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This report suggests better ways for the De-
partment of Transportation to serve the
oversight needs of the Congress and execu-
tive branch policymakers through improved
evaluation of its programs. The Department
needs to

--continue its initiatives to develop a
Program Monitoring and Evaluation
System;

--develop a means for clarifying pro-
gram objectives and measures of per-
formance with the appropriate con-
gressional committees, the Office of
Management and Budget, and agency
officials; and

--gstablish an evaluation planning pro-
cess which gives adequate consider-
ation to priority transportation ob-
jectives identified by the Depart-
ment, the Congress, and others.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

B-164497

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report assesses the extent to which evaluation
within the Department of Transportation is an established
part of the management process and the extent to which
evaluation activities are aimed at serving congressional
and executive branch decisionmaking needs. The report also
contains recommendations on how the usefulness of these
activities can be improved.

We initiated this review because of our concern over
the need for improving the management and policy of Federal
program evaluation. To effectively deal with many issues,
concerns, and problems in evaluation, we are undertaking a
variety of efforts, including work aimed at developing
agreed upon Federal management evaluation policies.

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, and the Secretary of
Transportation.

Comptroller General
of the United States







COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS IN
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION--AN ASSESSMENT

This review was undertaken to assess the
extent to which (1) the Department of
Transportation's evaluation of its policies,
programs, and activities are an established
part of its management system and (2) eval-
vation activities are aimed at serving
congressional and executive branch decisiqn-
making needs. Each of the several operating
administrations within the Department of
Transportation is responsible for establishing
its own evaluation system. Since there are
no Department-wide guidelines or standards
to follow in evaluating agency programs,
the administrations vary in their emphasis
on and treatment of evaluation.
R
In most cases the system is decentralized and
evaluative activities, with the exception of
a few legislatively mandated studies, are
aimed primarily at providing program man-

agers with information on operational and
L_Es?hnical deficiencies.‘ GAO found that:
--Most formal evaluation studies

provide information on whether

program operations meet the

expectations of program managers.
(See pp. 15, 22, 27, and 30.)

--Evaluations are viewed as adequate
and useful by program managers.
(See pp. 17, 23, 27, 31, and 36.)

--Program success is generally
measured in terms of operational
achievements. (See pp. 16, 22,
27, 28, and 38.)

-~-There is no formal evaluation
planning mechanism. (See pp. 8,
17, 21, 26, and 30.)
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Relatively few Department evaluations have
assessed the impact of programs on legis-
lative expectations. Most of the studies
compared the status of a program's opera-
tion to what had been planned. These
studies basically focused on whether spe-
cific tasks and transactions had been
accomplished. Since most evaluation studies
are conducted primarily by program personnel
for program managers, there is limited use
of formal departmental evaluation results

by other levels of decisionmakers and
policymakers.

PROGRAM SUCCESS IS GENERALLY MEASURED
IN TERMS OF OPERATIONAL ACHIEVEMENTS

Most departmental programs have been
established by law to provide a service
o the public. 1In most cases informa-

tion is collected on the number of in-
spections completed in specified time
intervals; the amount of money being
dispensed; and the adherence to and
acceptance of applicable laws, regula-
tions, and procedures. Program managers
believe such information is sufficient
indication of how well program operations
are being carried out.

fWith the exception of the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration, none

of the Department's operating administra-
tions have a formal evaluation planning
process which identifies major areas

of concern and allocates resources to these
L.greas for evaluation purposes. Each admin-
istration allocates resources to evaluative
efforts generally as the need arises, with
little advance planning.

The Department is, however, in the process
of developing a Departmental Program
Monitoring and Evaluation System, which
will be under the direction of the Assis-
tant Secretary for Budget and Programs.
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The system is intended to (1) assess pro-
gress of selected major operating activi-
ties, projects, and/or programs in meeting
stated departmental milestones and objec-
tives (program monitoring} and (2) assess
the effectiveness, efficiency, and economy
of major programs in accordance with a
systematic review process for use in
decisionmaking (program evaluation). The
establishment of this system could improve
Department evaluations and satisfy problems
and needs GAQO noted in this review (see
pp. 9 and 10).

EVALUATION ISSUES RAISED

GAO's review of the Department's evaluation
system raised the following major issues
concerning the role of program evaluation
in the decisionmaking process:

--Audiences to be served by evaluation:
Should agency evaluation activities
be organized and designed to serve
different users of evaluation?

--Information to be collected in
evaluations:
What types of information are
needed to measure program per-
formance? (See ch. 9.)

There is no agreed upon Federal evaluation
management policy at this time. Since
evaluation is a fundamental part of pro-
gram management, the development of key
indicators of the effectiveness of pro-
gram evaluation efforts should be related
to how well a program itself is performing.
To determine how well evaluation efforts
meet the management decisionmaking needs
of departmental program managers and meet
a broader set of oversight needs of Depart-
ment, executive branch, and congressional
policymakers, the extent to which the
following four conditions apply to a pro-
gram might be measured.
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--There is agreement between the
Congress and executive branch policy-
makers regarding statements of
program expectations.

--Program activities are in place
which make these expectations
achievable,

~-There is sufficiently valid and
reliable data on expectations and
actual program performance for
measuring any gaps.

~-Actual program performance is accept-
able to the Congress and the execu-
tive branch. (See ch. 9.)

To effectively deal with many of the issues,
concerns, and problems in evaluation, GAO is
aiming at developing agreed upon Federal
management evaluation policies.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

i We recommend that the Secretary of Trans-
portation:

--Continue Department initiatives to de-
velop a Departmental Program Monitoring
and Evaluation System, including the
formulation of Department-wide guidelines
for evaluation. In addition to meeting
the information needs of Department
program managers and policy officials,
the Program Monitoring and Evaluation
System should be developed to serve
the oversight needs of the Congress
and executive branch policymakers.

-—-Review the manner in which departmental
program objectives are specified and
measured for evaluation purposes, given
the apparent inconsistencies between
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many program objectives and the measures
used to assess performance. The Sec-
retary should also develop a means for
clarifying objectives and measures with
the appropriate congressional committees,
the Office of Management and Budget,

and agency officials.

--Establish an evaluation planning process
in which adequate consideration is given
to priority transportation objectives
identified by the Department, the Congress,
and others.

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Department of Transportation agrees
with the findings and recognizes the need
to improve departmental program manage-
ment through introducing a formal evalua-
tion process. (See app. VII.) This is

its primary objective in developing a
Departmental Program Monitoring and Evalua-
tion System. Problems raised by the
Department concerning the implementation

of recommendations are recognized through-
out the report and are discussed in chapter
9. The Department endorsed GAO's recommen-
dations; however, it noted that the rec-
ommendations may be difficult to imple-
ment.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

BY THE CONGRESS

Where evaluations are to be mandated

by legislation or are needed by a committee,
the Congress should work with agency officials
to seek a common understanding on the

process or approach to be used for (1)
clarifying program objectives for evaluation
and (2) reaching agreement on acceptable
evaluation measures and data for each program
to be evaluated.
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One approach for developing objectives and
using evaluation in congressional over-
sight is outlined in the GAO report,
"Finding Out How Programs Are Working:
Suggestions for Congressional Oversight,"
(PAD-78-3, Nov. 22, 1977).

To assist in the development of such an
approach, GAO developed, in cooperation
with various agency personnel, a matrix
for each of the operating administrations.
Each matrix outlines major program areas
and objectives, major performance measures
used by agency personnel for periodically
measuring how well programs are doing, and
the major evaluative activities undertaken
in each program area during the review
time frame. (See apps. I-VI.)

The information provided could be used by
the Congress for helping to oversee the
Department's evaluation function and to
decide upon the role program evaluation
should take in the Department.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

A basic agency management responsibility is to
establish and maintain adequate management control systems.
One such control, the evaluation system, involves deter-
mining whether program objectives are being met. These
objectives have been established by various levels of
responsible federal officials--that is, congressional
committees, executive branch policymakers, agency policy
officials, or program managers. This review--the second of
its type 1l/--was undertaken to assess the extent to which
(1) evaluation within the Department of Transportation
(DOT) is an established part of the management process
and (2) evaluation activities are aimed at serving congres-
sional and executive branch decisionmaking needs.

GROWING DEMAND FOR OVERSIGHT
AND ACCOUNTABILITY

In the 1970s, there has been an increased interest
in program oversight and accountability. Program officials,
legislators, and the public are more interested in whether

--programs are being implemented as intended;

--programs are producing desired results and
achieving intended purposes; and

-—-programs and the legislation authorizing programs
should be continued or modified, in the light of
experience, to achieve greater economy, efficiency,
or effectiveness.

The lack of comprehensive and reliable systems to
measure program effectiveness has been cited as a crucial
weakness in the management and oversight of Federal pro-
grams. With uncertainty about the effects of past and pre-
sent programs, it is difficult, if not impossible, to plan
for future programs. In recent years, the Congress has
taken steps to improve its oversight of Federal programs
and is currently considering proposals for further improve-
ments in program oversight and accountability.

1/The first is entitled "HUD's Evaluation System--An
Assessment" (PAD-78-44, July 20, 1978).




In many recent pieces of legislation, the Congress has
required programs to be periodically reauthorized and
agencies to study and report to the Congress on the perform-
ance of these programs. In 1978 the Congress enacted
legislation establishing an Office of Inspector General
in various Federal departments and agencies to review
and report on programs.

Various legislative proposals for further improving
oversight and accountability of Federal programs were con-
sidered by the 95th Congress. Perhaps the most compre-
hensive oversight reform proposal considered was S.2, the
Sunset Act of 1978, which passed the Senate on October 11,
1978.

As a result of the increasing interest in program
oversight and accountability, various information gathering
and analytical activities in the Federal Government, some-
times referred to as "program evaluation," have become
more important.

DEFINITION OF EVALUATION

The Federal Government does not have a universally
accepted definition of program evaluation, and many other
terms have been used synonymously with the term "program
evaluation" (for example, performance audit, performance
monitoring, systems analysis, and program analysis). We
believe program evaluation can be viewed as the process of
appraising the manner and extent to which programs are

--achieving their stated objectives,

--meeting the performance perceptions and
expectations of responsible Federal officials
and other interested groups, and/or

--producing other significant effects of either
a desirable or undesirable character to assist
future policy and management decisions.

Three points should be noted about the definition
of program evaluation. First, evaluation is concerned with
measuring the performance of an existing program. Evalua-
tion does not necessarily include a prospective element; the
evaluation may, but need not be, concerned with identifying
and assessing alternative proposals. Second, evaluation




does not assign values to a given program; the hypotheses
and criteria for evaluation must come from sources other
than the evaluator. 1In an evaluation, a program and its
outcomes are tested against objectives, expectations, or
values assigned by others (for example, responsible legis-
lative, executive, or judicial officials in Federal, State,
or local governments, individuals, and groups affected by
the program). Third, evaluation provides feedback in the
continuing process of policy and program development,
execution, refinement, and reconsideration. In this sense,
evaluation is use oriented; evaluation fails when it does
not assist future policy and management decisions.

The lack of a precise definition of program evaluation
should not obscure the actual methods used in studying
programs. There can be many different emphases in evalua-
tion studies, Most studies, however, tend to focus on
some combination of program inputs, processes, and outputs
and impacts. The selection of the appropriate evaluation
emphasis and the corresponding techniques and methodologies
should depend on the particular management and oversight
questions being asked, the programmatic issues being ad-
dressed, and the stage of the program's implementation.

For example, it is often better to examine a program's
implementation and process before attempting to assess
the outcome of a program. This is true to verify
that a program is actually in place and is producing
intended effects. Likewise, a review of the relative
effectiveness of alternatives may need to await an assess-
ment of the outcomes of ongoing programs; the effectiveness
may be difficult, if not impossible, to predict with any
degree of certainty until the actual outcomes of existing
programs have been identified.

For these reasons, it is useful to discuss program
evaluation in terms of the following three general aspects.

1. Examination of program implementation/process:

Examining whether the implementation and execution of
actual program activities and operations (processes)
meet the perceptions and expectations of responsible
political officials. and individuals and groups affect-
ed by the program, and comply with applicable laws,
requlations, and guidelines governing the implementation
and operation of the program.




2. Appraisal of program ocutcome:

Examining whether programs have outcomes which achieve
legislative/program objectives, meet the perceptions
and expectations of responsible political officials
and individuals and groups affected by the program,
and/or produce other significant effects, whether
desirable or undesirable. An evaluation of program
outcome may include one or both of the following types
of studies:

a. Primary results review: The process of examining
whether program activities and operations are
having immediate, primary, and direct results.
Immediate and direct results generally relate
to management goals for the program; program
performance on such goals can usually be con-
trolled by management.

b. Long run, secondary, or indirect impact review:
The process of examining whether program
activities and their immediate and direct
results are contributing to long-term impacts
and effects which achieve long-term objectives,
perceptions, and expectations, or which are
considered desirable or undesirable by re-
sponsible Federal officials and individuals
and groups affected by the program.

3. Assessment of the relative effectiveness of
alternatives:

Identifying and examining two or more programs

or program strategies to determine which is more
effective. This type of evaluation may compare
program processes, costs, results, and/or impacts,
or may compare the relative effectiveness of al-
ternative proposals for changing the program or
for new programs.

RELATIONSHIP OF THE INTERNAL AUDIT
FUNCTION AND THE EVALUATION SYSTEM

Maintaining an effective system of management control
should be contributed to by agency management and the
internal auditor. Our report, "Standards for Audit of
Governmental Organizations, Programs, Activities and
Functions" states that it is management's responsibility




to continually evaluate their programs and activities to
determine the progress being made in achieving established
objectives. The role of the internal auditor is to test
management's procedures and controls to see whether they
are working and, if not, to suggest ways to make them

work. In addition, the full scope of an audit of a govern-
mental program includes reviews of program effectiveness,
as well as reviews of financial/compliance and economy/
efficiency.

An agency's internal audit function is, therefore,
an important component of any evaluation system, both in
terms of the program audits it performs and in reviews of
management control systems. This relationship with pro-
gram evaluation systems will be further emphasized in the
future with the recent enactment of legislation establish-
ing an Office of Inspector and Auditor General within var-
ious Federal departments and agencies and requiring reports
to the Congress on the reviews performed.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE REVIEW

Our review concentrated on evaluation activities
undertaken from the beginning of fiscal years 1976
through 1977. Because DOT's evaluation system is
decentralized, we reviewed each administration separate-
ly, with the exception of the Saint Lawrence Seaway
Corporation and the Research and Special Programs Admin-
istration. Contact was made with these two organiza-
tions, but no detailed analysis was conducted because
of the limited evaluation activities involved. In the case
of the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation, it is
recognized that an organization of this size (186 full-time
permanent employees) has no need for an elaborate evaluation
mechanism. It appears that the Corporation's internal
review and evaluation process is adequate for an operational
organization of its type. The Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration had just been formed and, at the time
of our review, was still in the organizational stage.

Our review concentrated on DOT's formal evaluation
system. It did not include the informal systems through
which policy officials and managers obtain a great deal of
information on program performance--telephone calls,
letters, the media, and meetings with constituents and
interest groups. We recognize the existence and value
of informal evaluation as an integral part of any decision-
making process. Despite their importance, informal




evaluation systems are not presently susceptible to the type
of assessment underlying this report and, therefore, were not
assessed in this review.

Our analysis of each administration focused on four
aspects of an evaluation system:

--Specifying program objectives and measures of
effectiveness.

-~Planning evaluation activities to support de-
cisionmaking needs.

--Conducting formal evaluation studies.
-~Using evaluation results.

We also reviewed the evaluation activities of the Office
of the Secretary in terms of (1) the extent to which the
Office has performed Department-wide evaluations and (2}
the Office's role in coordinating and monitoring the
evaluation activities of the operating administrations.

Most of our review was conducted at the headquarters'
offices of the DOT organizational units. 1In addition,
discussions were held with officials from the following
organizations:

--Regions 15 and 3, Federal Highway Administration,
Arlington, Virginia, and Baltimore, Maryland, re-
spectively;

--Regions 5 and 6, National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, Homewood, Illinois, and Fort Worth,
Texas, respectively;

--Transportation Systems Center, Cambridge,
Massachusetts;

--Transportation Test Center, Pueblo, Colorado;

--Maryland State Highway Administration, Baltimore,
Maryland:;

--Bureau of Transportation Safety, Ohio Department
of Transportation, Columbus, Ohio;




~-Oklahoma Highway Safety Office, Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma; and

--0ffice of Traffic Safety, State Department of
Highways and Public Transportation, Austin, Texas.

We also interviewed staff members of congressional
committees concerned with DOT programs, the Office of
Management and Budget, the Office of Technology Assessment,
the Transportation Research Board, and the Transportation
System Acquisition Review Council.

Program/Matrices

For each administration a program matrix was prepared
which outlined major program areas and objectives, major
performance measures used by agency personnel for per-
iodically measuring how well program operations were being
carried out, and the major evaluative activities under-
taken in each program area during the time frame of our
review. The program matrices are included as appendixes
to provide an overview of agency programs, objectives,
performance measures, and evaluative activities.

The matrices are not an official, comprehensive
list of objectives and performance measurements.
They have been, however, generally prepared with agency
personnel. Because the administrations of DOT are
decentralized, program structure varies somewhat among
administrations. As a result, the matrix formats
appear slightly different.




CHAPTER 2

EVALUATION IN THE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

OF TRANSPORTATION

The Department of Transportation was established to
assure the coordinated, effective administration of the
transportation policies and programs conducive to the pro-
vision of fast, safe, efficient, and convenient transport-
ation at the lowest cost possible. DOT consists of the
Office of the Secretary of Transportation (OST) and
eight operating administrations. The heads of these
organizations report directly to the Secretary and have
highly decentralized authority. A breakdown of fiscal
year 1977 total Federal outlays for DOT ($12.6 billion)
is shown in Table 1.

DOT is administered by the Secretary of Transportation,
who serves also as the principal advisor to the President
in all matters relating to Federal transportation programs
except maritime subsidy. OST has broad responsibilities
for the development and coordination of the Nation's trans-
portation policies and programs, including policy formulation,
resource allocation, interagency and intradepartmental co-
ordination, and program evaluation. Several organizational
units within OST are involved in program evaluation, the
primary of which is the Office of Programs and Evaluation.

There are no Department-wide guidelines or standards
for evaluation. Each of the operating administrations and
OST plan and conduct their evaluation efforts independently.
Generally, the system established within each administration
is also highly decentralized and evaluation is, for the most
part, integrated into program management activities. Although
OST has the responsibility for supervising, monitoring, and
reviewing all departmental evaluation activities, evaluation
within the administrations is essentially independent of
0OST. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) figures in the
most recently published Government-wide survey (fiscal year
1977) show that DOT devoted 242.7 staff years and $14.5
million (including contracted studies) to evaluation.




Table 1

DOT Expenditures For Fiscal Year 1977

Total Federal
Agency (note a) outlays

(000 omitted)

Office of the Secretary $ 62,443

Coast Guard 1,158,788

Federal Aviation Administration 2,368,910

Federal Highway Administration 6,145,043

Federal Railroad Administration 940,951

National Highway Traffic 163,559
Safety Administration

Urban Mass Transportation 1,708,910
Administration

Saint Lawrence Seaway b/(l,28@)

Development Corporation

Total $12,552,320

a/The Research and Special Programs Administration was
established September 23, 1977, and, therefore, was not
included in the survey.

b/Negative figure.

DEPARTMENTAL PROGRAM
MONITORING AND EVALUATION SYSTEM

DOT is developing a Departmental Program Monitoring
and Evaluation System (PMES) which will be under the
direction of the Assistant Secretary for Budget and Pro-
grams. The system is intended to assess (1) the progress
of selected major operating activities, projects, and/or
programs in meeting stated departmental milestones and
objectives (proyram monitoring) and (2) the effectiveness,
efficiency, and economy of major programs in accordance
with a systematic review process for use in decisionmaking
(program evaluation).




Program monitoring procedures will entail tracking the
performance of selected programs against the milestones set
forth in planning or other documents which establish expected
program performance or objectives. The programs selected
will include: (1) all major systems acquisition programs in
accordance with OMB Circular No. A-109, (2) selected pro-
grams designated as a result of interest by the Transpor-
tation System Acquisition Review Council, and (3) a limited
number of additional programs which require systematic
oversight by departmental management because of their
importance, magnitude, and/or high executive branch or
congressional interest.

PMES' evaluation component provides a process for
identifying candidates for program evaluations, selecting
them, assigning responsibility for their conduct, monitor-
ing their performance, assessing their results, and
taking appropriate management actions consistent with
evaluation findings. When the system starts operating,
each departmental element will be required to submit an
annual listing of planned evaluation activities for the
current and succeeding fiscal year and recommendations
on evaluations for which OST should be primarily respon-
sible.

The DOT Order which will officially establish PMES
was issued to departmental units on July 10, 1978, for
review and comment. The establishment of PMES may
improve DOT evaluations to satisfy unmet needs noted
in this review.

QFFICE OF PROGRAMS AND EVALUATION

Under the direction of the Assistant Secretary for
Budget and Programs, the Office of Programs and Evaluation
(OPE), 1/ is responsible for developing, implementing, and
managing a departmental program evaluation process to
assess the effectiveness of DOT programs in achieving
statutory and departmental objectives. Its mission also
includes performing evaluations and analyses of the impact
and effectiveness of departmental programs. In actual
practice, the efforts of OPE are directed more toward
shorter term issue analyses than longer term evaluations.
OPE typically identifies areas in need of evaluation and

1/Before November 3, 1977, the Office was referred to
as the Office of Planning and Program Review.

10




directs the operating administrations, and sometimes other
OST offices, to carry out the evaluative efforts. Although
it conducted no studies of its own during our review

time frame, OPE reported 10 staff years and $283.2 thousand
devoted to evaluative activities during fiscal year 1977.

OPE's basic approach is to deal with specific issues
or questions as they arise either before or during the
budget process. The issues or questions are often raised
by activities or organizations outside of OPE--either by
other elements of DOT or by external organizations, such
as OMB. Studies which OPE directs to be conducted are
generally associated with the budget process. 1In some
cases, the studies are conducted as part of the annual
budget justification process. The operating administration
in these instances will usually be required to initiate
an evaluation study to address issues or problems that are
expected to arise during budget formulation and development.
In other cases, OMB directly requests the evaluation to sub-
stantiate some particular element of its budget request.

The approach and methods used for conducting evaluations
are decided on a case-by-case basis; because of the
widely differing nature and scope of DOT's evaluations,
uniform guidance has not been considered necessary.

OPE reviews all reports developed as part of the
budget process or as a result of an OMB request. OPE does
not routinely review other evaluative efforts performed by
the DOT operating administrations unless such reports
have important programmatic or legislative implications.

In a recent OPE study, for example, staffing for air
traffic and systems maintenance was identified as a major
Presidential interest within DOT. The Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) subsequently prepared a "preview paper"
which summarized its current assessment of the potential
for further productivity increases--a major factor affecting
future staffing. The document was deemed useful; OPE then
instructed FAA to prepare a "zero-based evaluation document"
from the preview paper results which could be presented to
OMB to support DOT's fiscal year 1979 budget estimates for
Air traffic and systems maintenance personnel requirements.
FAA was requested to summarize relevant data and analyses
which would cover '

—--aviation activity forecasts,

~-productivity of developmental controllers,
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--productivity assumptions,

~-assumptions or added productivity in fiscal year
1979 from already installed equipment, and

~-assumptions and plans regarding decommissioning of
towers and reductions in the hours of tower operation.

OFFICE OF AUDITS

As mentioned in chapter 1, the internal. audit function
can complement an agency's management control system through
independent examinations of program operations and perfor-
mance and tests of individual management control systems.

DOT has established an Office of Audits under the direction
of the Assistant Secretary for Administration. l/ In carrying
out its responsibilities, the Office conducts audits of

three types of agency activities:

--Administration and support.
--0Operations (program oriented).
--Unique installations.

The Office identified 25 evaluative studies completed
during our review time frame. The studies cost about $1l.1
million and took about 38 staff years to complete. Most of
the studies were compliance audits or economy and efficiency
audits. Nine, however, were specifically identified as
program results reviews; that is, a determination was made
concerning whether a program was satisfactorily achieving
some desired level of performance. These audits generally
required 1 to 2 staff years to complete and were intended
for use by management officials to improve program
operations.

The Office of Audits has also recently completed a
review of the evaluation function in FAA. The objective
of this audit was to determine the adequacy of the admin-
istration's evaluation function in improving program
operations. Work was performed at FAA headquarters and
in the New England, Eastern, and Great Lakes regions. The
audit included a review of pertinent laws, regulations, and

1/We recently evaluated DOT's internal audit coverage of
financial operations. (FGMSD-79-11, Jan. 19, 1979.)
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orders; the informational content of studies; methods used
to obtain program information; scheduling procedures; and
evaluation followup procedures. The audit resulted in
four separate reports, the results of which are summarized
in chapter 4.

EVALUATION IN OTHER OST ORGANIZATIONS

Eight other OST components identified some involvement
in evaluation. These eight offices completed 28 studies—-9
under contract--during the period of our review at a cost of
$10.3 million, and expended about 42 staff years. This
work included 19 studies, among them the BART Impact Pro-
gram (see below), that were identified as evaluations of
the relative effectiveness of alternative program approaches.

Most of the J.mpcu..v. and e
focused on broad policy issue d not address the suc-
cess of individual programs. As an example, a study en-
titled "Transportation To Fulfill Human Needs in the Rural/
Urban Environment" discussed a variety of transportation
modes and their effects on meeting current and future trans-
portation needs of a particular sector of the populace.

The study did not concentrate on any one program.

£
Ir
s

A few of these studies fall under the classification
of applled research and were performed under contract by
various universities. Other status reports have been
prepared annually and compare present with past program
performance. These studies were initiated, designed, and
conducted for use within OST.

The BART Impact Program

"The BART Impact Program" deserves special recognition.
This study was a comprehensive review and evaluation of
the impact of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART) System on travel behavior, land use, the regional
economy, the environment, the government, and other aspects
of life in the San Francisco Bay Area. The Forecasting
and Evaluation Division 1/ in OST managed the program as
part of its function to evaluate alternative transportation
systems and assess the present performance of the Nation's
transportation system. The Department of Housing and Urban

1/At the time, this division was a part of the Office of
Transportatlon Systems Analysis and Information. Current-
ly, it is within the Office of Intermodal Transportation.
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Development and the State of California were also involved.
The objective was to provide answers to four main questions:

--What is the impact of BART on travel conditions,
economic activity, land use, public policies, and
other aspects of life in the metropolitan region?

--Why do these effects occur?
--Who is affected?

--How can the greatest benefits be obtained from the
Bay Area's investment in BART?

This study was a massive undertaking which took a number
of years and cost $7.5 million., Congressional and depart-
mental staff generally believe it is too soon to judge whether
the study will effect policy decisions in any way. However,
because BART is the only regional rapid transit system to
be built in this country during the past 50 years, the study
provides a unique source of information about the contem-
porary financing, construction, and operation of such systems.
The information produced by the BART Impact Program is ex-
pected to help decisionmakers throughout the country in
making future transportation and urban development policy.

14




CHAPTER 3

EVALUATION IN THE COAST GUARD

The Coast Guard is the smallest branch of the United
States Armed Forces and functions primarily as the DOT service
unit responsible for maritime transportation. 1In time of
war or at the President's direction, the Coast Guard operates
as part of the Navy. The Coast Guard is a multimission
organization responsible for such actions as minimizing loss
of life, injury, or property damage on U.S. waters; maintain-
ing short range and radio navigation aids; and providing
national icebreaking services. Also, as a result of recent
statutory requirements, the Coast Guard is now responsible
for marine environment protection, maritime laws and treaties
enforcement, and boating and marine safety. (See app. I for
a more detailed explanation of Coast Guard programs.) The
Coast Guard has assumed responsibility for many of these
activities in recent years without substantial increase in
its budget.

Each program manager is responsible for evaluation.
Most evaluation activity appears to be program monitoring
with few formal reports issued. The Plans Evaluation Divi-
sion, consisting of 11 staff members at the chief of staff
level, is responsible for providing policy guidance and coor-
dination of evaluation activities, along with certain other
duties. This group does not, however, conduct any evaluation
studies of its own.

The Coast Guard does not have a formalized evaluation
system or process that is separate and distinct. Based on
our analysis, evaluation activity, while integrated into
the programing and planning process, is not planned and
conducted on a regqgular and systematic basis. Evaluation
studies are usually undertaken only at the request of OST
or OMB; evaluations are also done when program managers
desire information on how program operations may be improved.

SPECIFYING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
AND MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

In 1976 the Coast Guard began to formulate analytic
measurements that would ehable program managers to measure
the effectiveness of Coast Guard programs. The measurements,
called "program standards," are defined as quantified expres-
sions of tasks deemed necessary to attain the most effective
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level of a program's objectives. These standards, along with
program-related subobjectives, goals, and milestones sup-
porting formal Coast Guard objectives, are identified in the
operating program plan; this document provides policy direc-
tion and analysis for Coast Guard programs over a l0-year
planning period.

In theory, program standards are designed to translate
program objectives into resource requirements and measurements
of how effectively the program is achieving its objectives.

In reality, however, we found that this was not the case.
Program standards do not encompass all of the tasks necessary
and important to achieve program goals; that is, the standards
focus almost exclusively on routine tasks accomplished by
field units, Furthermore, major activities performed at

Coast Guard headquarters, such as the formulation of regula-
tory rules and regulations, are generally not identified

by program standards.

In the Commercial Vessel Safety Program, for example,
program standards describe mandatory work activities, such
as the rate of investigations of reported marine accidents,
casualties and violations of laws and regulations, and the
percentage rate of supervised seamen discharges. Other pro-
grams, such as Port Safety and Security and Aids to Naviga-
tion, identify typical work activities, such as the number
of waterfront facilities surveyed and inspected, and the
inspection of daybeacons and buoy moorings within a speci-
fied time period. Program managers have found this system
of program measurement useful in monitoring program opera-
tions.

The Coast Guard has begun a study of its program
standards. The purpose of the study is to develop and
validate data used to formulate performance standards and
to reassess the selection of performance criteria. This
kind of analysis will be important in determining the ade-
quacy and validity of program standards.

In 1976 the Coast Guard completed a study, "Measures
of Program Effectiveness," that addressed the need for im-
proved outcome measures in the Marine Environmental Protec-
tion Program. These measures have been useful in monitoring
program activities. The report also identified improved
effectiveness measures designed to measure o0il spillage volume
in U.S. coastal waters. We believe that the Coast Guard
should consider performing similar studies for other programs
so that program outcomes may be more adequately assessed.
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PLANNING EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

Although the Coast Guard's programing, planning, and
budgeting processes are well integrated, organized, and struc-
tured, there is neither a provision for systematic planning
of evaluation activities nor a separate Coast Guard evaluation
plan. Study recommendations and suggestions directed at
modifying resource requirements, such as positions and equip-
ment, are incorporated into program plans from time to time.
This type of input is infrequent, however, and occurs only
when there has been a request, such as from OMB or 0OST, for
a particular activity or program to be evaluated or analyzed.

CONDUCTING EVALUATION STUDIES

The Coast Guard identified eight major studies completed
or in process from July 1, 1975, to September 30, 1977. All
of the studies were done under contract. As previously noted,
evaluation studies are undertaken only when (1) there is a
request from OMB or OST or (2) a program manager has identi-
fied a specific problem area that needs improvement and
organizes a study team to find out how this may be done.
Several Coast Guard program managers indicated that the Coast
Guard programing, planning, and budgeting processes and pro-
gram standards are adequately serving the Coast Guard's needs.
These managers do not believe the evaluation process needs
to be improved.

The Coast Guard has established specific guidelines
for requesting evaluations or special analytic studies.
For example, the Coast Guard's Planning and Programming
Manual outlines the procedures that managers must follow
in requesting approval to conduct studies. These proce-
dures address the development of study proposals, including
problem definition, the identification of required
resources, tentative time schedules, and a statement of
requirements for progress reporting.

USING EVALUATION RESULTS

Dissemination of analytic studies in the Coast Guard,
evaluative or otherwise, is usually performed by the Plans
Evaluation Division and program managers involved in a
study. The distribution of a study usually depends upon
several factors, such as the relevancy of the study re-
sults to other program managers, the scope of the findings,
and the coverage of issues and topics in the report. OMB,
the Congress, and other organizations receive reports only
upon request.
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A very useful Coast Guard evaluation report is, "A System
of Measuring Program Effectiveness.” This study was used to
improve the quality of program effectiveness measures for
the Port Safety and Security Program and the Marine Environ-
mental Protection Program. It was also used as part of the
budget justification and program planning formulation for
these programs.

Congressional committee staff members with Coast
Guard oversight responsibility have not used evaluation
results in their work and have not requested any specific
evaluation studies. Most congressional staff members ac-
knowledged that they would read and use evaluation reports
if they were made available.

OMB indicated that it needs more evaluative information
on the economy and efficiency of Coast Guard programs and
comparative data on alternative program strategies. OMB has
also recognized the need to work closely with the Coast Guard
in planning requested studies to ensure that study results
are relevant to OMB's informational needs.
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CHAPTER 4

EVALUATION IN THE

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Aviation Administration is responsible
for the dual mission of regulating and fostering civil avia-
tion. FAA is specifically charged with regulating air
commerce to foster aviation safety, promoting civil aviation
and a national system of airports, achieving efficient use
of navigable airspace, and developing and operating a common
system of air traffic control and air navigation for civilian
and military aircraft. Some of FAA's activities to meet
these responsibilities include the (1) operation of facili-
ties to control air traffic, issuance and enforcement of
orders, rules, regulations, standards, and specifications,
(2) certification of airmen, pilot schools, and aviation
maintenance schools, (3) type-certification of aircraft
and components, (4) issuance of operating certificates
to airlines and airport operators, and (5) provision of
grants—-in-aid for the development and improvement of air-
ports. Agency responsibilities and activities are further
broken down by program office in app. II.

To assure that FAA is effectively carrying out its
mission and achieving established goals, it established
a decentralized evaluation system in 1974 whereby associate
administrators, regional and center directors, and heads
of other offices reporting directly to the Administrator
(28 in total) are responsible for evaluating their own
programs. Responsibility for monitoring agency evaluation
programs has been assigned to the Program Review Staff (PRS)
within the Office of the Associate Administrator for Admin-
istration.

Most of FAA's evaluation activity is performed by the
regional offices in their overview of some 1,100 facility/
field office operations. Most regionally conducted evalua-
tions are technical reviews that focus on whether equipment
and facilities have been inspected for compliance with
agency policies, standards, and regulations. There are
wide variances in the resources committed to evaluation by
the regional offices and the manner in which regional evalua-
tion teams are staffed.

OST's Office of Audit's recent reviews of the evaluation
function in FAA's Eastern, Great Lakes, and New England
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regional offices showed that regionally conducted evaluations
were generally useful in disclosing problem areas and bring-
ing them to management's attention. However, the audits

also found that evaluations' usefulness could be improved

if management placed a higher priority on evaluation, took
steps to improve the monitoring of evaluation programs, re-
quired that evaluation reports provide a complete description
and statement of findings, and established better follow-up
controls.

Headquarters' program offices have committed most of
their evaluation resources to assessing overall accomplish-
ment within specific regions. They focused mainly on how
effectively programs are administered and examined specific
functions or program areas requiring immediate attention.
Of the six major program areas included in our review (see
app. II), three have full-time evaluation staffs. The re-
maining offices conduct studies by forming ad hoc teams
composed of various types of program personnel (such as
administrative officials, technical specialists, and medical
doctors).

Beyond establishing an evaluation system in 1974, we
found that top agency management placed little emphasis
on formal program evaluation. We also found that there
was no systematic process whereby comprehensive program
evaluation studies are planned or conducted. While FAA
has devoted considerable effort to compliance reviews and
technical studies of equipment/facility inspection activities,
the evaluation system is producing little evidence of how
well FAA programs are meeting the objectives contained in
authorizing legislation. In its audit report on the evalua-
tion function within FAA headquarters, DOT's Office of Audit
also found that top management officials are not receiving
important information concerning the performance of FAA
systems and whether approved programs are achieving estab-
lished objectives.

SPECIFYING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
AND MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

In FAA, major program objectives have been broadly
stated in nonspecific terms of efficiency and safety.
For example, the objective of the Airports Program is to
foster and promote the development and maintenance of a
safe and efficient national system of airports. Similarly,
the Air Traffic Service Program is charged with assuring the
safe separation of aircraft and efficient use of airspace
in the Air Traffic Control System.
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To determine how successfully these programs are
achieving objectives contained in legislation, an evaluator
must understand what constitutes a safe national system of
airports, what represents the efficient use of airspace,
and when expected levels of program performance will be
revised. However, before useful information regarding
overall program accomplishment can be supplied to decision-
makers (in the form of program evaluation), more emphasis
needs to be placed on clarifying FAA's program objectives.

We found that most of the measures of program effec-
tiveness developed and used by FAA officials provide the
information needed by program managers to effectively ad-
minister daily program operations; for example, the number
of inspections performed and the number of incidents of
noncompliance with rules and regulations. These indicators
primarily provide feedback on specific program activities
and cannot be used to measure overall program effectiveness.
For example, the performance indicators established by
the Airports Program are made up of workload accomplishment
statistics collected annually on 32 operational activities.
These statistics are analyzed to (1) identify work trends,
(2) compare workload demand with work scheduled, (3) compare
work accomplished with work planned, and (4) determine how
effectively personnel is used. While such indicators provide
program managers with useful information, the indicators
do not relate directly to assessing the impact of FAA program
activities and policies on the development and maintenance
of a national system of airports. To provide this type of
feedback to decisionmakers and policymakers, indicators
would need to be developed which relate more directly to
and address the safety and efficiency aspects of the air-
ports system as a whole.

PLANNING EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

Within FAA's decentralized evaluation system, planning
is performed almost entirely to meet individual program
management needs. There is no agencywide evaluation plan-
ning process whereby major areas/issues of concern are
identified and decisions are made regarding which problems
FAA should study. Program and regional managers generally
decide which activities should be evaluated, the evaluation
techniques and approaches-to be used, and the resources
that should be committed.

As required by FAA's Evaluation Order, evaluation

agendas are drawn up annually by each organizational unit
with evaluation responsibility. The information in the
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agendas is not uniform., Furthermore, we noted that the
agendas do not always (1) identify specific areas to be
studied or types of studies to be performed or (2) indicate
the resources which will be committed to evaluation. These
agendas are forwarded to the Program Review Staff for review.

CONDUCTING EVALUATION STUDIES

During fiscal years 1976 and 1977, FAA conducted
approximately 2,900 evaluations. Most were compliance or
staff performance reviews performed by regional offices.
Some of these reviews did not result in written reports.

A few of the studies discussed whether a specific program
had undertaken the activities that were planned and, if so,
to what extent. Additionally, some evaluation studies
assessed the quality of FAA services by obtaining feed-
back from users and industry.

We have identified two major factors which we believe
have greatly influenced the design of FAA's evaluation
system and, consequently, the types of evaluation studies
FAA undertakes. The first factor was discussed earlier
in the chapter—--that objectives in legislation are broad
and vague regarding efficiency and safety. As a result,
most evaluation resources have been devoted to observing
and measuring performance in areas where standards of achieve-
ment are clearly stated.

The repetitive nature of many agency activities is a
second factor that has affected the types of information
needed and produced (that is, controlling aircraft arrivals
and departures, inspecting equipment, and certifying airmen
and aircraft components). These types of activities are
a major concern of program management. The efficiency with
which they are performed can be assessed over a relatively
short time because of (1) the high frequency at which these
routine events occur and (2) the relative ease with which
measurements can be taken and reported. For some activities,
a large number of observations/measurements can be taken _
daily (for example, monitoring the number of operational errors
in the Air Traffic Control System). Evaluators have, there-
fore, been directed to obtain continuous feedback on these
types of program elements. As an example, the objectives of
the Air Traffic Service's evaluation program are to (1) keep
regional division chiefs, regional directors, and the Director,
Air Traffic Service, informed of conditions in the field,
(2) identify problem areas, (3) spotlight causes, and (4) rec-
ommend solutions and follow up on corrective action.
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As was mentioned earlier, the Program Review Staff is
responsible for monitoring the performance of evaluation
functions throughout the agency. Although the amount of
written evaluation guidance provided has been minimal, the
staff has devoted much of its efforts to informally assisting
organizational units develop their evaluation programs.
Additionally, we noted that the staff does not receive copies
of studies performed by the various offices, primarily because
of the large volume of products the system produces annually.
To effectively monitor the quality of evaluation in the agency,
however, we believe the staff should review evaluation prod-
ucts on a selective basis. By doing so, it would be able
to identify useful/appropriate evaluation techniques and
methodologies which could be passed on to other evaluation
units.

The staff is taking steps to improve its effectiveness
in monitoring and coordinating FAA evaluation activities.
A new evaluation order has recently been issued which empha-
sizes the importance of determining agency progress in
achieving stated goals--national, departmental, agency, and
local. Other plans include developing a detailed set of
evaluation guidelines and conducting formal reviews of pro-
gram and regional office evaluation programs, including the
preparation of written reports detailing study findings and
recommendations.

USING EVALUATION RESULTS

As previously mentioned, FAA's decentralized evaluation
system is generally designed to meet the informational needs
of one level of decisionmaker, the program manager. We found
that FAA's evaluation activities have adequately met this
group's needs and, in some cases, have affected the direction
a program takes. For example, at the request of the Federal
Air Surgeon, the activities of FAA's Aviation Medicine Program
and related activities of the Flight Standards Service were
reviewed to determine if they were effectively acquiring and
applying information about the medical and human factors from
aircraft accidents. The approach consisted of extensive inter-
viewing of program personnel and careful review of pertinent
FAA orders, report forms, and data processing systems manuals,
statistics, and other materials. A number of deficiencies
concerning Aviation Medicine's participation in accident
investigation and reporting were found and reported to the
Federal Air Surgeon. As a result of this 3-month review,
major program changes are being implemented.
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Congressional committee staff members and an OMB
official indicated that FAA has done a good job in meeting
their primary informational needs. These needs generally
relate to specific areas and concerns. Much of the informa-
tion supplied--usually on request--is project oriented
and technical (for example, Concord noise level data and
cost benefit analyses). With regard to FAA's evaluation
studies, we were told that they are not very useful because
they contained little or no analysis concerning whether a
program is meeting its objectives. Comments included that
it would be useful to receive studies which assess the
achievement of major program objectives and discuss what
FAA is doing in anticipation of future technological and
staffing requirements. The officials we spoke with have
not requested FAA to conduct any of the comprehensive eval-
uations of the type just mentioned. They said that FAA
resources are already "stretched thin" with regard to supply-
ing information and that requests for impact evaluations
would overburden administration personnel.
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CHAPTER 5

EVALUATION IN THE

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is responsible
for those DOT responsibilities concerned with the highway
mode of transportation. FHWA's primary mission is to assure
that the Nation's highway transportation system is safe,
economical, and efficient with respect to the movement
of people and goods, while giving full consideration to
the highways' impact on the environment and social and eco-
nomic conditions. FHWA is also responsible for assuring
that DOT's motor carrier safety requlations are obeyed.

FHWA controls about one-half of the total DOT budget (about
$6.1 billion for fiscal year 1977).

FHWA resources for program evaluation were reported
from two offices--the Office of Program Review and Invest-
igations and the Office of Management Systems. The first
office serves as the central program unit responsible for
conducting comprehensive reviews and evaluations of the
effectiveness of FHWA programs and operations. During the
time frame of our review, however, program evaluation was
not emphasized as much as FHWA's other duties, and, conse-
quently, only a limited amount of evaluation was performed.

Although the Office of Management Systems does not
consider itself a central program evaluation unit, it does
perform evaluative activities. Most of its reviews are
concerned with improving the economy, efficiency, and
effectiveness of FHWA's internal management and operations.

We also identified other program and regional offices
which evaluate program effectiveness (mostly operational per-
formance and program monitoring type activities). Most of
these offices do not have full-time evaluation staffs, and
studies are conducted by ad hoc teams of program personnel.
Appendix III gives a detailed listing, by major program area,
of the evaluative activities as supplied by FHWA.

SPECIFYING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
AND MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

Most of FHWA's program objectives are broad and general:
FHWA is instructed to "assist,”" "repair," "fund,” and
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"cooperate," but guidelines for carrying out these duties
are not specified. Because objectives are stated so gener-
ally, it is difficult to precisely measure the achieve-
ment of program objectives. For example, an objective of
the primary, urban, and secondary Federal aid to highway
programs is

" * * * to0 assist the states in the construction and
improvement of a system of main roads * * * in order
to bring the system up to current structural and
operational standards, to improve safety charac-
teristics, and to slow the rate of highway deter-
ioration."

One possible means of measuring this program's achievement,
identified by FHWA, is to keep track of the funds obligated
to the program (see app. III).

As another example, FHWA's emergency relief program has
an objective "to repair and/or reconstruct highways * * * in
the event of natural disasters or catastrophic failures."
This programs' only performance indicator is the number of
emergencies responded to.

These examples are typical of many FHWA programs
where the lack of specific program objectives has greatly
affected the type of studies performed by evaluators.

One congressional staff member said that the Congress has
not provided FHWA with clear program objectives and that
the Congress should provide clarification of objectives.

PLANNING EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

FHWA has a well organized, comprehensive, and detailed
planning process with respect to program implementation.
However, our review showed the absence of any formal Adminis-
tration-wide program evaluation planning process which iden-
tifies major areas of concern and allocates resources to
these areas for evaluation purposes. Each office allocates
evaluation resources as the need arises, generally with little
advance planning. Some offices, such as the Office of Highway
Safety which has a Program Evaluation Division, list future
evaluations and establish criteria to be used by headquarters,
field offices, and the States in conducting highway safety
studies. Other offices, such as the Bureau of Motor Carrier
Safety, perform only program monitoring activities and do not
conduct any formal evaluation studies. Consequently, eval-
uation does not enter into their planning process.

26




CONDUCTING EVALUATION STUDIES

For the time of our review, FHWA identified 64 evaluation
studies, plus numerous other program-monitoring activities
from which evaluative information was published. We collected
information on all 64 studies and performed an in-depth review
on 12 reports that were identified as impact evaluations,
relative effectiveness evaluations, and evaluations of demon-
stration projects. Four evaluated program effectiveness in
terms of meeting legislative objectives; a few others dealt
sparingly with program effectiveness. Although several
of the studies contained recommendations for program change,
most of the other FHWA studies resulted in reports to program
managers describing the status of program operations in
relation to what had been planned.

USING EVALUATION RESULTS

Based on discussions with FHWA evaluators, program
managers, and administrators, we found that evaluative
information produced is used primarily by program managers.
Program managers found the results of program performance
studies useful in their day-to-day management activities.

An OMB official and congressional committee staff members
stated that compared to the other DOT administrations, FHWA
is doing a good job in supplying evaluative information.
Most of this information, however, pertains to the "status”
of programs and does not address program accomplishments.
While this type of information is filling a need, a strong
interest has been expressed in obtaining comprehensive impact
analyses.

An example of an FHWA study which has influenced
departmental and congressional decisionmakers is, "Evaluation
of the Highway Related Safety Program Standards." The study
was required by Section 208(b) of the 1976 Highway Safety
Act and was conducted as part of a larger DOT study, "An
Evaluation of the Highway Safety Program," published in
July 1977. FHWA's factual analysis of safety standards has
served as a basis for discussion and debate and has been
used to draft legislation dealing with aspects of highway
safety and roadway environment.
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CHAPTER 6

EVALUATION IN THE

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

During the past few years, the mission of the Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA) has changed substantially.
Recent legislation, such as the Railroad Revitalization
and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (4R Act), has added
new programs and altered the focus of the agency. At its
beginning, FRA was concerned largely with matters of railroad
safety; now its mission has expanded to include financial
assistance in developing the rail industry, financial assis-
tance to national passenger service, and aiding railroad's
contribution to national goals, such as energy conservation
and environmental protection.

There is no formal evaluation system in FRA. 1In the
Office of Safety, however, there is an evaluation office that
is newly created and still in the process of being developed
and staffed. Evaluative activities in the rest of the agency
occur in a number of offices and units which generally place
most emphasis on monitoring program activities. Most of
the systematic review of agency programs is now concentrated
in the Office of Program Review, which is part of the Office
of Planning and Budget Development. This unit reviews pro-
grams as part of the overall budget process, but it does
not issue reports based on assessments of how well program
objectives are being met.

Although FRA may produce few evaluation reports, the
agency does carry on a variety of reviews and assessments
of program activities. For example, recently the Appropria-
tions Conference Committee of the House and Senate mandated
a route study of AMTRAK by FRA. Although the information
developed is not an evaluation of an entire program, the
route study surfaces a number of program issues. Furthermore,
several recurring reports required from the Secretary of
Transportation by legislation also led to "program reviews"
in the course of developing those reports.

In the future, FRA plans to expand its evaluation
efforts. For example, the Minority Business Resource Center
has designed a Request for Proposal for developing an exten-
sive monitoring, budgeting, planning, and evaluation system
for the activities of the Center. The management of FRA
is also considering an evaluation process that would have
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ties to the budget office or to the Office of Policy and
Program Development. No definitive decisions have been
made, however, about implementing this new evaluation
process,

SPECIFYING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
AND MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

Some program objectives in FRA are specifically stated;
others are broad and vague. The authorizing legislation
for the Northeast Corridor Project stated clear objectives
for the program to achieve: by 1981, the Northeast Corridor
Project is to reduce trip times between Boston and New York
to 3 hours and 40 minutes and between New York and Washington
to 2 hours and 40 minutes,

While these are clear objectives for the program and
easily measured, other programs do not have such specific
legislative purposes. For example, the Minority Business
Resource Center is directed "to assist minority business
firms * * * in securing contracts and subcontracts arising
out of the restructuring and revitalization of the Nation's
railroads." FRA has since developed an objective that
15 percent of all contracts for the Northeast Corridor
Project should be earmarked for minority business firms
(see app. IV}.

The objectives of FRA's Research and Development Program
are not as specific. For example, one objective of the pro-
gram is to provide for the operation and support of the
Transportation Test Center. Exact purposes beyond maintain-
ing such a test facility are not defined. We found this
to be the case in many newer programs.

Because program objectives are not always clearly
defined, the performance indicators or effectiveness measures
for each of these programs also vary in their degree of
clarity and precision. The Alaska Railroad has a very clear
measure of performance--the railroad is to operate out of
revenues earned for its services. The measure of performance
for that program is the yearly profit and loss statement.

On the other hand, many programs rely on multiple indicators
of performance. One program in the Office of Financial
Assistance has at least four indicators, including the
"long-term profitability of the railroad industry."

It can be difficult to develop reliable indicators
to measure program effectiveness. FRA's Office of Safety's
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attempts to determine the effectiveness of the Federal
railroad safety program have been difficult and time con-
suming because of the inherent problems in using the only
obvious criterion for assessing program effectiveness--
the number of train accidents and casualties. These cannot
be used as an accurate measure of program success because
the causative factors of train accidents and casualties
vary and, in many cases, are directly tied to the indus-
try's economic condition, as well as to industry employee
morale and attitude. The Office of Safety, however, has
developed and maintains an extensive historical record

of railroad accidents. 1In this record, major causes of
serious accidents (such as track, equipment, and human
factors) have been identified and listed in order of their
prevalence to identify areas most in need of inspection
attention. Also, in December of 1977, the Transportation
System Center in Cambridge, Massachusetts, agreed to under-
take a 3-year project designed to improve FRA's ability to
determine and measure underlying causal factors and to

use this knowledge in providing a rational foundation for
applying FRA resources to inspection, enforcement, and
regulatory activities.

PLANNING EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

FRA's evaluation activities are carried out in several
ways, such as monitoring program development, reviewing
programs during the budgetary cycle, and developing reports
for the Congress. These activities, however, are not part
of a formal evaluation system. There is no attempt to
coordinate these activities as part of an overall decision-
making process within the agency; that is, there is no
evaluation planning process. Instead, decisions are made
to meet the needs of particular demands when and where
they occur.

CONDUCTING EVALUATION STUDIES

The small number of FRA studies that might be considered
evaluations are essentially process or management studies.
They examine activities within a part of the agency and make
recommendations on how those activities might be improved.
For example, two studies have dealt with staffing levels
in the Office of Safety and how to improve the operations
of that office. ("Minimum Staffing Requirements for the
Office of Safety," 1977, and "Development of the Proposed
Safety Program Plan," 1975, conducted by Arthur Young and
Company). These studies made recommendations, and some were
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adopted. One recommendation, to create an evaluation unit
in the Office of Safety, is being done, although the func-
tions of that unit have not been fully implemented.

Our review found that FRA has not developed a uniform
approach for developing information about programs and
their results. 1In addition, no agency guidelines have
been developed to direct the conduct of evaluation studies.
As stated before, reports to the Congress are approached on
a case-by-case basis.

USING EVALUATION RESULTS

Program evaluation has received little attention in
FRA over recent years, and no comprehensive evaluations of
its programs have been performed. By confining its program
review efforts largely to monitoring activities, FRA has
met the needs of some decisionmakers in the agency. Mon-
itoring data meets the needs of program managers concerned
with meeting milestones or controlling work loads. However,
other unfilled information needs exist within the agency.

For example, the Office of Policy and Program Develop-
ment is required to make policy decisions relating to
loan and grant program decisions and, thus, needs infor-
mation, such as the expected rates of return on investments.
In calendar year 1979, FRA expects to expand its evaluative
efforts to meet a broader range of information needs and
to develop a system for assessing selective program accomp-
lishments and effects in relation to program objectives
and standards.

Beyond FRA, other decisionmakers have information needs
which should be considered. Comments received from congres-
sional committee staff members we spoke with concerning FRA's
evaluative information included that the information is not
timely and does not indicate overall program accomplishment.
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CHAPTER 7

EVALUATION IN THE

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION

The primary mission of the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) is to reduce the Nation's
traffic accidents and deaths. This mission is carried
out primarily through two major programs:

--Motor vehicle safety standards on auto manufacturers.

--Traffic safety standards and related technical and
grant assistance for States.

NHTSA also administers fuel economy standards and several
consumer protection activities.

Between 1966 and 1974, motor vehicle standards imposed
on auto manufacturers have cost passenger car owners about
$14.5 billion in increased automobile prices. NHTSA's es-
timate of the average price to consumers of safety features
in a model year 1978 automobile is about $250--about 5
percent of the vehicle price. Additionally, State and
local governments have spent up to $4 billion annually
on various traffic safety activities governed by NHTSA's
traffic safety programs. NHTSA has consequently been under
considerable pressure to prove the benefits of its various
programs from the auto industry, State and local governments,
and consumers, as well as OMB and the Congress.

In response to this, NHTSA has estimated its program
evaluation expenditures to be about $1.6 million for fiscal
year 1977--$1.2 million of which represented contracted
evaluation efforts. These figures, however, do not include
its systematlc evaluation of demonstration programs since
evaluation is an intrinsic part of the program operations
and, therefore, difficult to single out.

Organizationally, NHTSA has established a centralized
evaluation unit at the associate administrators level--the
Office of Program Evaluation--which is responsible for pro-
viding overall evaluation policy, coordination, and control,
and for conducting major comprehensive program evaluations.
The individual operating program units are also responsible
for program evaluation.
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One other formal evaluation unit, which is closely
integrated with the program operations activities of
demonstration projects, is the Demonstration Evaluation
Division, which is responsible for traffic safety and
demonstration project evaluations. Most of this di-
vision's efforts are devoted to demonstration project
evaluations performed under contract. This division also
provides consulting services to NHTSA regional offices
and to States and localities.

SPECIFYING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
AND MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

NHTSA's major programs are aimed at reducing traffic
accidents, deaths, and injuries due to highway accidents.
The agency has found it much easier to measure achievement
of objectives for its motor vehicle safety programs than
its traffic safety programs. Trends in national traffic
accidents and death rates are used as general indicators
of the performance of its regulatory activities in the area
of motor vehicle standards. For example, since the enact-
ment of the Highway Safety Act of 1966, NHTSA estimates that
the fatality rate has been reduced 40 percent--from 5.7
to 3.3 deaths per 100 million miles of travel. Although
this decrease cannot be attributed wholly to motor vechicle
safety standards, the agency believes the standards played
a significant role in the decrease.

An objective of NHTSA's traffic safety program is to
promote improvement in the level of State/local traffic
safety activities. To measure achievement of this objective,
NHTSA monitors trends in State/local safety efforts, using
performance indicators reflecting growth in standard imple-
mentation, funding, activities, and output for the various
program areas. Such performance measures do not, however,
provide a basis for judging the adequacy of State/local
safety efforts or the extent to which NHTSA's safety pro-
grams have been responsible for such efforts.

The absence of adequate data for relating accident
avoidance to preventive measures has, for the most part,
prevented NHTSA from reliably measuring the impact of
its programs on the Nation's traffic accidents and deaths.
Recently, however, NHTSA has taken a number of steps to
improve its ability to measure the impact of its programs.
It is developing a major national accident data system
which is expected to eventually provide data for evaluating
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existing safety countermeasures and identifying new
countermeasures. NHTSA also is undertaking a long-term
systematic evaluation of the performance and impact of its
individual motor vehicle standards and now requires that
future standards include evaluation plans. For example, in
NHTSA's systematic evaluation of motor vehicle safety
standards, the effectiveness of the standards will generally
be evaluated by comparing accident, death, and injury rates
for vehicles equipped with required safety features versus
vehicles not equipped with such features.

PLANNING EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

NHTSA has established guidelines for systematic
planning and coordination of its evaluation efforts, which
are linked to its overall program planning and budgeting
process. Under NHTSA's system, each program office is
required to include evaluation plans and results as part
of its budget submission. The Office of Program Evalua-
tion makes sure that these submissions are consistent with
evaluation policy and coordinates the overall effort.

This office also provides guidance on evaluation techniques
and assists the program offices in developing their evalua-
tion plans and work statements.

CONDUCTING EVALUATION STUDIES

NHTSA's major evaluation efforts over the past few
years have been directed primarily toward its two major
programs--motor vehicle safety standards and the traffic
safety program, including demonstrations. The motor vehicle
safety standards include accident avoidance components,
such as brakes and steering assemblies, and accident sur-
vival devices, such as seat belts, side-door beams, and
head restraints. At the time of our review, NHTSA had
. not yet completed an evaluation of any of the standards
but was developing the evaluation methods and data that
will be needed to evaluate them. (Preliminary results were
expected by the end of 1978.) The methods and data are be-
ing developed under contract, while the actual evaluation
will be performed by NHTSA. Although some people question
how vehicle standards can be reliably evaluated, NHTSA
is planning to review most of its existing standards. All
future standards will also be evaluated since NHTSA recently
established a requirement that all new standards include
an evaluation plan.
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During our review time frame, three comprehensive studies
of the traffic safety program activities have been conducted
and a number of traffic safety demonstration projects have
been evaluated. NHTSA is also engaged in long-range efforts
aimed at assessing the impact of its traffic safety programs
on traffic accidents and deaths. This assessment, which
is being performed in phases, will attempt to link Federal
programs to trends in State and local traffic safety efforts,
and ultimately relate such State and local efforts to trends
in accidents and deaths. To date, NHTSA has formally assessed
trends in State and local traffic safety efforts based on
selected performance measures and is developing a management
information system for periodically providing such trend data.
As part of the final and most challenging phase, NHTSA is
undertaking the complex task of exploring conceptual methods
for determining the relationship between safety program
outputs and accident occurrences.

In addition to efforts at the Federal level, NHTSA
recently has begun to promote increased traffic safety pro-
gram evaluation efforts at the State level. Under recent-
ly imposed requirements for NHTSA's traffic safety grant
program, States are required to (1) develop evaluation plans
and (2) conduct impact evaluations of at least one federally
supported project and administrative (management process)
evaluations of all federally supported traffic safety pro-
jects. NHTSA has developed a comprehensive evaluation manual
to assist States in carrying out evaluation of their traffic
safety activities and has provided States with other evalua-
tive technical assistance. Such evaluation efforts by the
States, however, are not expected to produce meaningful
results in the near future. Evaluation requirements are
limited primarily to federally supported safety projects
which represent only about 2 percent of total State and
local traffic safety expenditures.

NHTSA also has begun or is planning evaluation of
other programs and demonstration projects, including seat
belt usage, the 55 m.p.h. speed limit, and auto fuel economy
standards. Additionally, some special surveys have been
undertaken concerning public attitudes to motor vehicle
recall campaigns and print and broadcast advertising of
the drunken driver problem.

In spite of NHTSA's recent efforts toward evaluating
the impact of its programs on the Nation's traffic accidents
and deaths, there is still considerable uncertainty concerning
the potential for reliably measuring the impact of its
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motor vehicle and traffic safety programs. According to
NHTSA, impact evaluations of future traffic safety demon-
strations may not be practicable because of the high cost
and difficulty of producing conclusive results. Much of
the difficulty in showing impact lies in the cost of affect-
ing the behavior of a large enough group of people to show
a statistically significant result; this question of suf-
ficient sample size is one of the considerations used in
screening proposed demonstrations. However, public demands
for a countermeasure program to address a particular safety
problem may dictate funding projects with less than optimal
sample sizes,

USING EVALUATION RESULTS

Under NHTSA's evaluation structure, program evaluation
results are to be fed back into NHTSA's overall planning-
budgeting process as an input to management decisions.

Some of NHTSA's evaluation results appear to have influenced
program, budgetary, and management decisions, since NHTSA's
major evaluations were undertaken to provide OMB or the
Congress with a basis for major budgetary or legislative
decisions. Such decisions included changes in program
funding, priorities, and management.

NHTSA decisionmakers generally considered NHTSA's
evaluation efforts satisfactory, given the difficulties
in developing adequate information for reliably evaluating
their various program activities. The reaction to NHTSA's
evaluation efforts by congressional committees and OMB staff
members was dgenerally mixed, ranging from negative to
acceptable,

There has been considerable controversy and disagreement
over the reported results of NHTSA's traffic safety demon-
stration projects. Critics frequently disagreed with find-
ings and conclusions or found results inconclusive. The
limited adoption of demonstrated safety countermeasures by
States has been blamed to a large extent on the inconclusive
and inapplicable results of such demonstrations.
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CHAPTER 8

EVALUATION IN THE URBAN MASS

TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION

The Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA)
cooperates with public and private mass transportation
agencies in the development of improved urban transit
facilities, equipment, techniques, and methods. UMTA en-
courages the planning and establishing of urban mass
transportation systems and provides financial assistance
to State and local governments and their instrumentalities.
UMTA's basic missions are to

--provide technical and financial assistance to develop
improved mass transportation facilities, equipment,
and other services and

--encourage and promote the planning and establishment
of productive urban mass transportation systems needed
for economical and desirable urban development, while
providing mobility for transit dependents.

To accomplish these missions, UMTA manages several
grant programs, including Capital Facilities Grants, Formula
Grants, and Research Development and Demonstration Grants.
These programs are highlighted in appendix VI.

The Office of Program Evaluation, under the direction
of the Associate Administrator for Policy and Program Develop-
ment, has been established as UMTA's official evaluation unit
responsible for evaluating and assessing programs in relation
to goals, missions, and policy objectives. As the focal
point for UMTA evaluations, the office's functions include:

--Developing policy guidance, regulations, procedures,
and directives for establishing program evaluation
plans and processes.

--Conducting a continuous evaluation of UMTA program
effectiveness.

--Developing appropriate technigques and methods for
evaluating program effectiveness.

--Directing and coordinating the evaluation of UMTA
programs.
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The nine staff members assigned to the office have spent
most of their time conducting special studies and gathering
basic data. The staff has been used as an in-house analyti-
cal service to provide guick answers to the Administrator's
questions and problems.

There are also two other offices in UMTA that are
involved in evaluation activities-~the Office of Planning,
1/ under the direction of the Associate Administrator for
Transportation Planning, and the Office of Service and
Methods Demonstration, under the Associate Administrator
for Transportation Management and Demonstrations. Within
the planning office an Evaluation and Training Group has
recently been established to evaluate the planning processes
and programs being used by local governments., UMTA's Office
of Service and Methods Demonstration Program, through DOT's
Transportation Systems Center, conducts a broad program of
demonstration evaluation, evaluation methodology development,
and research in support of these activities.

Most evaluation-related activities in UMTA involve
formulating and administering transportation surveys which
address the modes of public transportation, the conduct
of special studies, or the gathering of basic data. UMTA
programs have not been studied on a periodic, systematic
basis in terms of the attainment of overall objectives.
This stems largely from the lack of clear objectives in
the enabling legislation.

SPECIFYING PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
AND MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

As can be seen from appendix VI, UMTA's program objec-
tives tend to be general and perhaps incapable of precise
measurement. Programs are measured in terms such as ridership
volume, managerial advancements, and the number of plans and
organizations created. While such measures provide some
indication of program achievement, there is some question
as to whether these measures adequately assess whether pro-
grams are meeting their legislative objectives.

In recent years, the Bureau of the Census has been
collecting data for UMTA on travel in several large cities.
The information has provided a good means of measuring program
operations, but is lacking in terms of the qualitative aspects

1/This office was recently retitled the Office of Planning
Assistance,.
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of program performance; that is, accuracy/dependability of
arrival, level of service, and accessability. These measures
are very important in evaluating performance and understand-
ing the "whys" of ridership. Some of this gqualitative infor-
mation is now being incorporated into a new reporting system
called FARE (Uniform Financial Accounting and Reporting
Elements). The system will ultimately provide Government
agencies with a data base that can be used for transit
industry analysis and for financial program administration.

PLANNING EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

Plans for evaluation activities are made as part of
the normal annual budgetary process. Such evaluations gener-
ally stem from reactions to criticisms of programs and
current problems or questions that need to be studied. 1In
the annual budget document, each evaluation project that is
planned or underway is briefly described. Funds, however,
are allocated to program evaluation activities in total
and not to individual projects.

CONDUCTING EVALUATION STUDIES

Our review showed that although three offices within
UMTA are involved in evaluating specific projects (Office
of Planning, Office of Program Evaluation, and Office of
Service and Methods Demonstration), none of these offices
conduct comprehensive evaluations to assess the overall
effectiveness of programs.

The Office of Program Evaluation conducted two evalua-
tive studies during our review time frame, One study, "Tran-
sit Operating Performance and the Impact of the Section 5
Program," focused on the nature and extent of program parti-
cipation and grant financing. The study was essentially a
financial analysis of urban areas receiving Formula Grants
under Section 5 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964
and analyzed how funds were being spent by recipient local-
ities. It has been used by UMTA to propose alternative pro-
gram policies for further analysis and legislative adoption.

The second study, performed by the Office of Program
Evaluation, was a historical analysis of factors that stimu-
lated ridership increases in seven transit systems entitled
"Increasing Transit Ridership: The Experience of Seven
Cities." The office also contracted for five other studies
pertaining to transportation management techniques and
planning procedures which contained evaluative information.
While studies of this type do not assess overall program
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performance, they do collect and analyze basic program
data and identify intended as well as unintended results
of specific program activities. These special studies are
an important part of UMTA's overall evaluation system. At
times they are used to further refine policy and program
issues and, thus, contribute to subsequent evaluation
efforts.

The Office of Planning's responsibilities include
evaluating transit planning and technical assistance grants.
In addition, it manages the alternatives analysis process and
the evaluations of the major projects financed under the
Capital Facilities Grant Program.

Rather than evaluating the past performance of a program,
the Office of Planning mostly analyzes prospective alterna-
tives for new rail systems in hopes of determining the best
transit mix to solve local problems and needs. This analy-
sis compares the cost and effectiveness of transit alterna-
tives to meet local and national needs. For example, an
analysis conducted in Denver found that a regional bus
system was more cost-effective than the rail alternatives.

For systems where construction is approved, UMTA awards
grants for postproject impact evaluations. To date, none
have been completed, although studies are in process in
Washington, D.C., Miami, and Atlanta. Studies of this type
are managed and conducted by local government units. For
instance, the plans for the Washington, D.C., evaluation were
developed under the direction of the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments.

The evaluation activities of the Office of Service and
Methods Demonstration are primarily research oriented and
focus on reviewing transit services in operational environ-
ments, that is, demonstration projects. These evaluations
are generally performed under contract and are directed by
DOT's Transportation Systems Center in Cambridge, Mass.
Evaluation guidelines have been developed, although they are
general since demonstrations vary widely by technique and
site.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to measure the
progress of UMTA programs because the legislative objectives
are so general. This influences the kinds of evaluation
studies that are performed by the agency. In addition to
this, while UMTA programs are nationwide, the work concen-
trates on specific local areas, making the measurement of
incremental changes due to entire programs very difficult.
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USING EVALUATION RESULTS

Evaluation information produced with regard to various
UMTA projects has been used primarily by UMTA officials.
For example, the primary user of information developed by
the Office of Program Evaluation is the Administrator. Some
studies, such as the findings of demonstration projects, are
distributed outside of UMTA (that is, to demonstration parti-
cipants and local units of government).

Users of evaluative information on congressional commit-
tee staffs and in OMB told us that they need information
on the overall accomplishment of UMTA programs to help make
decisions. This type of information is not being provided.
They also commented that the information which is being
produced by UMTA is difficult to obtain and not timely.
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CHAPTER 9

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, EVALUATION ISSUES RAISED,

RECOMMENDATIONS, AND AGENCY COMMENTS

SUMMARY

Each of the operating administrations within DOT
is responsible for establishing its own evaluation systems.
There are no Department-wide guidelines or standards to
follow in evaluating agency programs; hence, the formal
evaluation systems of the administrations vary. In most
administrations, evaluators work for and report to program
managers.

Office of the Secretary

OST is responsible for supervising, monitoring, and
reviewing the evaluative activities of the operating admin-
istrations. A central evaluation unit has been established
for carrying out these responsibilities and for conducting
Department-wide evaluations. This unit's approach is
(1) to identify pertinent issues in need of attention,

(2) to conduct evaluations (to the extent that its limited
resources allow) or to delegate its evaluative responsibilities
to others within DOT, and (3) to review the manner in which
these delegated responsibilities are met. Other OST com-
ponents also are involved in evaluative activities, focusing
mostly on broad transportation policy issues and not on
individual programs. However, one study of an individual
program that should be of interest in the future is the BART
Impact Program, which provides information on the impact a
completed regional rapid transit system is having on the
locale it was built to serve.

Coast Guard

Most evaluation activity in the Coast Guard may be
viewed as a monitoring activity in that the achievement
of program standards are closely watched by program managers
and administrators. These standards generally focus on the
performance of certain duties by agency personnel at specified
times. Other than this type of activity, there is no system-
atic evaluation in the ‘Coast Guard. We also found no real
expressed demand for other types of program evaluation studies
by decisionmakers, both inside and outside the organization.
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Federal Aviation Administration

To assure that FAA is effectively carrying out its
mission and achieving established goals, a decentralized
system of evaluation has been established wherein associate
administrators, regional and center directors, and heads
of other offices reporting directly to the Administrator
are responsible for evaluating their programs. The majority
of evaluation resources in FAA have been directed toward
serving the individual needs of program managers. Examples
of the kind of feedback obtained include adherence to and
acceptance of (1) applicable laws, regulations, and proce-
dures, (2) trends as they develop and (3) personnel matters.
There is also a great deal of emphasis on technical reviews
that focus on whether equipment and facilities have been
properly inspected.

Federal Highway Administration

FHWA's evaluation system consists of a central unit
responsible for conducting comprehensive reviews and evalua-
tions of the effectiveness of FHWA's programs and operations
and an informal decentralized system that focuses on basic
program monitoring and appraising the implementation of
program activities and operations. The central unit has
other duties which have been given higher priority than the
evaluation function; consequently, it has not devoted much
time to this area. We noted, however, that the program
monitoring function and reviews of operational performance
and compliance appear to be serving a useful purpose to
program managers and administrators.

Federal Railrcad Administration

FRA's mission has changed substantially in recent
years, adding new programs and changing the focus of others.
Although there is no formal evaluation system in FRA, there
are a number of monitoring activities that report on programs
as they develop and achieve certain milestones. We noted
that FRA is planning to expand its evaluation efforts.

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

NHTSA has been concerned for years about program
evaluation. This is due in large part to the questions
raised by the auto industry, the States, OMB, and the
Congress regarding the effectiveness of and need for some
of the motor vehicle and highway safety standards. Conse-
quently, it has made evaluation an integral element of its
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programs. The absence of adequate data for relating accident
causes to preventive measures, however, has prevented NHTSA
from reliably measuring the impact of its programs on the
Nation's traffic accidents and deaths. Recently, though,
NHTSA has taken a number of steps to improve its ability to
measure the impact of its programs.

Urban Mass Transportation Administration

Evaluative efforts within UMTA have largely concen-
trated on special matters, such as conducting a historical
analysis of how funds are used by grant recipients or
studying what stimulates ridership on public transportation
systems. While such studies do not assess the overall
accomplishment of UMTA programs, they do identify intended
and unintended results of specific program activities.

CONCLUSIONS

Each of the several operating administrations within
DOT is responsible for establishing its own evaluation
system. Since there are no Department-wide guidelines
or standards to follow in evaluating agency programs,
evaluation takes on varying roles and emphases within the
administrations. In most cases the system is decentralized
and evaluative activities, with the exception of a few
legislatively mandated studies, are aimed primarily at
providing program managers with information on operational
and technical deficiencies. GAO found somewhat inherent
in this arrangement that

--most formal evaluation studies provide information
on whether program operations meet the expectations
of program managers,

--evaluations are viewed as adequate and useful by
program managers,

--program success is generally measured in terms of
operational achievements, and

--there is no formal evaluation planning mechanism.

Most formal evaluation studies
provide information on whether
program operations meet the
expectations of program managers

Relatively few studies have been done by DOT evalua-
tion staffs in which a report was issued on whether programs
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met legislative expectations. Most of the studies conducted
throughout DOT produced reports. to program managers describ-
ing the status of a program's operation in relation to what
had been planned. These studies basically focused on whether
specific tasks and transactions had been accomplished.

Evaluations are viewed as adequate
and useful by program managers

Program managers in DOT believe that the information
they receive from the evaluation process is generally useful
and having an effect on their decisionmaking. Since most
evaluation studies are conducted primarily by program personnel
for program managers, we found that other levels of decision-
makers and policymakers make little use of formal departmental
evaluation results.

Program success 1is generally measured
in terms of operational achievements

Most departmental programs have been established by
law to provide a service to the public, with statements of
objectives containing terminology such as "preserve and
protect,”" "foster and promote," and "assist in the develop-
ment of." In most cases, data is being routinely collected
on program operations which provide program managers with
information on such matters as the number of inspections
completed in specified time intervals; the amount of money
being dispensed; and adherence to and acceptance of
applicable laws, regulations, and procedures. Generally,
program managers believe such information is providing
them with sufficient indications of how well operations
are being carried out.

There is no formal
evaluation planning mechanism

There is no Department-wide planning process for
evaluation in DQT, Furthermore, with the exception of
NHTSA, none of the operating administrations have a for-
mal evaluation planning process which identifies major
areas of concern and allocates resources to these areas
for evaluation purposes. Each administration allocates
resources to evaluative efforts generally as the need
arises, with little advarice planning.
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EVALUATION ISSUES RAISED

Several key issues and questions relating to program
evaluation and its role in decisionmaking processes were
raised during our review of DOT's evaluation activities.
These issues/questions relate not only to DOT but to the
evaluation activities in other Federal departments and
agencies as well,

Audiences to be served by evaluation

To what extent should agency evaluation activities
be organized and designed to serve different users
of evaluation?

We noted during our review that DOT's evaluation
systems essentially serve the needs of one audience, the
program manager. Evaluation activities related to a Federal
program may serve many audiences including the Congress (con-
gressional committees and individual members), executive
branch policymakers, agency policy officials, program manag-
ers, and State and local government officials. While the
information needs of users in these groups may be similar,
the differing functions and roles of potential audiences
for an evaluation tend to generate very different expecta-
tions about what information an evaluation should produce.

Information to be collected in evaluations

What types of information are needed to
measure program performance?

An examination of the DOT program matrices shows that
the objectives for major programs are for the most part
stated in the general terms of the language contained in
authorizing legislation. At the same time, the matrices show
that most performance measures used by DOT evaluators in as-
sessing program performance relate to specific program activ-
ities/operations and not to the impact of such activities/
operations as related to the broadly stated program objec-
tives. This does not necessarily mean that DOT evaluators
are using the wrong performance measures (that is, collecting
the wrong types of information). These apparent differences
between DOT program objectives and performance measures
demonstrate that various levels of decisionmakers may have
differing expectations regarding program accomplishment.

Whether in DOT or any other agency, evaluators often
encounter difficulties in attempting to identify measures
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for evaluation. This results, in part, from a lack of
agreement on the types of information needed to verify
program performance. Evaluators must try to answer eval-
uation questions and/or try to reach a conclusion regard-
ing program effectiveness when:

--Legislative intent and stated program goals are
vague, appear to conflict with each other, appear
to be symbolic rather than real, or have not
been translated into operational terms by the
agency.

~--Available evaluation criteria and standards
appear inconsistent with legislative intent
or actual program activities.

--Members of Congress, congressional committees,
executive agency officials, and/or State and
local officials appear to disagree over what
the program is intended to accomplish and what
standards should be used to define program
performance.

Can these issues be resolved?

It would be difficult to attempt to resolve the issues
and answer the questions raised in the preceding discussion
without first determining the role and objectives of the
evaluation function in the Federal Government. There is,
however, no agreed upon Federal evaluation management pol-
icy. This lack of agreement results largely from differing
perspectives in the Federal evaluation community and from a
lack of understanding and agreement on the issues and ques-~
tions which have been raised in this report.

In a letter to the chairman of each legislative
committee of the Congress and to the Director of OMB, the
Comptroller General stated: "It is our view that program
evaluation is a fundamental part of effective program
administration." Evaluation enables decisionmakers to de-
sign and implement policies and programs that achieve their
intended objectives, including desired results and impacts.
Since a basic agency management responsibility is to effec-
tively and efficiently carry out its operations and evalua-
tion is a fundamental part of program management--it provides
feedback on program performance--it appears that the criteria
and indicators of the effectiveness of program evaluation
efforts should be related to how well a program itself is
performing.
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In August 1978, OMB sent a draft circular, "Management
Improvement and the Use of Evaluation in the Executive
Branch," to agencies, including our office, for review and
comment. The circular states, in part,

"The basis for identifying management
improvement needs is a sound evaluation
system * * *, Procedures should be devel-
oped and enforced to assure that evaluation
efforts result in specific management improve-
ments that can be validated * * *, The objec-
tive of such (management improvement) efforts
should be discernible improvement in a federal
program--~in the efficiency of its administration
or management and in the effectiveness of its
results."

The proposed circular represents a constructive step toward

the Comptroller General's policy and suggests that management/
program improvement should be a primary criterion/key indicator
for appraising an agency's evaluation system. In our September
29, 1978, comments on the proposed OMB circular, we said,
"Discernible improvement in program performance is in our
opinion the ultimate test of the effectiveness of an evalua-
tion system."

We also believe that a valid purpose of an evaluation
system is to enable program accountability. Evaluation
information is not only necessary to enable executive branch
officials and managers to effectively manage their programs
and resources, evaluative information is also necessary
to enable elected representatives to supervise and control
administrative action and, ultimately, to enable citizens
to determine the effectiveness with which they have been
served by the Government. In our view, agency evaluation
systems should support the congressional oversight process
and should provide feedback to the public concerning the
performance of Federal programs.

The effectiveness of program evaluation efforts in
meeting the management decisionmaking needs of departmental
program managers and in meeting a broader set of oversight
needs of department, executive branch, and congressional
policymakers might be measured by determining the extent
to which the following four conditions apply to a program:

--There is agreement between the Congress and

executive branch policymakers regarding
statements of program expectations.
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--Program activities are in place which
make these expectations achievable.

--There is sufficiently valid and reliable
data on expectations and actual program
performance for measuring any gaps.

--Actual program performance is acceptable
to the Congress and the executive branch.

To effectively deal with many of the issues, concerns,
and problems in evaluation, we are undertaking a variety of
efforts including work aimed at developing agreed upon
Federal management evaluation policies.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

In our view, the responsible executive agency should
insure that evaluations are conducted on the achievement
of program objectives and expectations established by the
various levels of Federal decisionmakers. The evaluation
systems established should seek a balance in meeting the
decisionmaking needs of agency management and the oversight
needs of the Congress and executive branch policymakers.
Evaluation should be a fundamental part of effective program
administration and should help decisionmakers design and imple-
ment policies, programs, and activities that achieve desired
results and impacts. For these reasons, we recommend that
the Secretary of Transportation:

--Continue Department initiatives to develop a
Departmental Program Monitoring and Evalu-
ation System, including the formulation of
Department-wide guidelines for evaluation.

In addition to meeting the information needs
of DOT program managers and policy officials,
the Program Monitoring and Evaluation System
should pe developed to serve the oversight
needs of the Congress and executive branch
policymakers.

--Review the manner in which departmental program
objectives are specified and measured for
evaluation purposes, given the apparent incon-
sistencies between many DOT program objectives
and the measures used to assess performance.
The Secretary should also develop a means for
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clarifying objectives and measures with the
appropriate congressional committees, OMB, and
agency officials.

--Establish an evaluation planning process
in which adequate consideration is given
to priority transportation objectives
identified by DOT, the Congress, and others.

AGENCY COMMENTS

DOT generally agrees with our findings and recognizes
the need to improve departmental program management through
introducing a formal evaluation process. This is its pri-
mary objective in developing a Departmental Program Monitor-
ing and Evaluation System.

In endorsing our recommendations, DOT noted that they
may be difficult to implement. The objectives of certain
programs, such as UMTA's mission to "encourage and promote
* * * gystems needed for economical and desirable urban devel-
opment * * * " are very difficult to clarify since concepts
like "economical" and "desirable" are controversial political
and technical issues. Furthermore, evaluating whether some
programs are meeting broadly stated objectives contained in
legislation might be too complex, stretching the state-of-
the-art of analysis.

Additionally, DOT pointed out that to evaluate
departmental programs and policy requires an expensive
process that usually entails data compilation and valida-
tion, definition of alternatives, cost effectiveness com-
parisons, the study of implementation strategies, and the
study of financial and other impacts. DOT believes this
requires more organizational stability, funding, and ana-
lytical sophistication than is implied by our report.
Notwithstanding these difficulties, DOT believes that rea-
sonable efforts should be made to implement the recommenda-
tions.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION
BY THE CONGRESS

The Comptroller General has recommended in several
reports and statements ‘that in those cases where evaluations
are to be mandated by legislation or are needed by a com-
mittee, the Congress should work with agency officials to
seek a common understanding on the process or approach to
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be used for (1) clarifying program objectives for evaluation
and (2) reaching agreement on acceptable evaluation measures
and data for each program to be evaluated. One approach

for developing objectives and using evaluation in congres-
sional oversight is outlined in our report, "Finding Out
How Programs Are Working: Suggestions for Congressional
Oversight,"” (PAD-78-3, Nov. 22, 1977).

To assist in developing such an approach, we developed,
in cooperation with various agency personnel, a matrix for
each of the operating administrations outlining (1) major
program areas and objectives, (2) major performance mea-
sures used by agency personnel for periodically measuring
how well programs are doing, and (3) the major evaluative
activities undertaken in each program area during the time
frame of this review. The matrices are included as appendixes
to provide an overview of the agency's programs, objectives,
performance measures, and evaluative activities. They are
not an official comprehensive list of DOT objectives and
performance measurements. We believe, however, that the
information provided could be used by the Congress to help
oversee DOT's evaluation function and to decide the role
program evaluation should play.
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PROGRAMS, OBJECTIVES, PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
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APPENDIX I o : APPENDIX I

MAJOR MAJQR
MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR EVALUATIVE
PROGRAM OoR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS
AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES

PORT ¢ To safeguard the nations's * Many port safety and securi- | e Number of waterfront
SAFETY ports, waterways, port tyactivities compiement facilities surveyed and
AND facilities and vessels, the Marine Environment inspected
SECURITY persons and property in Protection Program; there-

the vicinity of the poris fore, there is a sharing of « Number of accidents investi-

from accidental or inten- resources for these activi- gated which affect or may

tional destruction, damage ties affect the safety of ports,

loss or injury harbors or navigable waters

* Such shared activities of the U.S.
e To protect the navigable include monitoring super-

waters and adjacent shore vision of oil transfer, * Number of patrols of remote

areas of the United hazardous cargo, pollution harbor areas by water

States, and the adjacent clean-up operations, board-

resources from environ- ing of Special Interest * Number of spot checks of

mental harm Vessels (SIV), conducting designated waterfront facili-

harbor patrols and water- ties handling explosives or
¢ To improve the utiliza- front facilities inspec- other dangerous cargo covered

tion of poris and water- tions and surveys, esta- by 46 CFR 148

ways by Maritime trans- blishing security zones

portation, and other as required, and the con- e Number of patrols of esta-

connecting modes trol of vessel movement blished security and safety

and anchorage Zones.

A. Number of patrols of
essential harbor areas by
water in daylight

B. Number of patrois of
essential harbor areas by
water at night

Number of boardings of
vessels/barges handling dan-
gerous cargo

Number of escorts of vessels
on U.S. waters handling
explosives "A” or cargoes
listed in 33 CFR 124.14(b)

RADIONA- To facilitate the safe Long range aids to navigation e Coverage in square nautical
VIGATION and expeditious passage equipment miles of LORAN—C for the
AIDS of marine and air traffic Coastal Confluence Zone
by providing a continuous, & 22 U.S. transmitting sta- (CC2)
accurate, all-weather tions
pasition fixing capability + 202 Marine Radiobeacons * Coverage in square nautical
* 2 Omega transmitting sta- miles and percentage of chain
tions availability of LORAN—C for
o LORAN—C for DOD the Department of Defense

(DOD)

Coverage in square nautical
miles and percentage of chain
availability for LORAN—A

Number of radiobeacons oper-
ational

Operation of OMEGA at the
level requested and reim-
bursed by DOD
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I
MAJOR MAJOR
MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR EVALUATIVE
FROGRAM OR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS
AREAS’ OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
RESERVE Tao recruit and maintain a ® Initial training-— * Number of Reservists partici
FORCES force of cificers and initie! active duty pating in biennial training
enlisted personnel for training
available for active duty
in time of war or national « Selective Reserve— * Number of non-prior service
emergency or at such needs active duty for training recruits in the Selected
of the Coast Guard to (12-48 drills per year) Reserve
achieve pianned mobili-
zation and to augment the ® Operating and mainten- o Achievement of timely curricula
active duty Coast Guard ance of reserve fac- revitalization and provide
in the performance of its ilities for effective ADT and IOT
routing missions in ) programs for 15,500 Selected
domestic emergencies as ® Administration Reservists.
well as during routine
and peak operations & Number of non-prior service
recuits recaiving initiat
training
® Increase in the production of
COMesSpPONGence courses to
support Selected Reserve
« Number of reservists and train-
ing for whom meaningful
afioat training has been pro-
vided
BOATING To minimize the risk of « conducts safety patrols  Rate of compliance with ¢ The long range role of
SAFETY loss of life, personal Federal and State boating the Coast Guard
injury and property damage « {rain Coast Guard regular reguiations Auxiliary
associated with the use of and reserve personnel in
recreational boats tc pro- boating safety « Number of defect investiga- | * Boating Safety Statis-
vide the boaters with tions performed tics 1976: A compila-
maximum safety in the o conduct informal visits of tion of statistical
nation's waterways boat manufacturers and o Number of fieid investiga- data compiled from
deealers tions of potential safety recreational boat
related defects numbering and casualty
« promote boating safety reporting systems.

through attendance at boat
shows and other public
contacts

¢ Number of accident investi-
gations performed

s Administer State financial
assistance program
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I
MAJOR MAJOR
MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR EVALUATIVE
PROGRAM OR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS
AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
MARINE « To prevent unauthorized Response to Environmenta! & Percentage of tank vessels A System For Measuring
ENVIRON- discharges, accidental or Hazards—e.g. Removal of oil boarded to ensure compliance | Program Effectiveness,
MENTAL intentional, of oil, spilis, hazardous substances with pollution laws July, 1976
PAOTECTION m;?pm sew- :mmwrnu in the Arctic « Number of patrols conducted of
remote harbor areas
¢ To minimize the damage * Number of liquid bulk water-
caused by poliutants ¢ Enforcement of environmental front facilities inspected
discharged into the protection laws and regula-
Marine environment tions * Number of liquid bulk water-
front facilities surveyed
® Prevention of damages to the
environment * Percentage of surveillance
activities of ocean dumping
* Monitoring and surveillance operations conducted under
to enhance enforcement permit
& impact assessment ic eva- & Number of discharges Cosst
uate the degree of damage of Guard representatives are
pollutants on the Marine sent to investigate
environment
o InHouse abatement—tore- | * v";f;:::“"""” of tank
" sure compliance
duce pollution creatad from with poliution laws
Coast Guard units ashore
and aficat » Percentage of poliuting dis-
charges removed where dis-
charge was inadgequate by
responsible party
o Percentage of discharges Coast
Guard representatives were
sent to investigate
s Number of aerial surveillance
flights conducted in port areas
handiing 10 million tons of
petroleum per year
o Number of coastal surveillance
flights conducted over terri-
torial waters, contiguous zone,
and the prohibited zone
o Percentage of liquid-bulk
transfer operations of cil or
hazardous substances on
vessels with a tank capacity
of over 250 BBLS
e Percentage of discharges
where Coast Guard re-
presentatives are sent to
insure adequate removal
MILITARY To maintain the Coast Provides the Coast Guard See MILITARY OPERATIONS
PREPARED- Guard as an effective and with the capability to
NESS ready armed force which is maintain a high level of

prepeared for and immediate-
ly responsive to assigned
tasks in time of peace,

war, or national emergency.

personnel and material
readiness to function as an
armed force, while simul-
taneously discharging its
peacetime missions with the
same resources

55




APPENDIX 1 APPENDIX I
MAJOR MAJOR
MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR EVALUATIVE
PROGRAM OR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS
AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
MILITARY To perform military duties Deploy and support Coast & Number of MAJOR fioating
OPERA- effectively and expertly, Guerd forces participating units (WAGB, WHEC, WMEC,
TIONS as a specialized service in military, natural WLB) trained at Navy
in the Navy in time of disaster or domestic emer- Refresher Training facilities
war, and as otherwise re- gency operations
quired for the national o Number of ASW exercises for
interest during peacetime ASW equipped ships
in the areas of natural
disaster and domestic o Number of evaluations of
emergency existing or proposed training
programs
« Number of Coast Guard spon-
sored general operational
training activities
® Proyide Coast Guard admini-
stered general operational
training using visiting teams
of instructors to MSQO's
PSS's and Depots
* Number of Undersea Warfare
Systems managed
e Number of Surveillance and
EW systems managed
e Number of Weapon Systems
managed
e Number of Coast Guard
personnel trained in the
Small Arms program
ICE To facilitate ano assist 1. Domestic Icebreaking o Number of ship days spent Domestic lcebreaking Fiscal
OPERATIONS | U.S. Maritime transporta- Operations for icebreaker support of Year Report
tion and other activities Coast Guard Search and
in the national interests —Northeast Coast Rescue related R&D in Arctic
on ice-laden domestic and —Great Lakes East
polar waters, and 10 —St. Lawrence Seaway o Number of Shi .
A ) p days cover-
minimize loss of life and System age for vessels in East and
personal injury —Subarctic Alaska West Arctic and Anarctica
. ¢ Number of ship days cover-
2. PolarOperations age for vessels in ice-covered
. domestic waters
—Arctic
—Antarctica e Number of ship days used to

facilitate marine transporta-
tion by lce operations in
sub-Arctic Alaska, the North
Slope, the Upper Great Lakes
and the St. Lawrence Seaway
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX
MAJOR MAJOR
MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR EVALUATIVE
PROGRAM OR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS
AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
COMMER- To minimize deaths, Maijor Activities are: « Rate of investigations for Qualification Standards
CIAL VESSEL | personal injuries. and reportec marine accidents, for Personnel Responsible
SAFETY property loss or damage ¢ vessel inspection casualties, violations of for Hazardous or Noxious
(CVS) associated with vessels * factory inspection of the laws and regulations, Chemicals in Bulk, May,
and other facilities approved equipment misconduct, negligence. and | 1978, Annual Statistics of
engaged in commercial, * admeasurement of vessels incompetence Casualties, 1977
scientitic or exploratory & ghipment and discharge of
activity in the marine seamen o Rate of scheduled inspec-
environment tions of all off-shore
structures
o Rate of inspection of mer-
chant vessels for the adminis-
tration and enfarcement of
personnel manning standards
e Percentage rate of ingpection
of merchant vessels in dry
dock to enforce and ad-
mirister vessel material safety
standards
¢ Percentage rate of seaman
discharges supervised
« Number of applications from
foreign hazardous cargo
carrying vessels for Letter
of compliance (annual total)
SEARCH To minimize loss of life, Maintain a system of rescue & Saving the lives of 82.5% of SAR statistics—1976: A
AND personal injury and pro- vessels, aircraft and all endangered persons who | compilation of Statistical
RESCUE perty damage in U.S. radio stations could have been alive data of Search and Rescue
territorial waters and to at the time the Coast Guard Program Activities
provide flood relief was notified
assistance and removal
of hazards to navigation * Produce savings from destruc-
tion or extensive damage of
82 5% of all endangered
property which could
reasonably have been
savable at the time the
Coast Guard was notified
MARINE To conduct the Inter- * International Ice Patrol e Total number of oceano-
SCIENCE national Ice Patrol, to * Airbomne Radiation thermo- graphic and marine observa-

improve maring environ-
mental measurement and
prediction in furtherance
of the other Coast Guard
programs and to assist
other governmental agen-
cies and non-Federal
scientific organizations

in support of National
Marine Science Objectives

meter (Art Surveys)

Marine and Coastal Weather
QObservation and Reporting
Ocean Weather Station (OWS)
Hotel

DATA Buoy Program
Oceanography on Cutters
Ocean Sounding Program
Tarbak Sampling

Coastat Studies
Participation in Cooperative
Projects

® 2 009 9909 9

tions performed

® Total number of obsserva-
tions of icebergs passing
south of 48 degrees each
month plus the number of
icebergs south of 50 degrees
Non 15 January
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I
MAJOR -MAJOR
MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR ALUATIVE
PROGRAM OR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS
AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
SHORT To facilitate the sate Audio Visual Aids: & Correction of routine dis-
RANGE AIDS | and exp passage crepancies, priority dis-
TONAVIGA- | of marine traffic in ¢ manned an unmanned crepancies, and immediate
TION coastal arees, inland lights discrepancies within speci-
waterways and harbors in o Nghted and unlighted specified time periods
order to enhance the buoys
utility of national o fog signals o Publish updated light list
waterways for commercial, * daybeacons within specified time periods
recreational, public, and ¢ racons
private users. e Public local notices to
mariners within specified
time periods
* Broadcast notices to mariners
when necessary
o Inspect Class |, Ii, and li!
private aids within specified
time periods
¢ Patrol of pooled Western
rivers within specified
time periods
¢ Patrol of open rivers within
specified time periods
* Relieve all types of buoys
within specified time periods
¢ Inspect lighted buoys,
unlighted buoys, and lights
within specified time periods
* Inspect daybeacons, and buoy
moorings within specitied
time periods
BRIDGE To insure safe and unen- o Administering the alteration o Number of Permit Applica- Analysis of Bridge Collision
ADMINIS- cumbered passage of of obstructive bridges ations to ensure needs of incidents Vols. land Il
TRATION marine traffic on the navigation are served
nation's waterways by * Approving the location, N Lo
minimizing the inherently clearance,and lighting of * :::::'3::"‘0?8?’::?"‘9""
obstructive nature of bridges over U.S. navigable obstructivtfbvidges
bridges to navigation, waters

and to insure that the

needs of all vehicles using
surface transportation are met
without unduly impeding
Marine transport.

¢ Regulation of drawbridge
operations

Number of responses to all
compilaints to ensure proper
drawbridge regulations are
enforced and complied with

Conduct as required trans-
portation studies and
research

Every two years inspect
bridges over navigable
waters when navigation is
of concem
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MAJOR MAJOR
MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR EVALUATIVE
PROGRAM OR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS

AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
ENFORCE- * To preserve and protect the Enforcement of U.S. Maritime * Detect and deter 75% of o A study of Coast Guard
MENT OF living and non-living Law violations of general en- enforcement of 200 mile
LAWS AND natural resources and forcement laws and treaties Fishery Conservation
TREATIES national interests, on or Has enforcement responsibili- other than fisheries Zone

under the territorial
waters, fishery conserva-
tion zone, and special
interest areas of the high
seas by all appropriate
means, including the
enforcement of Federal laws
and International agree-
ments except as related to
poliution, traffic control,
or port and vessel safety

ties for two categories of
maritime law:

1. Marine Safety Laws for which
the Coast Guard has total
responsibility

2. Maritime laws and regula-
tions that fall within
the jurisdiction of other
Federai agencies which:

» the Coast Guard has direct
and primary responsibili-
ty,

¢ the Coast Guard shares
enforcement responsibili-
ty, and

e the Coast Guard's unique
authority and facilities
are required to enforce
maritime law

¢ Detect and deter 95% of
violations of fisheries laws
and treaties

o Initial joint NMFS/GS
program for enforcement
of fishery regulations
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PROGRAMS, OBJECTIVES, PERFORMANCE INDICATORS,
AND EVALUATIVE ACTIVITIES FOR THE

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
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MAJOR

MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE
PROGRAM OR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS
AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
Study Types:
Air To assure the safe * Operation of Air Traffic e Operational Errors and system ¢ Evaluations to assess the
Traffic separation of aircraft Control System reports effectiveness of system-wide
Service and the efficient utili- programs and to determine if they
zation of airspace in the * Filight Information and e Near midair collision reports are meeting agency objectives
Air Traffic Control Cartographic Program
System o Aviation Safety Reports e Special evaluations—aimed at
. specific issues or problem areas
* Airspace Management- which have either been reported or
allocation and utilization * Unsatisfactory Condition Reports are suspected to exist
e Air Space and Air Traffic rules/| ® Aircraft Accident Reports e Check evaluations—assessments of
policy _ ) one or more phases of a regional
¢ Flight Assist Reports office or facility operation
» Aviation Weather
¢ Comments from users and industry | e In-flight evaluations—sample the
services provided to users by air
® Revised operational procedures traffic facilities
e Performance measuring system
Headquarters Evaluation:
Civil Toprevent criminal acts | e Airportenvironment—airport | ¢ Number of incidents of non- * Compliance/performance evalua-
Aviation against civil aviation grounds, buildings compliance with ACS procedures tions—reports on overall
Security accomplishment within specific

Air carriers—screening .
passengers and baggage

Explosives—detection and
handling

Air cargo security

Liaison with law enforcement
agencies

Number of hijackings attempted

Detection of weapons and danger-
ous articles

regions, focus primarily on adminis-
tration of aviation safety oriented
security requirements.

Semi-annual report to Congress on
the “Effectiveness of the Civil
Aviation Security Program "

Regional Evaluation:

e ATS Divisions conduct evaluations
of field activities similar to those
performed by HQ, but on a reduced
scale

o Annual inspections of airports andair
carriers security operations.
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MAJOR MAJOR
MAJOR MAIOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
PRE:ERAAM OBJECTIVES 5”5:2‘1’1%?1,";‘? OR PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
Headquarters Evaluation:
Airway To ensure that the e Implement Facilities and e Number of required inspections = Cyclic comprehensive regional
Facilities installation, construc- Equipment Program performed evaluations, management reviews
tion, maintenance,
reliability, and availa- s Develop policy standards and | ¢ Number of equipment failures s Special evaluations
bility of air navigation, equipment specifications
air traffic control and ¢ Measure attainment of goals and
aeronautical communica- | ® Provide budgeting and en- standards (established at Regional Evaluation:
tions facilities and gineering support regional level)
equipment in the National ¢ Technical inspections of facilities
Airspace System is e Monitor and evaluate program | ¢ Reliability figures on equipment and equipment—3 major types—
efficient, economical, accomplishment and system (National Averages on numbers of
and responsive to opera- performance deficiencies) 1. Comprehensive facility
tional needs and require- inspections
ments. & Manage configuration control 2. System performance inspections
and aviation band frequency
assignments 3. Special inspactions
Study types:
Airports To toster and promote the | # Airpont Development Aid Annual workload accomplishment ¢ Comprehensive Evaluation—
Program development and main- Program statistics are collected on thirty- examine all aspects of the Airports
tenance of a safe and * Cooperative Airport Planning | two operational activities which program and organizational per-
efficient national system can be analyzed for work trends and formances within major juris-
of airports. e Planning Grant Program demand vs. scheduled work, accom- dictions, such as a region.
plishment vs. projected workioad,
o Airport Environmental Pro- manpower utilization. ® Special Evaluation—examine
cessing specific Airports functions or pro-
' gram elements that require im-
o National Airport System Plan madiate attention.

e Standards—Planning, Design,

Construction, Safety Operations

e Airport Certification
o Airport Compliance
® Records and Data Collection

Property Transfers

Other Major Sources of information:

* Staff visits to regions by Head-
quarter Division technical specialists

= Management Information Reporting
System

e ADAP and Planning Grant Program
Project Status Reporting System

* Spot reviews of project folders

« Routine telephone contact—telecons
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PROGRAMS, OBJECTIVES, PERFORMANCE INDICATORS
AND EVALUATIVE ACTIVITIES FOR THE

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
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MAJOR
PROGRAM/ MAJOR
sUS- OBJECTIVES PERFORMANCE MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
PROGRAM INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
AREAS
INTER- Tocompiate in a timely fashion the 1. Number of miles open to traffic, 1. “interstate Resurfacing. Restoration and Rehabilitation
STATE construction of the entire interstate under construction or under design. {R-R-R) Study.” (9/77)
FEDERAL- system in all States connacting
AID principal metropolitan areas, cities, 2. Coats of enginesring, right-ol- 2. “Interstale Gap Shudy” (10/76)
HIGHWAY and industrial centers, serving the way and construction (Interstate
SYSTEMS national defenae, connecting at Cost Estimate) 3. “A Revisod Estimate of the Cost of Completing the National
suitable border points with routes System of interstate and Defenas Highways.” (5/77)
of continental importance in Canada 3. Number of gaps closad on inter-
and Mexico; and to assist in re- state and status of expenditure of 1t Status of System Mileage on the National
surfacing, restoring and rehabili- gap closing funds. Smn of mnma and om Highways.” (Quarterly
tating those lanes on the system prees release)
that have been in use for more than
five yoars. 5. “Price Trends in Federal~Aid Highway Construction.” (Quar-
tedy)
6. “Status of Expenditure of interstate Substitution Funds.”
(Quartery)
7. "Progress of Gap Closing Prog onthe MHig y
System.” (Quarterly)
: 8. “Financing Altematives for Accelerated Interstate Highway
Systems Completion.” (5/77)
PRIMARY, To assist the States in the construc- 1. Funds obligated 1. Every four years, field offices prepare an Evaluation of
URBAN tion and improvement of a system of Secondary Road Pians for eaci) State.
AND main roads important to interstate,
SECOND- statewide, regional and urban travel 2. Periodic reports are made on the status of project
ARY in order to bring the system up to ph and funds ¢
FEDERAL- current structural and operational
AID standards, to improve safety charac- 3. “Urban System Study. (12/76)
HIGHWAY teristics, and 10 slow the rate of
SYSTEM highway deterioration. Funding also
available to assist in the construc-
tion or improvernent of public urban
mass transportation facilities.
SPECIAL To assist the States to repiace 1. Number of bridges repiaced or in 1. Applications submitted by the States for the Special Bridge
BRIDGE bridges over waterways or other the process of being replaced Replacement Program (SBRP) are screened when received.
REPLACE- topographical barriers when such When & bndqmsebchdfomp'mmquMa
MENT bridges are significantly important 2. Number of +t bridk Federal High on engineer
and are unsafe because of structural now open to traffic bridge site or okghmy prior to program nppmal

deficiencies, physical deterioration
or functional obsolescence.

3. Number of candidates on file

4. Amount of funds obligated

2, Aprintout of program activity provided by the Program
Analysis Division from data submitted on FORM PR-37, is
raceived and reviewed monthly in the Washington Office.

3. Closely related to the replacement program is the National
Bridge Inspection Program (NBIP), with the data collected

for the bridge inventory also used in tha repiacement
program. This dats is monitored both in the Washington
Oftice and by manags in States.

The Region and Division Offices achedule additional
independent State and local govemment reviews. The
SBRP is also evaluated in conjunction with the NBIP
management review.

4. “Bridge Deck Rehabilitation Needs™ (6/77)
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MAJOR

MAJOR
PROGRAM/ MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
SUBPR! OBJECTIVES PERFORMANCE
UBPROGRAM INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
AREAS
SAFETY To increase the safety and quality 1. Number of projects funded 1. "Bridge Barrier System Survey.” (5/77)
CONSTRUCTION of highway service by constructing,
reconstructing or otherwise improving 2. Number of locations or miles 2. “Review of Safety Features on New Federal-Aid Projects.”
roads and streets on and off the improved (5/78)
Federal-Aid Highway System through a
program of low-cost improvements 3. Reduction in number and cost of 3. “Annual Report on the Highway Safety Improvement Programs.”
which, whenever possible, provide deaths, injuries and damages at
significant safety benefits. improved locations. 4. “Review of Accident Data Collection and Analysis Systems.”
(8/76)
5. “Improved Overall Management of Safety Programs.” (11/76)
6. “Review of Safety Program Engineer Function.” (2/78)
7. “Annual Report on Railroad-Highway Demonstration Projects.”
HIGHWAY To enhance natural beauty through 1. Number of illegal and noncon- 1. We receive a report quarterly from each State delineating
BEAUTIFICATION the removal of illegal and non- torming billboards removed. its progress in the areas of acquiring outdoor advertising
conforming outdoor advertising signs, signs and abating junkyards. The FHWA Form 1424, outdoor
the removal, relocation or screen- 2. Number of junkyards removed, advertising and junkyard report, is used for this purpose.
ing of junkyards, landscaping and screened or refocated.
roadside development including 2. We also administer a review program in the highway
rest and recreation areas and the beautification area wherein the adequacy of State control
acquisition and improvement of 3. The extent t_o which the States and acquisition/abatement programs for outdoor advertising
strips of land necessary for the are C:)r}'m"mg ’:;e estalghshf . signs and junkyards is evaluated.
enhancement of scenic beauty ad- Ieg roules, 4 g contr 3. We also perform reviews as needed or upon request of
jacent to highways. ’ special problems, legislative or regulation changes. etc.
4. Number of projects for landscaping s Beautification Prog Review,” sach
and roadside development 4 b‘H'ghyv ay on am "(one for siate,
ennially)
5. Number of projects relative for N S
the acquisition and preservation 5. “Junkyard Review.” (11/77)
ot soenic strips adjacenttothe - 6. "Restudy of the National Standards for Directional and
ghway. Official Signs,” (in progress)
7. *Outdoor Advertising Sign Removal.” (1/76)
8. "Highway Beautification Funds.” (10/76)
FOREST To assist in the construction and 1. The amount of relief that has been 1. “Status of Funds Report.” (Received annually from each
HIGHWAYS maintenance through funds appor- provided to the States and State)
tioned for forest highways (a forest localities.
road which is of primary importance 2, “Annual Report of Accomplishments of Forest Highways
to the States, counties, or communi- 2 The degree of compliance with the Program (Report of Operation).”
ties within, adjoining, or adjacent intent of 23 C.FR.
to the national forests, and which See GAO report B-164497(3) 3. “Report on 10-year Forest Road Improvement Study.” (In

is on a Federal-aid system.)

Progress)
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MAJOR
PROGRAM/
SUBPROGRAM
AREAS

OBJECTIVES

MAJOR
PERFORMANCE
INDICATORS

MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
AND/OR ACTIVITIES

PLANNING

To enable States to conduct planning
and studies that will help plan.
design, construct, operate, and
maintain highways or highway
systems. Funding also available to
assist States in planning urban
transportation systems.

A quantitative performance indicator
cannot be provided for planning as
a program area.

1. “State Quarterly Expenditure Report,” (prepared by the
States)

2. “Annual Evaluation of State Plarning,” (prepared by Division
Office)

3. “Quarterty Narvative Report,” (prepared by Regional Office
for Headquarters)

4. informal and recurring daily contact by Division Offices
with the State Agency.

EMERGENCY
RELIEF

To repair and/or reconstruct highways
on the Federal-aid system or certain
public lands in the event of natural
disasters or catastrophic failures.

1. Number of emergencies responded
to. -

Number of emergencies are reported in “DOT Annual Report”

ECONOMIC
GROWTH CENTER
DEVELOPMENT
HIGHWAYS

To assist States in the construction
of improved highway facilities which
would help revitalize and diversify
the economies of rural areas.

Various indicators in areas such as
industrial growth, population change.
income levels, land development/
usage, and environmental affects

This is a new program in FHWA, and has not yet reached
the stage where evaluation is feasible.

HIGHWAY
SAFETY

To accelerate and upgrade, through

a program of technical and financial
assistance, State and local program
support capabilities in identifying
highway related problems and in
planning, implementing, and evalu-
ating corrective measures to minimize
the deaths, injunes, and property
damages due to highway-related
accidents.

The section 402 highway-related
safety funds are used to correct
management deficiencies which
when resolved, provide a basis
for the safety construction
program. Performance is not
measured directly. Benefits
show up in more effective safety
construction programs

1. “Annual Report on Highway Safety Program.” (NHISA performs
most of the work and has primary responsibility for the
report)

2. “Evaluation of Highway Safety Program Standards within
the Purview of the Federal Highway Administration.”
(March 1977)

3. “Evaluation of the Highway-Related Safety Program Standards.”
(July 1977)

DIRECT
FEDERAL
CONSTRUCTION

To survey, prepare plans, let con-
tracts and supervise construction
of roads for other Federal agencies,
including the National Park Service,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Forest
Service, and the Department of
Defense.

1. Funds obligated
2. Mileage open to traffic
3. Status of projects

Level of compliance with established
requirements.

1. “Direct Federal Highway Program: An Evaluation” (September
1976) '

2. “Annual Projects Management Review.”

3. “Annual Program Management Review."

ENVIRONMENTAL
REQUIREMENTS

To develop and implement requirements
to minimize negative environmental
impacts of FHWA programs.

1. "Regional Reviews of NEPA-Related Activities.” 21

2. “Effects of Section 102(2)c of NEPA and Section 4(f) of the
DOT Act of 1966 on the Federal-Aid Highway Program.” (in prog.)

3. "Review of FHWA Noise Standards and Procedures.” (1/77)
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APPENDIX III

APPENDIX III

MAJOR
PROGRAM/ MaAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUSLICATIONS
SUBPROGRAM OBJECTIVES INONCATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES

Major Progrem Area
RIGHT-OF-WAY To encourage and cooperate with the {See individual sub-programs below {See individual sub-programs below for detailed activites.)
ACQUISITION/ States in canying out in a fair, for detailed indicators.}
RELOCATION equitable. and timely manner, the
ASSISTANCE acquisition of propety, and the re~

Sub-Program Area

(A) ACQUISITION OF
RIGHT-OF-WAY

location of persons, businesses, etc
dispiaced as a result of Federal and

federally assisted highway programe.

To encoursge and cooperate with the
States to expedite the acquisition of
rea} property by agreement. to avoid
fitigation and relieve congestion in
the courts, 10 assure consistent,

equitable treatment of owners of prop-

arties acquired for Federal-aid high-
way programs, and Yo promote public

N

Number of parceis acquired by
agreement, administrative settie-
ment, legal settlerment, and
court award (Form FHWA 1434),

Amount of tunds authorized far
acquisition programs.

n

We review an annual report from each State indicating its
performance in the total acquisition process. The FHWA
Form 1434, Real Property Acquisition Statistics. is used
for this purpcee.

We maintain a constant overview of the use and need for
ROW revolving funds, and make continuing adjustments
between regions, as appropriate.

confidence in land acquisition prac- 3. Number of projects involved in
tices related to those programs. ROW acquisition. 3. All requests for advance acquisition due to hardship or
protective buying must be reviewed ahd approved by our
4. The extent to which the States office.
comply with applicable Federal
requirements. 4. We evaluate the adequacy of the FHWA Regional Offices in
their management of the program.
Progress on funcitonal replace-
ment (Form P.R. 1378). 5. Reviews are performed as needed upon request to address
special problems, legisiative or regulation changes, etc
6. Turnover of the ROW Revolving
Fund. 6. “Review of Acquisition Procedures.” {11/76}
7. “Local Pubiic Agency Review— Region 5. (11/77)
8. “Uneconomic Remnants.” (11/77)
(B) RELOCATION 1. To ensure the fair and equitabie 1. Presence or absence of complaints i
ASSISTANCE treatment of persons dispiaced by dispiaced persons, businesses, ! ;e:gg!: ;N n:S g;?;?;oocgf:: I:g“;i?;ws of Region.
as a result of Federal and and interested public officials
federally assisted highway pro- and agencies relative to treat- ) "
g inorder tht auch . m:gen : oy oot 2. FHWA held;gg»o;rrr?;nme monitonng of Stale relocation
shall not suffer disproportionate during the relocation process. .
injuries as a result of these 3. FHWA panticipating in FRC coordinative activities relative
programe designed for the benefit 2. Rate of advancement of highway 1o interagency uniformity evaluations.
of the public as a whole. projects from acquisition to
construction stages. 4. “Review of Living Conditions of Persons Remaining on
2. To cary out the relocation assis- Halted Highway Projects.” (in progress)
tance program in a uniform manner 3. State comphiance with applicable
nationwide. Federal laws and reguiations. 5. “Review and evaluation of Assistance Furnished and Pay-
ments. Made to Businesses, Farms, and Non-profil Organi~
3. To expedite the highway construc- 2ations.” (7/77)
tion program in each State and
territory by the orderty. human, 6. Evaluation of the Relocation Assistance Program in Region,
and expediious relocation ot Division, and State Highway Offices. (Periodically}
persons and businesses occupying
lands required for such projects.
(C) RIGHT-OF-WAY To advance funds, without inerest 1. Number of States participating 1 We are advised of the actions taking place as they occur.
REVI for program.
OLVING FUND %ﬁ"it::sghnxﬁm ?u?t’ne " ) 2 We conduct periodic reviews of the status of projects to
construction of highways on any 2 Number of projects involved. determine where performance is (agging and corrective
Federal-aid system and for making action should be taken
yments for t i r version: ith-
:?w‘on‘:l w:r:‘omnim s ':r‘:::s’dcm s and witn 3 We conduct reviews as needed or upon request of special
farms, and other existing uses problems, legislative or regulations changes,etc.
of real property caused by the 4. uency of conversions.
acquisition of such nghgy-of-way Frea o 4 “Payback of Right-of-Way Costs.” (In process}
5 “Review of Right-of-Way Revolving Fund.” (in process)
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MAJOR
PROGRAM/
SUBPROGRAM
AREAS

OBJECTIVES

MAJOR
PERFORMANCE
INDICATORS

MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
AND/OR ACTIVITIES

Sub-Program Area: contd

(D} REAL
PROPERTY
MANAGEMENT

To promote sound methods of managing
real property acquired in connection
with Federal-aid highway projects
including the use of airspace on
Federal-aid highway systems for non-
highway purpases and the disposal of
portions of highway rights-of-way no
longer needed for highway purposes.

The public acceptance of the
program.

. The timely ciearance of improve-

ments from the right-of-way for
physical construction.

. After physical construction, the

widespread use of airspace for
nonhighway purposes in ways which
are compatible with the needs of

the community that do not in-

fringe upon the safe, efficient

use of the highway facility.

. The timely disposal of rights-of-

way no longer needed for highway
purposes by methods which re-
flect the public interestand re-

sult in the greatest net return

to the project.

. Periodic and ongoing review of Regional Office Program

Management.

. We also perform reviews as needed or upon request to

address special problems, legislative or regulation
changes, etc.

. “Review of Advance Acquisition and Property Management

Procedures.” (11/76)

. “Study of the FHWA Role in Federal-Aid Property Manage-

ment." (11/76)

“Joint Development/Multiple Use of Highway Right-of-way.”
(1/77)

(E) RIGHT-OF-WAY
APPRAISAL

To establish appraisal standards and
assure the fair and equitable treat-
ment of those affected by a highway
acquisition.

. Extent of compliance with Uni-

form Act.

. Extent of compliance with Federal

appraisal standards and proce-
dures.

. Extent of compliance with FHWA

policies and procedures.

Periodic reviews are conducted by division offices to
assess acquiring agency compliance with Federal and
FHWA appraisal policies and procedures.

. Appraisal Branch conducts reviews of FHWA regional and

division Right-of-Way Offices to assess implementation
of appraisal policy.

. Special reviews are conducted to evaluate problems

related to implementation of FHWA appraisal policies.

“Review of Division Office Management of Appraisals and
Property Management Procedures—Georgia and Louisiana.”
(1/77,5/77)
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MAJOR

MAJOR
PROGRAM/ MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
SUBPROGRAM OBJECTIVES P rone AND/OR ACTIVITIES
AREAS
MOTOR To eliminate or mitigate risks to 1. Number of satety comphance 1. Safety compliance inspection reports are analyzed con-
CARRIER highway safety by establishing safe inspections of carriers/shippers tinuously 10 assess carrier/shipper compliance.
SAFETY operating practices in Federal conducted
Regulations covering interstate 2 Entorcement case reports are reviewed, civil forfeiture
commercial motor carriers; to inspect 2. Number of roadside vehicle/ procedings or criminal cases prosecuted, consent orders
for compliance: to enforce the law: driver/noise inspections conduc- fited and agreed to.
to educate in safe practices; to ted and number of defective
nvesthgate accidents: to update the vehicles and unqualified drivers 3. The management information system routinely reports
safety reguiations. removed from the highway. evaluation information.
3. Number of enforcement cases 4. Periodic program review and evaluation conferences at
conducted. region and Washington Headquarters level assess perfor-
mance.
4. Carrier involvement in highway
accidents/hazardous materials 5. Annual Reports prepared on Program Emphasis Areas.
incidents
6. Carrier Safety Fitness Reports made to Interstate Commerce
5. Shipper/manufacturer involvement Commission.
- n hazardous materials incidents
7. Headquarters staff assistance and evaluation visits
6. Number of complaints against periodically made
carriers and petitions for rule
change. 8. Special Evaluation Reports made on selected problems.
7. Extent of carrier comphance 9. Annual Reports published on Accidents of Motor Carriers.
with safety regulations
10. Research projects conducted to evaluate aspects of vehicle/
driver/operations and regulatory standards.
RESEARCH AND To conduct research and development 1. Benetits resulting from research 1. "Federal Coordinated Program (FCP) Research and Develop-
DEVELOPMENT studies to increase the effectiveness output ment Annual Project Reviews.”
of the Nation's highway system while
achieving a concurrent improvement in 2. Specitic indicators from each 2. "Federal Coordinated Program (FCP) Research and Develop-
safety and environmental compatability project ment Annual Category Reviews.”
and a reduction in highway costs and
energy consumption 3. “Rationat Determination of Priority Targets for Research
and Development.” (September 1876)
4. The Transportation Research Board annually reviews and
critiques the FHWA Research and Development program.
ENGINEERING Tao develop and implement standards for 1. Levels of compliance with 1. “Certificaiton of 56 mph National Maximum Speed Limit
AND TRAFFIC highway engineering and traffic established requirements. Enforcement.” (annually for each State}
REQUIREMENTS control in order to meet national

priorities.

2 “Vehicle Size and Weight Enforcement Program.” (annually
for each State)

3. Survey of State Legistation Govermning the Use of
Studded Tires.

4. "Evaluation of Projects in the Traffic Operations Program
to Increase Capacity and Safety (TOPICS)"
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MAJOR
PROGRAM/ MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
SUBPROGRAM OBJECTIVES PERFORMANCE
AREAS INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
TECHNOLOGY To administer, on a national level, The number of States that accept and/ 1. "FHWA Technology Transfer Program. (2/77)
TRANSFER a program to demonstrate by actual or implement the demonstration
example the practical utilization of projects. 2. "Process Review of the Technology Transfer Program”
research and development resuits in (Evaluating Demonstration Projects—study in process).
highway planning, design, construction
and maintenance.
3. Maintain an MIS in the Region that is sometimes used
for monitoring and evaluative purposes.
4. Numerous other management and internal type activities
which are used for monitoring and evaluative purposes.
GENERAL This general category includes Since this is a broad category, 1. "Action Plan Review Program Regions 4 and 7." (1/77)
PROGRAM evaluative efforts which describe a covering efforts which do not fit

ADMINISTRATION

number of different program areas. or
relate to the overall mission of the
FHWA.

elsewhere, no specific performance
indicators can be cited.

. “State Obligation of Federal-Aid Highway Funds.”

(Periodically)

. “Status of the Nation's Highways: Conditions and Perform-

ance.” (1/77)

. “Impact of the Federal-Aid Highway Program on State and

Local Road Construction.” (In progress)

. “Review of Regional Office Management of Process Guidelines

Implementation.” (3/77)

‘

. “Reduction of FHWA Programmatic Requirements.” (10/76)
. “Regulations Reduction Review.” (6/77)

. “Value Analysis/Engineering.” (In progress)

“Railroad Consolidation and Relocation in Urban Areas.”
(3/76)

"Study of FHWA's Management and Fiscal Information Systems.”
(10/76)

. “Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety Pilot Study.” (In progress)
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APPENDIX IV

PROGRAMS, OBJECTIVES, PERFORMANCE INDICATORS,
AND EVALUATIVE ACTIVITIES FOR THE

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
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MAJOR MAJOR
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES SUBPROGRAMS OR MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
AREA ACTIVITIES PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
A. SAFETY “To promote safety in all A FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT —Trends, numbers, and contribu-

areas of railroad opera-
tions and to reduce rail-
road-related accidents,
and to reduce deaths and
injuries to persons and

to reduce damage to
property caused by acci-
dents involving any
carrier of hazardous
materials.”

To determine the most
frequent causes of rail
accidents/casualties
and develop counter-
measures against them.

1. Safety Regulation

2. Automated Track Inspection
Program (ATIP)

B. GRANTS-IN-AID FOR RAILROAD
SAFETY

tory causes of:

o freight train accidents/
casualties

® passenger train accidents/
casualties

® rail-highway grade crossing
accidents

—lInitiation of cost-beneficial
combinations of counter-
measures (including reguiation,
Automated Track Inspection
Program (ATIP) and other
inspection, enforcement, new
operating procedures, and
safety promotion) to reduce
incidence of rail accidents
and casualties

—miles of track inspected
—violations cited/enforced
—number of States participating

in grants-in-aid to State
safety program

¢ QOffice of Technology Assessment, An
Evaluation of Railroad Safety

s Development of the Rail Safety Inspection
Program

« Minimum Staffing Required for the Office
of Safety

® Program Improvement Project: Complaint
Handling Procedures

AI XIANIddV

AI XIAN3ddv



APPENDIX IV

APPENDIX 1V

Hoda) Areunutiaxd LOB/YOS 295 «

pung juswaaoudw)
Pue uoRelyQeYeY pPeosiey

Ay uo s8aiBU0D 01 poday [enuuY «

JSaU ey [enpisay.,

Gi# 8ISS) BLAS I0) Matald Buudg »

(4abpnq 0o°0028) Buuued
1FBJ SIS U1 JUSLIISOAL (BISD3S JO

SSAUDAILIOHA SSITTE O] ‘BLAS U PISOTGIH =

) aouap
-uadapus feoueu SO} BUIIPESD 66| WAL
01 Aiqe S {eyL07) ud UOHBLIOdSUR |

10 AJRI230G SO} JURLISSISSE [BLUBJU} &

VHd AQ SUOGENIENS NPOUB »

861 1 YIUBN ND NYHLWY jO Aprys

porepuRw Ajjeuct BU0D)

(abpng
000'0S7$) $8688.0U1 ANSNDUI PROINR:

"Roolosd peyeas-Aepes
feroads j0 JUBYSHWIo22e ybnosg

SUOIPUDD SNOPJBZRY JO UOHINDIY »

pannsni Ajeo
~UOU0I3 UM SBAIE JaNIBW Jofaus

L7 UORHSALLIOD 1B JO UOROWIOSY o

feRuBIOd UOHERHOSUCT
JO SUIOPHLIOT U1 SUOHBUIRIOOD

UOIEPHOSLIOD UM JO UOHOWOId »

weiBosd Jepun pojeyKEya:

Jaudinba 'seyls ¥OB)} JO JBGUINN »

SOALIS [eRuasss spnosd

©O) speauies 1o Ayiqe pasueyu3 e

wiriboud Jepun

Bunedionied speotel jO JBQUINN »

BUORNIOS LONS Hoddns o)
$02UN00a1 BuIKjauem B a0ias
Wb jres B JO 3501

(eRu0d O} SUDKNOS JIOUODS
pue Ju1oy8 BurauLalep

30} $5800x1 B JO WOWdORAIT «

SRR PUB WHEAS

HEL O UOEPYOSUOD HRISAD) «

IUESISSR ([RIBPE UBnosy

POISISEE STUBLILIOPUBGE JO SGUWINN »

swesfioud () jeuoyeu
pue {He) peuoiBay s v sued
panosdde yum Bunedionied ase

1By} BpBIe SHEE JO BQUWNN »

suoydafosd o5

938&600«..3@?_.1.500 -

Auyqeryoad uues-buo) sy

PuE (FEHUOT) JO AKIRIA JRLOUCTT «

anu obuassed 1od 180D «

sanuanes Jebuassed Aq

SBIPISANS |BIBPad jO BUBN o

Kuoiny eauesens) uonebiag o
SHIBUS 0UAIBI0H NOBILGAPIY »

spun 4 Budleul4 JuawaAtdw|
PpuE uotBRNIGELRY PRGOS 'Q

wielboid {eUOREN «

(ISOMDIN PuE 1S8aLION}
uwseiBoud reuoibey e

SHPEGNS BUI ey —

souesesy Mlmg O

(reguod)
aousEsy Wbisi4 ey ‘g

‘sabejueApe

JHLOUODB JUSUBYL S
A SIBINSUAUIOD TUBWBAOW
bikaus Aouapt sop
B BU} IO aJBS eyl
ORINE UBD JBY WOMBU
PROMIER [BUOREU DOUMO
-Aijeaud pue ‘punos
AROHUOUGDS TUHIL e

ug se AnSnput peosirel
8 O JuBCO(BASPD Bu)
15155¢ puk sowosd 04 g

‘JUSLSaAUL JiHgnd Byt
Ayusni siyauaq oygnd

18U PUE SJUBLEM DUBLLISD
QUBYM SIIEW BSOLY Lt
aomias 1abusssed A
-1B1U1 PSAGITILL "JUSIDNS
Bupinoid Ul (ivHINY)
uonesodio)) :ebuessey

O} MBI NVH LNV JO Sasuddxa Bugesado peaiiey euoeN S | 3ONVLISISSY
U} SEEBRIDUL IIBTHEAS O "Gy A4 Ut pOsOdid o MVHLWNW JO AiGRIA 2WoU0o3 » (IVHIWY) douBisissy sebuassey v 1SISSE pUR J0waid of v wH3Q34 8
SRALIALLOV HO/ONV SUOLVOIONI IONVINOfu3d O S CaNs vauy
SNOLLYOITaN SALLVITIVAR HOT'VIA Horvm HOPrYN HOrvW

74




SL

MAJOR MAJOR MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES SUBPROGRAMS OR PUBLICATIONS
AREA ACTIVITIES PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
C. NORTHEAST To upgrade the Northeast A. Construction —Trip times between * Northeast Corridor Passenger
CORRIDOR Corridor to establish e Boston and New York Transportation Data Study
PROJECT regularly scheduled and (The goal for 1981
dependable intercity rail is 3-hours and 40-minutes)
passenger service between
Boston and New York on a * New York and Washington o Several Special studies/evaluations
3-hour and 40-minute (The goal for 1981 is 2-hours (pro forma) of alternatives
schedule, and between and 40-minutes) related to design and construction
New York and Washington
:::ufe'zuhgﬁeﬁctu- e 2-yr/Annual Reports to Congress
ding intermediate stops
by February, 1981.
B. System Engineering e Construction Schedule for * Northeast Corridor Improvement
improvements in facilities in Program. Task 3: Management
Northeast Corridor Planning and Control System
Summary Report
D. MINORITY Toassist business firms, A. Contractual Services —Percent of contracts awarded to ® An RFP for a major evaluation
BUSINESS entrepreneurs, and venture minority business firms by: system has been developed
RESOURCES groups in securing con- (budget $350,000) to design
tracts and subcontracts e Northeast Corridor Project and implement an ongoing
arising out of the planning-programming-budgeting-
restructuring and revi- o AMTRAK evaluation-monitoring (PPBEM)
talization of the Nation's system
railroads . . . . also (t0) e ConRail

provide support mechanisms
including venture capital

and surety and bonding
organizations which will
enable minority businesses
to take advantage of such
business opportunities.

For the Northeast Corri-
dor Project, the goal/
objective is 15% in total
doltar volume to minority
businesses, and for

ConRail and AMTRAK, 10%
is the figure used for
planning purposes.

B. Venture Capital

* U.S. Railway Association

e Venture Capital defauit rate
(e.g- through the Small Business
Administration’s Minority
Business Investment Companies
(MESBIC's)
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APPENDIX IV

MAJOR MAJOR .
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES SUBPROGRAMS MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
AREA. ACTWITIES or PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
€. RESEARCH General railroad research A Improved Rail Freight Service —Improved Freight yard management « Railroad Classification Yard
AND and devetopment— Technology: A Survey and Assessment
DEVELOPMENT * Reduce time spent by freight

To provide for (a) rail
freight serwce research
and development, including
track technology, classiti-
cation yards, the tech-
nology pragram, and the
anergy/environment and
electrification programs;
(b) passenger systems
research and development
including advanced tech-
nology and propulsion
technology; and (c) track
improvernent and test
support.

Safety Research—

To provide the research
to improve roling stock
safety, grade Crossings,
and for studies of human
tactors involved in
accidents, and 1o develop
effective countermeasures
for accident prevention.

Research and Development
Facikties—

To provide for the
operation and support of
the Transportation Test Canter

B. Improved Passenger Systems

C. Improved Track Structure
Research

0. Inspection and Test Support
Services

cars in classification process
« Reduce labor costincrements

s Provide improved safety condr
tions

—identify most sensitive parameters
in freight car design and per-
formance for further testing
with mathematical model and
equipment performance analyses

« Dynamic Analysis Truck Design
Optimization Project (TDOP)

—Deveiop a predictive Maintenance
of Way (MOW) model for optimal
allocation of MOW funds by
railroads

—Energy savings in locomotive
operalions in support of Project
|ndependence

e Fiywheel Energy Storage Switcher
(FESS)

* Elactrification studies

+ |dentification of more reliable
and longer lasting (minimum Irfe
cycie cost) equipment for
procurement by AMTRAK and the
Northeast! Corridor

* Develop and test a single-sided
linear induction motor (SLIM}

* Develop information and standards
an efficient and cost-effective
technigues that extend useful
life of track

® The number of projects moved from
laboratory/analytic phase into
“real world” verification

Increase operational speed of
rail flaw detection

Improve reliability and efticiency
of inspection dala processing

» Freight Car Truck Design Optimization
Project: Purpose, Organization, and
Program

o A Praliminary Evaluation of Electrical
Propuision by Means of lron-Cored
Linear Motors

« Material Research Program: Materiais
Evaluation Study
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MAJOR " MAJOR A
MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES SUBPROGRAMS OR
AREA ACTIVITIES PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
R&D E. Safety Research » Develop cost-beneficial counter- o Other evaluative publications involving:
p.2 measures (e.g., equipment specifi-

F. Transportation Test Center

(TT0)

cations, new operating procedures)
to reduce accidents involving
hazardous matenals, component
failures, etc.

Improve safety of operating crews
through human factors research,
hazardous tasks, operations,
fatigue, and cab safety

Improve grade crossing by
lowering costs and developing
new alerting systems and train
detection devices

Utilization rate of TTC for
experiments on rolling stock,

track structures, and safety-
related equipment, and passengers

Level of reimbursements for tests
conducted at TTC

Develop advances in suspension
technology at Rail Dynamics

Laboratory (RDL) to reduce dynamic

related accidents

Develop reliability and wear data
on rail equipment and track at
the Facility for Accelerated
Service Testing (FAST)

Joint activities with UMTA

~—tank car program
—grade crossing studies
—human factors
—materials R&D

o Maintaining Alertness in Railroad
Locomotive Crews
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MAJOR

MAJOR
MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES SUBPROGRAMS OR
AREA ACTIVITIES PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
F. POLICY AND To provide for economic A. Policy Studies ¢ Define state of the art of ® (In Process)

PROGRAM analyses of rail industry railroad costing analysis and Evaluation of Government Transporation

DEVELOPMENT problems. freight car costing methodologies Subsidies
management. and national .
system restructuring *» Develop standardized cost proce-
studies, including dures and methodologies for
statistical support ... . railroad accounting systems
and to utilize network
flow analysis and similar
toois to develop national
poticy recommendations
for increasing service
performance.

B. Statistical Suppont » Utilization made of waybill data & {1975) One-Year Study of Waybill tisers’
MAJOR SUBPROGRAM in “Raitroad Network Model” Needs
OBJECTIVES
The promotion of the C. Labor and Management Research » Quantitative impact of labor- * Expernimental Program in Terminal
cooperative labor-manage- management “agreement expen- Operations
ment approach to problem mentation” (e.qg., reduction in
solving. number of crews used)
To effect substantial D. Freight Car Management System « Dollar savings in freight car  (In Process)
:m_progemen:s n car Development utifization through such changes Freight Car Utilization Research Program:
utilization and to promote as the “hourly car hire system” Impact of Plans
;he FRA goal of improving and intertine scheduling
ight ice. . )
reight service ® increase in freight service ® Freight Car Clearing-house Experiment:
reliability Evaluation of the First Year

e Increase in car utilization

® Accuracy ot Freight Car Demand
Forecasting

P —

« Rate of return on investment by e Truck/Rail Intermodal Merchandise Freight
railroads on intermodal rail/ Movement Study (FY78 Budget had funding
truck demonstration programs for final evaluation report of demon-

stration)
G. ALASKA To provide rail line A. Operations and Maintenance * Profits (loss) e Alaska Railroad's Future Freight Market
RAILROAD transportation service
within Alaska ® Service to customers o (In-process)

8. Capital Investment

Miles of track laid. surfaced,
etc.

Number of ties replaced

Study of Potential economic improvements.
on Alaska Railroad
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APPENDIX V

PROGRAMS, OBJECTIVES, PERFORMANCE INDICATORS,
AND EVALUATIVE ACTIVITIES FOR THE

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION
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MAJOR MAJOR
ity OBJECTIVES PERFORMANCE MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
AREAS INDICATORS
TRAFFIC AND To assist States in Three reports Statewide: Highway Safety Program (HSP)
HIGHWAY improving traffic assessment (7/75), status of HSP standards (1/77),
SAFETY safety and reducing and evaluation of HSP (7/77); and a Traffic Safety
PROGRAMS accidents Program (TSP) management information system.
A TRAFFIC SAFETY To improve traftic Compliance with standards guide-
STANDARDS safety and to reduce tines as reported on TSP/Manage-
accidents through ment Information System (MIS)
the mitigation of computer. For example, on Standard
most causative No. 3, motorcycle safety, the MIS
factors. would provide the number of States
complying with each element of the
standard, such as:
- —number requiring special exam
and licenses for motorcycle
operation
—number with heimet use law,
—number with eye protection
- requirement, and
—number requiring motorcycles
to have passenger seat, foot-
rest, rearview mirror, etc.
B. STATE AND COMMUNITY To assist States in Compliance with standards as reported One report: “Assessment of Selected State and

GRANT PROGRAM

© implementing the 18 on the TSP/MIS computer above. Community Programs— The Highway Safety Act of
o standards. 1966, Section 402" {10/73), generally called
the 402 Report.
C. DEMONSTRATION Todemonstrate
effectiveness of.
_ 1. Aicohol Safety Countermeasures Administrative and impact (crash Thirty-five individual projects, 3 interim
Action Program designed to reduce reductions, cost benefits, etc.) reports, over 300 individual reports, and a
Projects (ASAP) drunk driving and measures. finat report in preparation.

related accidents.

2. Selective Tratfic Special enforcement Various impact measures, including Five final reports on individual projects
Enforcement techniques in reducing accident reductions. lower blood issued; administrative and impact reports on a
Projects (STEP) accidents/fatalities alcohol content, higher compliance special youth demonstration to be prepared.

at major problem areas. rates and activity measures No overall tinal report has been made.
{ticketing, etc.)
3. Special The SAFE currciuculm's Project MIS, subsequent violation Annual and final reports on this ongoing

Adjudication for crash reduction and crash history ot project experment are planned. Three administrative
Enforcement (SAFE) potential. participants. adjudication reports or supplements issued in
1975-76-77, as required by the Congress.

4. Moator Vehicle To demonstrate the Nine indicators, including One overall report; series of 22 State, contractor,
Diagnostic consumer benefits of feasibility and cost benefit and in-house studies; pius reports on 5 subareas.
Inspections diagnostic inspection (congressionally mandated). State reports on substitute inspection programs

facilities. are also submitted.

5. Standard- Various proposed (Various) Eight demonstrations in the following areas:
Oriented standards in reducing 2 driver education improvement, 1 pedestrian

Demonstrations

accidents, injuries,
and fatalities.

safety, 2 motorcycle licensing and testing.
1 driver licensing, 2 traffic record (TEST)
systems.
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MAJOR MAJOR
PROGRAM/ OBJECTIVES PERFORMANCE MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
SUBPROGRAM INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES
AREAS
MOTOR VEHICLE
PROGRAMS
A. STANDARDS To develop motor Accidents, death and/or injuries Evaluation reports on 4 standards due during the
DEVELOPMENT vehicle performance prevented by each standard. last half of 1979. Methodology is being developed
standards to reduce to evaluate 9 more standards.
deaths and injuries
when an accident
occurs.

B. STANDARDS

To assure automobile

Trends in compliance failure rates.

No single formal evaluation report has been made.

ENFORCEMENT manufacturers comply Evaluative information can be found in 4 monthly,
with motor vehicle 1 semi-monthly, and 1 quarterly report/summary.
safety standards.

C. DEFECTS To identify vehicle Number of defective vehicles and An annual statistical listing of number of recalis
INVESTIGATION safety defects and recalls influenced by NHTSA. started and number of vehicles recalled is listed

ensure correction in several NHTSA publications. A separate
by automotive quarterly publication lists investigations in
manufacturers. progress.

AUTOMOTIVE FUEL

ECONOMY AND CONSUMER
INFORMATION

A. BUMPER To develop bumper Reduction of auto damage attributable Beginning about the end of fiscal year 1978, a
DAMAGEABILITY standards designed to the bumper standard. survey of automobile owners whose cars suffered
STANDARD to reduce accident little or no damage in low-speed collisions is

damage. supposed to be undertaken.

B. CONSUMER To provide consumers none Not susceptible to evaluation in terms of etfects on
INFORMATION with comparative accidents, injuries, or fatalities.

information on vehicle
damageability, crash-
worthiness, repairability
and insurance costs.

C. ODOMETER To develop regulations Reduction in odometer tampering. Some initial statistics on compliance rates have
TAMPERING to prohibit odometer been obtained. These baseline figures can be
REGULATION tampering and to compared with rates when enforcement is fully

protect the used car functional.
purchaser against
odometer fraud.

D. AUTO FUEL ECONOMY To evaluate auto Reduction in auto fuel consumption A program is planned which will enable computations
CONSUMER fuel economy in model years affected by the of in-use fleet mileage under actual driving

performance. standards vs. earlier years. conditions compared to fuel economy standards.
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MAJOR

MAJOR
PROGRAM/ MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS
SUBPROGRAM OBJECTIVES Pfsggﬂsgg's AND/OR ACTIVITIES
AREAS
OTHER ACTIVITIES
1. Emergency To develop and Courses pilot tested, acceptance by Six contracts have been let for development of a
Medical demonstrate an States, lives saved by proper broad spectrum of EMS service and a report on
Service (EMS) emergency care treatment. recommended training and equipment for EMS
system in order to personnel.
reduce the quantity
of deaths caused by
deficient care
systems.

2. Motor Vehicle To reduce accidents included in TSP/MIS. Standard-related. Two reports issued on status
Inspection caused by vehicle of vehicles in use and relationship of defects

failures. to crashes.

3. Manpower To assist States in Included in TSP/MIS. Section of manual entitied “The Evaluation of
Development producing better- Highway TSP."

trained traffic
safety personnel.

4. Safety Belt To determine how Restraint usage rates. Evaluation of the Tennessee Child Restraint Law
Use to motivate drivers and Public Information Campaign. Evaluation is

and passengers to expected to generate an annual and final report.
use their safety
belts.

5. National To reduce accidents Number of file inquiries and number Two reports on driver registration design or
Driver by decreasing the of ineligible drivers identified. alternatives, as well as several reports with
Register risk of licensing policy recommendations on data collection and

hazardous and on-line retrieval.
ineligible drivers.

6. Pupil To assist States in Included in TSP/MIS, plus special Standard-oniented. School bus safety report
Transportation reducing the accidents features (e.g., bus driver educated). (1/77). An ongoing evaluation of 12 excellent

and injuries of " school bus programs is expected to produce a
transported pupils. report highlighting the success elements of

these programs.
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APPENDIX Vi

PROGRAMS, OBJECTIVES, PERFORMANCE INDICATORS,
AND EVALUATIVE ACTIVITIES FOR THE

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION
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MAJOR MAJOR MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES SUBPROGRAMS OR PERFORMANCE PUBLICATIONS
AREA ACTIVITIES INDICATORS . AND/OR ACTIVITIES
Capital Facilities Maintain and improve mass transit systems Bus and paratransit Ridership volume See Technical Studies
Grants and support new transit systems. Existing rail moderni- Grants below
zation
New rail starts
Formula Grants Provide grants to improve facilities and Ridership volume See Policy Development
equipment or for operating assistance. and Program Evaluation
below
Technical Studies Overall—Provide grants for technical
Granls studies; planning, engineering, and
designing urban mass transit projects.
Specific—Improve ocal transit pro- Long-range planning Major proiects: Completed: None
grams, plans, projects and staff. Alternatives analysis Alternatives Analysis In process:
mprove analysis of rail projects and and preliminary engine- (Prior to funding) Wash, D.C., Miami,
altematives. ering impact Evaluation Florida, and Atianta, Ga..
Increase Federal capability to Short-range planning {after completion) Impact Studies
assess quality of local applications State support program Minor Projects:
and objectives. Special studies Number of plans and
organizations created
Research Development Conventional transit: Technology Development Omitted from report—
and Demonstrations Reduce lifecycle cost and Deployment RA&D activity R&D activity
Improve performance/safety
Support high risk R&D - ) -} e
Support National priorities
Service and Methods No program 41 demonstration projects
————— Demonstration indicators 14 completed. 27
Varies by project in process
Reduce transit time, increase transit - e [ —
coverage and/or reliability, improve
vehicle productivity, improve service Policy Development and None Section 5 Impact Study

for transit dependent. Program Evaluation Increasing Transit
Ridership: Seven Cities
In Process:
Evaluate all UMTA Programs Rail Modernization Grants
Section 5 Update
Managerial Training Grants to train and upgrade capabili- Survey of manager None
Grants ties of managers, technical, and pro- advancement
fessional individuals employed in mass APTA committee review
transit.
University Research Support university transit research No program indicators None
and Training Grants responsive to Federal, State and Varies by project
local urban transportation problems.
Interstate Transfer Fund capital facilities projects Metro construction in None
Grants with funds formerty earmarked for
highways.
Commuter Rail Oper- Absorb some ConRail losses. None

ating Subsidios
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APPENDIX VII - APPENDIX VII

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

Mr. Henry Eschwege

Director, Community and Economic Development Division

U. S. General Accounting Office

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

This is in response to your letter of October 2, 1978, requesting the
Department of Transportation comments on the General Accounting Office
draft report entitled "Evaluation in the Department of Transportation--
An Assessment."

I have enclosed two Copies each of:

(1) Department of Transportation Reply
(2) Department of Transportation Recommended Changes

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the report.

Sincerely,

Al ST e

Alan Butchman

Enclosures (See GAO note.)

GAO note: The detailed/technical comnents prepayed by DOT
have not been included in this apggndlx..
However, these comments were considered in

preparing this report.
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APPENDIX VII - APPENDIX VII
ENCLOSURE |

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REPLY
. 0 _
GAO DRAFT REPORT OF OCTOBER 1978
N
“EVALUATION IN THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION--AN ASSESSMENT"

- SUMMARY OF GAO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GAD reviewed evaluation activities in DOT--including both OST and the
operating administrations--using FY 1976 and FY 1977 as the reference
base. They concluded that the evaluation system in DOT primarily pro-
vides DOT program managers with information on operational and techni-
cal deficiencies of Departmental programs.

The GAQ report recommends that DOT's evaluation system should strive also
for a flow of information to other levels of decision making. In order
to do this, more attention will need to be given to developing (1) guide-
lines for establishing a formal evaluation process within the operating
administrations, (2) a means for more adequately clarifying program goals
and objectives, and (3) a systematic planning process which allocates
evaluation resources to major policy issues.

SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION POSITION

DOT is in general agreement with the GAO report, and believes that GAQ
did an excellent job in providing an overview of current DOT evaluation
activities. DOT has recognized the need to enhance Departmental program
management through the introduction of a formal evaluation process, and
this was a primary objective of the 1977 reorganization of the Office of
the Secretary.

The GAO report notes that DOT is {in the process of developing a Depart-

mental Program Monitoring and Evaluation System (PMES), and states: "It

appears to GAQ that establishment of PMES has the potential of improving
DOT evaluations to satisfy unmet needs noted by GAD in its review."

POSITION STATEMENT

DOT considers the GAO points valid. As indicated above, DOT is moving to
1nprov$ this situation.

(97309)
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