tlrey can ll'ith the monies allocated and the people they ·ve got. I 
	think !hey do a grealjob. •• 
	R ECO!'vlMEl\'DED PRODUCTS & SERVICES FOR El'ALUAT/O/\' 
	Ba ed on feedback from the variou focus group segments. the following products and services were seen as rele\'ant for inclusion and as essment in the telephone survey versions specific to each user group. Product and service description are al o refined to reflect participant terminology used during group sessions when evaluating the products and services. 
	Table 15: Product & Service Grid 
	Building roads and bndges b • • • • Maintaining roads and bridges C . Building and maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel matenals d • . . • • . Removing roadwayshoulder debns such as animals, glass and tom tires e • • • . • . Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth r • • • . . . Plowing, salting and sanding or snow-covered roadways g . • . . • . Providing roadway features such as hghbng, guardrails and pavement stnping h . • . • . • Installing road signage such as dlfectio
	Identified Issues for Survey Inclusion 
	A number of issues and concerns were identified as a result of product and service discussions. Some were germane to all segments and some were specific to individual customer segments. ew questions 
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	were developed in the telephone survey to f-urther explore and quantify these identified needs and interests. 
	All segments 
	Valued types of infom1ation on variable message signs Problem ofdead animal disposal from road kills 
	• Improvement ofsignage at railroad crossings 
	Citizen / leisure 
	Driver fatigue as a safety issue 
	Farmer 
	• More leniency with weight restrictions particularly as relates to moving livestock Whether truck inspections, weight restriction and postings are unifonnly and fairly applied 
	Emergency Vehicle Operator 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Need for improved shoulders as a safety concern for emergency responders 

	• 
	• 
	Use ofVMS as a traffic control tool during an incident or high traffic volume event 

	• 
	• 
	Driver fatigue as a safety issue 


	Carrier I Shipper 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Whether truck inspections, weight restriction and postings are unifonnly and fairly applied 

	Interest in quarterly newsletter from SDDOT to keep updated to change in regulations and road conditions 

	• 
	• 
	Driver fatigue as a safety issue 
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	QUANTITATIVE SURVEY RESULTS 
	QUANTITATIVE SURVEY RESULTS 
	METHODOLOGY 
	Quantitative research consisted of a telephone urvey. The survey used a repre entative sample of u ers from each key segment to evaluate importance and satisfaction with appropriate current product and services. A total of I, 121 SDDOT customers participated in the survey. In addition. 60 legislators \.Vere interviewed and are treated as a separate influence segment. 
	SOURCES OF CALLING SAMPLES 
	Citizen and Leisure Segments 
	A random digit dial sample was developed using seeds randomly drawn from an electronic phonebook directory (ProPhone) of South Dakota households. The sample was drawn proportionate to county population. 
	The random digit dial sample also ensured that households with unlisted phone numbers were included in the study. 
	Emergency Vehicle Operators Segment 
	A convenience sample for the Emergency Vehicle Operators segment was obtained from the South Dakota Department of Military Affairs. Emergency Management Division. The list contained addresses for: Police. Fire. County Sheriff. Ambulance and State Patrol. A supplemental list of tow truck operations was drawn from an electronic phone file. 
	Lists were set up to include only one location per city/central office location. Letters were sent to all locations soliciting participation. Potential participants were given a 1-888 number for calling MarketLine Research. 
	Note: this is the one segment where response was l!enerated as a result ofvolunteered call in pai1icipation in the survey. All other segments were randomly contacted through outbound calling. A copy of the letter requesting study participation appears in Appendix H. 
	Farmer Segment 
	A random digit dial sample ofSouth Dakota farmers was purchased from Survey Sampling. The source of their database i from the Farm Service Administration (formerly the Ab>ricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service), the regulatory ann of the USDA. which administers farm programs under Federal order. The list included fanners who are signed up with FSA and participate in federally supported government programs. This list is updated twice per year. 
	Carrier Segment 
	The South Dakota Department of Revenue provided a commercial motor carrier Ii t of trucks registered in the State of South Dakota. A convenience ample of all trucks of 20 tons or more was drawn from their database. These records were sent to a firm that specializes in matching names and addresses to telephone numbers. They were able to successfully match better than two-thirds of the addresses (67%) providing a 
	The South Dakota Department of Revenue provided a commercial motor carrier Ii t of trucks registered in the State of South Dakota. A convenience ample of all trucks of 20 tons or more was drawn from their database. These records were sent to a firm that specializes in matching names and addresses to telephone numbers. They were able to successfully match better than two-thirds of the addresses (67%) providing a 
	calling sample of 1.68 1 non-duplicated records. Each location with truck registrations was represented only once in the final calling sample 

	Shipper Segment 
	The South Dakota Depa11ment of Revenue also provided a list of busine ses operating in South Dakota. A convenience sample wa developed and randomized by region and used to reach shippers. 
	PARTICIPANT OliALIF/CA TIO/Ii 
	Re pondents had to meet segment pecific qualifications to panicipate in inrerviews for a user segment. 
	Citizen Segment 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	18 years ofage or older 

	• 
	• 
	South Dakota re ident a minimum ofsix months 

	• 
	• 
	family member does not work for DOT or a public works depanment 


	LeisureSegment 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	I years ofage or older • outh Dakota resident a minimum ofsix months 

	• 
	• 
	family member does not work for DOT or a public works depanment 

	• 
	• 
	traveled by car 75 or more miles from home on non-business trip in past year 

	• 
	• 
	spent at least one night away from home on non-business trip 


	Farmer Segment 
	18 years ofage or older 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	South Dakota re ident a minimum ofsix months 

	• 
	• 
	family member does not work for DOT or a public works depanment 

	• 
	• 
	engaged in farming or agriculture as principle occupation 

	• 
	• 
	fanned for one or more years 


	Emergency VehicleOperators Segment 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	18 years ofage or older 

	• 
	• 
	South Dakota re ident a minimum ofsix months 

	• 
	• 
	family member does not work for DOT or a public works department 

	• 
	• 
	currently drives a public safety or emergency vehicle 

	• 
	• 
	has driven a public safety or emergency vehicle six months or more 
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	Tow Truck Driver (subgroup in Emergency Vehicle Operator Segment) 
	18 years ofage or older 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	South Dakota resident a minimum orsix months 

	• 
	• 
	currently drives a tow truck 

	• 
	• 
	has driven a tow truck ix months or more 


	Carrier Segment 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	18 years ofage or older 

	• 
	• 
	South Dakota resident a mjnimum ofsix months 

	• 
	• 
	family member does not work for DOT or a public works department 

	• 
	• 
	has driven a commercial vehicle six months or more 

	• 
	• 
	typically drives commercial vehicle on city streets. state highways or freeways 


	Shipper Segment 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	South Dakota resident a minimum ofsix months 

	• 
	• 
	works at company that requires shipping ofgoods. freight or commodities 

	• 
	• 
	family member does not work for DOT or a public works department 

	• 
	• 
	job responsibilities include making decisions that affect the shipping and receiving 

	• 
	• 
	company business requires shipping ofgoods. freight or commodities 


	DATA COLLECT!Ol\' 
	Interviews were conducted at MarketLine Research using a computer-aided telephone interviewing (CATI) system. The five primary user segments were called during the period May 8through June 28• 
	th 
	th

	Legislators (60) were again surveyed as in I999 and treated as a sixth segment. They evaluated the same et of products and services viewed as important to citizens. They are not included in the 'totals· tabulations that reflect user-only groups (5). Their perspectives are treated as those of policy makers. They are analyzed to provide insight to agreement and disagreement with the total population of SDDOT 
	users. 
	There were five versions of the survey. Citizens and legislators were taken through the same ver ion with one or two exceptions. A copy of the longest urvey version is included in Appendix I. Segment-specific questions appear at the end of this survey version. 
	Segment quotas were identified and agreed on at the start of the project. as shown in Table 16. Screening questions for respondent qualification varied (as noted in task 2). Products and Services asses ed by individual segments varied based on relevance and importance identified during a preliminary qualitative research phase involving the use of ten focu groups across the South Dakota Department of Transportation's four regions. 
	Citizen 600 600 Emphasis on this segment for comparison to pnor 1999 survey Leisure 200 181 Balance would offset final EVO involvement Legislative 66 60 Target was two-thlfds of legislative body. Pnor year was 65. EVO--public safety 88 128 Goal was to accommodate all call-in response from letter sent EVO-towmg 12 12 3 to 4 fromeach SDDOT region Fanner 100 101 Balanced representation across regions desired and achieved Carrier 85 85 Balanced representation across regions desired and achieved Shipper 15 15 To
	The qualitative research phase helped to further refine product and service descriptions used in rhe broader quantitative study of the five u er egments. Additionally. based on focu group participant feedback. a number of issue of interest to all users and pecific segments were identified for survey examination in the quantitative survey. 
	Telephone urvey Structure 
	Many re pondents could have conceivably qualified for one or more user segmem: e.g. a shipper at times could be a commu1er or leisure traveler. To collect the purest viewpoint of product & ervice evaluation. each respondent was qualified for a singular segment and asked to trunk of their responses in that travel context. 
	Once screened and qualified for egment inclu ion. participants were taken through a six-part survey averaging slightly less than 25 minutes. The structure of the 2002 survey consisted of specific sections dealing with: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Reported driving behavior 

	• 
	• 
	Experienced driving conditions 

	• 
	• 
	Evaluated DOT products and services 

	• 
	• 
	Rating of investment in DOT budget support of variou ancillary departmental programs 

	• 
	• 
	Assessment of user in fonnation needs. and 

	• 
	• 
	Positions on issues of interest to all respondents and of additional segme111 specific interest. 


	Demographic data were gathered at the conclusion of the survey for use in analy is and comparison with past tracking year data. 
	DETAILS OF PRODUCT/SERVICE PERFORMANCE E l'ALUATION 
	A more detailed and extensive assessment was made of specific product and service performance in the 2002 survey than in pa t tracking urvey instrument . This was a key departure from past studies. Eighteen products and services were identified for assessment of user importance and satisfaction. 
	The methodology for assessing SDDOT product and ervice perfonnance by user segment consisted of three teps. For each user segment there was made: 
	• a determination ofthe relative importance ofeach product and service to segment users; 
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	• 
	• 
	• 
	a detennination of those products and services having the utmo. t user segment impor1ance (a 

	TR
	forced ranking); and 

	• 
	• 
	a detennination of level of ati faction with each product and service rated for importance . 


	From a list of DOT products and services, qualitative research identified products and ervices important to each segment. In the telephone survey, respondents rated the importance of these products and services on a I0-point importance scale. In order to provide the SDDOT greater insight to more clearly actionable data, survey respondent were asked to rank the six products and services they had rated tbe hjghest. Ln cases of ties. products and services were randomly selected from the qualifying set ror forc
	Another new section to thi year' s survey consisted of a separate list or seven programs based on focus group input and evaluated as SDDOT .. areas of invesnnenC. Focus group feedback indicated that these products and services were not recognized as directly delivered services from the SDDOT. Users viewed this cluster of products and service as indirectly affecting their personal transportation needs. For example. safety programs and funding to local governments were seen as important. but indirect sen·ices
	Each segment evaluated onlv products and services that were relevant and important to their segment. Dots in the grid in Table 17 below represent those products and services evaluated by each particular user segment. 
	Half (9) of the products and services provided by SD DOT were seen as relevant and important by all six user segments and thu commonly evaluated (determined by focus group input). These included products and ervice (P & S) designated a. b, d, e. f, g. i. j. and kin Table 17. 
	Table 17: Product and Service Grid 
	a • • . . • . Building roads and bridges b • • • . . • Maintaining roads and bndges C . . Buildingand maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel materials d . . • • • • Removing roadway shoulder debris such as animals, glass and torn tires e . . . . . • Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth f • • • • • • Plowing.salbng and sanding of snow-covered roadways g . • . • . • Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrailsand pavement stnping h • • • . • . Installing road si
	A.\ '.-ILJSIS 
	Collected data is re\'iewed and reported at three levels: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Composite overall five segment findings, 

	• 
	• 
	Individual u er egment finding . and 

	• 
	• 
	Transportation regional findings for the four SDDOT regions: Aberdeen. Pierre. Rapid City and Mitchell. 


	Reporting 
	Year-to-year compari ons are based on citizen and legi lator segment for imilar comparability of data sets. 
	All statistical significance testing identifies individual user segment differences with the total respon e ba e. The total base does not include the legislator segment (60 interviews). These indi viduals are treated from the rerspective ofa separate policymaking group re ponding to survey questions rather than that of comparable ervice user . 
	Result are organized and reported by subject and not necessarily in the order in which they were prescmed to the respondent during the interview. Results are first reported for all re pondent then examined by user segment and region-comparing for similarities and dissimilarities across the grouping . 
	TRACKT ·c YEAR COMPARISO -VIEW OF PROGRESS 
	The current study build upon the previous two customer survey research efforts. Key performance measures from the previous questionnaire . particularly those used in the 1999 survey. were retained in the 2002 survey with only a few limited modifications for use with expanded user segments. With the current 2002 study. three years of data on a number of key tracking question were examined for trends. A more extensive year 2002 to year 1999 comparison was possible given the consistency in the two survey instr
	To obtain a valid compari on. only the citizen and legislative egments are used for tracking year comparison . Participation level for the three years ofdata gathering appear in Table 18. 
	----
	----
	O1'ERALL S..JT/SFACT/0N WITH DOT 
	QJ3: How S.fflSFIED ARE IOL' OVERALL 11'/TH Tl/£ JOB THE DOT DID I,\ GENERALLI' ~f.4/l\/TAIV/.VG STATE RO.WW.HS THIS PAST l'EAR? (10-POl'vTSCALE: I =NOTATAI.L SATISFIED, 10 = £,\TREMEL I'SATISFIED) 
	The variable of most value in comparing the three studies is the respondents' overall DOT performance satisfaction rating. The 1997 study employed a lener grade scale from ·A' to ' F". This type of rating scale tend to work be t in more ·academic· type studies. The scale used for measurement ofsatisfaction in the 
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	T bl 20 S f f f R f 1997 Overall Satisfaction with SDDOT Count % 
	T bl 20 S f f f R f 1997 Overall Satisfaction with SDDOT Count % 
	T bl 20 S f f f R f 1997 Overall Satisfaction with SDDOT Count % 
	Tracking Period 1999 20Count % Count 
	02 
	% 

	Aberdeen 
	Aberdeen 
	Sabsfied (7 lo 10) 
	140 
	64.5% 28.1% 
	133 
	58.8% 
	135 
	80.4% 

	Neutral (5 lo 6) 
	Neutral (5 lo 6) 
	61 

	54 
	54 
	23.9% 
	27 
	16.1% 

	Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 
	Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 
	16 
	7.4% 
	39 
	17.3% 
	6 
	3.6% 

	Mitchell 
	Mitchell 
	Salisfied (7 to 10) 
	219 
	65.2% 
	212 
	66.7% I 
	144 
	84.7% 

	Neutral (5 lo 6) 
	Neutral (5 lo 6) 
	99 
	29.5% 
	70 
	22.0% 
	23 
	13.5% 

	Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 
	Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 
	18 
	5.4% 
	36 
	11 .3% 
	3 
	1.8% 

	Pierre 
	Pierre 
	Satisfied (7 10 10) 
	38 
	77.6% 
	34 
	58.6% 
	114 
	73.5% 

	Neutral (5 to 6) 
	Neutral (5 to 6) 
	8 
	16.3% 
	13 
	22.4% 
	33 
	21 .3% 

	Dissabsfied (1 to 4) 
	Dissabsfied (1 to 4) 
	3 
	6.1% 
	11 
	19.0% 
	8 
	5.2% 

	Rapid City 
	Rapid City 
	Satisfied (7 to 10) 
	83 
	58.5% 
	108 
	58.7% 
	129 
	80.1% 

	Neutral (5 lo 6) 
	Neutral (5 lo 6) 
	47 
	33.1% 
	39 
	21 .2% 
	27 
	16.8% 

	Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 
	Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 
	12 
	8.5% 
	37 
	20.1% 
	5 
	3.1% 


	current sn1dy is a I 0-point numerical scale-first used in the 1999 survey. Respondents were told that anchor points (the scales beginning and end points) represented • 01 at all satisfied· (I) and ·Extremely satisfied' ( I 0). 
	Data were compared at th1·ee levels: dissatisfied (ratings from I to 4). neutral ( ratings from 5 to 6) and satisfied (rating from 7 to I0). Comparative tracking year results appear in Table 19. 
	Table 19: Overall Satisfaction 
	Figure
	Neutral (5 lo 6) 221 28.7% 179 22.5% 110 16.8% 
	Dissatisfied (1to 4) 52 6.8% 125 15.7% 22 3.4% 
	Dramatic changes have occuJTed m satisfaction levels since last measured in I999. The number of dissatisfied u ers has declined from nearly 16% ( 15.7%) in 1999 to a low of3.4%. Today there are only 3 dissatisfied customers out ofevery I 00 compared 10 nearly 16 of every I00 in 1999. Equally positive is the fact that satisfied DOT cus10111ers have ri en nearly 22% compared to 1999 levels. Tracking year 
	atisfaction ratings are compared by region in Table 20. 
	b T k. .P • d 
	The region showing the highest level of satisfaction is Mitchell at nearly 85%. This satisfied segment is significantly higher than all users in general.
	1 

	The regions that showed the most dramatic increase in satisfaction levels were Aberdeen and Rapid City Region (27% and 27%. respectively). Satisfaction increased 20% in the Pierre Region and 21 % in the Mitchell Region. 
	Figure
	S,.ff/SFACT/0\' WITH SNOWAND ICE RE,1fOliJL Q:!4: Horr S.IT/SFIED ARE rou Jl'IT/1 Tl/£ ll'A r Tl-/£ DOT KEPT RO. IDS FREE OF S,VOII' Alv'O ICE TOR SAFE WINTER DR/l'l•VG ? (/0-POl\'TSCILE: 1 = Nor IT.ILL SATISFIED. 10 = £.\TRC\IELl'S.IT/SFIED} 
	LASTl'£.IR

	A statistically significant change in both satisfied and dissatisfied le\·els is indicated in Table 21. 
	T bl 21 T k' .Y C s &I R IS f f f Tracking Period 1999 
	2002 Satisfaction with Plowing Count % 
	Count % 
	NeuIraI ( 5 to 6) 127 16.3% 
	I 
	I 

	97 
	14.9% D1ssat1sfied ( 1 to 4) I 128 16.4% 
	52 
	8.0%
	I 
	Dissatisfaction is at half the reported 1999 level. Curremly. on average. 8 out of every I00 customers are dis atisfied with the way tbe DOT maimain the \.vintertime roads. This compare to 16 Olll of every I00 customer in 1999. 
	Satisfaction and dissatisfaction level. vary little from region lo region. Satisfaction is highest (78%) in the Aberdeen Region and lowest (75%) in the Rapid City Region. Tracking period improveme111 in satisfaction is shown on the right side of Table 22. The greatest change in satisfaction occurred in the Aberdeen Region-up 12% over 1999 levels. 
	T bl 22 T k. Y C. s & I R I b R •. Tracking Period 1999 2002 Overall Satisfaction with SDDOT Count % Count % Satisfied (7 to 10) 150 66.1 % 130 78.3% Aberdeen Neutral (5 to 6) 35 154% 22 13.3% Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 42 18.5% 14 8.4% Satisfied (7 to 10) 216 67.9% 134 77.5% Mitchell Neutral /5 to 6) 59 18.6% 27 15.6% Dissatisfied (1 to 4) 43 13.5% 12 6.9% Satisfied (7 to 10) 32 61.5% 117 78.15 Pierre Neutral (5 to 6) 9 17.3% 23 15.2% Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 11 21.2% 10 6.6% Satisfied (7 to 10) 126 69.6% 120 74
	3$ SDDOT!OU! Stutewule Customer S,1ti~fac11011 AsseHment 
	Figure
	Q25: Hows.1T/SF/£DARF. l'OL" 11"/TH THE DOT"s T/,\1£1 I.VESS I\' REMOl"IVG SN0ll"AND IC£ so roe c., ,.SAFELr .11££T l"OL"R D£Ul'ERI'SCHEDl.'LES' (/0-POl\'TSC'Al£: I = NOTATALL SATISFIED. 10 = £ ,\TREMELrSATISFIED) 
	This question was asked for the first time in the 2002 survey. The majority of respondents in all segments are satisfied with timeliness of removal, as shown in Table 23. 
	Dissabsfied (1 to 4) 59 10.0 20 11.4 8 8.2 17 
	Reasons for Dissatisfaction 
	Q25B: (IF DISS.IT/SF/ED) WIil'DO l'OU GIi'£ /TA /R.ITINGJ:' 
	The primary reasons for dissatisfaction with timeliness ofsnow removal relate to lack ofan early start and quick finish for two-thirds ofdissatisfied customers. 
	Timing of removal 70% 47% Nol early enough 20% Sometimes never plowed 8% Lack of Proper Maintenance 55% Only partial or bad removal 22% No ice maintenance 14% Safety Related Results Poor Removal 13% 
	TOLERANCE FOR ROAD WORK R ELATED D ELAYS 
	Q/8: PLEAS£ DESCRIBE l"OUR L£1'£L OF TOLERANCE FOR TH£ lENGTII OF DELAIS !'OU GENER.Ill!' EXPERIENCE. (/0POINTSC,ILE: I = DON'T MIND, /() = INTOLERABLE) 
	-

	There was no significant change from prior tracking period. Only 6 of every 100 drivers perceive road work related delay as intolerable. 
	T bl 25 T I R dW kDI 
	Tolerance for Road Work Delays Tolerable (7to 10) 
	Tolerance for Road Work Delays Tolerable (7to 10) 
	Tolerance for Road Work Delays Tolerable (7to 10) 
	Count 575 
	1999 
	Tracking Period % Count 71.7% 508 
	2002 
	% 77.1% 

	Neutral (5 to 6) Intolerable (1to 4) 
	Neutral (5 to 6) Intolerable (1to 4) 
	182 44 
	22.8% 5.5% 
	112 39 
	17.0% 5.9% 


	ATTITUDES TOWARD DOT PRODUCTS AND SERl'I CES Q42: Mr J.;£,\T Ql"ESTIONS DEAL WITH THE DOT"s PRODUCTS AND SERl"ICES. AFTER I READ EACH OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS. PLEASE TELL ME HOii" STR0NGLI' !'OU AGREE WITH £~Cl/ STATEMENT. (5-POIVT SC.IL£: I = STRONGLr DISAGREE, 5 = STR0NGUAGREE) 
	The majority of respondents are positive or neutral to all statements. Number of respondents that do not believe the DOT keeps delays to a minimum ha declined from 11% in 1999 to 9% in 2002. 
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	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Agree Somewhat 417 52. 1% 35.5% 30.8% Values 
	29.4% 187 28.3%
	Neutral 74 9.3% 235 
	public 
	public 
	Disagree Somewhat 71 8.9% 59 
	7.4% 53 8.0%

	opinions Strongly Disagree 32 4.0% 29 
	3.6% 26 3.9% Don't Know 29 3.6% 39 
	4.9% 14 2.1% Strongly Agree 385 48.1% 319 
	39.9% 31 1 47.1% Agree Somewhat 360 45.0% 336 
	42.0% 240 36.4% 13.6% 77 11.7%
	Neutral 24 3.0% 109 highways 
	Designs safe 
	Designs safe 
	Disagree Somewhat 21 2.6% 18 

	2.3% 19 2.9% Strongly Disagree 4 0.5% 7 
	0.9% 12 1.8% Don't Know 6 0.8% 11 
	1.4% 0.2% Strongly Agree 189 23.6% 181 
	22.6% 189 28.6% Keeps Agree Somewhat 368 46.0% 331 
	41.4% 264 40.0% highway 
	Neutral 52 6.5% 192 
	24.0% 146 22.1% 
	construcuon 
	construcuon 
	Disagree Somewhat 131 16.4% 65 

	8.1% 41 6.2%
	delays to minimum Strongly Disagree 46 5.8% 24 
	3.0% 16 2.4% Don't Know 14 1.8% 7 
	0.9% 4 0.6% Strongly Agree 109 13.6% 83 
	10.4% 79 12.0% Closes down Agree Somewhat 156 19.5% 111 
	13.9% 110 16.7% long 
	Neutral 55 6.9% 188 
	Neutral 55 6.9% 188 
	23.5% 145 22.0% 

	stretches 
	Disagree Somewhat 305 38.1% 231 
	Disagree Somewhat 305 38.1% 231 
	28.9% 160 24.2% 

	when not necessary Strongly Disagree 160 20.0% 165 
	20.6% 158 23.9% Don't Know 15 1.9% 22 
	2.8% 8 1.2% Strongly Agree 90 11.3% 117 
	14.6% 145 22.0% Should close Agree Somewhat 352 44.0% 227 
	28.4% 94 14.2% road 
	34.1% 138 20.9% 
	Neutral 136 17.0% 273 
	construction 
	construction 
	Disagree Somewhat 103 12.9% 67 
	8.4% 108 16.4%

	during major events Strongly Disagree 38 48% 29 
	3.6% 167 25.3% Don't Know 81 10.1% 87 
	10.9% 8 1.2% 
	CO\'DITIONS INTERFERING WITH SAFE TRA VEL 
	CO\'DITIONS INTERFERING WITH SAFE TRA VEL 

	Q46: WH!C/1 ONE OF IBESE CO.VDtnO.\'S DO YOU FEEL ISTERFERESMOST WITH SAFE TRA l'EL? 
	Conditions that interfere most with safe travel were winter conditions (36%). rough roads (25%) and narrow shoulders ( 15%). These finding (Figure 3) are very consistent with those observed in the 1999 study. 
	D..:c:nnhcr ! UU-' SDDOT!OU! Stalt!11·1de Cw,rumer Su11s(ocrio11 AU<'ssme111 
	Figure
	Don't Know Narrow Shoulders 1% 
	Traff Ic Congestion 
	15% Railroad Crossings 3% Winter Condit ons 36% 19% Pavement Markings 1% Rough Roads 25% 
	Figure 3: Conditions Interfering with Safe Travel 
	PRIORln'F U,'\'Dl.l\'G CHOICES 
	Q47. WI/IC/I ONE OF THE FOLLOWING W0UW lOU GIVE PRIORITYFUNDING TO IF >'OU CO/.:W CI/0OSE ONU' ONE? 
	Support for funding ofcounty and township roads is significantly lower than what it was in 1999. 
	T bl 27 P • ·t F d. .Ch • Tracking Period Priority 1999 
	Figure

	Figure
	2002 
	Count % Interstate highways 
	Count % 
	20.8% Other rural 4-lane highways and expressways 
	21.8% 
	137 
	174 
	99 
	15.0% 2-lane rural highways 
	15.5% 
	124 
	34.4% County and township roads 
	29.0% 
	227
	232 
	19.4% Urban thoroughfares and truckroute 
	31.6% 
	128
	253 
	8.0% None of the above 
	53 
	0.5% Total 
	3 
	647 
	98.0% Don't know 
	787 
	98.4% 
	13 2.0%
	13 
	1.6% 
	INTERSTATE REPAIR WORK 
	Q48. DO )'OU FEEL THE DOT IS DOING TOO MUCH, NOT ENOUGH WORK, OR ABOUT THE RIGHT AMOUNT OF WORK TO REPAIR THE STATE ·s INTERSTATE HIGHH•:4Ys? 
	There is a significant difference in lhe number of people feeling that lhere is not enough work being done to repair Interstate-lower in 2002. 
	Table 28: Level of Interstate Repair Work 
	Tracking Period 
	Tracking Period 
	Tracking Period 

	Interstate Repair 
	Interstate Repair 
	1999 
	2002 

	TR
	Count 
	% 
	Count 
	% 

	Too much work 
	Too much work 
	24 
	3.1% 
	24 
	3.8% 

	About the right amount of work 
	About the right amount of work 
	620 
	80.7% 
	548 
	85.8% 

	Not enough work 
	Not enough work 
	124 
	16.1% 
	67 
	10.5% 


	Figure
	CO:\'CERS FOR 01 'ER WEIGHT TRUCK [ MPACT Q5U. H Oii \(CCH OF,i COVC[R\' TO >OL' IS Tl/£ I\(P.ICT OF Ol'ERH'EIG/rr TRCCKS O\' SOLTl/ D.IKOTA 11/GHll'A rs. ll'OCLD l'OL. S. I )'IT IS A MAJOR CONCERN. ~f/\'OR CO\'Cf:RN OR \'O CONCER,\ TO roe? 
	No significant change exists between tracking years. Overweight truck are still a major concern to more than half (51 %) of the respondents. 
	Minor concern No concern 89 11 .1% 74 11.2% Total 794 99.3 651 98.6 Don't Know 6 0.8 9 1.4 
	STRICT\'ESS OF £.YF0RCEME:\'T0F WEIGHT RESTRICTI0i\'S Q5 l. ll'OL'LD me SIi' Tl/£ CURREXT £.\TORCE.11£\7 OF LAlf'S FOR Ol'ERJl'E/GIIT TRUCKS O\' SOuTH D .IKOTA HfGHIJ'.~)S ARE TOO STRICT. NOT STRICT ENOUG/-1 OR -rnourRIG/-IT? 
	There is no significant change in view of trictness-for the majority it is about right. 
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	TR
	Tracking Period 

	Priority 
	Priority 
	1999 
	1. 
	2002 

	TR
	Count 
	% 
	Count 
	% 

	Is too stnct 
	Is too stnct 
	92 
	12 91/o 
	72 
	12 01/o 

	Is about right 
	Is about right 
	I 
	442 
	61.9% 
	394 
	65.9% 

	Is not strict enough 
	Is not strict enough 
	I 
	180 
	25.2% 
	132 
	22.1% 


	S UMMAR I' OF CHANGE Ii\' DOT PERFOR.1111.\'CE Dramatic changes in most all performance satisfaction measures have occurred since the 1999 survey period. Changes are predominately po itive and prime indicators such a overall satisfaction with DOT have changed significantly. 
	Table 31 summarizes the significant changes in user perception of the Department· performance. Statistically significant changes have occurred in seven of fourteen perfom1ance areas. 
	SDDOT21/IJ:! Srall•1ridi' Cusromer S<111sfut 11011 .~ ssessmell/ 
	Figure
	Table 31 : Performance Measures 
	Table 31 : Performance Measures 


	7.61 Not asked Sabsfaction-snow &ice removal 7.60 7.12 • 
	Sat1sfaction-<lelivery of service 
	Not asked
	Not asked
	Service· 
	Sabsfaction-t1meliness of removal 7.53 

	6.42
	Satisfaction-keeping citizens informed 6.60 
	T 
	• 
	5.97
	Satisfaction-alerting citizens of delays 6.37 
	i 
	• 
	6.70
	Satisfaction-ease of information access 6.80 
	• 
	3.67
	3.73
	Keeps delays to minimum 3.87 
	• 
	....
	2.68
	2.63
	2.68
	Closes long stretches when not necessary
	Image Perception2 
	....
	3.82
	3.62
	3.70
	Considers and values public opinion 
	.....
	4.39
	4.19
	4.25
	Designs safe highways 
	....
	67% 
	65%
	65%
	Work zones with no visible work
	4 


	Driving 
	10% 
	68%
	68%
	Length of delays (% saying have increased) 

	•
	Conditions 
	....
	71%
	77%
	Tolerance for delays
	5 

	'All 1().point scales: 10 =highest satisfaction 1 =lowest saas'action 2All 5iJoint scales: 5 =Strongly agree 1=Strongly disagree 3Statisacally significant change al .05 
	•Percent saying 'almost a~vays' or 'always' 5Percent rabng as tolerable 12.3 or 4on 10,poinl scale where '1' ='really don t mind' 
	PERFORMA "CE & SATISFACTION-2002 
	PRODUCT AND SERl'ICE IMPORTANCE R ,tT/NG-ALL USERS 
	Q20. THE SDDOT UNDERSTANDS TH.4T SOME OF ITS SERVICES MAY BE .\IORE IMPORTANT THAN OTHERS DEPENDING 0 ,\ WHI' YOU ARE DRIVING. FOR THIS STUD>', THE)' ARE TALKl•VG WIT!/ DIFFERENT GROUPS OF PEOPLE. BASED ON )'OUR RESPONSES, l'OU [SEGMENT ACT/VITI'). FOR Tl-IE REST OF MY QUESTIONS, PLEASE THINK ONLY ABOUT [APPROPRJATE 
	SEGMENT} 
	I h\l GOING TO READ A UST OFSERl'ICES THE SDDOT PR0l'IDES. FOR EAClf SERVICE. PLEASE TELL ME HOW l,lfPORT.4\'T IT IS TO rou IN {<;EGMF.NTACT!l'ITY}. USE A SCALE OF I TO JO WHERE ., ' ME.INS THE SERI'/('£ IS 'NOT AT All. IMPORT.INT' 
	AND ·10· MEANS l'0U THINK IT IS '£.>.7REMELJ' IMPORTANT'. You CAN USE AN)' NUMBER FROM I TO /0. NOTE: To ELIMINATE POSITIONAL BIAS, TIIE STARTING SERVICE WAS RANDOMIZED. ( JO-POINT SCALE: I = NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT. IO = EXTREMELY ! \!PORTANT) 
	Q22. F OR EACH OF THESE SERVICES, PLEASE TELL ME HOW SATISFIED l'OU ARE WITH HOW THE SDDOT CI.JRRENTLr 
	PR0VIDESTHESEIWICE. HowSATISFIED AR£ YOU WITI-/ 1/0WSDDOT [READ FIRST SERVICE]? 
	(high) to I 8h (low) for all products and services. As mentioned previously, users evaluated only those products and services having relevance to their segment group. The ·n' indicates the number of participants evaluating panicular product or service. 
	Average (mean) importance rarings are rank-ordered from I '
	1 
	1

	... .. . . .. . 
	. 

	Importance Satisfaction "' "' Product and Service Cl ..,. Cl ..,. ~ C ~ Cn "' "' n "' "' > a: > a: < < II Building roads and bridges ------b Mamta1n,ng roads and bndges 1122 9.02 2 1118 7.25 13 C Building and maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel matenals 264 6.95 13 263 7.62 6 d Removing roadway snoulder debris such as animals. glass and torn tires 1119 7.79 8 11 18 6.52 18 e Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 1120 7,1g 11 1116 7.51 9 Plowing. salting and sanding of 
	The products and service with the highest importance ratings (top third of 18 services evaluated) all relate to ··on-the-road" services-plowing, salting and sanding roadway. maintaining roads and bridges. managing traffic, providing roadway features. installing roadway signage and posting speed zones. Regulatory related products and services were ofthe lowest importance to user evaluating these services. 
	Average (mean) atisfaction ratings for all product and services are ordered from I" (high) to 18'h (low) in the chart below. A wa the case with •importance ratings' users evaluated only those products and services having relevance to their egment group. Satisfaction. like importance. ,.vas rated using a I0point scale. 
	-

	Generally products and ervices with the highest satisfaction ratings (near top) relate to ·on' road services. Tbe one exception is the high satisfaction expressed for • issuing truck registration and inspection·. This is consistent with the observed rank order ofproduct and service importance. 
	A quick visual comparison of the •importance' and 'satisfaction' product & service listings of average ratings (high to low reading top to bottom) shows the results of the two rating sets do not coincide in most cases. On a relative basis those products and services near the top, middle or bottom in importance are generally rated for satisfaction in the same general position. The observed difference in list order relates to the ·gap· between average ratings of importance and satisfaction. The discrepancy 'g
	Dt'cembC'r ::!110-' SDDOT -11111:! S1111e1nde C115tomer Satis/i,c11on . lssessme/11 
	Product and Service Performance Assessment-Discrepancy (Gap) Analysis 
	Test of significance at 95 percent level was run to detem1ine the differences in ize of importance and 
	atisfaction gaps. This observed relationship in difference between mean importance and satisfaction ratings (gap) is a useful analytical tool. However, caution should be used in interpreting the infom1ation for planning purposes. Although numerical differences of statistical significance exist. decision making focus for planning purposes should be only on tho e cases where: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Importance greatly exceed satisfaction (under perfonnance). or 

	• 
	• 
	Satisfaction greatly exceeds importance (over perfo1111ance) . 


	The differences in perceived importance and satisfaction (gaps) for all e,·aluated products and sen·ice are shown in the chart below. 
	Discrepancy Analysis Application 
	Discrepancy analy is is commonly used 111 helping to make decisions about priorities 111 performance managemenl. Perceptual data of how user segments evaluate ·services being received' in comparison to their expectations measured in terms of viewed importance is very helpful. The gaps are useful indicators of perforn1ance and good benclunarks for future tracking comparisons to detennine if actual progress is 
	being made and expressed in the user ratings. 
	The P & S gaps fall into two categories: 
	• User satisfaction is less than user importance (areas of opportunity where SDDOT may trive to 
	increase service delivery) and User satisfaction exceeds user importance (areas where SDDOT may wish to consider a lower level of service than is currently being provided). 
	For service labeled ·11·. ·o· and ·p· the gap was marginal with satisfaction and importance nearly equal. 
	As previously noted, differences are statistically non-significant. Satisfaction is less than user importance in eight product and service categories. Sec chart below. User satisfaction exceeds user importance in seven product and service categories. as shown in Figure 4. 
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	Figure 4: Gap Chart for Grand Total of All Segment Ratings 
	Figure
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	Mean Importance 
	Figure 5: Product and Service Positions 
	Product/Service Position 
	Figure 5 combines tnfom1ation gathered in the series ofquestions dealing with product and services. The matrix provides a framework for assessing the relationship between importance and satisfaction. The upper right hand quadrant contains those products and services deemed important and for which SDDOT is currently perfonning well (high satisfaction). The chart summarizes ratings by all users for all products 
	and services rated. 
	This chart conveys a number of points: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	SDDOT is perfonning well for all products and services evaluated. All mean satisfaction scores are well above the midpoint ofthe I0-point scale. 

	By design all products and services evaluated had relevance and impo11ance to the particular segment assessing them. 

	• 
	• 
	No products deemed important have low atisfaction. Lf any did they would need to be assessed more closely for possible explanations. 

	• 
	• 
	Products and services are clustered based on user importance ratings-with the blue-boxed cluster being the most important services due to their position on the chart (far right having highest importance ratings). The blue box contains all ..on-the-road·· services and the red box all ··off-the-road" services. 

	• 
	• 
	Four products and services (i, j, q and m) had lower perceived importance. but all four received positive satisfaction ratings. Removing roadway and shoulder debris (d) stands out as having relatively high importance but not nearly as high satisfaction. 


	Most Important Products &Services to Users 
	Total Forced Ranking-All Users 
	Q!6.• ,. Now f 'M GOI\G TO READ 0\'I. r SER l'ICF.S roeRATF.D \(OST l\fPORT4XT A.\'D .ISK Wl TO PLT THEM /,V ORDER OF l\fPORT4 YC£. OF Tl/ES£ SF.Rl"/CF.S. PLE.ISE TF.Ll itF. ll'HICII O\F. IS \/OST l\fPORTA \'T TO l'OU? [0,\t r FOR THF. 6 SERl'ICE RATT.f) HIGIIESTIY Q!0,1-!0R} 
	ALTf/OL.Glf )Ol' R.ITED .Ill .IS I\IPORTIIVT, ll'HICII OF THE REM.11.\'l\'G SF.Rl'/CES WOULD rou SA)' IS LEAST /\/PORT.INT TO rou? OF TH£ RE.\/.11,\'f.".;G, WHICH IS MOST /,\/PORT! \fl OF TH£ RE\/:1/Vf\G. ll'HICII IS LEAST I\IPORH\T? OFTHE RE,\/,1/\'/,\G TIIO. WHICII IS 1.£.IST /\/PORT t,\T? {RE.IIAINIVG SER l '/CF. IS RECORDED] 
	Six products and services were relevant ro all six u er segments and commonly evaluated by all six. 
	The products and services con idered of the utmost impo11ance by all users were those products and services that relate direcrly to the "on-the-road" driving of users. Plowing, salting and anding snow­covered roadways and maintaining roads and bridges are important to significantly greater numbers of users than any other single product or ervice pro\'ided. User a igned top importance to the basics! 
	Percent Ranking 1st, 2nd , or 3rd 
	All 68 62 29 24 22 21 
	□ Plowing, Sanding and Salting D Maintaining Roads and Bridges D Building Roads and Bridges D Posting of Speed limits D Managing Traffic with Signals, Passing and Turn Lanes D Providing Roadway Features: lighting Guardrails, and Striping 
	Figure 6: Forced Ranking of Important 
	Importance Levels Differ Significantly 
	The gray bars separate service importance where a statistical significance in importance levels exists at a 
	0.95 confidence level. 
	Decemb,•r !00! .JS SDDOT !()O:' Sta1<'wide Cm romer Saris/uc11011 Asse«melll 
	.________ ----
	-

	As can be seen in Table 33. nearly twice as many respondents (62.3 to 68.1 %) ranked plowing, salting. sanding and maintenance on roads and bridges I'', 2or 3'<l in importance compared to the next largest group of users (28.8%) that ranked building roads and bridges Is', 2or 3in importance. 
	nd 
	nd 
	rd 

	The top third (6 of 18 services) deal directly with on roadway products and services that provide for easy, smooth. convenient and safe travel conditions. Regulatory related functions and services related to more 
	off the road management of the roadways were oflowest importance. 
	Figure
	b 
	a k 
	g d h n 
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	Plowing, salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways 
	Building roads and bridges 
	Posting of speed limits 
	Managing traffic with tools such as signals and passing and turn lanes 
	Providing roadway features such as lighting,guardrails and pavement striping 
	Removing roadway and shoulder debris-animals, glass and tom tires 
	Installing road signage such as direcUonal, regulatory and information signs on State highways 
	Providing travel information such as road and traffic conditions and road construction alerts 
	Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 
	Providing wetland replacement and collecting runoff from roadways 
	Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences such as trees and shrubs 
	Regulating placement of billboards and business signs 
	Issuing highway permits for wide loads and heavy trucks 
	Conducting truck and vehicle inspections 
	Issuing truck registration and licensing 
	Implementing road and bridge weight restrictions and spring postings 
	Building and maintaining roadside rest areas and providing travel materials 
	'Caution: Small sam le sizes 
	Figure
	764 699 323 265 242 230 194 181 151 
	118 46 36 24 21 21 18 18 15 
	118 46 36 24 21 21 18 18 15 
	28.8 23.6 21 .6 20.5 17.3 16.1 13.5 

	10.5 4.1' 3.2· 
	2.1 • 1.9' 1.9" 1.6' 1.6' 1.3' 
	Budget and Resource Commitment -All Users 
	Qualitative research indicated that users viewed a small group ofservices slightly different from the here and now products and services that affected their everyday travel experience. This cluster of services represents 'areas of investment°. In some cases, these services were not tangible or immediately recognizable as services directly provided by the SDDOT. As such, they needed to be treated slightly different. Survey questions were phrased to reflect how customers related to them in the focus groups. T
	Q3(}-36. THE SDDOT HAS ADDITIONAi. RESPONSIB/1.ITIES THAT l,VFOLIE FINANCIAL INl'ESTMENT IN DIFFERENT TRAfiSPORTA TION PROGRAMS. I'M GOING TO READ YOU A SHORT LIST OF PROGRAMS A/•/0 GET YOUR OPINION OF Tl/EM. FOR EACI/, TEI.L ,\IE I/OW GOOD OF A\' IDEA l'Ol., THINK IT IS FOR THE SDDOT TO COM.HIT SOME OF ITS BUDGET AND RESOURCES TO THE PROGRAM USE A SCALE OF I TO IO WI/ERE 'I •MEA.VS IT IS A 'POOR' IDEA .41\D •IO' MEANS IT IS A•\' 'EXCEi.LENT' IDEA. 
	Financial Investment Support 
	Heavily Traveled Routes Funds to Local Gov't Railroad Crossing Safety Developing 5-Year Plan Urban Traffic Flow Educating Public Air Travel 
	0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
	■ Negative □ Neutral □ Positive 
	Figure 7: Financial Investment Support 
	Respondents were very receptive to SDDOT investment in strategic initiatives as shown in Figure 7: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	lmproving heavily traveled routes between cities for better movement of freight and travelers 

	• 
	• 
	Improving traffic now in urban corridors for better movement offreight and travelers 

	• 
	• 
	Providing funds to local governments for road construction and maintenance 

	• 
	• 
	Providing funds for railroad-crossing arms. signals. signage and materials for smooth track crossmg 

	• 
	• 
	Developing a five-year plan for transportation throughout the state 

	• 
	• 
	Educating the public about traveling through railroad crossings and roadwork zones 

	• 
	• 
	Investing in supporting air passenger travel and air freight within the state 


	A majority of individuals were receptive to resource investments (positive or neutral) in all seven areas. Two thirds of the investment ideas received positive approval. Investment areas having the lowest appeal represented only one in three respondents. 
	FINDINGS-B Y S EGMENT 
	Importance Ratings-Segment Comparison 
	Importance ratings for all products and services are summarized in the chart below. As mentioned previously, users evaluated only those products and services having relevance to their transportation experiences by segment. 
	December :!/10:! 50 SDDOT JOO:! Stare..-ide Customer Sa1is(actio11 rlssessmem 
	. . . .. 
	Importance Rank Product & Service s ~ "' c:, a) u:, " N II .E.~ .E.~ f!II C: .s "' :, ~ .,, < u .; ....J Building roads and bndges Maintaining roads and bridges 2 2 Building and maintaining roadside rest areas & providing travel materials 13 11 Removing roadway shoulder debns such as animals, glass and torn tires 8 8 7 Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 11 10 10 Plowing,saltingand sanding of snow-covered roadways 1 1 1 Providing roadway features such as lighting,guardrailsand pav
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Managing traffic with tools such a signals and passing and turning lanes 

	• 
	• 
	Providing roadway features such a lighting. guardrails and pavement striping installing road signage such as directional. regulatory and information signs 


	The most highly rated products and services have one important feature in conunon-all services directly impact the here and now ·on· road driving experience. 
	• Users of al I segments value the basics. 
	Figure
	Totals do not include legislative segment. 
	1 

	Satisfaction Ratings-Segment Comparison Satisfaction ratings (means) for all products and ervices are summarized in the cha11 below. As mentioned previously. user evaluated only those P & S having relevance to their transponation experience by segment. 
	. . . .. 
	Satisfaction Rank 0 c:, II E. c 0 ;;; ~ «> N 0 0 "' II to 11 0 Q. E. N II E. " ...,. Q. E. E. " :c 0 " C ., :;; en -;;; E. ., :i E. ~ iii ~ Cl) E 0 ·;:;, Product & Service ci: u ·.:; "' > "' C, ~ u.. w (.) ~ Building roads and bndges 7 5 7 7 5 12 6 Maintaining roads and bridges 13 9 10 10 8 13 8 Building and maintaining roadside rest areas & providing travel matenals 6 2 8 2 Removing roadway shoulderdebris such as animals. glass and tom tires 18 13 13 14 12 17 10 Providing roadside care such as mowmg and re
	Observation on satisfaction with products and services include: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Unlike importance ratings . atisfaction ratings tend to vary more between segments. 

	• 
	• 
	The legislator and farmer segments are the mo I unique . 

	• 
	• 
	There are a limited number ofitems with which all segments are satisfied (appear at top ofchan). 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	The most common services with which users are very satisfied include: 

	• 
	• 
	• 
	Installing road signage such as directional. regulatory and infonnation signs 

	• 
	• 
	Managing traffic with tools such as signals, passing and turning lanes 

	• 
	• 
	Providing roadway features such as lighting. guardrails and pavement striping 




	nt. 
	1 
	Totals do not include legislative segme
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	• 
	• 
	• 
	The two ervices rated most important do not appear at the top of the atisfaction ratings for any user segment. but rather in the middle ofthe ratings list. 

	• 
	• 
	Ratings are the most similar for the citizen. leisure traveler and emergency vehicle operator user segment . 

	• 
	• 
	Top products and services with which users are most satisfied include both ·on· and ·off road services 


	• ·off road Rest areas received high satisfaction ratings from both leisure travelers and legislators. 
	■ 
	This was not true for carriers and shippers who rated rest areas more in the middle of the list ofservices. 
	Product Performance-By Segment 
	All products and services were analyzed individually for all segments evaluating each particular product & service. 
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	Figure 8: Product Positions, All Segments 
	Statistical tests of significance (z-scores) at the 95 percent level of confidence were nm between a user segment and all respondents a a collective group of users. Thi was done to identify any significant differences attributable to the unique user group versus all respondents in genera l. The same was done for 
	Figure
	each DOT region versus the total respondent base. Statistically significant difference attributable to individual user egment or user regions are identified throughout thi report. 
	Satisfaction & importance positions are shown in plots that follow. The evaluated segments are compared for significant difTerence in both atisfaction and importance to the sununary findings shown on the plot of all respondents on the top. This side-by-side compari on is meant to illustrate the degree of similarity or dissimilarity each egment has with the whole population interviewed. Sidebars document identified statistical differences based on mean testing of average importance and satisfaction respon e 
	As noted earlier. change in importance and satisfaction should be interpreted a shown in Figure 8. Each of the DOT product and service ratings for all respondents as a group appear in the upper right quadrant. indicating that both percei,·ed importance and current satisfaction are positive for all DOT-delivered ervices. Average ratings are above the mid-point of the JO-point scale indicated by the reference line at 
	5.5 on both axes of the chart. 
	De pite the strong performance. it i u eful to identify and examine those areas where significant differences in importance and/or sati faction exist among segments or regions. This understanding provides worthwhile insight into the unique differences that contribute to overall ati faction with the DOT and many of the other evaluated attinides. A profile of the segment or region can be useful in managing and planning continued service delivery and new service development. 
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	Significant Segment Differences 
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	Figure 9: Product Positions, Citizen Segment 
	Figure 9: Product Positions, Citizen Segment 

	Providing roadside care such a mowing and removing overgrowth is of significantly less importance to citizens compared to all respondents in general (e). 
	No other significant differences exist. Performance evaluation closely reflects that of the total interviewed population. This is partly influenced by the fact that the citizen segment accounts for just over 50% of all individuals interviewed. 
	The DOT is overachieving in terms ofperformance associated with regulating the placement of billboards and busines signs (m) given its relative perceived importance to citizens in general. lt represents a service that requires bener public communication of its cost/benefit or an opportunity for reduced ervice. 
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	Leisure Traveler Comparison 
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	Figure 10: Product Positions, Leisure Segment 
	Three ervices are ofsignificantly higher importance to the Leisure egment: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Removing roadway and shoulder debris such as animals, glass and tom tires (d) 

	• 
	• 
	Providing roadway features uch as lighting, guardrails and pavement striping (g) 

	• 
	• 
	Installing road signage such a directional, regulatory and infonT1ation signs on State highways 


	(h) 
	One could assume that all three of the e ervices would po itively impact the quality of leisure travel and thus be of importance to this group. Benefits would be safety. ease of getting around and a pleasing aesthetic appearance to roadway traveled. 
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	Figure
	Legislator Comparison 
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	Figure 11: Product Positions, Legislator Segment 
	Of all segments examined. the Legislator group displays the most variability. As a group, legislators express a significantly higher degree ofsatisfaction for: 
	■ Providing landscaped roadways and planting living snow fences such as trees and shrub (i) 
	■ Providing travel infom1ation such as road and traffic conditions and road construction alerts (n) Legislators view four ofthe evaluated services as significantly less important than all respondents: 
	■ 
	Building and maintaining roadside rest areas and providing travel information (c) 
	■ 
	Installing road signage such as directional, regulatory and infom1ation igns on State highways 
	(h) 
	■ 
	Providing wetland replacement and collecting runofffrom roadways (j) 
	• Managing traffic with tools sucb as signal and passing and turning lanes (I) 
	Although satisfaction with wetland replacement (j) is strong, it is not viewed as an important service by the legislative egment. If a priority service. further communication and education on its benefits to road construction seem necessary. 
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	Farmer Comparison 
	1oco
	-

	Over Achieveme 
	Area of Strengths 
	9CO
	-

	D k
	.

	.SOJ
	-

	Figure
	n • g r e
	0 
	a 
	600
	-

	Statistically signi Iicant difference at .05. 
	1 


	5~---------------------
	5~---------------------
	-

	Area of Concerns
	Area of Concerns
	Neutral Area 

	• oo7 I 
	I I I I , o::> s.oc 600 1 Ot 9.0C 10GO 
	Mean Importance 
	Figure 12: Product Positions, Farmer Segment 
	Six of the C\'aluated services differ ignificantly in importance with all respondent as a group. Fanners \'iew six services as significantly les important: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Plowing, salting. and sanding of snow-covered roadways ( f) 

	• 
	• 
	Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrails. and pavement striping (g) 

	• 
	• 
	Providing wetland replacement and collecring runoff from roadways (i) 

	• 
	• 
	Po ting speed zones (k) 

	• 
	• 
	Providing travel infonnation such as road and traffic conditions and road construction alerts (n) 


	Given farm segment response to services associated with wetland replacement and collecting runoff from roadways (j) and truck and vehicle in pections (q), the DOT needs to further communicate to farmers the importance and benefits of these services to this segment if these activities are in fact a high priority within the Department. 
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	EVO Comparison 
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	Figure 13: Product Positions, EVO Segment 
	Three services are assessed significantly higher in importance by emergency vehicle operators than by all respondents as a group: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Maintaining roads and bridges (b) 

	• 
	• 
	Providing roadside care such a mowing and removing overgrowth (e) 


	• Plowing, salting and sanding ofsnow-covered roadways (f) The common element linking the above three services is safety on the roadway. 
	Carrier/Shipper Comparison 
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	Figure
	Figure 14: Product Positions, Carrier/Shipper Segment 
	Two services stand out in comparison to how they were asses ed by all re pondents. Carriers and shipper were significantly more likely to: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	assign higher importance to maintaining road and bridges (b) than all other users 

	• 
	• 
	assign lower importance to providing wetland replacement and collecting run-off from roadways 


	U) than all other u ers. 
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	Between-Segment Differences 
	Top six products and service ranked for highesr importance are compared for tatistically significant between-segment differences. 
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	Figure 15: Building Roads & Bridges 
	Statistically significant difference did exist between customer segments: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Building roads and bridge is significantly more impo11ant ro legislarors than it 1s leisure travelers, farmers and emergency vehjcle operators (EVOs). 
	ro citizens, 

	• 
	• 
	This service is also ignificantly more important to carriers/shippers than it is to citizens in general. Carriers and shippers are significantly less satisfied with this service rhan are citizens and legislators. 


	Maintaining Roads & Bridges 
	100.-,,,---,--,-,----------------------, 
	ver Achievement Area of Strengths 
	leg1sla1or
	803 
	C Cnzen EVO 
	2 •· 
	2 •· 
	•

	u •
	'° 
	(
	$ 
	;; Leisure 
	"" 

	<h 
	Farmer 
	•
	C
	.. 
	:;"' 
	:;"' 
	Carr_S'l1oper 
	600 5.50 so· 
	Neutral Area Area of Concerns 
	·~------.-----,------.------,------,----~
	5.50 
	600 7CO 
	' 00 
	Mean Importance 
	Figure
	Figure 16: Maintaining Roads and Bridges 
	Statistically significant differences did exist between customer segments: 
	■ 
	■ 
	■ 
	Maintaining roads and bridges is significantly more important to EVOs than it is to citizens 111 general. 

	■ 
	■ 
	This product/service has significantly greater importance to carriers and shippers than it has to citizens and fanners. 


	• Carriers and shippers are ignificantly !es atisfied with DOT efforts at maintaining roads and bridges than are citizen . legislators and emergency vehicle operators. 
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	Figure
	Figure 17: Plowing, Salting, and Sanding 
	This service had the highest degree of importance of any offered service to users in all six segments. Statistically significant differences did exist between customer segments: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Plowing. salting and sanding snow-covered roads is significantly more important to EYO drivers than it is to citizens, legislators and farmers. This may relate to this segments focus on public safety. 

	• 
	• 
	Plowing. salting. and sanding i of significantly lower importance to farmers than it is to citizens. leisure travelers. EVO and carrier/shipper groups. lt should be remembered that this is in tenns of their agricultural related use of the roadways not personal or leisure based u age. They like all segments were instructed to evaluate services based on the usage common to the segment they were representing. A fanner could easy be a member ofthe legislative segment. citizen. or leisure traveler segment. 
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	Figure 18: Providing Roadway Features 
	tatisticaJly significant differences did exist between cu tomer segments: 
	• Providing roadway feature 1 significantly more important to lei ure travelers than it is to citizen , legi lators and farmers. 
	to all other user
	• Providing roadway features is significant!} Jes important to farmer than it egment . 
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	Figure 19: Posting of Speed Zones 
	Statistically significant difference did exist between customer segments: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Posting of speed zones is significantly less important to legislators than to citizens and leisure travelers. 

	• 
	• 
	It is of significantly less importance to fanners than it i vehicle operators and carrier /shippers. 
	to citizens. leisure travelers. emergency 


	Managing Traffic 
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	Figure 20: Managing Traffic 
	Statistically significant differences did exist between customer segment : 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Managing traffic i of significantly less importance to legislators than it 1s to all otber user segments. 

	• 
	• 
	Emergency vehicle operators have significantly les atisfaction with DOT traffic management tools than do citizens. 
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	Figure 21 : Forced Ranking of Importance of Products and Services by Region 
	Forced Ranking of Most Important Products and Services-Segment Comparison 
	When asked to rank the top six products and services that had the highest importance, all user segments are for the most part in agreement as to the ranking as can be seen in the chart above. Snow removal is of utmost important followed by maintaining roads and bridges (the basics!). 
	The proportion of segments agreeing with the ranking varies significantly for a number of products and services ranked by several segments: 
	Plowing, salting and sanding is ranked at the top by significantly more emergency vehicle operators than by respondents ofall segments (83% versus 68%. respectively). 
	Plowing, salting and sanding is ranked at the top by significantly more emergency vehicle operators than by respondents ofall segments (83% versus 68%. respectively). 
	Plowing, salting and sanding is ranked at the top by significantly more emergency vehicle operators than by respondents ofall segments (83% versus 68%. respectively). 

	■ 
	■ 
	For the can-ier segment, significantly fewer can-iers rank it at the top than do respondents of all segments (51 % versus 68%. respectively). 

	■ 
	■ 
	Maintaining roads and bridges is ranked by a significantly greater proportion of legislators (88% versus 62%, respectively). 

	■ 
	■ 
	A significantly greater proportion of legislators, farmers and can-iers than the general population rank building roads and bridges at the top. 


	Budget Resources -Segment Comparisons 
	User support for funding of the e transportation program varies among several segments. Significant differences are summarized below. 
	Funding for Railroad Crossings 
	QJO. THE SDDOT FI.VA/\'CIALLI INl'ESTING /\' PROl"IDING FUNDS FOR RAILROAD-CROS.S/lv"G AR,\IS, SIGN.ILS, SIG.'vAGE AND M.ffERl.4LS FOR S,\IOOTII TR. I(. K CROSSf.•,:os 
	Funds for Railroad Crossings Segment Comparison 
	Funds for Railroad Crossings Segment Comparison 
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	Figure 22: Funds for Railroad Crossings Segment Comparison 
	Overall there is strong support for funding safety improvements at railroad crossings. 7 of 10 respondents (70%) are in support. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Consistent with their focus on safety, the EVO segment is significantly more positive toward providing for railroad crossing arms, signals. signage and materials for smooth track crossings than are respondents in general. 

	• 
	• 
	The sample size of 31 legislator is too small for statistical testing. Support among legislators for funding of rail crossing was significantly les positive than that of the general population. Slightly more than half of the legislators interviewed (52%) po itively support funding for railroad crossing arms. signals. signage and materials for smooth track crossings. 
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	Air Passenger and Freight Investment 
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	Figure 23: Air Passenger and Freight Investment Segment Comparison 
	Support for air passenger travel and airfreight within South Dakota 1s weak with nearly half (45%) negative toward the idea and only a quarter supportive. 
	The leisure traveler segment is significantly more positive to air travel support than all respondents in general. Over one third (34%) react positively to financial support in this program area compared to one quarter (25%) of respondents overall. This difference could be expected to be even greater given the leisure rraveler's orientation. 
	The farm segment is significantly more opposed to the idea of air travel suppo,1. More than half (57%) are opposed compared to less than half ( 45%) ofall respondents. 
	Local Road Construction and Maintenance Funding 
	QJJ. FUNDS TO LOCAL GOl'ERN.\fEVTS FOR ROAD CONSTRUCT/OX AND MAINTENANCE 
	PROl"/D/.VG 
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	Figure 24: Local Road Funding Segment Comparison 
	Support for local government funding of roadway construction and maintenance ts strong across all segments. However, some significant differences in support level do exist. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Legislators are significantly less positive than respondents in general when it comes to support for providing funds to local government for road construction and maintenance. Less than two-thirds (63%) support financial investment in this area compared to nearly eighty percent (78%) of the general population. 

	• 
	• 
	Emergency vehicle operators are significantly more likely to be positive toward local government 


	upport for road construction and maintenance. This is not surprising due to their dependence on local roads for public safety related access. Nearly eight of nine (86%) of emergency vehicle operators favor local support for roadway construction and maintenance. 
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	Urban Corridor Traffic Flow 
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	■ Negative □ Neutral □ Positive Figure 25: Local Road Funding Segment Comparison 
	■ Negative □ Neutral □ Positive Figure 25: Local Road Funding Segment Comparison 


	Carriers and shippers expre sed olid support for efforts to improve traffic flO\,\' in urban corridors. me in ten were positive or neutral to DOT support for efforts in thi area. early two-th irds (61 %) reacted •as a~ked on~r ofthe carrier/shipper segment. 
	positively (rating 7 to l 0). 
	Note: This question 
	11 

	Improvement of Heavily Traveled Routes Between Cities 
	Q34. / Vl'ESTl.\"G I,\" I,\/ PR0l"/NG 1/F..Jl'lf. > TR.n "£LED ROlTES BEnf"EE~ CITIES FOR BETTER M0l '£.HE.IIT OF FREIGHT AV0 
	TR.-11"£/F.RS 


	Improve Heavily Traveled Routes Segment Comparison 
	Improve Heavily Traveled Routes Segment Comparison 
	0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
	Citizen Leisure Legislator Farmer 
	EVO 
	Carrier/Shipper 
	All 
	-
	-
	-
	I 
	I 

	-
	-
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 

	-
	-
	I I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 

	-
	-
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 

	TR
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 

	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 

	TR
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 

	TR
	I 

	-
	-
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 
	I 


	■ Negative D Neutral D Positive 
	Figure 26: Improve Heavily Traveled Routes Segment Comparison 
	There is strong support for funding improvements to heavily traveled route between cities by user segments that rely heavily on these routes. 
	Farmers are significantly less supportive of inve tment in improved routes between cities. Still a solid majority (73%) is supportive of DOT action in this area. 
	THE MOST SUPPORT/f'E GROUP OF THIS /Nl "EST,\IE,\"T ARE. I IS Tl/£ EMERGE•VCI' VEHICLE OPEFUTORS. AGAIN, I\IPROJ'fl/E\TS IX THIS AREA H.4J"C J DIRECT IMPACT OX THEIR ABILITY TO PROJ"/DE RESPOVS/1"£ SERl'ICE. O.VE A' .VfNE (91%) .IRE POSIT/I"£ ON Tl/IS /SSl'E l'ERSUS A.~-EQl'ALL) LARGE ,\t,IJORIT)' OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC-82%. 
	Dt:cemher :!UU:! SDD0T :!UO:! Stat<'wit!e C1101u111er Samfac1iu11 A<.<£'soment 
	'------------
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	Q35. TH£ SDDOT FINANCIALL>' IN £DUC4TING THE PUBUC ABOUT TRA l'EUNG THROUGH RAILROAD CROSSINGS AND ROA DWORK ZONES 
	INVF.STI.VG 


	Invest in Educating Public Segment Comparison 
	Invest in Educating Public Segment Comparison 
	0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
	Citizen Leisure Legislator Farmer 
	EVO 
	Carrier/Shipper All 
	Figure 27: Invest in Educating Public SegmenfComparison 
	-

	■ Negative D Neutral D Positive 
	Better than half of all respondents (56%) support investment in educating the public about travel through 
	railroad crossings and work zones. There is no legislative group consensus. The legislative segment is evenly split across response categories: 35% positive, 33% neutral and 32% negative. 
	EVO respondents are significantly more positive about investing in this area. Given the safety orientation of this segment's work this is not at all surprising. More than two-thirds are suppo1ive. What seems surprising is the fact that positive support in this area is not even greater. 
	Develop 5-Year Transportation Plan 
	Q36. THE SDDOT Ff,VANCIALLr !,'WESTING I.~ DEI ELOPING A Fil'£ !'EAR Pf.US PLA,\" FOR TRANSPORTATION Tl!ROUGI-IOUT Tl/£ ST.4 TE. 


	Develop 5-Year Transportation Plan Segment Comparison 
	Develop 5-Year Transportation Plan Segment Comparison 
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	■ Negative □ Neutral □ Positive 
	Figure 28: Develop 5-Year Transportation Plan Segment Comparison 
	There is strong support across all segments for the DOT developing a five-year plan. 
	Given the legislative need to set policy. plan appropriations and manage the public trust, as might be expected this segment was most positive (78%) toward the investment in DOT longer range planning. Also significantly more positive than respondents overall and nearly as supportive as the legislative segment was the EVO segment -76% positive. 
	Support on Regional Basis 
	Response was consistent across all regions on most all issues of financial support. The only noted significant difference was in support for air travel. The Mitchell Region with its Sioux Falls airport facility was less supportive than were respondents in general. One in five (20%) were supportive compared to one in four (25% ) ofthe overall population. 
	Segment Similarities & Dissimilarities 
	The six key user segments are generally more similar than dissimilar in how they value the roadway. All segments value the basics. Commonly evaluated products and services (those dealing directly with the roadway-8 in all) are about equally important to all six segments. 
	The majority of segments see the same products as having the highest importance: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Plowing, salting and sanding ofsnow-covered roadways 

	• 
	• 
	Maintaining roads and bridges 

	• 
	• 
	Building roads and bridges 


	December !OUJ 7-1 SDDOT :!00:! Srweu-ide Customer Smi~fac1io11 Assessme111 
	• installing road signage uch as directional, regulatory and information signs on State highways 
	Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrails and striping 
	Most segments. with the exception of legislators and can-ier/shippers. give SDDOT its highest marks of satisfaction for perfomrnnce relating to installing road signage. managing traffic and providing roadway features sucb as lighting, guardrails and pavement striping. 
	The most unigue euments based on response differences are the legislative and farmer. 
	The ratings of P & S impo11ance and satisfaction and investment area importance were the least similar for these segments compared to respondents in general. 
	The Citizen segment assigns significantly less importance to mowing and removing overgrowth than does the general population. 
	The Leisure traveler segment assigns significantly higher importance to removing roadway debris. providing roadway features and installing road signage than does the general population. 
	The Legislative segment varies the most. It a igns significantly more importance to building and maintaining roadside rest area . in tailing road signage. providing for wetland replacement. and managing traffic than does the general population. This segment expresses significantly higher atisfaction with provision of landscaped roadways, and travel information. 
	The fann segment views several products and services with significantly less importance: plowing, alting and sanding roadways, the provi ion for roadway features. travel information and wetland replacement, and the posting ofspeed zones. 
	The EVO segment assigns significantly higher importance to SDDOT's job of maintaining roads and bridges, plowing. sanding and sailing ofsnow-covered roadways, and provision for roadside care. 
	Carriers and shippers express significantly lower atisfaction with what is of significantly higher importance to them, namely building roads and bridges and maintaining tbe roads and bridges-the basic infrastrucnire. They also express significantly lower atisfaction with the installation of road signage than does the general population. The Carrier/Shipper segment views provision for wetland replacement as significantly less important compared with how the general population views this service. 
	CITIZEN AND L EGISLATIVE SEGMENT COMPARISON 
	Performance 
	QlI: OVERALL. HOWSATISFfED ARE !'OU WITH THE DELIVERY OFALL SERl'ICES THE SDDOTPROl'/DES SOUT/1 DAKOT.4 CITIZENS? (/0-POINTSCALE: I = NOTATAUSATISF/£0, /0 = £ XTREM£l)' SATISFIED) 
	Table 36 compares Citizens' and Legislators· responses regarding measures of the DOT's performance. Gray shaded cells indicate statistically significant differences. 
	The percentage of legislators that are satisfied with the DOT's overall performance is significantly higher than the percentage ofcitizens (90% versus 79%. respectively. Legislators are ignificantly more likely to rate the job the DOT does in keeping citizens infonned of cun-ent plans as ·Good· compared to the percentage of citizens rating it 'Good' (73% versus 55%. respectively. 
	On all other measures of performance the difference in legislator and citizen ratings are not significant. 
	T bl 36 P rf M C C'f d L • I t. Segment Citizen Legislator Performance Measure Count % Count % Satisfied (7 to 10) 468 78.8% I 54 90.0% Overall Satisfaction Neutral (5 to 6) 105 17.7% 5 8.3% Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 21 3.5% 1 1.7% Satisfied (7 to 10) 450 76.1% 52 86.7% Satisfaction with Keeping Neutral (5 to 6) 92 15.6% 5 8.3%Roads Fee of Snow and Ice Dissatisfied ( 1 to 4) 49 8.3% 3 5.0% Satisfied (7 to 10) 437 73.9% 51 85.0% Satisfaction with Timeliness of Neutral (5 to 6) 95 I 16.1% 6 10.0%Snow Removal I D
	Support for DOT Financial Investment in Programs 
	QJ0-36. TIie SDDOT II.IS ADDfT/0.VAL RESPO\'SfB/LfTfES THAT /Vl'OLl'E FINANCIAL IN DIFFEREVT TRA.A,'SPORTA TION PROGRAMS. f 'M GOING TO READ YOU A SHORT LIST OF PROGR,IMS AND GET !'OUR OPINION OF THEM. FOR £.-IC/I, TELL ME HOit' GOOD OF A\' /DE.I l'OL' THINA' IT IS FOR TIIF. SDDOT TO CO.\/I1/T SOit£ OF ITS BUDGET A.VD RESOURCES TO Tf/£ PROGRAM. US£ A SCALE OF I TO 10 W/1£R£ 'I ' ME.1,\'S IT IS A 'POOR. IDEA AND '/0' MEANS IT IS AN '£,\'CELLENT' IDEA. 
	l\'l'ESTME.VT 

	Citizens expressed greater interest in support for local funds for road construction and public education about travel through RR crossings and work zones. Legislators expressed greater interest in support for developing a 5-year plan. 
	December !U0-1 76 SDDOT -100! S1<11e>< id<• Cuswmer Sar, fuc1io11 Assessment 
	Table 37: Financial Investment Compari sand Le,islators Segment Citizen Legislator 
	Table 37: Financial Investment Compari sand Le,islators Segment Citizen Legislator 
	Table 37: Financial Investment Compari sand Le,islators Segment Citizen Legislator 

	Financial Investment 
	Financial Investment 
	Count 
	Mean Score 
	Count 
	Mean Score 

	Supporting Air Passenger Travel and Air Freight mSD 
	Supporting Air Passenger Travel and Air Freight mSD 
	I 
	582 
	4.93 
	59 
	4.56 

	Providing Funds to Local Governments for Road Construction 
	Providing Funds to Local Governments for Road Construction 
	596 
	7.94 
	60 
	6.80 

	Improving Heavily Traveled Routes Between Cities 
	Improving Heavily Traveled Routes Between Cities 
	595 
	8.18 
	60 
	8.22 

	Educating the Public About Traveling Through Railroad Crossings and 
	Educating the Public About Traveling Through Railroad Crossings and 
	595 
	6.67 
	60 
	5.48 

	Work Zones 
	Work Zones 

	Developing a 5-Year Plan for Transportation Throughout the State 
	Developing a 5-Year Plan for Transportation Throughout the State 
	578 
	7.37 
	59 
	8.14 

	Scores on 1-10 Scale: 1 =Poor Idea. 10 = Excellent Idea 
	Scores on 1-10 Scale: 1 =Poor Idea. 10 = Excellent Idea 


	Type of Road Given Priority Funding 
	Q4 7. W!-IIC/1 ONE OF TH£ FOLLOWING WOLID rou G/JE PRJORtn' FLWDIXG TO IF rou COt.:W C/100S£ O.\ll ONE? 
	Users were asked to state their priorities for funding ofva rying types of roadway s. This was done to see if any particular user egment favored funding work on on e or more types of roadways over others. This also allowed for comparisons of priorities between user segments. Tl 1e number of legi lative responses is roo small to make meaningful compari ons with the citizen segment. 
	Table 38: Priorit Funding Compariso and Le , islators 
	Segment 
	Segment 
	Segment 

	Citizen 
	Citizen 
	Legislator 

	TR
	Highway Type 
	n 
	% 
	n 
	% 

	Interstate highways 
	Interstate highways 
	12 0 
	20% 
	17 
	28% 

	Other rural 4~ane highways and expressways 
	Other rural 4~ane highways and expressways 
	93 
	16% 
	6 
	10% 

	2-lane rural highways 
	2-lane rural highways 
	202 _ 
	34% ___,_ 
	25 
	42% 

	County and township roads 
	County and township roads 
	123 
	21% 
	5 
	8% 

	Urban thoroughfares and truck route 
	Urban thoroughfares and truck route 
	47 
	7% 
	6 
	10% 

	None of the above 
	None of the above 
	2 
	0% 
	1 
	2% 

	Don't know 
	Don't know 
	13 
	2% 
	0 
	0% 

	TR
	Total 
	600 
	00% 
	60 
	100% 


	Level of Work Repairing Interstate 
	Q48. Do roe FEEL TH£ DOT IS DOING TOO MUCH WORK .. VOT £N Ol.;G/1 WORK . OR ABOUT THE RIGHT AMOl./\7 OF WORK TO REPAIR TH£ STATE ·s INTERSTATE 1/IGHll:ffS? 
	Citizens and legislan.tre view level of work devoted to lnte rstates in Soutb Dakota as about right. 
	Table 39 : Interstate Re , air Work Compari son 
	Table 39 : Interstate Re , air Work Compari son 
	Table 39 : Interstate Re , air Work Compari son 
	c·tizensand Le • islators 

	TR
	Segment 

	TR
	Citize
	n 
	Legislator 

	Amount of Interstate Repair Work 
	Amount of Interstate Repair Work 
	n 
	% 
	n % 


	Too much work 
	Too much work 
	Too much work 
	4% 
	1 
	2% 

	About the right amount of work 
	About the right amount of work 
	495 
	83% 
	53 
	88% 

	Not enough work I 
	Not enough work I 
	62 
	10% 
	5 
	8% 

	Don't know 
	Don't know 
	20 
	3% 
	1 
	2% 

	I 
	I 
	Total 
	600 
	100% 
	60 
	100% 


	Level of Work on County &Township Roads 
	Q./9. DO l"Ol FEEL THE DOT IS D01.\G TOO .IICCH WORK, .\"OT E\"OLG/1 WORK. OR ABOLT Tl/£ RIG/IT A.1101.. \7 OF ll'ORk TO \I 11\'TA/\ OR /\IPROIT COl'\'TI'OR TOll'\'SHIP ROADS? 
	Citizens and legislature are both split on level of work devoted to county and town hip roads. Sizable numbers of both group feel there is not enough work being done and izable numbers feel the amount is about right. Legislator are more likely to feel the amount is about right. 
	Figure
	T bl 40 C dT h" W kC CT dl .• It Segment Citizen Legislator Amount of County and Township Work n % n 
	% Too muchwor1< 
	4 
	1% 
	0 
	0% 
	About the right amount of work 
	276 
	46% 
	22 
	37% 
	Not enough work 
	287 
	48% 
	37 
	62% 
	Don·t know 
	33 
	6% 
	1 
	2% 
	Total 
	600 
	100% 
	100%
	60 
	Concern for Overweight Trucks 
	Q50. How ,\fl'Cl/ OF I CO\'CERX TO roe IS Tl/£ /,\/PACT OF Ol'ERWEIGIIT TRCCKS 0/\/ SOUTH DAKOTA f//GHH:4 l:S-. WOULD l'Ol'S4 )' ITIS A .H-IJOR CO\CER\', Mf.\OR COVCER.V OR .VO CO.VCERV TO rou? 
	Concern for overweight trnck i greater among legislators than citizens. 
	T bl 41 C f 0 •.ht T k C . C"ti d L .• I t Segment Citizen Legislator Concern Level n % N 
	% MaJor Concern 
	I 

	293 
	41
	49% 
	68% 
	Minor Concern 
	227 
	38% 
	16 
	27% 
	No Concern 
	72 
	12% 
	2 
	3% 
	Don't know 
	8 
	1% 
	1 
	2% 
	Total 
	600 
	100% 
	60 
	100% 
	View of Enforcement of Overweight Laws 
	Q5/. H'Ol'l.D )O(,' SA) Tf-1£ CURRE\7 £.',FORCEME\'T OF LA WS FOR Ol'ERll'EIGHT TRL'CKS OS SOL'TH DAKOTA HIGHWAYS ARE TOO STRICT, VOTSTRICTENOUGII OR ABOUT RIGHT? 
	Numbers for the legislator segment are too small for statistical comparisons. It would appear citizens are more likely to view enforcement as not strict enough than are legi lators. A majority of both groups feel enforcement is •'about right"'. 
	Figure
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	T bl 
	T bl 
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	TR
	Segment 

	TR
	Citizen 
	Legislator 

	TR
	Perception of Strictness 
	n 
	% 
	n 
	% 


	Too Strict 
	Too Strict 
	Too Strict 
	56 
	9% 
	16 
	27% 

	About Rtght 
	About Rtght 
	356 
	59% 
	38 
	63% 

	Not Strict Enough 
	Not Strict Enough 
	128 
	21% 
	4 
	7% 

	Don't know 
	Don't know 
	60 
	10% 
	2 
	3% 

	TR
	Total 
	600 
	100% 
	60 
	100% 


	Decemher :!OIi:! 78 SDDOT :!110:! llt11!11·ule Cu<wmer Sa11s/ac1io11 As.sessme111 
	FI\DINGS-BI'R EGION 
	Importance Ratings-Region Comparisons 
	Q:!O. TlfE SDDOT l'VDERSTA \"DS Tl-I-IT SO\!£ OF ITS SERr?CES ,\IA I" BE .IIORE /MPORT4 VT Tl/A\' DEPF..VDl\'G O\' ll'HI" rou ARE DR/I ING. FOR TI-IIS STUD)", Tl-!£!' 4RE TALA"JNG Jf'/Tl-l GROCPS OF PEOPI.F.. BASED 0\' l'Ol'R RESPONSES, mu {S[G.\IEVT ACTIJ"/TI']. FUR Tl-IE REST OF ,\tr QUEST/0,\S, PL£4SF. TIIINK ov1.r ABOLT [4PPR0PRl.1TE SEGMENT] 
	OT/IF.RS 
	DIFFERE.VT 

	f .. J.\l GOING TO READ A !./ST OFSERr'tCES Tl-IE SDDOT PROl'IDES. FOR EACH SERl'ICF., PLF.ASF. T£/.I. ME I/OW IAIPORTANT IT IS TO rou IN [SEGi\lfENTACTIV/Tlj. (/0-P0IVTSCALE: I =NOT.-!T All IMPORTANT. 10 = £.\TREMEL)" IAIP0RT!INT) 
	Importance ratings for all products and services are sunui1arized in the chart below. As mentioned previously. users evaluated only those products and services having relevance to their transportation 
	experiences by segment. 
	Table 43: Product and Service Importance by Region 
	Product & Service Building roads and bridges Maintaining roads and bridges Building and maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel malerials Removing roadway shoulder debns such as animals, glass and torn tires Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth Plowing, salting and sandingof snow-covered roadways Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrails and pavement striping Installing road s1gnage such as d1recbonal, regulatory and informabon signs on state highways Provid
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	Products and services listed near the top ofthe chart are similar across all regions. These include: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Plowing. salting and sanding ofsnow-covered roadways 

	• 
	• 
	Maintaining roads and bridges 


	• Managing rraffic with tools such as signals and passing and turning lane 
	The most highly rated product and services haYe one imponant feature in conunon-all products and services that are rated high in imponance directly relate to the roadway and directly impact the quality of au er· dri\'ing experience. 
	Most products and services are rated for importance about equally by respondent in all regions. ote that all products and services are generally positioned within one or two rankings across the regions. 
	Satisfaction Ratings-Region Comparison 
	Q1l. FOR EACH OF THESE SERf'/CES, f'l£4SI: TF:Ll \f£ 1/011' SATISFIED IOL ARE 11'/TII HOW Tl/£ SDDOT CURR£NTLI' PROf'/D£STIIESERl'/C£. {10-POJ\'TSCILE: I = NOTATALLS4TISF/ED. /0 = £.YTRE,\/Ell'S. ITISF/£D) 
	Satisfaction ratings for all products and services are summarized in the chart below. As mentioned previously. user evaluated only those P & S having relevance to their transportation experiences by segment. 
	Building roads and bridges Maintaining roads and bridges 7 12 Building and maintaining roadside rest areas &providing travel materials 6 11 11 2 Removing roadway shoulder debris such as animals, glass and tom tires 18 18 18 17 17 Providing roadside care such as mowing and removing overgrowth 9 9 8 8 10 Plowing,salting and sanding of snow-<:0vered roadways 10 11 9 6 9 Providing roadway features such as lighting,guardrails and pavement stnping 4 6 2 3 8 Installing road s1gnage such as directional, regulatory 
	Unlike importance rating . satisfaction rating across regions vary greatly as can be seen in the pattern in the above chart. 
	D<'l'f.'mher !fl(}! 80 SDDOT!OU! S1a1ewide C11J1omer Sat,sfamon Assessmem 
	Product Positions -Significant Regional Differences 
	Aberdeen Region 
	Product positions in Aberdeen Region vary little from those ofall regions. See plots on the left. 
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	Plowing, salting and sanding snow-covered roadways (f) is of significantly higher importance 10 respondents in this region than respondents overall. 
	Respondents in the Aberdeen Region also expressed significantly lower satisfaction with the DOT"s efforts at maintaining roads and bridges (b) 
	Despite a significantly lower rating compared to respondents in all regions. satisfaction levels in Aberdeen are still good-just not as good as other regions: 
	• Aberdeen 6.96 
	PieITe 7.14 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Rapid City 7.28 

	• 
	• 
	:viitchell 7.60 


	The DOT is overachieving 111 te1ms of perfonnance associated with regulating the placement of billboards and business signs (m) given its relative perceived importance by Aberdeen respondents. It represents a service that requires bener public communication of its cost/benefit or an opportunity for reduced service. 
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	Figure 29: Product Positions for All Regions & Aberdeen Region 
	Mitchell Re gion 
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	Me., l~rlance 
	Respondents in the Mitchell Region are significantly more satisfied with DOT efforts at two services: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Maintaining roads and bridges (b) 

	• 
	• 
	Regulating the placement of billboards and bu iness signs (m) 


	The DOT is close to overachieving in tenm of perfonnance as ociated with regulating the placement of billboards and business signs 
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	Figure 30: Product Positions for All Regions & Mitchell Region 
	SDDOT!00! Sta1<r,1·1d,• C1mo111er Sa1istac1io11 Anessmem 
	Pierre Region 
	There are no significant difference-between prod uct positions of Pierre Region residents 
	Over Achievement Area of Strengths 
	and those of all region . 
	, lmportance as ociated with billboard regulation (m) and importance and sati faction related to truck and vehicle inspection (q) are in a position that could be considered over 
	~ 
	achievement. 
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	Figure 31: Product Positions for All Regions & Pierre Region 
	Rapid City Region 
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	Re ·pondents in the Rapid City Region place significantly higher importance on regulating the placement of billboards and business signs (m). 
	At tbe same time, Rapid City respondents are signilica111ly le satisfied with DOT efforts in regulating placement. 
	They are also ignificantly less satisfied with effort 10 provide travel infonnation such as road and traffic conditions and road construction alerts. 
	Billboard reglllation could become a concern and need monitoring given the level of atisfaction expressed by Rapid City 
	respondent . 
	Figure 32: Product Positions for All Regions & Rapid City Region 
	Ot!cemht•,· lOU! SDDOT :!/JU: Swre,nde Crmomer Satis/uc /ton Asse...smenr 
	Percent Ranking 1st, 2nd, or 3rd 
	Percent Ranking 1st, 2nd, or 3rd 
	All 
	□ 
	□ 
	□ 
	Plowing, Sanding and Salting 

	□ 
	□ 
	Maintaining Roads and Bridges 

	□ 
	□ 
	Building Roads and Bridges 

	□ 
	□ 
	Posting of Speed Limits 

	□ 
	□ 
	Managing Traffic with Signals, Passing and Turn Lanes 

	□ 
	□ 
	Providing Roadway Features: Lighting Guardrails, and Striping 


	68 62 29 24 22 21 69 63 30 24 18 20 ' 74 62 26 24 21 64 63 31 24 18 20 64 61 24 23 21 21 
	Aberdeen 
	Mitchell 
	Pierre 
	Rapid City 
	Figure 33: Forced Ranking of Importance of Products and Services by Region 
	Figure 33: Forced Ranking of Importance of Products and Services by Region 
	Figure 33: Forced Ranking of Importance of Products and Services by Region 

	• 
	• 
	The products and services that have the utmost importance to respondents in all regions have the 

	TR
	common featu re of all being directly related to the roadway-
	an ·on· roadway dimension. 

	• 
	• 
	Providing conditions for a clean and safe roadway (snow removal and general road and bridge 

	TR
	maintenance) are seen across all segments as significantly more important than the next highest 

	TR
	rated product & service (building roads and bridges). 

	• 
	• 
	The 
	percentag es of respondents 
	ranking each of the top six products and services are 
	nearly 

	TR
	identical acros s regions. 

	• 
	• 
	The 
	one 
	exception 
	is plowing, salting 
	and 
	sanding is significantly higher in importance 
	to 

	TR
	respondents in the Mitchell Region than all other regions (74% versus 68%, respectively). 


	Regional Similarities & Dissimilarities 
	The four transportation regions are more similar than dissimilar in how respondents value the roadway. Commonly evaluated products and services (those dealing directly with the roadway-8 in all) are about equally important across all regions. 
	When forced to rank those P & S having the utmost importance. regional users are very much in agreement (see chari on the previous page). Where the four areas tend to how more variation is in their ratings of satisfaction with the regulatory and ·off road type services. 
	All four regions see the same product as having the highest importance: 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Plowing. salting and sanding of snow-covered roadways 

	• 
	• 
	Maintaining roads and bridges 

	• 
	• 
	Building roads and bridges 

	• 
	• 
	Posting speed limits 

	• 
	• 
	Managing traffic flow 


	• Providing roadway features such as lighting, guardrails and striping Views ofbillboard regulation vary from region to region. 
	• 
	• 
	• 
	Higher importance to Rapid City Region and lower satisfaction with efforts to regulate . 

	• 
	• 
	Higher satisfaction with billboard regulation in Mitchell Region . 

	• 
	• 
	Generally satisfaction with billboard regulation exceeds perceived importance in all regions except Rapid City Region. 


	Pierre Region is most typical of all regions-no significant variance of product positions with positioning of all region response. 
	To Mitchell Region residents. plowing. salting and sanding is of significantly higher importance compared to that of all regions. Mitchell Region residents expressed significantly higher overall satisfaction with job DOT is doing compared to that ofall regions. 
	Aberdeen Region residents showed the greatest 1999 to 2002 improvement (12%) in satisfaction with snow and ice removal of any region. They also expressed significantly lower satisfaction (although very satisfied) with DOT efforts at maintaining roads and bridges compared to all regions. 
	Rapid City Region residents are significantly less satisfied with efforts to provide travel infonnation compared to residents of all regions. 
	INFORMATION NEEDS 
	TRA CKING YEAR COMPA RISONS 
	Comparative tracking data represents responses from citizens and legislators. the groups that were surveyed in both 1999 and 2002. 
	December :!00:! 86 SDDOT !00:! Statell'ide Customer Satiffiicrion Assessment 
	Alerting Drivers of Delays 
	Q4/. H Oii' WOL'LD l'Ol' R,JTE THE JOB THE STATE DOT DOES I.~· ALERTl,\G roe OF DELl)'S 11.\D ALTERNATE ROL'TES 
	BEFORE TRA l'EUNG Tl/ROUGH CURRENT I/IG/111 :4 YCONSTRUCTIOX PROJECTS? 
	There has been a significant improvement in ale1ting drivers of delays. The number of respondent. rating the DOT's job has ·poor· has declined from approximately 26% in 1999 to 21 % in 2002. This decrease is statistically significant. However. one iu five ratings individuals rating perfom1ance ·poor' sugge ts more attention needs to be devoted to this key infom1arion function. 
	T bl 
	T bl 
	T bl 
	45 Alt 
	• 
	.D • 
	f D I 

	TR
	Tracking Period 

	Job of Alerting of Delays and Alternate Routes 
	Job of Alerting of Delays and Alternate Routes 
	Count 
	1999 
	% 
	Count 
	2002 
	% 

	Good (7 lo 10) 
	Good (7 lo 10) 
	349 
	I 
	44.6% 
	323 
	49.7% 

	Neutral (5 to 6) 
	Neutral (5 to 6) 
	231 
	I 
	29.5% 
	194 
	29.8% 

	Poor (1 to 4) 
	Poor (1 to 4) 
	I 
	202 
	I 
	25.8% 
	133 
	20.5% 


	Ease of Getting lnfonnation from DOT 
	Q39. IF )'OU VEEDED TO OBTAfN INFORMATIOV FROM THE DOT HOW EASl' DO l'Ol., FEEL IT WOULD BE TO GET INFORMATION FROM TlfE PROPER SOURCE? 
	There was no significant change in perceived ease of access to DOT information. Directionally. more people are finding it ·easy' and fewer ·difficult'. 
	Table 46· Ease of Gettin .Information from DOT Tracking Period 1999 Ease of Getting lnfonnation from DOT Count % Count Easy (7 to 10) 409 55.6% 363 Neutral (5 to 6) 212 28.8% 186 
	Table 46· Ease of Gettin .Information from DOT Tracking Period 1999 Ease of Getting lnfonnation from DOT Count % Count Easy (7 to 10) 409 55.6% 363 Neutral (5 to 6) 212 28.8% 186 
	Table 46· Ease of Gettin .Information from DOT Tracking Period 1999 Ease of Getting lnfonnation from DOT Count % Count Easy (7 to 10) 409 55.6% 363 Neutral (5 to 6) 212 28.8% 186 
	2002 
	% 57.2& 29.3% 

	Difficult (1 to 4) 
	Difficult (1 to 4) 
	115 
	15.6% 
	86 
	13.5% 


	Job DOT Does in Keeping Citizens Informed 
	Q./0. How WOULD l'OU RATE THE JOB TT-IE DOT DOES IN KEEPING CITIZENS INFORMED OF CC'RRE.~T PLA1\'S FOR /1/GHll'AJ' CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE:> 
	There was no significant change in the rating of keeping citizens infom1ed. Directionally, the percentage of 'good' ratings increased 6% and suggests the beginning ofa positive change in perceptions. 
	Job DOT Does Keeping Citizens Informed 
	Job DOT Does Keeping Citizens Informed 
	Job DOT Does Keeping Citizens Informed 
	Count 
	1999 
	Tracking Period 2002 % Count % 

	Good (7 to 10) 
	Good (7 to 10) 
	401 
	I 
	51.2% 
	370 
	56.9% 

	Neutral (5 to 6) 
	Neutral (5 to 6) 
	251 
	I 
	32.1% 
	172 
	26.5% 

	Poor (1 to 4) 
	Poor (1 to 4) 
	131 
	I 
	16.7% 
	108 
	16.6% 


	Preference for Information Sources 
	Q38. FROM WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING SOURCES ll'OULD l'OU PREFER TO OBTAIN DOT INFORMATION? 
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