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Evaluation Of Programs In The 
Department Of Transportation- 
An Assessment 

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 

--establish 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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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. 

of the United States 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS IN 
THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS- 
PORTATION--AN ASSESSMENT 

DIGEST ------ 

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- 
uation activities are aimed at serving 
congressional and executive branch decisio,n- 
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 thei 
on and treatment of evaluation. 

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 o operational and 
technical deficiencies. i" 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 30.1 

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

--Progrdm 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 L 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 L established by law to provide a service 
o the public. In 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, reyula- 
tions, and procedures. Program managers 
believe such information is sufficient 
indication of how well program operations 
are being carried out. 

With the exception of the National High- 
way Traffic Safety Administration, none 
of the Department's operating administra- 

I 

tions have a formal evaluation planning 
process which identifies major areas 
of concern and allocates resources to these 

reas for evaluation purposes. Each admin- 
istration allocates resources to evaluative 
efforts yenerally as the need arises, with 
little advance planniny. 

The Department is, however, in the process 

L 

of developing a Departmental Program 
Monitoring and Evaluation System, which 
wi 1 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 pragrams 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 GAO 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 

- 
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 
The Sec- 

I 
used to assess performance. 
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 L/ --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 197Os, 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. 

L/The first is entitled "HUD's Evaluation System--An 
Assessment" (PAD-78-44, July 20, 1978). 
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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 siynificant 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 
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does not assign values to a given program; the hypotheses 
and criteria for evaluation must come from sources other 
than the evaluator. In 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, 
regulations, and guidelines governing the implementation 
and operation of the program. 
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2. Appraisal of program outcome: 

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 

a. 

studies: 

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. Lonq 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 
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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. In 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; 
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--Oklahoma Highway Safety Office, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma; and 

--Office 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. 
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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 consis'ts 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 
OST. 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 

Agency (note a) 
Total Federal 

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 
Safety Administration 

168,559 

Urban ?4ass Transportation 
Administration 

1,708,910 

Saint Lawrence Seaway 
Development Corporation 

b,‘(L28?) 

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 (program monitoring) and (2) the effectiveness, 
efficiency, and economy of major programs in accordance 
with a systematic review process for use in decisionmaking 
(program evaluation). 
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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. 

OFFICE OF PROGRAMS AND EVALUATION 

Under the direction of the Assistant Secretary for 
Budget and Programs, the Office of Programs and Evaluation 
(OPE), &/ 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 

L/Before November 3, 1977, the Office was referred to 
as the Office of Planning and Program Review. 
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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. In 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 a'i;dits of 
three types of agency activities: 

--Administration and support. 

--Operations (program oriented). 

--Unique installations. 

The Office identified 25 evaluative studies completed 
during our review time frame. The studies cost about $1.1 
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 

l-/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 impact and effectiveness evaluations 
focused on broad policy issues and did 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. 

A few of these studies fall under the classification 
of applied 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 l/ 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 

L/At the time, this division was a part of the Office of 
Transportation Systems Analysis and Information. Current- 
lYr 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 
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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. In 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 regular 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 lo-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 d'esigned to measure oil 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 OST, 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. 



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. 111, 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. Sy 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. 

24 



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 regulations 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, o'nly 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 

25 



"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 

" * * * to 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. 
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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 wasconcerned 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. In 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. In 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,ll 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. In 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 systematic 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 me'asure 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 requiremeht that all new standards include 
an evaluation plan. 

34 



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 NfITSA's traffic safety grant 
proyram, 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. 

NEITSA 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 generally 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 techniques 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 quick 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, 
A/ 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 

L/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 qualitative infor- 
mation is now being incorporated into a new reporting system 
called FARE (Uniform Financial Accounting and Reporting 
Elements). The system will ultTmately 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. In 
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 stud,ies 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 conc,en- 
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. 

41 



CHAPTER 9 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, EVALUATION ISSU%S 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 Railroad 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 is 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,ll "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 DOT. 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 advance 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 gues- 
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 senta 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 
e'xecutive 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 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 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 
* * * systems 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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APPENDIX I 

PROGRAMS, OBJECTIVES, PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
AND EVALUATIVE ACTIVITIES FOR THE 

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD 
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MAJOR 
PROORAl 

AREAS 

PORT 
SAPElY 
AND 
sEcuRrrv 

RADIONA- 
name 
AIDS 

OBJECTIVES 

b To safeguard the nations’s 
ports, waterways, PO, 
facilities and vessels. 
persons and property in 
the vicinity of the ports 
from rx&fental or intan- 
tional destrucbm. damsgs 
loss or injury 

) To pmtact the nsvigabte 
watars and adbcent shore 
amas d the Uniled 
Staks, and ths adjacent 
resources from antimn- 
nmtal harm 

1 To improve the utillza- 
60” d ports and water- 
ways by Maritime tram 
portation, and other 
connecting modss 

MAJOR 
SUSPROQRAYS 

OR 
ACTIVITIES 

r0 faciliiate the safe 
md expeditious passage 
1 rnmine and air traffii 
y provtding a continuous, 
accurate, a&weather 
x3siticn fixing capabrlity 
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l Many port sakty and securk 

ty activities compkment 
the Marina Environment 
Pmtectlln Program: thare- 
fore, there is a sharing ot 
resourcea for thea acthi- 
ties 

Such shared actiwties 
it-&da monitoring supsr- 
vision of oil trsnsfer. 
ha.zardous cargo, pollutton 
clean-up operatiins, board- 
ing of Special lnterast 
Vessels (SIV) conducting 
harbor petrols and water- 
front facMias inspac- 
tions and surveys, esta- 
blishing aecurhy zones 
as requirad. and ttm con- 
trol d mswl movement 
and anchaags 

ong range ards to navigation 
quipment 

22 U.S. transmithng sta- 
tions 
202 Marine Radiobeacons 
2 Omega transmitting sta- 
tions 
LORAN-C for DOD 

l Number of waterfront 
facilities surveyed and 
inspected 

l Number of accidents investi- 
gated which affact or may 
atfecr~sfmdPorls. 
hartors w navigable waters 
d the U.S. 

l Number of patrols of retWe 
harbor arms by water 

l timber d spot checks of 
designated watertmnt facili- 
tit handling exptosives or 
other dangerous cargo covered 
by46CFR146 

l Number of patrols of asta- 
bill securlly and safsty 
Lanes. 

l A. Number of patrols of 
essential harbcr areas by 
water in daylight 

6. Number d patmk of 
essential harbor areas by 
water at night 

l Number of boardings of 
vesae$/barges handling dan- 
QBlDm -wJ 

l Numberdescmtsd-Is 

on U.S. watela handling 

explosIvea ‘A” or  wrgoss 

listed in 33 CFR 124.14(b) 

l Coverags in square nautiil 
miles of LORAN-C for the 
Coastal Confluence Zone 
(CCZ) 

l Coverage in square nautical 
miles and percentage of chain 
availability of LORAN-C for 
the Department of Defense 
(DOD) 

l Coverage in square nautical 
miles and percentage of chain 
availabrlity for LORAN-A 

l Number of radiobeacons oper- 
atiolMl 

l Operation of OMEGA at the 
level requested and rmm- 
bused by DOD 

YAJgR 
EVALUATIVE 

WILlCATIONS 
AND/OR ACTIVITIES 
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I MAJOR 
MAJOR SUEPUOGRAMS mooRAM I I OR 
hREAs OBJECTIVES ACllVlTlES 

REIERM 
PoRceS 

To r&ruit and maintain a 
force of o4ficbnr and 
erdirwd pstwnnel 
availnbln for active duty 
1” time of war or mt&Ml 

l lnitirl training- 
hit&l actire duty 
for training 

l sabdiw3ueseNe- 
active duty for training 
(12-48 drflb psc year) 

l Operating and mainten- 
5nce d mrv* is- 
iliths 

l Adminiatmtii 

smergencyoratauchneads 
oftheCwatGuwdto 
achisvs pfammd rr&ilC 
zdfon and to augment tfw 
eoth duty Cwst Guard 
in the performana, of ltr 
rot&m miseiomi in 
dometic5inerg9lmle5a9 
well am during mutine 
and peak operatiinc 

I)OATlNG 
SAPm 

To minimize the risk of 
lo89 d life. personal 
Injury and property damage 
associated with tha use of 
nrcreetiwral bfmta to pm- 
vide W boatwa with 
-mum safety m the 
nation’s wafefway~ 

l CondudssaMy patrols 

l train Coast Guard regular 
and mewe personnel I” 
Imating safely 

l conduct informal visits of 
bwt manufactwen and 
defibm 

l promote boafillQ safety 
thmu@ attendance at boat 
shows and other public 
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MAJOR 
PERPORMNCE 

INDICATORS 

l Number of Reaetvisb partlci- 
pating in biennial training 

l Numbard rwn&oraeNice 

recNlt¶ in the sebctd 

Fae!a%Ne 

l AdMmrnmt d tlrnsly cunicub 

revitnliutmn and povide 

foref&tlveADTand IOT 
programs (or 15,5M) Wetted 
FlEzBmint5. 

l Number d non-prior smiw 

recruits receiving inittal 
Wining 

. Incmnm in the produdkx of 
wrfwpmd5nwcour5eato 
9upports#l!aotedR 

l Number d reeewists and train- 
ing for whom meaningful 
afloat training has been pro- 
vided 

l Pate of compliance wth 
Federal and State boating 
regulations 

l Number of defect investiga- 
tions performed 

l Numberdfi5tdinvcstiga- 
tions d potential safshl 
r&ted dsfects 

l Number of sccident inveati- 
getions pstfoned 

l Administer Statetmancial 
aasiatsnw proqam 

MAJOR 
EVALUATfVE 

PUBLICATIONS 
&NO/OR *cnvms 

l The long range role of 
the Coast Guard 

. Boating Safety Sfatis- 
tica 1978: A comoile- 
tin d stetiisticai 
data compiled from 
recmatiinal boat 
numbafing and wwnlW 
reporting aysterna. 
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MAJOR 
PRomAM 

ARISE 

MARINE 
ENVIROK 
MENTAL 
PROTECTION 

. To prevent unauthorisad 
discharges, accidental or 
intentional. of oil. 
hazardmstuut*tlmrrassur- 
age or mer pollutants 

l To minimize ths damage 
caused by pdkJtanb 
dischargsd into the 
Manne envlralment 

mepmeetoEnvimmental 
l-iszards-e.g. Removal of oil I 
spills hazardous substances 
and pollutants in the Arctic 
environment 

l Enforwment d environrnanta 
potection laws and reguia- 
ti0ll-S 

l Prewnbonddamagestoths 
fimironrnent 

l Mmitonng and surveillance 
to enhance enforcament 

. kr!pactasMaumntt0evah 
ue4hedegreeddamfqe0f 
odl~~ on the Marine I 

. In l-fume abatement-to re- 
&a, pollutia, creatsd from 
zerd units ashore 

l mrcentagedtankvesseh A Systam For Measuring 
boarded to ansure compllanw Program Eftectivaneas 
with pollution laws JJy. 1876 

l Number d patrols conducled of 

reiwteharborareas 

l Number of liquid bulk water- 
front facWiss ikwpected 

l Number d lquid bulk water- 
front facilities survaysd 

l percentage of surveillance 
actbitt of ocean dumping 
operations cmduded under 
permit 

l Number of discharges Coest 
Guard repreaentativaa ate 
sent to inveatiite 

. Number d boardings d tank 
vesseh to ensure cmnplk3nw 
with pollution laws 

l mrcentags of polluting dis- 
dwges removed where dll- 
charge was inadequate by 
responsible party 

l mrcentage of discharges toss 

Guard representatives were 
sent to investigate 

. Number of aariatsurvaillanas 
flights conducted in port areas 
handling 10 milliin tons of 
petmlsum wryear 

. Number of coastal suwaillance 
flights conducted over tem- 
torfal waters. contiguous zone 
and ths prohibited zone 

l Percentage of liquid-bulk 
transfer operations of oil or 
hazardous substances on 
vessels with a tank capacity 
d over 250 BBLS 

. Percentage of discharges 
where Coast Guard re- 
presentathes are sent to 
Insure adeauate removal 

MILITARY 
PREPARED- 
NEEE 

To mamtarn the Coast 
Guard as an etkdke and 
rmdy armed force which is 
praparad for and imrnudiite 
lyreapowivelo~ned 
taaksintimac4peace. 
war. or natlll emergency. 

Provides ths Cosst Guard 
with the capability to 
maintain a htgh tevel of 
pwsonnel and material 
readiness to funcbon as an 
armed force. while simuf- 
tanewsly d*charging its 
pexatlme missions with the 
same rew”rws 
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MILITARY 
OPEnA- 
TiONS 

To parform military duties 
effectively end expertly. 
as a specialized sewice 
intheNavyintimaof 
war. and as otherwise * 
quired forthe natiiMl 
interest during peacetime 
in the areas of natural 
disaster and dofns+tiC 
emergency 

ICE 
oPEnAnoN 

To facilitate and assist 
U.S. Maritime transporta- 
tion and other activities 
in ffte national interests 
on ice-laden domestic and 
polar waters, and to 
minimize ices d life and 
personal injury 

Da#oyandsu~ricQssl 
Guard fwces partiiipating 
in miiff, netural 
disaster or dome& emer- 
gency qmations 

r , 

MAJOR 

l Number of MAJOR floating 
units (WAGE, WHEC. WMEC. 
WLB) trained at Navy 
Refmsher Training facilities 

l Number of ASW exercises for 
ASW equipped ships 

l Number of evaluations of 
existing or proposed training 
Prog~~ 

l Number of Coast Guard spon- 
sored general operational 
training activities 

. Provide Coast Guard admink 
stered general operational 
training using visiting teams 
of instructors to MS03 
PSs’s and Depots 

. Number of Undersea Wartare 
Systems managed 

. Number of Surveillance and 
EW systems managed 

l Number of Weapon Systems 
managed 

. Number of Coast Guard 
personnel trained in the 
Small Arms program 

1. Domestic icebreaking 
Operations 

-Northeast Coasf 
-Great Lakes 
-St Lawrence Seaway 

System 
-Suberctfc Alaska 

. Number of ship days spent 
for Icebreaker support of 
Coast Guard Search and 
Aescua r&ted A&D in Arctic 
East 

. Number of Ship days cover- 
age for vessels in East and 
Weat Arctic and Anarctica 

Domestic lcebreaking fiscal 
Year Report 

2. Pofar’Operations 

-Arctic 
-Antarchca 

l Number of ship days cover- 
age for wss8b in ice-covered 
domestic waters 

l Number of ship days used to 
facilitate marine transporta- 
tion by ice opemtions~m 
sub-Arctic Alaska. the North 
slope, the Upper Great Lakes 
and the St. Lawrence Seaway 
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MAJOR 
PEAFO#MANCE AiSIEAs OEXCTWES 

COYMER- 
CIAL MSSEL 
SAFETY 
(CVSI 

To m,n,m~ze deaths. 
personal mluries. and 
property loss or damage 
associated wilh vessels 
and otherfacilihes 
engaged in commermai. 
scientific or exptorafory 
activity in ti manne 
environment 

OR 
ACTIVITIES 

MAJOR 
EVMUATIVE 

PllfaLlcAnoNs 
AND/OR ACllVITlE8 

Maflr Achvitlas are: 

l veeael inspechon 
l factoly inspecfion of 

approvsd squlpment 
l admeasurement of vessels 

l shipment and discharge of 
SeWiW” 

l Rate of investigations for 
reported marine accidents, 
casualttes. wolatlons of 
the laws and regulafions. 
misconduct, negligence. and 
mcompeienca 

l Rate of scheduled inspac- 
tions 01 all off-shore 
s1ructura9 

l Rateof mspection of mer- 
chant vessels for the adminis- 
tratm and enforcement of 
personnel manning standards 

l Percentage rate of inspection 
of merchant vessels in dry 
dock to enforce and ad- 
minister vessel material safety 
standards 

l Percentage rate 01 seaman 
discharges supervised 

l Number of applications from 
foreign hazardous cargo 
carrying vesw,s for Letter 
of compliance (annual total) 

Quekf,caMn Standards 
for Pwsanne( Responsible 
for Mzardous or Noxious 
chemicals in Bulk. May 
1976. Annual Statism of 
Casualties. 1977 

SEARCH I To minlmhe loss of life, 
AND perSonal iniuw and pro- 
RESCUE &rty dam&n U.S. 

territorial waters and to 
provide flood relief 
aJsiatanca and removal 
of hazards to navigation 

MARINE To conduct Ihe Inter- 
SCIENCE natlonal Ice Patrol. to 

rmprwe marine environ- 
mental measurement and 
predvzhon I” furtherance 
of the other Coast Guard 
programs and to awst 
other governmental agen- 
cles and non-Federal 
scientific organizations 
I” support of National 
Marme Sctence Ob,ect!ves , 

h4aintam a system of reacue 
vessels. aircraft and 
radio stahons 

Saving the lives of 82.5% of 
all endangered persons who 
could have been alive 
at the tma the Coast Guard 
was notified 

I . Producesavmgs from destruc- 
tlon or extensive damaae of I 
82.5% of all endangerad 
properly which could I 

meter (Art Surveys) 
l Marine and Coastal Weather 
l Observation and Reponlng 
l Ocean Weather Stahon (OWS 
. HotPI .-.-. 
l DATA Buoy Program 
l Oceanoaraphv on Cutten 

I  I  

l Ocean Sounding Program 
l Tarball Samplmg 
l Coastal Sludles 
l Particioahon in Cmoeratfve 

SARstahstics-1976: A 
compilation of Statrstical 
data of Search and Rescue 
Program Activities 

tions performed 

. Total number of obsserva- 
tions of icebergs passing 
south of 46 degrees each 
month plus the number 01 
icebergs south Of 50 degrees 
Non 15 January 

Pro,& I 
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*z _1 owEcnves 
To facilit& lt!e 8afe 

04marhetmmhl - 
wmtdaf?m,inland 
weNrwayrendhartmmin 
ordwtoenhamelhe 
utllr, of natbnal 
w-p fw commerc4al. 
recmatllal, puMic. and 
phale usem. 

APPENDIX I 

.UAJDN 
olAwAnvE 

wwcmcw 
INmcATons &NwDnsllwnm 

l correctfmn of muune dll 

crewmcles, wbrity die 
cmpmdes, and im 
discmpanciea within apeck 
qmdflad the pmlcda 

l F’ubfkh updated light I!& 

within spscnii time p~~tioda 

l Rhlllbcalnotllto 

marlnem Mthin rpclcitied 
llmeperbda 

l Broadcaatndioa,iomannam 

when l-wcesary 

. Inspe~I Clas8 I, II, and II! 
private aids within specified 
time periods 

l Patrol of pooled Western 
rivers within spfx?fii 
time periods 

l Patrol of open riven within 
specnil time periods 

. RM3ve all types of buoys 
within specifi time peiods 

. Inspect lighted buoys, 
unlighted buoys, and lights 
within specifii bme periods 

l Inspect daybeacons, and buo) 
moorings within specified 
tirnep&bds 

BNma To insure safe and unen- 

ADMINI& wmbered pamege of 
mmotd marine tmm on the 

l Administering the alteration 
of obstrucliw bridges 

l Number oi Permit Applica- 
ations to ensure needs of 
navigation are served 

Analysis 01 Bridge Collision 
lncidenk Vols. I and II 

nation’s waterways by 
minimizing the inherently 
obstructive nature of 
bridgas to natigatbn, 
and to insure that the 
needs 01 all vehiies using 
surface tmnsportation are met 
without unduly impeding 
Marine transport. 

. Approving the location, 
desmncqand lighting of 
bridges ovar U.S. navigable 
water3 

. Regulation of drawbridge 
operatbns 

l Investigation oi all signi- 
ficant complaints on 
obstructive bricQes 

l Number ol responses to all 

complaints to ensure proper 
drswbridge regulations are 
enforced and complied with 

l Conduct as required trans- 
portafion studies and 
research 

l Everytwoyeeninspect 
bridges over navigable 
weten when navigation is 
of concern 
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MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE 
PROGRAM OR PERFORMANCE PuBucATloNs 

AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES mWcAToRs ~~wo~~cn~friEs 

ENFORCE- 
MENT OF 
LAWS AND 
TREATIES 

l To preserve and protect the 
living and non-living 
natural resources and 
national interests. on or 
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 
pollution, traffic control, 
or pot-t and vessel safety 

Enforcement of U.S. Maritime 
IRW 

Has enforcement respansibili- 
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 fell within 
the jurisdiction of other 
Federal agencies which: 

l the Coast Guard has direct 
and primary responsibili- 
ty; 

l the Coast Guard shares 
enforcement responsibili- 
ty; and 

l the Coast Guards unique 
authority and facilities 
are required to enforce 
maritime law 

c Detect and deter 75% of 
violations of general en- 
forcement laws and treaties 
other than fisheries 

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

. A study of Coast Guard 
enforcement of MO mile 
Fishery Conservatiin 
ZOIW 

l initial joint NMFWGS 
program for enforcement 
of fiihary regulations 
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MAJOR 
MAJOR suBPRoGRAMs 

FROGRAM OR 
AREAS OBJECTIVES ACTIVITIES 

Air 
Traffic 
service 

To assure t/m safe 
separation of aircraft 
and the efficient utili- 
zation of airspace in the 
Air Traffic Control 
System 

l Operation of Air Traffii 
Control System 

l Flight Information and 
Cartographic Program 

I . Airspace Management- 
allocation and utilization 

Civil 
Aviation 
Security 

MAJOR MAJOf?EVMUATlVE 
PERFORMANCE wwcmows 

INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES 

. Air Space and Air Traffic rules/ 
@icy 

l Aviation Weather 

l Operational Errors and system 

l Near midair collision reports 

l Aviation Safety Reports 

l UnsatisfactOty Condition Reports 

l Aircraft Accident Reports 

l flight Assist Reports 

l Comments from users and industry 

. Revised operational procedures 

Study Types: 

l Evaluations to assess the 
effectiiess of system-wide 
programs and to determine if they 
aremeetfngagencyobjectii 

l Special evaluations-aimed at 
specific issues or problem arms 
which haveeitherbeen reported or 
are suspected to exist 

. Check evaluations-assessments of 
one or more phases of a regional 
office or facility operatiin 

l In-flight evaluations-sample the 
services provided to users by air 
traffic facilities 

I l Performance measuring system 
I 

To prevent crrminal acts 
against civil aviation 

. Airport environment-airport 
grounds, buildings 

. Air carriers-screening. 
passengers and baggage 

l Explosives-detection and 
handling 

l Number of incidents of non- 
compliance with ACS procedures 

l Number of hijackings attempted 

l Detection of weapons and danger- 
ous articles 

l Air cargo security 

. Liaison with law enforcement 
agencies 

Headquarters Evaluation: 

l Compliance/performance evalua- 
tions-reports on overall 
accomplishment within specific 
regions, focus primarily on adminis- 
tration of aviation safety oriented 
security requiremenk. 

l Semi-annual report to Congress On 
the “Effectiveness of the Ciil 
Aviation Security Program V 

Regional Evaluation: 

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

. Annual inspections of airports andair 
carriers security operations. 



MAJOR 
PROGRAM 

AREA 

Airway 
Facilities 

Airports 
Program 

OBJECTWES 

oensurethatthe 
hstallation. cofstruc- 
on. maintenance, 
Jiability, and avaifa- 
ility of air navtgation, 
ir traffic control and 
eronautical communica- 
ens facilities and 
quipment in the National 
,irspwe System is 
fficient. economical. 
nd responsive to opera- 
onal needs and require 
n?nts. 

b foster and promote thr 
levelopment and rnain- 
snance of a safe and 
efficient national system 
If airports. 

-  

MAJOR 
SUBPROGRAMS OR 

ACTMTIES 
MAJOR 

PERFORMANCE INMCATORS 

1 implement Facilities and t p Number of required inspectiins 
Equipment Program peffOmfed 

l Number of equipment failures r ~evetop policy standards and 1 

aquipmant specificatiins 
s 

r Provide budgeting and en- 
gineering support 

l Measure attainment of goals and 
standards (established at 
reglonal level) 

1 Monitor and evaluate program 
accomplishment and system 
performance 

l Reliability figures on equipment 
(National Averages on numbers of 
defiiiencies) 

B Manage configuration control 
and aviation band frequency 
assignments 

m Airport Development Aid 
Program 

l Cooperative Airport Planning 

l Planning Grant Program 

l Airport Environmental Pro- 
cessing 

Annual workload accomplishment 
statistics are cokected on thirty 
IWO operational activities which 
can be analyzed for work trends and 
demand vs. scheduled work, accom- 
plishment vs. projected workload, 
manpower utilization. 

l National Airport System Plan 

l Standards-Pfanning, Design, 
Construction, Safety Operations 

l Airport Certification 

l Airporlcompliatlce 

. Records and Data Cdtectiin 

l Property Transfers 

MAIOR EVALUATIVE PUBUCATlONS 
AND/OR ACTIVRIES 

l specielwatuatii 

l Technffl inspect&ts of facilities 
andeql4fpment-3 rnajortypes- 

1. Compreheosivefacflii 
imfons 

2. System perfommce inspections 

3. Spclel inspedions 

. comprehensive Evaluation- 
exarnlne all aspects of ths Airports 
program and wganizatonal par- 
formames within major juris- 
&tbns,suchasarqbn. 

l special Evaluatkm-examine 
$cdfic Aitprls functins or pro- 
gram elements that requite im- 
media& attentior. 

Otter Major Sourms d hkwmatbx 

l SWfvtsitstore@onsbyHead- 
quaner Dtv&on techrliical sp!xiafii 

l ~I”tormationReporting 

l ADAPand Ptannfng Grant Pmgram 
Project Status Reporting System 

. spotrmiiewsdprojectfoldels 

. Fkxltfne telephone amtact--telecon!3 
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INTER- 
STATE 
FEDERAL- 
AID 
HIGHWAY 
SYSTEMS 

5. %ica Tmnda in FedwMid I-lQhway fIaMw%~.” (Ouu- 
t-+Y) 

SECOND- 
ARY 

FEDERAL- 
AID 
HIGHWAV 
SYSTEM 

SPECIAL 
BRIDGE 
REPLACE- 
MENT 

1. NumbwdMdwsmplamdorin 
, thepmcaBdbeinQr@aCed 

2. PetfodicreportsaremsdeonthestaWdpm@ct 
compleUcm and funds obligated 

3. “Urban system study: (lzn6) 



MAJOR 
PROGRAM/ 

SUSPROGRAY 
AREAS 

OBJECTIVES 

MAJOR 
PERFORMANCE 

INOICATORS 

SAFETY 
CONSTRUCTION 

HIGHWAY 
BEAUTIFICATION 

FOREST 
HIGHWAYS 

To incraase tha safety and quality 
of highway %wvice by comtructng. 
reconstructing or othawise lmprovmg 
roads and streets on and off the 

~ederac~id Highway System through a 
program d tow-cost wnprovements 
whti. whenever possible. provide 
significant safety benefits. 

1. Number of projacts funded 

2. Number of locations or miles 
lmpWJ.Sd 

3 Reduction in number and cost of 
deaths, injuries and damages at 
improved kxabons. 

1 Number of illegal and noncon- 1 We receive a report quaderfy from asch State delineating 
formmg blllboards removed itr progress in tha amas d acquiring outdwr adv&sing 

signs and abatiig junkyards. The FMNA Form 1424. outdoor 

2 Number of junkyards removed, advertising and junkyard reprt. is used for this purpose 
screened or relocated 

2. We also administer a review program in Me highway 
baautlficatttn area wherein the adequacy d State control 
and acquisitiin/alzaternwtt pmgrarns for cut&or advertking 
signs and junkyards is evaluated. 

3 The extent to which the States 
are controlling the estabksh- 
merit of new outdoor advertising 
signs and junkyards along control- 
led routes 

3. We alSo perform rewew asrleeckdwupnmquestd 
special pcobterns. legislatii w regutatiin Changes. etc 

1. “Bddgs Barr&r Systam Survey.’ (5/77) 

2. ‘Rewew of salety F&was w Naw Federal-Aid Prc+!cts.” 

(~6) 

3. “Annual Report on iha Hfghway Safaty Improvemen t Program%” 

4. ‘Fteview of Accii Data co#ectm and Analysis Systems.’ 

ww 

5. ‘ImprovedOvaral Management dSa@ty Program.” (11/76) 

6. “Review of Saf&y Program Engineer Function.’ (2/i%) 

7. “Annual f&port M Railma+Highway DemorrphatDn proiects.” 

Toenhance natural beauty through 
the removal of illegal and now 
conforming outdoor advertwng signs. 
ths removal, rekxatlon or screan- 
mg of junkyards, landscaping and 
~oadsids development including 
rest and recreatvzm areas and the 
acquisition and improvement of 
strips of land nacessary for the 
restoration, preservattonand 
enhancement 01 scenvz beauty ad- 
,acent to hlghways 

I 4 Number of prqects for landscapmg 
and roadslde development 

I 

4. “Highway BeauMc& km Pmgfam Ravlsw.‘(om fw each slale, 

bienntalty) 

5 Number of prqects relatwe for 
the acquwtlon and presewatlon 5. “Junkyard Review.- (llm) 

of scenic strips adjacent to the 
hlghway 

6 “Restudy of tha Nattt Btandards for DireclkXIal and 
Offttial Sins,” (in fxcgtws) 

I 

7. “Outdoor AtjmrlW~ Sign lhnoved.’ (l/76) 

6. “Highway WUffi&ff Funds.’ (lW76) 
i!z 

To asstst in the construction and 
maintenance through funds appor- 
tioned for forest highwarj (a forest 
road which IS of primary imp&ance 
to the States, counties, or commuw 
ties wthm adpmmg. or adlacent 
to the ~tiinal forests. and which 
is on a FederaLaid system.) 

1. The amount of retlef that has been 
prowded to the States and 
localities. 

2 The degree of compliance wth the 
intent of 23 C.F.R. 

See GAO report B-164497(3) 

I. status OI Funds Repolt.’ (w mwaffy fram each 
State) 

2. “Annual F?%pod d Aaxn@iahmants d Forast Highways 
Program (Fteporl of Operation).’ 

3. meport on lO-yaw Fomt &ad ltrpnemant Study.” (In 
Progress) 



MUOR 
mooRAM/ 

SUBFROORAM 
AREAS 

PLANNING -1 
MAJOR 

PERFORMANCE 
INOICATORS 

. 

To enable States to cOndud planmng 
and studies that will help plan. 
design. cmstruct. operate. and 
maintain hghways or highway 
systems. Funding also available to 
assist states 0” planning urban 
transpoflat0n systems 

I Aquantitatwe pedormance mdlcator 
cannot be vrov~ded for dannins as 
a programarea 

I. ‘StateQwterlyExpendRweRepat’(preparedbyIhe 
states) 

4. Informal and racurring daily 0Jrltac.t by fxwsion offii 
with the State Agency. 

EMERGENCY 
RELIEF 

To repair and/or reconstruct hghways 
on the Federal-ald system or certain 
public lands in the event of natural 
disaster or catastrophic failures. 

1 Number of ernargencles responded Number of emergencies are rapc&d in “DOT Annual RePOfl 
to. 

ECONOMIC . To assnst States tin the construction 
GROWTH CENTER of improvad hlghway facilities which 
DEVELOPMENT would help revitalize and diversify 
HIGHWAYS the economies d rural araas. 

Various lndlcators in areas such as 
industrial growth. population change 
mcome levels. land development/ 
usage, and enwonmantal affects 

This IS a new program in FHWA and has not yet reached 
the stage where evaluatan Is feasible 

HIGHWAY 
SAFETY 

To accelerate and upgrade, through 
a program of tachnuzal and flnanclal 
aswtance. State and local program 
support capabilities on Identifying 
highway rehted problems and in 
plannmg. wnptementlng. and evalu- 
sting corrective measures to mmmwe 
the deaths. ~nlunes. and property 
damages due to hlghway-related 
accldents 

The sf?ct~on 402 hghway-related 
safety funds are used to correct 
management defnencles which 
when resolved, prowle a basis 

for the safety construction 
program. Performance 1s not 
measured dwctly Benefits 
show up I” more effectwe safety 
construction programs 

I “Annual Rafxwl on Hiway Safety Program.” (NHISA performs 
most of the work and has primary rewxnb~t~ty for the 

W=t) 

2. “Evaluation of Highway Sataty Program Standardswithln 
the Puwlew of the Federal Hghway Administration.” 
(March 1977) 

3 “Evaluation Of the HQhway+&d Safety Program Standards.” 
(July 1977) 

DIRECT 
FEDERAL 
CONSTRUCTION 

To survey. prepare plans. let con- 
tracts and supxwse construcbon 
of roads for other Federal agencles, 
mclud#ng the National Park Service. 
Bureau of lndiin Affairs, Forest 
Service, and the Department of 
Defense 

1 Funds oblgated 

2 M&age open 10 traffic 

3 Status of projects 

Level of complww wth establIshed 
raqulrements 

1 “Dwct Federal Highway Pmgram: An EvatuattoK (September 
1976) 

2 “Annual Projects Management Review.’ 

3 “Annual Program Management Review.’ 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
REQUIREMENTS 

To develop and implement requwements I “Regional Reviews of NEPA-R&ted AdkfitiB.” (1Un) 
to mmmwe oegatwe enwronmental 
Impacts of FHWA programs 2 “Effects of Sectii lU2(2)c of NEPA and section 4(f) d the 

I I 

DOT Act of 1936 a, the FederacAid Highway PXQt=II.’ (lo Prog.) 

3 ~Rewew of FHWA Noise Standards and ProcedureS.’ (fm) 



APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

- I 

““I WlpII- 

(A) ACOUlSlTlONOF 
RIGHT-OF-WAY 

(8, RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE 

IQ RIGHT-OF-WAY 
REVOLVING FUND 

68 



MAJOR 
PROGRAM/ 

SUBPROGRAM 
AREAS 

MAfoR 
MAJOR &‘ALUATlVE PUBLICATIONS OBJECTIVES PERFORMANCE 

INDICATORS AND/OR ACTIVITIES : 

g 
H 

Sub-Program Area: wntd I I I 
x 

(D) REAL 
PROPERTY 
MANAGEMENT 

To promote sound methods of managrng 
real property acqurred in connectron 
with Federal-aid highway projects 
rncfudrng the use of acrspace on 
Federal-ard highway systems for non- 
highway purposes and the disposal of 
porfrons of highway rights-of-way no 
longer needed for hrghway purposes. 

1 The publrc acceptance of the 
program. 

2. The tmrely clearance of rmprove- 
ments from the right-of-way for 
physrcal constructron. 

3 After physical constructron. the 
w&spread use of airspace for 
nonhighway purposes in ways whrch 
are compatible with the needs of 
the community that do not in- 
fringe upon the safe. effrcrent 
use of the highway facility 

4. The timely drsposal of rights-of- 
way no longer needed for highway 
purposes by methods which re- 
flect the public interest and re- 
sult rn the greatest net return 
to the project 

l-l 
1 Periodrc and ongoing review of Regional Offff Program H 

Management. H 

2. We also perform reviews as needed or upon request to 
address specral problems. legislative or regulation 
changes, etc. 

3. “Review of Advance Acquisition and Property Management 
Procedures.” (1 l/75) 

4. “Study of the FHWA Role rn FederaCArd Property Manage- 
ment.” (It/i’s) 

5 “Joint Development/Multiple Use of Highway Right-f-way.” 
(l/17) 

(E) RIGHT-OF-WAY 
APPRAISAL 

To establrsh apprarsal standards and 
assure the farr and equatable treat- 
ment of those affected by a highway 
acquisition. 

1. Extent of complrance wtth Uni- 
form Act. 

2. Extent of compliance wrth Federal 
appratsal standards and proce- 
dures 

3. Extent of compliance wrth FHWA 
policies and procedures 

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

2. Apprarsal Branch conducts reviews of FHWA regional and 
division Right-of-Way Offices to assess mplementation 
of apprarsal policy 

3. Special reviews are conducted to evaluate problems z 

related to implementation of FHWA appraisal policies. c? 

4 “Review of Division Office Management of Appraisals and il 
Property Management Procedures-Georgia and Louisiana.” 
(l/77.5/77) H 

t-l 
H 
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MAJOR 
PROGRAM/ 

MAIOR 

SUBPROGRAM OWECTIVES PERFORMAMX 
MUOR EvALuATfvE FlJ6LlcATloNs 

AREAS INDICATORS 
AND/OR ACTIVITIES 

MOTOR 
CARRIER 
SAFETY 

To ellmmate or mitigate rusks to 
htghway sakty by establlshlng safe 
operatmg practuxs I” Federal 
Fleguktlons covering mteslak 
comrnercctal motw carrem, to anspect 
for compliance. to enforce the law. 
to educate I” safe practtces, to 
mvest@e accrdenb. to update the 
safety regukbons 

2 Number of roadside Mwckl 
drwer/notse ~nspectlonS corutuc~ 
ted and number of defectwe 
veh~ks and unquallfed driven 
remvd from the haghway. 

3 Number of enforcement cases 
conducted 

4 Carwr mvolvemni tn hfghway 
acc,dentslhazardws materials 
rncwients 

5 St,tpper/manufacturer Involvement 
m hazardous materials ~ncldenls 

5 Annual Reports prq~ed on Program Emphavs Areas 

6. Carrer Saleiy Fwess Reports made to Interstate Commerce 
Comm~sslon. 

6 Number of cornplants agatnst 
can,ers and petttlons for ruk 
change 8 Spwal Evaluation Reports made on sekcted problems 

7 Extent of earner compliance 9 Annual Rep&s puMlshed on Accdents of Motor Garners. 
with safety rCgulat!onS 

10 Research pfofects conducted to evaluate aspects of vehicle/ 
dnver/~rattons and regulatory standards 

RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

ENGINEERING 
AND TRAFFIC 
REOUIREMENTS 

To conduct research and development 1 Bereftis resultng from research 1 “Federal Coordinated Program (FCP) Research and LkvelOP 
studtes to mcrease the effectiveness 0Utp”t merit Annual Pm@ Revkws.” 
of the Nabon’s highway system whlk 
acheving a concurrent wnprovement in 2 Spaf~c mdtcators from each 2 “Federal Coordinated Program (FCP) Research and Develop- 
safety and ewronmental compatabtlity propct men, Annual categoty Rewws.” 
and a reductran I” hlghway costs and 
energy coosumptton 3. “Rational Determmalan of Pnonty Targets lor Research 

and !Jex&pment.” (September 1976) 

I I 

4 The Transpotiatatan Research Board annually reviews and 
cmt,qm the FHWA Research and DevelOpmerit PrOgram. 

To develop and implement standards for 

I 

1 Levels of compltance wth 
hghway wtgmeerang and traffic establIshed requ,rements 
mtrd 1” order to meet national 

1 “Certlhcaiton d 55 mph Natnnal Matmum speed Llmit 
Entwcement.- (annuatly for each stw 

2 “V@wk Sue and Wetght Enforcement Pmgram.” (annually 
for each State) 

3 sufvey of state LeglSklicm GovemIng the use Of 
studded Tires. 

4 “Evaluabori of Prqects ,n the Trafftc OperatKMs Program 
to Increase capaclly and SakQ (TOPIC%” 



MAJOR 
PROGRAM/ 

SUBPROGRAM 
AREAS 

TECHNOLOGY 
TRANSFER 

Toadminrster, on a natronal level, 
a program to demonstrate by actual 
example the practical utrlrzatron of 
research and development results in 
highway planning, design, construction 
and maintenance. 

MAJOR 
PERFORMANCE 

INDICATORS 

The number of States that accept and/ 
or implement the demonstration 
prop.3s. 

MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUBLICATIONS 
% 

AND/OR ACTlVlTlES ii 

ts 

1. “FHWA Technology Transfer Program:’ (2/773 

2. “Process Review of the Technotogy Transfer Program” 
(Evaluating Demonstratiin Projects-study in profess). 

3. Maintain an MIS in the Regii that is SometimeS Llsed 
for monitoring and evaluative purposes. 

I 

4. Numerous other management and intamaf type actfvk?-s 
which are used for monftoting and evafuabive purposeS. 

GENERAL 
PROGRAM . 
ADMINISTRATION 

This general category includes 
evaluatrveefforts which describe a 
number of different program areas. or 
relate to the overall mrssion of the 
FHWA. 

Since this is a broad category. 
covering efforts which do not fit 
elsewhere, no specific performance 
indicators can be cited. 

1 “Action Plan Review Program Regions 4 and 7.” (1177) 

2. “State Obligation of Federal-Aid Highway Funds.” 
(Periodrcally) 

3. “Status of the NationS Highways: Conditions and Perform- 
ance” (l/77) 

4. “Impact of the FaderaCAid Highway Program on State and 
Local Road Construction.“ (In progress) 

5 “Review of Regional Office Management of Process Guidelines 
Implementation.” (3/77) 

i i 

6 “Reduction of FHWA Programmatic Requirements.” (10776) 

7. “Regulations Reduction Review.” (6m) 

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

9. “Railroad Consolidation and Relocation in Urban Areas.” 
W’3 

IO. “Study of FHWA’s Management and Fiscal Information Systems.” z 

(10/i’s) z 

11. “Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety Pilot Study.” (In progress) E 

l-l 
n 
l-4 
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MAJOR 
PROGRAN 

AREA 

A. SAFETY 

OeJEcTlVEs 

“To promote safety in all 
areas of railroad opera- 
tions and to reduce rail- 
road-related accidents, 
and to reduce deaths and 
mjunes to persons and 
to reduce damage to 
property caused by accr- 
dents involving any 
carrier of hazardous 
materials.” 

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

MAJOR 
SUBPROGRAMS OR 

ACTIVITIES 

MAJOR 
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

A. FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT 

1 Safety Regulation 

2 Automated Track Inspection 
Program (ATIP) 

6. GRANTS-IN-AID FOR RAILROAD 
SAFETY 

-Trends, numbers, and contribu- l Office of Technology Assessment, An 
tory causes of: Evaluabon ol Railroad Safety 

l freight train accidents/ 
casualties 

l passenger train accidents/ 
casualties 

l rail-highway grade crossing 
accidents 

-Initiation of cost-beneficial 
combinations of counter- 
measures (including regulation. 
Automated Track Inspection 
Program (ATIP) and other 
inspection, enforcement, new 
operating procedures, and 
safety promotion) to reduce 
incidence of rarl accrdents 
and casualties 

l Development of the Rail Safety inspection 
Program 

l Minimum Staffing Required for the Office 
of Safety 

. Program Improvement Project: Complaint 
Handling Procedures 

I 

-miles of track inspected 

-vrolations cited/enforced 

-number of States participating 
in grants-in-aid to State 
safety program 
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MAJOR MAJOR MAJOR EVALUATIVE 
PROGRAM OBJEcTIVES suwRomAMs OR MAJOR 

AREA AcnVrnES PERFORMANCE INDICATORS weuc*noNs 
AND/OR AcTlvmEs 

C NORTHEAST 
CORRIDOR 
PROJECT 

D. MINORITY 
BUSINESS 
RESOURCES 

To upgrade the Northeast 
Corriior to establish 
regularly scheduled and 
dependable mtercrty rarl 
passenger service between 
Boston and New York on a 
3-hour and 4&minute 
schedule. and between 
New York and Washrngton 
on a P-hour and # 
minute schedule, inciu- 
drng intermediate stops 
by February, 1981. 

Toassist business firms, 
entrepreneurs. and venture 
groups in securing con- 
tracts and subcontracts 
ansing out of the 
restructuring and revi- 
talrzation of the Nation’s 
railroads.. also (to) 
provide support mechanisms 
including venture capital 

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

For the Northeast Com- 
dor Project, the goal/ 
objective is 15% in total 
dollar volume to minority 
busmesses. and for 
ConRail and AMTRAK, 10% 
is the figure used for 
pfanntng purposes. 

A. Construction 

B. System Engineering 

A. Contractual Services 

8. Venture Capital 

-Trip times between 
l Boston and New York 

(The goal for 1981 
is bhoun and &minutes) 

l New York and Washington 
(l-he goal for 1981 is 2-hours 
and *minutes) 

. Construction Schedule for 
improvements in facilities in 
Northeast Corridor 

-Percent of contracts awarded to 
minority business firms by: 

l Northeast Corridor Project 

l AMTRAK 

. ConRail 

l U.S. Railway Association 

l Venture Capital default rate 
(e.g. through the Small Business 
Administration’s Minority 
Business Investment Companies 
(MESBIC’s) 

l NortheastcorddorPasaenger 
Transportation Data Study 

l Several special studtevaluations 
(pro forma) Of eftematives 
rehted to design and construction 

l 2-yr/Annual Reports to Congress 

l Northeast Corridor Improvement 
Program. Task 3: Management 
Planning and Control System 
Summary Report 

l An RFP for a major evaluation 
system has been devefoped 
(budget $350,ooO) to design 
and implement an ongoing 
planningprogramming-budgetmg- 
evaluation-monitoring (PPBEM) 
system 
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MAJOR 
PROGRAM 

AREA 

R&D 
D- 2 

OBJECTIVES 
MAJOR 

SUBPROGRAMS OR 
ACllVlllES 

E. Safety Research 

F. Transportation Test Center 
u-w 

MAJOR 
PERFORMANCE INMCATORS 

1 Develop cost-beneficial counter- 
measures (e.g., equipment specifi- 
cations, new operating procedures) 
to reduce accidents involving 
hazardous materials, component 
failures, etc. 

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

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

l Utilization rate of TTC for 
experiments on rolling stock, 
track structures, and safety- 
related equipment, and passengers 

l Level of reimbursements for tests 
conducted at TTC 

l Develop advances in suspension 
technology at Rail Dynamics 
Laboratory (RDL) to reduce dynami 
related accidents 

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

l Joint activities with UfvlTA 

MAJOR EVALUATlVE PUBLICATIONS 
AND/OR AClIVlllES 

Other evaluative publications involving: 

-tank car program 
-grade crossing studies 
-human factors 
-materials RID 

1 Maintaining Alertness in Railroad 
Locomotive Crews 

‘_ i 



MAJOR PROGRAM MAJOR 

MEA I 
OBJECTIVES 

I 

MAJOR EVALUAllVE FUSIJCATID~ 

ACllVHiES I 
PERFORMANCE tNDlcATDRS 

I 
ANDAM ACrlVfllES 

F. POLICY AND 
PROGRAM 
DEVELOPMENT 

G ALASKA 
RAILROAD 

To povide for economic 
analyss of rail in&&y 
cmbbrns. fmirtht car 

A. Pdiey Studies 

&t.and national 
system restructuring 
studif. including 
statiil support.. 
and to utilize network 
flow analysis and srrwhr 
tools to develop national 
pdiiy mc~mndatlons 
for increasing servtce 
performance. 

I B StatisticalSupporl 
MAJOR SUBPROGRAM 
OBJECTIVES 

The promotion of the 
ccoperattve labor-manage- 
ment approach to pro&m 
solvtng. 

C. htmr and Management Research 

To effect substantiil 
mprwemenls in car 
lrtiliiatii and to promote 
the FRA goal d improving 
freight service. 

D. Freght Car Management System 
Devefoomant 

l Define state of the art of 
railroad costing analysis and 
costing methoddogies 

l Develop starutardtued cost pmce 
dufes and m&hcddogies for 
railroad aaounting systems 

l Ufffizatkm ma& of waybill data 
in “Railroad Network Model” 

. Quantitative impact of labor- 
management “agreement expert- 
mentatkm” (e.g., reduction in 
number of crews used) 

. Do8ar savmgs in freight car 
utiiizatron through such changes 
as the “hourty olr hire sydem” 
and interfine scheduling 

l Increase in fwrght service 
reliability 

I I I . lw.xease in car utilization I 

To provide rail line 
transportation sewce 
within Alaska 

A. Operationsand Maintenance 

l Accuracy of Freght C%rr Demand 
Forecasting 

. Bate of return on investment by 
railroads on mtermodat rail/ 
truck demonstration programs 

. Profits (loss) 

l Service to customers 

l M&s of track laid. surfaced, 

l (In Process) 
Evaluation d Government Trarepwation 
subsidii 

l (1975) One-Year Study of Waybiti Users’ 
Needs 

l Experimental Program In Terminal 
Operations 

l (InProcess) 
Freight Car Utilization Research Program: 
Impact of Plans 

. Freight Car Clearinghouse Experiment. 
Evaluation of the First Year 

l Truck/Rail Intermodal Merchandii Freight 
Movement Study (FYI8 Budget had funding 
for final evaluatton report of demon- 
stration) 

. Alaska Frailroads Future Freight Market 

I I l Number of tres reptaced 

8. Capital Investment 

l (In-process) 

Study of Potentral economic improvements 
on Alaska Ralroad 
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slJsmoGRAM OWECTIVES 

AREAS I 
YA..toR 

PERFORMAKE 
INDICATORS 

I 

MAJOR NALUAllVE FUMiCAT1OMS 
*NDKIR rcnnnes 

TRAFFIC AND To asset States m 
HIGHWAY lmpro”l”g traffic 
SAFETY safety and reducwlg 
PROGRAMS xzidenk 

A TRAFFIC SAFETY 
STANDARDS 

6 STATE AND COMMUNITY 
GRANT PROGRAM 

C DEMONSTRATION 

TO improve traffic 
safely and to reduoe 
am&k through 
tf-e mmgaton of 
most causmve 
factors 

To asswt States I” 
lmplementmg the 18 
siandards 

Todemonstrate 
efft?alVene5s of 

Compliance with standards guide- 
line as reported on TSP/Manage- 
malt lrlfomlacwi system (MIS) 
computer. For example. on Standard 
No 3. motorcycfe safety. the MIS 
woufd pmde me number of states 
mmplyirg with each element of the 
standard. such as 

--number requiring special exam 
and Lenses for motorcyck 
OperaIan 

--number mth helmet me law. 
--number with eye pfolection 

requmment, and 
--number requirfng motorcycles 

to have passenger seat, foot- 
rest. rear&w mirror, etc. 

Compkance with standards as reported 
on the TSP/MIS computer above. 

Three epod.5 Statewide. Highway Sakty Program (HSP) 
sssessment (7/753. status of HSP standards (1177). 
and arafuation of HSP (7I77): and a Traffic Safety 
Program (TSP) management informatnn system 

One rep-t “Assessment of Selected State and 
Community Programs-The Highway Safety Ad of 
1966, Section 402- (10/73). gmmtly called 
the ‘lo2 Report 

1 Alcohol Safety 
Acbon Program 
Protects (ASAP) 

GxJntemleasurL?s Admmistrattieand impact (crash Thirty-five individual projects, 3 interim 

I 
dmgned to reduce 

I 
reductions. cost benefits. etc.) 

I 
reports, over rr) mdividual repark, and a 

drunk dnwno and meaS”lBS. final rewrl I” preparatiin. 

2 Selectwe Traffic 
Enforcement 
Prqects (STEP) 

related acc&rlts. 
Spxlal enforcement 
techntques I” reducmg 
accidents/fat&ii 
at mapr problem areas 

Vanws impact measures. mc.tudmg 
accident rducbons. lower btwd 
alcohol content, hgher C0mpffise 
rates and aztitity measwes 
(bcketing. etc ) 

3 spex 
Adfudxaton for 
Enforcement (SAFE) 

The SAFE currcwulm’s Project MIS. subsequent woiat~~n 
crash reductun and crash histoly of pfqect 
potential participants. 

4 Motor Vehtck 
Dtagnwbc 
lnspectlons 

TO demonstrate the 
consumer benefits of 
diagnmte mspechon 
facilites 

Nine mdtcaton. mctuding 
feasrbvkty and ccst benefit 
(congresstonally mandated) 

5 Standard- 
Onented 
Demonstra~lons 

various pfoposed 
standards I” reducmg 
axdents Injuries. 
and fatal&s 

(varws) 

Five final reports on individual proie% 
issue3 admmstratlve and impact re~nts on a 
special youth den-onstralion to be prepared 
No overall final “port has ken made 

Annual and final repofls cm this ongoing 
experiment are planned. Three admmtstratw 
adjudication rewrts or supplerwnk tssued m 
197576-77, as requmed by the Congress 

one overall report. series of 22 state. contractor, 
and in-house stud&; plus recats on 5 subareas. 
State reports 00 substitute inspection programs 
are also submitted. 

Eight demonstrations in the fofkw#lK! BUS: 
2 driver education improvement, I pedestrian 
safety. 2 motorcycle koensmg and testing. 
1 driver licensing. 2 traffic recwd (TEST) 
systems. 



‘.. )r 
: .., i ‘.’ ..:, : .’ 

..:‘-~,. .,,‘; . :.” 

. . (. .: ,-., 
“. : 

A. STANDARDS 
DEVELOPMENT 

B. STANDARDS 
ENFORCEMENT 

C. DEFECTS 
INVESTIGATION 

AUTOMOTIVE FUEL 
ECONOMY AND CONSUMER 
INFORMATION 

A. BUMPER 
DAMAGEABILITY 
STANDARD 

8. CONSUMER 
INFORMATION 

C. ODOMETER 
TAMPERING 
REGULATION 

D AUTO FUEL ECONOMY 
CONSUMER 

1 
I ---_ 

MAJOR 
PROGRAM/ 

Y&loR 

stmmofxu 
OBJEClIVES 

I RRFORMANCE ._.- 

AREAS 
lNDK.ATORS 

I 

MOTOR VEHICLE 
PROGRAMS 

To develop motor 
vehkk perfomlance 
standards to reduce 
deaths and injuries 
when an accfdent 
OCCUTS. 

To assure automobile 
manufacturers comply 
wth motor vehicle 
safety standards. 

To identify vehicle 
safety defects and 
ensure correction 
by automotive 
manufacturers 

To develop bumper 
standards designed 
to reduce accident 
damage. 

To provide consumers 
with comparative 
informabon on vehicle 
damageability, crash- 
worthiness, repairability 
and insurance c&s 

To develop regulations 
to prohibit odometer 
tampering and to 
protect the used car 
purchaser against 
odometer fraud. 

Accidents. death and/or injuries 
prevented by each standard. 

Trends in complrance failure rates 

Number of defective vehicks and 
recalls influenced by NHTSA. 

Reduction of auto damage attributable 
to the bumper standard 

--------none ~~--- 

Reduction tin odometer tampenng 

MAJOR EVAuJAllVE wMIcAllow 
AND/OR ACllVlllES 

Evaluation reports on 4 standards due during the 
last half of 1979. Methodology is being developed 
to evaluate 9 more standards. 

No single formal evaluation report has been made. 
Evaluative information can ba found in 4 monthly, 
1 semi-monthly, and 1 quarterly reporVsummaty. 

An annual statistical listing of number of recalls 
started and number of vehcks recalled is lilted 
in several NHTSA publrcatrons A separate 
quarterly publicatron 113s rnvestigatrons in 
prosr-. 

Begrnnrng about the end of fiscal year 1979. a 
survey of automobile owners whose cars suffered 
lrttle or no damage in low-speed collisions is 
supposed to ba undertaken. 

Not susceptible to evaluation in terms of efktS on 
accrdents. rnfunes. or fatalitres. 

Some initial statistics on compltance rates have 
been obtained These baseline figures can be 
compared with rates when enforcement is fully 
functronal. 

To evaluate auto Reduction in auto fuel consumptron 
fuel economy in model years affected by the 
performance. standards vs earirer years 

A program is planned whrch will enable computations 
of s-r-use fleet mrleeeage under actual driving 
condrtrons compared to fuel economy standards. 



MAJOR 
PRDGRAMI 

SURPRDGRAM 
AREAS 

OTHER ACTIVITIES 

1. Emergency 
Medical 
Service (EMS) 

2. Motor Vehicle 
Inspection 

3. Manpower 
Development 

4. Safety Belt 
Use 

5. National 
Driver 
Register 

6. Pupil 
Transportation 

OBJECTIVES 

To devefop and 
demonstrate an 
emergency care 
system in order to 
reduce the quantity 
of deaths caused by 
deficient care 
SystemS. 

To reduce accidents 
caused by vehicle 
failures. 

To assist States in 
producing better- 
tralned traffiic 
safety personnel. 

To determine how 
to motivate drivers 
and passengers to 
use their safety 
belts. 

To reduce accidents 
by decreasing the 
risk of licensing 
hazardous and 
ineligible drivers. 

To assist States in 
reducing the accidents 
and injuries of 
transported pupils. 

MAJOR 
PERFORMANCE 

INDICATORS 

Courses pilot tested, acceptance by 
States, lives saved by proper 
treatment. 

Included in TSP/MIS. 

Included in TSP/MIS 

Restraint usage rates. 

Number of fife inquiries and number 
of ineligible drivers identified. 

Included in TSP/MIS, plus special 
features (e.g., bus driver educated). 

MAJOR EVALUATIVE PUEWCATIONS 
AND/OR ACWITIES 

Six contracts have been let for devebpment of a 
broad spectrum of EMS service and a report on 
recommended training and equipment for EMS 
fBWm?el. 

Standard-related. Two reports issued on status 
of vehictes in use and relationship of defects 
to crashes. 

Section of manual entitled ‘The Evaluation of 
Highway TSP.” 

Evaluation of the Tennessee Child Restraint law 
and Public Information Campaign. Evaluation is 
expected to generate an annual and final report. 

Two reports on driver registration design or 
alternatives, as well as several reports with 
policy recommendatiins on data collection and 
on-line retrieval. 

Standard&ented. School bus safety report 
(1177). An ongoing evaluation of 12 excellent 
school bus programs is expected to produce a 
report highlighting the success elements of 
these programs 
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MAIDR MAJOR EvAuJATlvE DwEcTfvEs slJBdELctR 
I 

PERFDRw~ 
I 

?witcATtDM 
ACTMTIES YrncATDRS . *NDKwI ACnVlTlES 

Bus and rxwatransit 
Exktlng rad modsnlc 

New rail starts 

Rldershlp votume See Technical Shxkes 
Grants below 

Formula Grants 

I 

Provide grantJ to irr$xove facilities and 

I I 

Rthip volume 

I 

see Policy Development 
equipment of for operating assistance and Program Evaluation 

It&-w 

Overall-Provide grants for techmcai 
studies; pfanmng, engmneadng. and 
dasictnina urban mass transit omiwts 
s&i~ic-lmprove local tmn& p&J- 
grams. plans. plcjects and St&f. 
Improve analysis of rail pro+& and 
altemall. 
Increase Federal capability to 
asses quality of local appliitiins 
and objectives. 

Gxnpkted:None 
In p-: 
Wash, D.C., Miami, 
Ftorida, and Atlanta, Ga 
Impact Studs 

kjof pfo@rs: 
Alternatives Anahsis 

(Prior to fund&) 
impact Evaluatii 

(after completion) 
Minor Projects: 
Number of plans and 
organizations created 

Alternatives analysis 
and pretiminaw enqlne 
tini 

_ 

Short-range piarming 
Stae support program 
Special studii 

Cfxwentional transit Technolcqy Cwebpment Omitted from rep&- 

and Depbyment R&D activity l3.m acbvtly 

~. 

. :  .  ‘r i; 

.  .  .  .  .  _ 

service and Metlwds NO program 
Indicators 
Varies by project 

41 demonstration pfqects 
14 completed: 27 
m process 

Seclton 5 Impact Sludy 
Increascng Transit 
R&rsh~p: Seven Cities 

Reduce transit time, increase transit 
coverage and/of refiiility. improve 
wzhkle fwxlwtiih/, improve s-erwe 
for transit dependent 

PoJicy Development and 
~ Program Evaluate 

NOW 

I In Process 
FM Modem~tion Grants 
Section 5 Update 

Evaluate all UMTA Programs 

Managerial rramng 
Grants 

Grants to train and upgrade capabili- Survey of manager 
ties of manage% technical, and pro- advancement 
fess&al individuals employed in mass APTA committee review 

NlXX 

Uniwmrly Research 
and Tramrns Grants 

trmslt. 

Support unwsity transit research 
reswnsiw to Federal, State and 
l&l urban transportatbn problems. 

No program mdicators 
Vanes by project 

None 

Fund capital facilities projects 
with funds fomlerly eanl&w?d for 
hiihwavs. 

Metro construct0n In None 
D.C 

Absofb soins ConFiatl losses. 

I 
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2OS90 

Mr. Henry Eschwege 
Director, Community and Economic Development Division 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, 0. 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, 

Alan Butchman 

Enclosures (See GAO note- ) 

GAO note: The detailed/technical comments prepared by DOT 
have not been included in this appendix. 
However, these comments were considered in 
preparing this report. 
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ENCLOSURE I 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REPLY 

GAO DRAFT REPORT OF OCTOBER 1978 

ON 

"EVALUATION IN THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION--AN ASSESSMENT" 

SUI'MARY OF 6AO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

GAO 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 GAO 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. 

SLMMARY OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION POSITION 

DOT is in general agreement with the GAO report, and believes that GAO 
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 6AO report notes that DOT is in the process of developing a Depart- 
mental Program Monitoring and Evaluation System (PMES), and states: "It 
appears to GAO that establisbent of PMES has the potential of improving 
DOT evaluations to satisfy unmet needs noted by GAO in its review." 

WSlTION STATEMENT 

DOT considers the GAO points valid. 
improve this situation. 

As indicated above, DOT is moving to 

(97309; 
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Single copies of GAO reports are available 
free of charge. Requests (except by Members 
of Congress) for additional quantities should 
be accompanied by payment of $1.00 per 
COPY. 

Requests for single copies (without charge) 
should be sent to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Distribution Section, Room 1518 
441 G Street, NW. 
Washington, DC 20548 

Requests for multiple copies should be sent 
with checks or money orders to: 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
Distribution Section 
P.O. Box 1020 
Washington, DC 20013 

Checks or money orders should be made 
payable to the U.S. General Accounting Of- 
fice. NOTE: Stamps or Superintendent of 
Documents coupons will not be accepted. 

PLEASE DO NOT SEND CASH 

To expedite filling your order, use the re- 
port number and date in the lower right 
corner of the front cover. 

GAO reports are now available on micro- 
fiche. If such copies will meet your needs, 
be sure to specify that you want microfiche 
copies. 
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