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TOTAL FY 2010 FUNDING: $7,720 MILLION 

08 Fall 

      

DOT 
The transportation system has a significant impact on the environment.  At the current rate 
of growth, transportation’s share of the human-produced greenhouse gas emissions in the 
U.S. is projected to increase from 28 percent to 36 percent by 2020.  DOT is working to 
achieve a balance between environmental challenges and the need for a safe and efficient 
transportation network.  The U.S. Department of Transportation dedicated $7.7 billion to 
protect communities and their natural and built assets. 
 
 
 
 
 

Fiscal Year 2010 
Environmental Stewardship 
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REDUCTION IN POLLUTION 

PERFORMANCE MEASURE #1:  NUMBER OF AREAS IN CONFORMITY LAPSE 
 
The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
target six major pollutants as among the most serious 
airborne threats to human health.  Transportation is a major 
contributor to some of the pollutants - particularly ozone, 
carbon monoxide and particulate matter.  Over the past 20 
years, contributions of emissions from on-road mobile 
sources to all emissions rapidly declined.  The downward 
trend in on-road mobile source emissions is expected to 
continue as a result of the introduction of cleaner engines 
and fuels. In FY 2010, DOT dedicated $4.3 billion to 
reducing mobile source emissions. 
 
What are we measuring?  Number of areas in conformity 
lapse measures the areas that exceed, or have previously 
exceeded, certain air quality standards - designated as air 
quality non-attainment or maintenance areas, respectively - 
requirements in the Clean Air Act. Failure to meet the 
conformity requirements places an area in a conformity 
lapse, which means only limited types of Federally-funded 
highway and transit projects can proceed. 
 
2010 Results: Target Met   
Target: 3 
Actual: 0 
 
Description of Results: The number of areas 
in a conformity lapse in FY 2010 was zero.  
This result exceeded the performance target. 
Over the years, FHWA has worked closely 
with States, Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations, the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), and the Environmental 
Protection Agency to reduce on-road mobile 
source emissions.  The transportation 
conformity process continues to play a 
significant role in facilitating transportation 
decisions that help reduce emissions from an 
area’s transportation system. 
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Looking Forward:  There have been no conformity lapses in the last four years, so FHWA will 
replace this measure in FY 2011 with a new, more challenging measure of its environmental 
stewardship.  We anticipate that major metropolitan areas will continue to meet Clean Air Act 
conformity requirements. 
 

External Factors: The NAAQS for fine particulates and ozone were revised in 2006 
and 2008, respectively. The new requirements create challenges for newly designated 
non-attainment areas. 

 
Partners: State Departments of Transportation, Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Federal Transit 

Administration 
 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE #2:  NUMBER OF HAZARDOUS LIQUID PIPELINE SPILLS WITH 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
(PHMSA) establishes safe land use standards for existing 
pipelines and new pipeline construction in proximity to 
populated areas using an enterprise approach working with 
local governments, real estate and development interests, 
insurers, pipeline operators, other Federal and State agencies, 
the Pipeline and Informed Planning Alliance (PIPA), and 
others.  PIPA helps communities understand where pipelines 
are located, who owns and operates them, and what other 
information is available for community planning.  As pipelines 
expand into communities it is vital to locate them where they pose the least potential hazard to 
people and the environment while also protecting pipelines from potential excavation damage, a 
leading cause of pipeline failures.  In FY 2010, PHMSA’s budget included $31.5 million to 
address this issue. 
 
What are we measuring?  DOT measures the risk pipelines pose to the environment by tracking 
hazardous liquid spills with reported impacts on water, soil, fish, birds, or other wildlife.   
 
2010 Results: Target Projected to be Met 
Target: 89-108 
Actual: 86 
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Description of Results: 
The number of hazardous liquid 
pipeline incidents with 
environmental consequences 
declined from 121 last year to 86 
(projected) this year—the lowest 
number since reporting began in 
2002. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Looking Forward:  We expect the number of incidents to continue falling in the next several 
years as our new programs mature.  Completion of the following actions will affect future 
performance under this measure: 
 

• Finalize rules that for the first time bring under regulation low stress hazardous liquid 
pipelines. 

• Implement new rules to improve pipeline control room management – including fatigue 
mitigation for controllers. 

• Work with States, local governments, and communities to implement consensus best 
practices for managing land use near existing pipelines developed under PHMSA’s 
auspices. 

 
External Factors: Excavation damage, damage from natural forces (e.g., storms and 
flooding), and other outside force damage are all significant causes of pipeline failure. 
Operating error by individuals is another significant cause of failure. 

 
Partners: Some State pipeline safety agencies act as interstate agents for PHMSA, 
inspecting hazardous liquid pipelines on its behalf. 
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STREAMLINED ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
MEDIAN TIME IN MONTHS TO COMPLETE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 
FOR DOT-FUNDED INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 
 
The environmental review process not only ensures that 
infrastructure projects comply with National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines, but it also 
allows citizens and local organizations an opportunity to 
voice their concerns and propose alternatives.  DOT 
encourages public input on alternative ways to accomplish 
what it is proposing and offers an opportunity for 
comments on its analysis of the environmental effects of 
the proposed action. In FY 2010, the Federal Highway 
Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, and 
the Federal Aviation Administration budgets contained a 
combined total of $149 million for environmental review.  
 
What are we measuring?  DOT establishes and pursues 
rigorous timeframes for all projects requiring an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  By tracking 
timeframes, DOT has developed a better understanding of 
the key impediments to the process, enabling us to address 
the concerns of Congress, the States, and others.  The 
DOT has established 48 months as the FY 2010 target for the median timeframe for completing 
an EIS.  DOT facilitates the achievement of the objective by promoting environmental 
stewardship practices and integrated planning efforts, and encouraging linkages between 
planning and NEPA requirements. 
 
2010 Results: Target Not Met   
Target: 48 months 
Actual: 61 months 
 
Description of Results: The median 
time for completion of environmental 
impact statements for DOT 
infrastructure projects was 61 months in 
2010.  In FY 2010, however, FHWA 
leadership launched an Every Day 
Counts initiative with its partner 
agencies that is designed to reduce 
project delivery time by 50 percent.  
FTA has taken several steps to 
streamline its environmental review 
process, including a major expansion of 
the FTA staff dedicated to managing the 
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process, the separation of the environmental process from the New Starts evaluation process, 
which is also undergoing streamlining but often increases project development time 
substantially, and increased recognition of the environmental benefits of transit when viewed not 
in conjunction with highway investments but as a separate endeavor. 
 
Looking Forward:  The FHWA will increase outreach efforts through the Every Day Counts 
initiative in order to emphasize the use of beneficial tools that aid in timely project delivery. If 
successful, the effort should also improve timeliness for an EIS.  With the requirements in 
SAFETEA-LU for an enhanced planning process and environmental review process, both 
requiring early agency involvement as well as the ability for States to issue Statute of Limitations 
notices, DOT expects to see a continued reduction in the EIS median timeframe. 
 
DOT expects a gradual reduction over the next few years as older projects are cancelled or move 
out of the system, and more projects implement the actions described above.  Some of the 
activities DOT will pursue in the next two years are:  
 

• Work with States to establish schedules for completion of all EISs and advance them on 
schedule. 

• Remove projects with no action from the list of projects with an active EIS through the 
established Federal Register process for advertising a rescission. 

• Use time-sensitive and cost-effective techniques to redesign, integrate, and balance 
environmental and transportation decision-making. 
 

External Factors: State and local impediments such as lack of funding and staff, 
political considerations, differing resource agency missions, and community 
controversy can lead to delay. In addition, the complexity of the project as well as the 

number and significance of protected resources can delay projects. 
 

Partners: State Departments of Transportation, State and Federal resource agencies, 
interested parties and the public. 
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OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIVITIES 
NUMBER OF EXEMPLARY HUMAN ENVIRONMENT INITIATIVES (EHEI) 
 
The FHWA promotes environmental stewardship 
practices by recognizing Exemplary Human Environment 
Initiatives (EHEI) in transportation projects and activities 
that were particularly effective and innovative in how they 
enhanced the human environment and improve public 
benefit.  The EHEI measure is based on the number of 
projects or activities chosen for national recognition in six 
categories: 

• Encouraging non-motorized transportation 
activities such as greater use of bicycling, walking 
(including access for persons with disabilities), and 
other non-motorized modes of travel. 

• Enhancing the environment for human activities 
through infrastructure changes (e.g., historical 
preservation activities) that benefit human 
transportation and increase livability and quality of 
life. 

• Process and procedural changes (e.g., collaborative 
decision making) that allow for more efficient 
service delivery.   

• Educational and training programs that inform 
people about issues or changes that should be made to improve the human environment. 

• Product development including Geographic Information System or travel modeling 
related activities that result in the creation or improvement of a tangible product or 
technology that improves everyday processes. 

• Other projects and activities including, but not limited to, border planning or economic 
development that do not fit in the other five categories. 

 
What are we measuring?  An EHEI project is recognized for innovation, improving the state of 
the practice for development of transportation projects and activities, offering the potential of 
transferability, demonstrating partnering and collaboration, providing specific benefits to human 
activity, and representing the mainstreaming of ecosystem and conservation initiatives. 
 
2010 Results: Target Met   
Target: 10 
Actual: 10 
 



64 

 

Description of Results: 
The ten projects that were selected 
demonstrate how transportation projects 
can improve the human environment.  
Projects are selected in one of six 
categories: education and training, 
enhancing the environment for human 
activities, encouraging non-motorized 
transportation, process improvements, 
product development and other related 
activities.  An example of an EHEI 
project selected in 2010 is the Way to 
Go! Commuter Challenge project in 
Vermont, an innovative marketing and 
outreach campaign that promotes 
transportation alternatives. 
 
Looking Forward:  DOT would like to increase the number of annual submittals for the EHEI in 
future years.  FHWA will undertake additional outreach through planning newsletters, meetings 
and training activities to continue to raise awareness of the call for submittals, and the 
importance of this type of project as a contributor to community livability. 
 
The types of projects exemplified by the EHEIs are important contributors to community 
livability.  FHWA will continue to solicit EHEI projects in subsequent years in an effort to 
mainstream them as a component of a community’s overall transportation strategy. 
 

 
External Factors: This performance measure is not affected by external factors. 
 
 

 
Partners: State Departments of Transportation and Federal Land Management 
agencies. 
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TOTAL FY 2010 FUNDING: $584 MILLION 

08 Fall 

      

DOT 
Transportation systems are an element of the nation’s critical infrastructure for response 
and recovery, yet they are vulnerable to damage from human-caused incidents or the result 
of natural disasters.  Making our transportations systems more resilient, facilitating 
response when disasters do occur, and being able to quickly recover from any type of 
incident are among the key functions of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT).  DOT, 
the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), and the U.S. Department of Defense, as 
well as other Federal, State, tribal, and local transportation entities, are partners in security, 
preparedness and response.  DOT dedicated $584 million to ensure preparedness for 
response to emergencies that impact the transportation system. 

Fiscal Year 2010 
Security, Preparedness and Response 



66 

 

INTELLIGENCE, PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE 
 
DOT continues to ensure readiness to undertake its role as 
defined in the National Response Framework, issued in 2008.  In 
this capacity, DOT provides support to the DHS by assisting 
Federal, State, tribal, and local government entities, voluntary 
organizations, nongovernmental organizations, and the private 
sector in the management of transportation systems and 
infrastructure during domestic threats or in response to incidents.  
DOT also participates in prevention, preparedness, response, 
recovery, and mitigation activities, and carries out its statutory 
responsibilities – including regulation of transportation, 
management of the Nation’s airspace, and ensuring the safety and 
security of the national transportation system.  In FY 2010, the 
Office of the Secretary committed $13 million to address readiness issues. 
 
What are we measuring?  DOT is in its second year reporting on these performance measures.  
The first performance measure tracks staff participation in training courses and exercises that 
simulate disasters, in order to prepare them to conduct the Department’s activities during an 
emergency.  Those required to take the training or participate in the exercises are the Secretary’s 
Emergency Response Team, emergency coordinators in the Operating Administrations, and 
others who have been identified as having emergency management responsibilities during a 
disaster.  The second performance measure gauges the ability of the Department to effectively 
respond to emergencies affecting the transportation sector. 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE #1:  PERCENT OF DOT PERSONNEL WITH EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
RESPONSIBILITIES WHO ARE PREPARED TO RESPOND TO DISASTERS OR EMERGENCIES 
 
2010 Results: Target Met    
Target: 100% 
Actual: 100% 
 
Description of Results:  To ensure 
readiness for disasters, DOT tracks 
participation in exercises conducted 
under the National Exercise Program 
as well as completion of training 
required under the National Security 
Professional Development Program. 
The DOT Management Team is 
acutely aware of the value of this 
preparation and their support ensures 
participation in National, regional, 
and local emergency preparedness 
and response exercises.  In FY 2010, 
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all DOT Operating Administrations and national security professionals throughout the 
Department met their training requirements and participated in the scheduled exercises.  The 
Office of National Continuity Programs, working under the direction of the White House 
National Security Staff, gave DOT a ‘green’ rating during the evaluation of the 2010 National 
Continuity Exercise. 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE #2:  PERCENT OF DOT AGENCIES MEETING ANNUAL RESPONSE 
REQUIREMENTS 
 
2010 Results: Target Not Met    
Target: 100% 
Actual: 96% 
 
Description of Results:  To determine 
readiness for response to disasters, 
DOT evaluates a variety of measures 
and whether each Operating 
Administration has met the criteria.  
These measures include whether 
agencies’ Continuity of Operation 
plans meet Department of Homeland 
Security requirements, the percent of 
mandatory communications tests each 
agency passed, and whether Operating 
Administrations provided required 
resources for the 24 hour DOT Crisis 
Management Center and the Regional 
Emergency Transportation Coordination Program. 
 
Looking Forward:  OST anticipates continued participation in required training and exercises.  
DOT will continue the policies and practices that have created the current results.  OST is also 
finalizing a revised DOT Emergency Operations Plan, and anticipates that this will help reach 
100 percent support for the preparedness programs.  The DOT Emergency Operations Plan 
should be approved by June 30, 2011. 
 

 
External Factors:  The Department of Homeland Security operates and schedules the 
National Exercise Program. It is possible that not all senior DOT staff would be able to 

participate in preparedness exercises because of scheduling conflicts. 
 

 
Partners:  All DOT Agencies. 
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DEFENSE MOBILIZATION 
 
The Department of Defense (DoD) relies on the U.S. commercial 
transportation industry as well as government-owned ships to 
deliver equipment and supplies throughout the world in order to 
maximize defense logistics capabilities and minimize cost. The 
DOT-owned Ready Reserve Force (RRF) is a very important 
component of the Department’s ability to provide sealift capacity 
in times of emergency to DoD.  These ships serve as an important 
asset supporting the Department’s emergency preparedness and 
disaster response activities.  The RRF is comprised of 49 ships 
with special capabilities that can carry or offload heavy and 
oversized military cargoes which regular U.S.-flag commercial cargo ships cannot carry. RRF 
ships meet approximately half of the U.S. Transportation Command’s surge (or initial) sealift 
requirement during a mobilization.  In FY 2010, MARAD received approximately $265 million 
for these activities. 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE #1:  PERCENTAGE OF DOD-REQUIRED SHIPPING CAPACITY (BOTH 
COMMERCIAL AND GOVERNMENT-OWNED), COMPLETE WITH CREWS AND AVAILABLE WITHIN 
MOBILIZATION TIMELINES 
 
What are we measuring?  MARAD tracks the number of cargo ships with full crews that are 
available to meet military requirements on short notice.  This level of readiness ensures there is 
sufficient shipping capacity available to transport cargo in support of U.S. military actions 
around the world. 
 
2010 Results: Target Met   
Target: 94% 
Actual 96%  
 
Description of Results: 
MARAD exceeded the target by 
maintaining full enrollment in the 
Maritime Security Program, stable 
enrollment in the Voluntary 
Intermodal Sealift Agreements (VISA) 
Program, and a constant level of 
preparedness in the RRF. 
 
Each of the commercial vessels 
enrolled in the Maritime Security 
Program and/or Voluntary Intermodal Sealift Agreement programs is registered under the U.S. 
flag and is crewed with U.S.-citizen merchant marines.   
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Looking Forward:  MARAD will continue the policies and practices that have led to the current 
results. 

 
External Factors:   DoD requirements help determine the size of both the government-
owned and commercial fleets. 

 
Partners:   Department of Defense, U.S. Transportation Command, U.S. flag ship 
operators, Ready Reserve Force Ship Managers, and Maritime Labor Organizations 

(e.g., Marine Engineers’ Beneficial Association, American Maritime Officers, and Seafarers 
International Union). 
 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE #2:  PERCENTAGE OF DOD COMMERCIAL PORTS AVAILABLE FOR MILITARY 
USE WITHIN DOD-ESTABLISHED READINESS TIMELINES  
 
What are we measuring?  This measure helps MARAD assess the readiness of the commercial 
ports that will be used to transport 
military equipment and supplies. 
 
2010 Results: Target Met   
Target: 93% 
Actual: 100%  
 
Description of Results:  MARAD has 
met this measure with 100% availability 
of commercial ports for military use.  
MARAD was able to exceed the target 
because it coordinated closely with the 
military and strategic ports. 
 
 
Looking Forward:  While port congestion is currently not an issue because of the worldwide 
economic downturn, MARAD is examining ways to increase the flow of military cargo through 
ports once the economy recovers.  At the height of the economic cycle many strategic ports were 
not able to provide facilities for military mobilization.  The Agile Port concept and the PAR 
Technology Logistics Management System (LMS) together will reduce the staging area footprint 
and assist in just in time cargo delivery. 
 

External Factors:   The size and timeline of the deployment, available commercial port 
and intermodal capacity, readiness of the port, and weather conditions all affect this 

performance measure. Port readiness is dependent on training, exercises, deployment 
coordination and monthly and semi-annual readiness assessments. 
 

Partners:   Commercial strategic ports and the National Port Readiness Network, 
which is comprised of the U.S. Transportation Command, Military Surface 
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Deployment and Distribution Command, U.S. Coast Guard, Transportation Security 
Administration, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Northern Command, U.S. Army Forces 
Command, U.S. Army Installation Management Command, Military Sealift Command, and the 
Maritime Administration. 
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work/life programs;  and benchmarking, developing, and implementing best practices in 
Performance Culture. 
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Department of Transportation Open Government Plan  

The President’s Open Government initiative represents a significant shift in the way Federal 
agencies conduct business and engage the public.  The DOT recognizes that the Open 
Government initiative is about more than adopting new tools and emerging technologies—it is 
about affecting real policy and internal culture change to ensure that our Department truly 
becomes even more transparent, participatory, and collaborative both internally and externally.  
Toward that end, our DOT Open Government Initiative addresses culture, policy and technology 
issues to enhance the DOT’s openness.   

The DOT has proposed several Open Government goals and objectives that will enable the 
Department to become more open in the coming years, which are: 

• Increase Agency Transparency and Accountability by:  
o Presenting in a clear manner DOT information about programs and objectives; 

and, 
o Continuing to release DOT data in a timely manner by proactively making it 

available online in consistent, open formats, while assuring accuracy and 
protecting privacy, security, and confidentiality.  

• Apply Citizen Knowledge Through Participation to Government Service by:  
o Maintaining commitment to collecting and responding to public input on DOT 

policies and programs in innovative ways.  
• Encourage Collaboration and Innovation by:  

o Enhancing collaboration with other Federal agencies, the private sector, and other 
non-government organizations in providing mission-related services.  

• Institutionalize an Open DOT Culture by:  
o Encouraging commitment to Open Government principles at all levels; and, 
o Encouraging a cross-modal, interdisciplinary, collaborative, and engaged 

workforce through enhanced communication, governance, and guidance regarding 
Open Government tools and programs.  

DOT has made significant progress on its Open Government efforts since the publication of the 
Open Government Plan on April 7, 2010 on www.dot.gov/open, including the implementation of 
several priority initiatives:  

• Public Participation. DOT has taken several actions to increase public participation in its 
policy and planning processes, including releasing the draft DOT Strategic Plan, for the first 
time, for transparent public comment and discussion through the IdeaScale Tool. 
Traditionally the DOT Strategic Plan has been released for public comment by Federal 
Register Notice and through dockets.  

• Transparency. DOT has made great strides in furthering transparency in a number of ways, 
including inventorying all of its data, determining an appropriate release strategy, moving 
towards releasing our data in open formats on Data.gov, and building the VisualDOT 

http://www.dot.gov/open�
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platform. Built in partnership with ESRI, VisualDOT will allow the Department to visualize 
data in ways that further DOT’s mission. VisualDOT and will be launched publicly early 
next year. 

• Prizes and Competitions. DOT is working to further collaboration and innovative problem 
solving with the public by experimenting with prizes and competitions. One example of this 
is the National 2-second turnoff video challenge. This challenge was conducted in 
partnership with Seventeen Magazine and the American Automobile Association (AAA). 
Through this challenge on Distraction.gov, DOT solicited PSAs to discourage distracted 
driving among teens.  The winner was selected and awarded $2000.  

• Internal Innovation. DOT recently launched the IdeaHub program to further internal 
innovation and culture change. IdeaHub is an online community for all DOT employees, 
across all Operating Administrations (OAs), all geographical areas, and all job levels to 
submit their ideas, comment on others’ ideas, and rate ideas about how to improve the way 
DOT does business. IdeaHub will help contribute to an environment where all DOT 
employees are satisfied in their work, feel valued by their colleagues, and are empowered to 
improve DOT. 

Regulation Room 

DOT’s flagship Open Government Initiative is the Regulation Room (Section 4.1 of the DOT 
Open Government Plan). Regulation Room is a pilot project in partnership with the Cornell e-
Rulemaking Initiative (CeRI) to discover the best ways of using Web 2.0 and social networking 
technologies to further rulemaking efforts.  This project is the first of its kind in Federal 
rulemaking, and DOT hopes that it will help identify ways to make it easier for all citizens to 
comment on regulatory topics that impact their lives, such as distracted driving or being bumped 
from an oversold airline flight.  The goal is to increase public understanding of proposed rules 
and the rulemaking process and encourage more effective public input and collaboration.  This 
initiative seeks to: 

• Present information about DOT programs and objectives in a clear manner. 

• Maintain a commitment to collecting and responding to public input on DOT policies 
and programs in innovative ways. 

• Enhance collaboration with other Federal agencies, the private sector, and other non-
government organizations in providing mission-related services. 

During 2010, DOT piloted the Regulation Room with two rules which attracted a majority first-
time commenters – a transformational impact on public engagement in the rulemaking process. 

• The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) piloted a rule on distracted 
driving (Limiting the Use of Wireless Communication Devices). During the 34 days the 
rule was open, a total of 3,665 unique visitors came to Regulation Room. On average, 
they viewed 3.8 pages per visit and spent 4.24 minutes on the site. Fifty-four people 
registered during the time the rule was open. Based on answers to a survey at registration, 
94% of those who registered (51 of 54) had never submitted a comment in a federal 
rulemaking. Of those who registered, 18 people submitted a total of 32 comments. 
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• The Office of the Secretary (OST) piloted a rule on consumer protections (Enhancing 
Airline Passenger Protections). During the 110 days the rule was open on Regulation 
Room, a total of 19,320 unique visitors came to the site. There were 24,441 total visits, 
with people spending an average of 3.17 minutes on the site. Of the issue posts, the 
average time on the page was longest for Peanut Allergies (4.14 minutes) and shortest for 
Cost & Benefits (1.55 minutes). The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking was viewed 891 
times; the proposed rule text was viewed 212 times and 1189 people registered during the 
time the rule was open. Based on answers to a survey at registration, only 6% of those 
who registered and answered the question (70 of 1094) said that they had previously 
submitted a comment in a federal rulemaking. 

Data.gov 

A Data.gov working group plans and implements the DOT’s Data.gov program.  This working 
group also coordinates closely with other working groups on information declassification, data 
privacy and confidentiality, and information security to identify and propose solutions to hurdles 
to Open Government and data transparency in their respective areas. DOT has developed a 
central registry for all of its data sets, and this serves as a central point for recording information 
about the data set, the IT investment associated with that data, the business owner, all the 
requirements to register the data set on Data.gov, field-level information, and data required to 
populate a transportation segment in the National Information Exchange Model (NIEM). The 
tool allows DOT to assess privacy, confidentiality, and other traditional security concerns at the 
field level in the data set. DOT has made this tool available to other government agencies. 

DOT’s inventory is posted at http://www.dot.gov/open/data, and the public is able to provide 
feedback on the data sets they would like to see released. DOT currently has 13 data sets 
published on Data.gov and has identified 150 additional candidates for publication. 

 

http://www.dot.gov/open/data�
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COMMERCIAL SERVICES MANAGEMENT 
 
Lifecycle acquisition management is built around a logical 
sequence of phases and decision points to determine and 
prioritize needs, make sound investment decisions, 
implement solutions efficiently, and manage services and 
assets over their lifecycle.  The overarching goal is 
continuous improvement in the delivery of safe, secure, 
and efficient services over time to ensure that taxpayer 
dollars spent through DOT's acquisition programs achieve 
performance outcomes required by tracking cost and 
schedule milestones.   
 
What are we measuring?  Maintaining the 90 percent 
target reached in Fiscal Year 2009 ensures that FAA 
demonstrates its commitment to meet cost and schedule 
goals and benchmarks using a 90 percent target parameter 
that is well established across government agencies.  
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE #1:  FOR MAJOR DOT AVIATION SYSTEMS, THE PERCENTAGE OF COST GOALS 
ESTABLISHED IN THE ACQUISITION PROJECT BASELINES THAT ARE MET 
 
2010 Results: Target Met   
Target: 90% 
Actual: 97% 
 
Description of Results: 
Although FAA met its target, the En 
Route Modernization Effort, a key 
NextGen enabling program, is 
approximately 4 years behind schedule 
and an estimated $330 million over 
budget.  FAA has developed a corrective 
action plan to improve the program and 
recent deployment in two critical en 
route centers has been successful.  The 
Office of Acquisition and Business 
Service has undertaken an initiative to establish a core, standard set of skills for the acquisition 
disciplines. The newly published certification policy establishes professional development and 
training requirements for the acquisition workforce. The policy reinforces the commitment to 
building a high performing acquisition workforce capable of successfully supporting NextGen 
and the transformation of our National Airspace System.   
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FAA ended Fiscal Year 2010 with 36 of 37 (97.29%) programs remaining within their cost 
goals. 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE #2:  FOR MAJOR DOT AVIATION SYSTEMS, THE PERCENTAGE OF SCHEDULED 
MILESTONES ESTABLISHED IN THE ACQUISITION PROJECT BASELINES THAT ARE MET 
 
2010 Results: Target Met   
Target: 90% 
Actual: 90.7% 
 
Description of Results: 
Although FAA met its target, the En 
Route Modernization Effort, a key 
NextGen enabling program, is 
approximately 4 years behind schedule 
and an estimated $330 million over 
budget.  FAA has developed a corrective 
action plan to improve the program and 
recent deployment in two critical en route 
centers has been successful.  The Office 
of Acquisition and Business Service has 
undertaken an initiative to establish a core, standard set of skills for the acquisition disciplines. 
 
A total of 49 of 54 (90.74%) total milestones were met on or ahead of their planned completion 
date. 
 
Looking Forward:  The following disciplines now require formal certification: program 
management, contracting, systems engineering, business management, finance and cost 
estimation, research, and logistics. As more employees achieve professional certifications, FAA 
expects to consistently stay within budget for its major system acquisitions. 
 
The FAA will continue to ensure a staffing and skill mix to successfully manage NextGen and 
other major acquisitions by implementing and annually updating FAA's Acquisition Workforce 
Plan, and training, developing and certifying personnel in key acquisition workforce disciplines.  
FAA will ensure its program managers and acquisition specialists have the skills and 
certifications they need to oversee the purchase and deployment of major aviation systems. 
 
FAA categorizes its acquisition programs by cost, scope, complexity, and other relevant factors.  
The level of review for FAA investment programs is determined by acquisition category to 
ensure the appropriate level of oversight and tailoring is applied to each. By the end of FY 2011, 
at least 95% of Acquisition Category 1 and 2 programs, those with total facilities and equipment 
funding of at least $300 million and medium to high ratings for factors such as political 
sensitivity, risk and complexity, will be managed by level 3 certified program managers. These 
managers will possess extensive experience and training on federal and FAA acquisition 
programs. Along with their demonstrated proficiency in program management, they must acquire 
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industry certification.  By the end of FY 2011, 80% of the entry level contracting specialists will 
achieve level 1 certification within 15 months of hire. 

 
External Factors: None. 
 

 
Partners: FAA’s Air Traffic Organization 
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FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 
 
Infrastructure projects are not static; at any point conditions may 
change in ways that impact the cost of the project or the delivery 
date.  Monitoring cost, schedule, and performance of infrastructure 
projects is critical in order to identify problems and initiate actions 
to mitigate risk.  Three DOT operating administrations oversee 
major infrastructure projects included in the following 
infrastructure project performance measures: FAA, FHWA and 
FTA.   In FY 2010, these operating administrations managed $95 
million for oversight of major infrastructure projects. 
 
What are we measuring?  These measures help to determine DOT’s effectiveness as a steward 
of Federal resources by tracking how closely projects adhere to original cost estimates and major 
milestones. Unexpected delays in major projects diminish public trust and hinder effective 
resource planning. 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURE #1:  PERCENT OF MAJOR FEDERALLY-FUNDED TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS WITH LESS THAN 2 PERCENT ANNUAL GROWTH IN THE PROJECT 
COMPLETION MILESTONE AS REPORTED IN THE FINANCE PLAN 
 
2010 Results: Target Not Met   
Target: 90% 
Actual: 84% 
 
Description of Results: 
The two most common reasons for 
unanticipated delays are overly 
ambitious scheduling and inadequate 
project management.  As the DOT 
strengthens and consolidates its major 
project oversight experience, more 
influence is being exerted over both 
aspects of project delays. 
 
The 2010 result was an improvement 
over the two prior years.  Even though 
the overall target was not met, the 
milestones are being met in an 
overwhelming majority of the major 
projects. 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE #2:  PERCENT OF FINANCE PLAN COST ESTIMATES FOR MAJOR FEDERALLY-
FUNDED TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS WITH LESS THAN 2% ANNUAL GROWTH 
 
2010 Results: Target Not Met   
Target: 90% 
Actual: 84% 
 
Description of Results: 
Cost overruns are often caused by 
schedule delays.  As the DOT 
strengthens and consolidates its major 
project oversight experience, it will 
see fewer cost overruns and schedule 
delays.  Cost increases were reported 
on four projects, but costs declined on 
10 projects due to the favorable 
bidding climate. 
 
 
 
Looking Forward:  The downward pressure on construction and development costs observed in 
2009 continued through FY 2010.   It remains critically important that DOT and project sponsors 
maintain their awareness of ever-changing construction cost factors, so that future expectations 
can adapt to new circumstances. 
 
By conducting a review of major project finance plans, DOT seeks to improve the quality of the 
project schedules developed by its State and local partners.  This task requires that DOT develop 
its own cadre of staff skilled in major project review.  Training opportunities for these staff 
members continue to be offered and the level of expertise throughout the Department is 
increasing. 
 
The number of major projects (i.e., larger than $500 million) under the DOT’s purview continues 
to increase.  Improving the cumulative percentage requires above-average performance by new 
projects entering the measurement cohort.  A gradual year-by-year improvement would indicate 
better results from newly undertaken projects. 
 

• In upcoming years, FHWA will continue to provide project management training to its 
major project oversight managers. 

• FHWA will continue to review the finance plans, project management plans, and cost 
estimates that are required for each major project. 

• FTA will offer up to 40 project management and construction management training 
courses in upcoming years for project sponsors. 

• FTA will host an annual New Starts Engineering workshop for project sponsors to share 
best practices. 
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External Factors: The Federal Government provides funding for airports, highways, 
and transit projects. In all three instances the Government is only one of several 
sources of funding and its control over an entire project is limited. 

 
Partners: State Departments of Transportation, local governments, State and local 
transit agencies, airport owners, airlines, cargo carriers, and other aviation users. 
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PERFORMANCE DATA COMPLETENESS AND RELIABILITY 
 
Performance measurement is dependent on the availability of useful data that will indicate level 
of performance and help progress toward achieving organizational goals. Because all data are 
imperfect in some fashion, pursuing perfect data may consume public resources without creating 
appreciable value. For this reason, there must be an approach that provides sufficient accuracy 
and timeliness but at a reasonable cost. This section of the report provides information on how 
DOT uses performance data, assesses limitations of the data, and plans to improve DOT’s data. 
 
IN GENERAL 
In an attempt to bring consistency and quality to its performance reporting, DOT has 
implemented some general rules regarding the data it uses and how it is evaluated. 
 
Annual Data—Whenever available, the data in this document are reported on a Federal 
Government fiscal year basis. However, there are instances where fiscal year data are not 
available, so calendar year data are used instead. This often occurs when data are collected and 
reported to DOT by external sources and a calendar year reporting requirement is specified in the 
implementing regulation. 
 
Completeness of Data for Annual Results—If available, the results for the most recent year in 
the report are listed as Actual in the shaded box for each performance measure. When an actual 
value is not available for the current year, either an estimate or a projection is provided instead. 
In general, estimates are based on partial-year data that are extrapolated to cover a full 12-month 
period. Historical trend information, supplemented by program expertise, is then applied to 
estimate the remaining months of performance for which actual data is unavailable. The result is 
identified as a preliminary estimate in the report. If partial-year data are not available, then past 
trend information is analyzed and supplemented by program knowledge to develop a projected 
value for the annual performance measure. The result is identified as a projection in the report. 
As data are finalized, the projections and preliminary estimates are replaced by actual results, 
with resulting changes denoted by an (r). Results are also amended as errors and omissions are 
identified in the data verification process, as updated information is provided by the reporting 
sources, or because of legal or other action that changes a previously-reported value. 
 
Reliability of Measurement Data—DOT performance data are generally reliable (useful to 
program managers and policy makers). But because performance results in a given year are 
influenced by multiple factors, some of which are beyond DOT’s control, and some of which are 
due to random chance, there may be considerable variation from year to year. A better “picture” 
of performance may be gained by looking at results over time to determine if there is a trend. 
We have compiled Source and Accuracy Statements for each of the DOT data programs used in 
this report, which can be found at: 
http://www.bts.gov/programs/statistical_policy_and_research/source_and_accuracy_compe
ndium/index.html. The Source and Accuracy Statements give more detail on the methods used 
to collect the data, sources of variation and bias in the data, and methods used to verify and 
validate the data. 
 



86 

 

Assessing and, where possible, eliminating sources of error in DOT data collection programs has 
always been an important task for data program managers. As part of their ongoing work, 
managers of departmental data programs use quality control techniques to identify where errors 
can be introduced into the data collection system. Program managers also use computerized edit 
checks and range checks to minimize errors that may be introduced into the data of their 
respective programs. In addition, quality measurement techniques are employed to measure the 
effects of unanticipated errors. These include verification of data collection and coding, as well 
as coverage, response and non-response error studies to measure the extent of human error 
affecting the data. As sources of error are identified, data collection is improved. 
 
The data used in measuring performance come from a wide variety of sources. Much of it 
originates from sources outside of the Department and, therefore, outside of the direct control of 
the Department. The data often come from administrative records or from sample surveys. While 
DOT may not have a strong voice in improving the quality of outside data, the Department takes 
all available information about the limitations and known biases in outside data into account 
when using the data. To help the Operating Administrations (OAs) address these issues, the 
Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) is developing a statistical policy framework where the 
OAs will work together to identify and implement the current statistical best practices in all 
aspects of their data collection programs. This project is consistent with the data capacity 
discussions found in the DOT Strategic Plan. 
 
DATA LIMITATIONS 
DOT Data Source Limitations—Timeliness is the most significant limitation for DOT 
performance measurement data. Some DOT data are not collected annually; for example, the 
National Household Travel Survey and the Commodity Flow Survey each collect data every five 
years. Data that are collected each year (or more frequently) require time to analyze, confirm and 
report results; for example, Highway Performance Monitoring System vehicle-miles traveled 
(VMT) data require several months of post-collection processing, making final results 
unavailable for this performance report. Other performance measurement data limitations are 
identified in the previously mentioned Source and Accuracy Statements for DOT data programs. 
These statements contain descriptions of data collection program design, estimates of sampling 
errors (if applicable), and discussions of non-sampling errors. Non-sampling errors include under 
coverage, item and unit non-response, interviewer and respondent response errors, processing 
errors, and errors made in data analysis. 
 
Estimating and Projection Techniques Used—As discussed under completeness, most of the 
FY 2010 measures must be projected from either partial-year data or historical trends. The 
projections based on partial-year data from FY 2010 are more likely to reflect changes effected 
by current DOT policies and programs. The measures projected from FY 2009 and prior 
historical data reflect continuing trends from ongoing programs, but do not reflect the effects of 
changes implemented in FY 2010. 
 
External Data Source Limitations—Data that originate from external or third-party sources are 
not directly controlled by DOT. These data often come from administrative records or from 
sample surveys. Timeliness is also a significant limitation. For example, many DOT internal data 
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programs rely on data provided by State DOTs. DOT partners closely with the States, but does 
not have direct control over these programs. 
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL TOP MANAGEMENT CHALLENGES 

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) issues its annual report on the Department of 
Transportation’s top management challenges to provide a forward-looking assessment for the 
coming fiscal year.  The purpose of the report is to aid Department of Transportation (DOT) 
agencies in focusing attention on and mapping work strategies for the most significant 
management and performance issues facing the Department. 

In selecting the challenges for each year’s list, the OIG continually focuses on the Department’s 
key strategic goals to improve transportation safety, capacity, and efficiency.  In addition to the 
OIG’s vigilant oversight of DOT programs, budgetary issues, and progress milestones, it also 
draws from several dynamic factors to identify key challenges.  These include new initiatives, 
cooperative goals with other Federal departments, recent changes in the Nation’s transportation 
environment and industry, as well as global issues that could have implications for the United 
States’ traveling public.  As such, the challenges included on the OIG’s list vary each year to 
reflect the most relevant issues and provide the most useful and effective oversight to DOT 
agencies. 

As required by OMB Circular A-136, the OIG’s report briefly assesses DOT’s progress in 
addressing the challenges identified.  To track management challenges identified from year to 
year, the OIG provides an exhibit to the report that compares the current list of management 
challenges with the list published the previous fiscal year.  In addition, the OIG may refine the 
scope of the management challenge from year to year based on program developments, external 
factors, or other information that becomes available. 

The Management Challenges for FY 2010, along with the DOT responses, can be found at: 
http://www.dot.gov/about.html#perfbudgplan 
  

http://www.dot.gov/about.html#perfbudgplan�


90 

 

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) is an extraordinary 
response to a crisis unlike any since the Great Depression. This landmark legislation is the most 
sweeping and ambitious domestic aid package the Federal Government has implemented in 
generations. It reflects an unprecedented effort to jumpstart our economy, create or save millions 
of jobs, and put a down payment on addressing long-neglected challenges so our country can 
thrive in the 21st century. Since the President signed this hallmark legislation on February 17, 
2009, the Department of Transportation has been working hard to ensure that the Recovery Act 
is being implemented quickly, wisely, and with unprecedented transparency and accountability 
to finance transportation projects throughout America. 

Status at the Close of Fiscal Year 2010 

Since the enactment of the Recovery Act, the Department of Transportation has: 

• Obligated $39.6 billion (82%) of the $48.1 billion in funds provided 
• Disbursed over $20.4 billion from the U.S. Treasury to pay bills associated with 

Recovery Act activities 
• Supported nearly 14,000 projects.   

TRANSIT - $8.8 billion 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) obligated 100% of its $8.4 billion in Recovery Act 
funds before September 30, 2010.  In doing so, the FTA awarded 983 ARRA grants to over 600 
recipients for capital projects to improve the condition of the nation's transit assets.  In addition, 
the FTA obligated $443 million in FHWA Recovery Act funds (covering 89 projects) where 
States and localities chose to "flex" highway resources to transit investments.  The table below 
contains an example of the kind of projects funded by FTA. 

CURRENT FTA PROJECT LIST 

Project Name Funding Location Description 

Atlantic Avenue 
Viaduct $77.2 million Brooklyn, NY 

This project will restore a much-
traveled and critical stretch of 
railroad infrastructure to a state of 
good repair. 

Orange Line $61.2 million Dallas, TX 

This project partially funds 
construction of the 14-mile Orange 
Line, which will connect Dallas, 
the Las Colinas Urban Center and 
the Dallas Fort Worth International 
Airport. 
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Project Name Funding Location Description 

Union Station $28 million Denver, CO 

Funding for this project helps 
transform Union Station into a 
transportation hub, providing 
access to Amtrak, light rail, bus 
transit, parking and 
bicycle/pedestrian routes. 

Staten Island 
Ferry Terminal $175 million Staten Island, NY 

This project provides funding to 
rehabilitate vehicular and 
pedestrian bridges at a 
transportation hub that provides 
direct connection for 60,000 transit 
riders on a daily basis to and from 
Manhattan. 

Eads Bridge $25 million St. Louis, MO 

Recovery Act funds will support 
the rehabilitation of a combined 
roadway and light rail bridge 
which serves as the backbone of 
the St. Louis Metrolink Light Rail 
System. 

Stephanie Tubbs 
Jones Transit 
Center 

$4.4 million Cleveland, OH 

Recovery Act funds were used to 
develop a staging area and 16 bus 
bays in the Euclid corridor to serve 
more than 500 buses daily, 
providing transportation access to 
jobs in downtown Cleveland for 
residents of the Euclid 
neighborhood. 

 

More information is provided at: http://www.fta.dot.gov/index_9440.html. 

HIGHWAYS - $26.6 billion 

A major portion of DOT’s Recovery Act resources are at work improving our highways and 
bridges. Of the $27.5 billion appropriated specifically to the FHWA, the States obligated $26.6 
billion or 100% of their funding to support work on more than 12,900 projects as of September 
30, 2010. $443 million of FHWA Recovery Act funding was ‘flexed’ to FTA for transit projects 
in some States while $500 million was obligated to the Department of the Interior for use on 
Federal lands.    
 
Two notable examples of the projects funded with Recovery Act funds are the Caldecott Tunnel 
project in Oakland, CA and the DFW Connector in Dallas, TX.   

The Caldecott tunnel project is adding a fourth tunnel to the existing three tunnels on the heavily 
traveled State Route 24 (SR 24) near Oakland, CA. SR 24's existing three tunnels, which gave 

http://www.fta.dot.gov/index_9440.html�
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drivers a total of six lanes, are inadequate for the heavy volume of Bay Area traffic each day. 
The route serves an estimated 160,000 drivers daily.  The new tunnel is funded, in part, by the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and will make room for two additional lanes.  The 
$420 million project utilizes $176 million from the Recovery Act, making it the nation's third-
largest investment of Recovery Act highway funds.   
 
The new Dallas Fort Worth Connector is the largest investment of Recovery Act dollars in a 
highway project to date.  The $1.02 billion project, of which $261 million is funded by ARRA, 
will significantly reduce congestion for drivers in Tarrant County, and began ahead of schedule 
thanks to Recovery Act dollars.  It runs 8.4 miles on the State Highway 114/121 corridor through 
the communities of Grapevine and Southlake, part of the Dallas/Fort Worth metro area. 
Improvements include 12 to 14 new main lanes and four toll-managed lanes which will double 
existing highway capacity.  Traffic volume along State Highway 114 is expected to grow from 
today's 189,000 vehicles to 359,000 by 2030. The Connector will build the capacity needed to 
handle this projected growth.   
 
More information is provided at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/economicrecovery/index.htm 

RAIL - $9.3 billion 

High-Speed Rail - $8 billion 

The Recovery Act provided $8 billion to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) to develop 
and expand high speed rail capability in the United States. At the end of the Fiscal Year 2010, 
FRA obligated $870 million in High Speed Rail initiatives. Most of the investment of the High 
Speed Rail program was in seven large-scale service development programs. The remaining 
funds were to smaller corridor programs and individual construction projects that provided 
independent utility. 

AMTRAK – $1.3 billion 

The Recovery Act provided $1.3 billion for AMTRAK to improve and expand its fleet, track, 
bridges, tunnels, and signals, as well as improve the safety and security of its facilities. In FY 
2009, FRA obligated 100% of the $450 million that was specifically designated for capital 
security grants to AMTRAK. As of September 30, 2010, FRA has obligated 100% of the 
remaining funds to AMTRAK. 

More information is provided at: http://www.fra.dot.gov/us/content/2153  

AVIATION - $1.3 billion 

Airport Grants – $1.1 billion 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) provided $1.1 billion in funding for upgrades and 
improvements on runways and airport facilities in Fiscal Year 2009. These projects enhanced 
safety, capacity, and security at airports. They included construction or rehabilitation of new 
airports, runways, runway safety areas, taxiways, aprons, terminal buildings, and Aircraft Rescue 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/economicrecovery/index.html�
http://www.fra.dot.gov/us/content/2153�
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and Fire Fighting buildings.   Because many projects came in under budget, FAA was able to 
fund 372 projects, 72 more than originally anticipated.    

Airport Facilities and Equipment Upgrades - $200 million 

FAA’s Facilities and Equipment Upgrades program finances major capital investments related to 
modernizing and improving air traffic control and airway facilities, equipment, and systems. Of 
the $200 million provided for Facilities and Equipment Upgrades, $198.3 million was obligated 
at the end of FY 2010, supporting 398 infrastructure projects. A total of 332 (83 percent) of 
facilities and equipment projects that were under way have been physically completed 
nationwide and outlays totaled $74.7 million at the end of FY 2010. 

More information is provided at: http://www.faa.gov/recovery  

MARITIME - $100 million 

The Recovery Act provided the Maritime Administration (MARAD) with $98 million in grant 
funding to make capital and infrastructure improvements at small shipyards. The grants provided 
to the shipyards will facilitate the efficiency, cost-effectiveness, and quality of domestic ship 
construction, conversion, or repair for commercial and government use.  MARAD has obligated 
100% of the $100 million in Small Shipyard ARRA funding ($98 million in grant funding and $2 
million in administrative funding) for 70 projects, of which all but two (97%) are under way or 
already completed.  Twenty-one Small Shipyards grant projects are completed (30% of total 
projects), and 32 projects are expected to be completed by December 2010 (46%).  Completed 
projects include: 

– Upgrades to drydocks in Connecticut, Virginia and Pennsylvania.  
– Modifications to slipways and railways in Washington and Indiana. 
– Purchase of a 400-Ton Travelift in Alabama and Massachusetts. 
– Purchase of several crawler cranes and rough terrain cranes. 
– Purchase of several plasma cutters, press brakes, welding equipment, forklifts and 

shop equipment. 

For more information, go to: 
http://www.marad.dot.gov/about_us_landing_page/marad_recovery_act/recovery.htm 

GRANTS FOR NATIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS - $1.52 billion 

Supplemental Discretionary Grants for National Surface Transportation System - $1.5 billion 

The Recovery Act provided the Office of the Secretary of Transportation $1.5 billion in grant 
funding for capital investments in surface transportation infrastructure projects that will have a 
significant impact on the Nation, a metropolitan area, or a region (including highway, bridge, 
public transportation, passenger rail, freight rail, and port infrastructure projects). On Feb 17th 
2010, 51 awards were announced.  In FY 2010 19 TIGER project grant agreements were 
executed, 10 TIGER project grant agreements were pending final negotiation, and 9 TIGER 

http://www.faa.gov/recovery�
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projects were under way across the country. All 51 projects are expected to be obligated before 
the September 30, 2011, obligation deadline. 

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Bonding Assistance - $20 million 

The Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Bonding Assistance Program was to assist DBEs 
to obtain bid, payment, and performance bonds in a timely and efficient manner. These funds  
enabled  DBEs to compete for and perform transportation-related projects receiving Recovery 
Act funding for DOT.  In FY 2010 more than 150 bonding assistance grants were made to 
disadvantaged business enterprises. 
 
For more information go to: http://www.dot.gov/recovery/ost/ 

Jobs & Projects 

One of the primary goals of the Recovery Act was to preserve and create jobs. The money 
appropriated to DOT by the Recovery Act is doing exactly what Congress intended it to do: it is 
creating jobs and reinvigorating our economy.  On average, DOT created or saved more than 
45,000 FTE per quarter throughout the past 4 reporting periods and had more than 67,500 FTE in 
the last reporting period alone (July – September  2010). In total, DOT obligated 15,061 projects 
nationwide in FY 2010, and nearly 14,000 were under way or completed by the end of FY 2010. 

Accountability 
 
The Recovery Act has been implemented with an unprecedented level of transparency and 
accountability. A variety of reports on Recovery Act programs can be found at http:// 
www.dot.gov/recovery. 

 

 

  

https://webmail3.dot.gov/exchweb/bin/redir.asp?URL=http://www.dot.gov/recovery/ost/�
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GAO HIGH RISK ISSUE 
 

Since 1990, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) has provided to Congress a 
report on government programs and operations that in some cases are high risk due to 
their greater vulnerability to fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanagement. In recent years, 
GAO also has identified high-risk areas to focus on the need for broad-based transformations 
to address major economy, efficiency, or effectiveness challenges. 
 
In January 2009, GAO presented a new high risk list to Congress, which included concerns 
about the Highway Trust Fund (HTF). According to GAO, the HTF channels about $33 billion 
in highway user excise taxes annually to States for highway and related spending. Estimated 
outlays have exceeded estimated receipts throughout the authorization period for 
SAFETEA-LU – fiscal years 2005 through 2009. Furthermore, actual account receipts were 
lower than had been estimated and the account balance dropped more rapidly than anticipated, 
approaching zero in August 2008. Congress subsequently approved legislation in 
September 2008 to appropriate $8 billion from the General Fund of the Treasury to replenish 
the account. Agency officials previously anticipated the account would reach a critical 
stage again before the end of fiscal year 2009, and estimated that additional resources 
would be needed to ensure account solvency through the end of fiscal year 2010. 
 
GAO recommended a surface transportation policy based on the following principles: (1) 
ensuring goals are well-defined and focused on the federal interest, (2) ensuring the federal 
roles in achieving each goal is clearly defined, (3) ensuring accountability for results 
by entities receiving federal funds, (4) using the best tools and approaches to emphasize 
return on targeted federal investment, and (5) ensuring fiscal sustainability. 

DOT’s Plan for Ensuring Highway Trust Fund Solvency 

The financing methods that fund the highway and aviation trust funds are established by 
statute. It has become increasingly clear that the existing statutory approaches to financing 
the trust funds are not sustainable and will need to be addressed during the reauthorization 
processes.  
 
In FY 2010, DOT conducted outreach events throughout the nation to gather input from 
stakeholders to develop proposals for the next reauthorization legislation.  The Department is on 
track to release a reauthorization proposal. 
 
Throughout FY 2010, DOT released weekly cash balance tables for both the Highway Account 
and the Mass Transit Account.  Both accounts maintained cash balances that were sufficient for 
prudent financial management.  In addition, DOT maintained outlay projection models for both 
the Highways and Transit programs to determine how current spending compares to projections.    
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DATA DETAILS 
 
Performance Data Completeness and Reliability Details 
 
The Annual Performance Report includes performance measures to monitor DOT’s progress 
towards achieving its strategic goals. Some information about the performance measures are 
provided within the Performance Report Section of this document; however, the Performance 
Data Completeness and Reliability Details is provided online at: www.dot.gov. 
 
The Performance Data Completeness and Reliability Details include a description of a 
performance measure and associated data provided by the agencies in charge of the measure. The 
Scope statement gives an overview of the data collection strategy for the underlying data behind 
the performance measure. The Source statement identifies the data system(s) from which the data 
for each measure were taken. The Statistical Issues statement has comments, provided by the 
Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS) and the agency in charge of the measure, which 
discuss variability of the measure and other points. The Completeness statement indicates 
limitations due to missing data or availability of current measures, while methods used to 
develop projections are also provided, as appropriate. The Reliability statement gives the reader 
a feel for how the performance data are used in program management decision making inside 
DOT. 
 
For further information about the source and accuracy (S&A) of these data, and DOT’s data 
quality guidelines in accordance with Section 515 of the Treasury and General Government 
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001 (P.L. 106-554), please refer to the BTS S&A 
compendium available at http://www.bts.gov/programs/statistical_policy_and_research/ 
source_and_accuracy_compendium/index.html 
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http://www.bts.gov/programs/statistical_policy_and_research/�
http://www.bts.gov/programs/statistical_policy_and_research/�


97 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Performance measures show if intended outcomes are occurring and assess any trends. Program 
evaluation uses analytic techniques to assess the extent to which programs contribute to those 
outcomes and trends. As required by the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993, the 
Department’s FY 2006 - 2011 Strategic Plan includes a schedule of program evaluations by 
fiscal year. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

08 Fall 

      

Fiscal Year 2010 

Program Evaluations 
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Introduction 
Types of Program Evaluations 

Program evaluation is an assessment, through objective measurement and systematic analysis, of 
the manner and extent to which programs achieve intended outcomes. Evaluations are of the 
following types: 

• Impact Evaluations use empirical data to compare measurable program outcomes with 
what would have happened in the absence of the program. These represent the highest 
standard of program evaluations and are often the most difficult and expensive to 
construct and interpret. 

• Outcome Evaluations assess the extent to which programs achieve outcome-oriented 
objectives. These use quantitative methods to assess program effectiveness, but fall short 
of the rigorous causal analysis of impact evaluations. 

• Process Evaluations assess the extent to which a program operates as intended. While a 
true process evaluation will use objective measurement and analysis, it falls short of 
assessing the causal links between intervention and outcome. 

• Cost-Benefit and Cost-Effectiveness Analyses compare a program’s outputs or outcomes 
with the costs to produce them. These analyses conform to program evaluation when 
applied systematically to existing programs and when measurable outputs and outcomes 
are monetized. 

 

Program Evaluation Management 

The programs selected for scheduled evaluations are vetted through the Department’s strategic 
planning process. Each modal administration nominates programs that are then reviewed by a 
strategic planning executive committee to ensure: 1) adequate breadth of program evaluations 
across modal administrations; and 2) alignment to the strategic objectives. The Office of 
Inspector General and the General Accountability Office pursue program evaluations 
independent of this schedule. 
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Safety 
FRA Research and Development Program 
 
Purpose: The purpose of FRA’s Research, Development and Demonstration (R&D) programs 
review is for the Transportation Research Board (TRB) committee to conduct an annual 
assessment covering such topics as program management structure and approach, allocation of 
resources among program areas, and project selection criteria. 
 
Contribution to Goal Performance: The TRB review is intended to ensure the major research 
directions and content of the R&D program are applicable to the needs of R&D’s customers and 
stakeholders both within and external to the FRA.  
 
Methodology:  The research review was conducted over the course of two days. The first day, 
FRA R&D staff combined the committee meeting with an outreach session for stakeholders. The 
research review was attended by approximately 70 invited guests, the committee members, and 
FRA R&D staff and Volpe Center researchers who work on FRA research projects.  On the 
second day of the meeting, the committee discussed its reactions to the research review with the 
FRA R&D leadership and discussed the future directions for the R&D program. The meeting on 
the second day concluded with the TRB committee’s executive session to formulate the findings 
and recommendations that were written into a letter report (see link below). 
 
Status: Complete   
 

 
Partners:  Transportation Research Board/National Academies of Science 
 

Listed in DOT Plan:  Yes 

Type: Process 

Source: External, TRB / National Academies of Science 

Findings: 

• Many of the objectives of the last five-year strategic plan have been accomplished. 
• Major market shifts within freight rail are under way. 
• FRA’s previous research agenda needs to be replaced by a new strategic R&D plan that 

aligns project priorities with the new realities facing the railroad industry. 
 
Recommendations: FRA must proceed with its mandated review of the high-speed development 
proposals put forth by States and their partners in response to the $8 billion provided by ARRA 
for improvement in intercity rail passenger services and development of high-speed rail. 
 
In the R&D agenda, FRA should emphasize the technologies required to support joint passenger 
and freight operation over the same right-of-way. 
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In developing a research agenda for the new Rail Cooperative Research Program, the committee 
recommends that FRA consider the following topics:  

• Sustainable business models 
• Evaluation of electrification options 
• Strategies to meet safety standards for mixed traffic 
• Whether and how to jump-start the domestic passenger rail manufacturing industry 
• Fostering strategic partnerships between U.S. and international manufacturers 
• Management of mixed traffic 
• Building professional workforce capacity 

 
 

Links:  Via FRA R&D website, entitled, “TRB Committee for Review of the FRA 
R&D Program: February 2010”: http://www.fra.dot.gov/Pages/32.shtml 
 
Direct Link: http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/Review_of_the_ 
Federal_Railroad_Administration_Rese_163030.aspx 
 

 
Looking Forward:  The FRA R&D program will develop a new strategic plan that will include 
components of the recommendations and findings from the committee. The TRB committee and 
FRA staff will hold an interim meeting and cover in detail topics including (a) the critical need 
for professional workforce capacity building and increased support for academic research; (b) 
implications of and priorities for increased R&D appropriated funding; (c) responses to findings 
and recommendations in this report, and (d) FRA’s preliminary plans for the next research 
review and subsequent committee meeting which will be taking place in February 2011.   
 

@ 

http://www.fra.dot.gov/Pages/32.shtml�
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Safety 
Strategic Highway Research Program II 
 
Purpose: SAFETEA-LU established the second Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP 
2), which is managed by the National Research Council Transportation Research Board (TRB).  
SAFETEA-LU called for the TRB to complete a report to Congress on the strategies and 
administrative structure to be used for implementation of the results of SHRP 2. 
 
Contribution to Goal Performance: SHRP 2 is focused on the areas of safety, renewal, 
reliability, and capacity; the results are expected to advance the state-of-practice in these areas.  
The report sets the framework for the FHWA and its partners to establish processes that will 
effectively implement the results of SHRP 2.  
 
Methodology: TRB established a committee of leaders from the highway community, called the 
Committee for the SHRP 2: Implementation, to recommend approaches to implementing the 
results of SHRP 2 research.  Committee members were chosen for their demonstrated knowledge 
of the program, their expertise in research management and implementation, and their ability to 
represent major potential user groups.  Liaisons from FHWA, American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) coordinated the committee's work with their organizations and 
facilitated outreach to their colleagues throughout the study.  The study was carried out through a 
series of meetings in 2007 and 2008, in close cooperation with the SHRP 2 Oversight Committee 
and the four Technical Coordinating Committees that oversee the research conducted in the four 
SHRP 2 focus areas.  The draft report was reviewed by an independent review board, in 
accordance with procedures approved by the National Research Council Report Review 
Committee. 
 
Status: Complete with Actions Initiated   
 

Partners:  State Departments of Transportation as participants in the Transportation 
Research Board Committee for the Strategic Highway Research Program 2: 
Implementation 

 
Listed in DOT Plan:  Yes 

Type: Process 

Source: Transportation Research Board 

Findings: 

• The four SHRP 2 focus areas - safety, renewal, reliability, and capacity - were developed 
through nearly 3 years of study and consultation with a broad array of stakeholders to 
ensure that the most critical highway user needs would be addressed. 
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• Increasing safety, reducing congestion, minimizing disruption to users when roads are 
being rehabilitated, and providing new capacity that enhances neighborhoods and avoids 
environmental harm are meaningful to highway users. 

• SHRP 2 will produce methods and guidance, as well as technologies, designed to help 
agencies make the changes necessary to better serve their customers while managing the 
risk involved with institutional change. 

• The products of SHRP 2 research, if widely implemented, could significantly enhance 
taxpayers' investments in transportation and improve the daily experience of roadway 
users. 

 
Recommendations:  

• A SHRP 2 implementation program should be established. 
• The FHWA should serve as the principal implementation agent for SHRP 2, in 

partnership with the AASHTO, NHTSA, and the TRB. NHTSA should exercise a 
leadership role in the long-term stewardship of the safety database. 

• Total funding for the first 6 years of the implementation program is estimated at $400 
million. Implementation planning and budgeting should take into account the need of 
several SHRP 2 products, especially the safety database, for support that extends beyond 
the initial 6-year period. 

• A formal stakeholder advisory structure should be established to provide strategic 
guidance on program goals, priorities, budget allocations, and technical advice. 

• Detailed implementation plans should be developed as soon as feasible to guide the 
implementation efforts. 

 
 
Links: http://www.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/Implementing_ 
the_Results_of_the_Second_Strategic_H_160621.aspx 
 
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/sr/sr296summary.pdf 
 

 
Looking Forward:  FHWA presently has an oversight role in the SHRP 2 cooperative agreement 
with TRB - specifically the conduct of research, dissemination of results, and early 
implementation activities. Many FHWA staff members serve as technical specialists on various 
SHRP 2 Technical Coordinating Committees (TCCs) and Expert Task Groups that manage the 
research procurement process.  In October 2009, FHWA's Office of Research, Development and 
Technology hired an SHRP 2 Implementation Team Director.  The team director assessed the 
basic awareness of SHRP 2 within FHWA, determined functions that need to be performed, and 
built a coordinated FHWA effort on SHRP 2 implementation planning.  The FHWA SHRP 2 
Pre-Implementation Working Group, consisting of Coordinators, TCC Liaisons, and staff from 
the Office of Technical Services, began meeting monthly in late 2009 to share information on 
SHRP 2 and to coordinate agency efforts. 
 

@ 
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Safety 
Strategic Highway Research Program II 
 
Purpose: SAFETEA-LU not only established the SHRP 2 program; it also required GAO to 
review the program no later than 3 years after the first research contracts were awarded. This 
report provides information about the process for selecting projects for funding, the projects' 
status, and what, if any, research was eliminated due to funding and time constraints. 
 
Contribution to Goal Performance:  This programmatic review was required by legislation. 
 
Methodology:  The GAO conducted this performance audit from June 2009 through February 
2010, in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.  The GAO reviewed 
the legislative requirements, goals, and objectives for SHRP 2, including the Transportation 
Equity Act for the 21st Century; SAFETEA-LU; and the SAFETEA-LU Technical Corrections 
Act of 2008. It also reviewed the Department of Transportation's strategic plan for fiscal years 
2006 - 2011, and FHWA's October 2008 Strategic Plan and its Corporate Master Plan for 
Research and Deployment of Technology and Innovation. In addition, it reviewed and analyzed 
literature, studies, and reports related to the research program.  The GAO interviewed agency 
officials from DOT, FHWA, and NHTSA, and representatives from the National Research 
Council, TRB, SHRP 2 staff, and AASHTO. A complete description of the methodology is 
outlined in "Appendix I: Scope and Methodology" on page 29 of the Programmatic Review 
report. 
 
Status: Complete without Recommendations   
 

Partners:  Transportation Research Board (TRB), National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA), and the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 

 
Listed in DOT Plan:  Yes 

Type: Process 

Source: General Accountability Office (GAO) 

Findings: 

• The GAO programmatic review found that the SHRP 2 addresses the four required areas, 
but some anticipated research was not funded. 

 
Recommendations: None 

 
 
Links:  http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-10-248 
 
 

@ 
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Looking Forward:  Even though the GAO had no recommendations in this programmatic 
review, the agency is taking a proactive approach in planning to be the lead implementation 
agent for SHRP 2 research results. 
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Safety 
HAZMAT Safety Operations 
 
Purpose: To identify programmatic challenges related to the hazardous materials (HAZMAT) 
industry with the intent of reducing the number of serious HAZMAT transportation incidents and 
the overall level of HAZMAT related risk. 
 
Contribution to Goal Performance: The HAZMAT program enhances highway safety by 
ensuring motor carriers entrusted with transporting the most hazardous commodities comply 
with stringent safety and security criteria established principally by PHMSA.  
 
Methodology: FMCSA assessed the effectiveness of the hazardous materials safety permit 
(HMSP) program by analyzing business processes, developing the “as-is” baseline state, 
compiling interview findings, analyzing process gaps, and identifying opportunities to improve. 
 
Status: Complete but pending approval prior to release   
 

 
Partners:  Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Administration (PHMSA) 
 

 
Listed in DOT Plan:  No. The DOT Strategic Plan lists two FMCSA program evaluations for 
2010.  The first was a process evaluation of the agency’s enforcement activities.  The agency 
completed this study last year and reported the results in the 2009 DOT Performance and 
Accountability Report.  The second review was an outcome evaluation of motor coach 
operations.  The agency decided not to perform its own internal assessment because the Office of 
Inspector General was in the process of performing an in-depth evaluation/audit of FMCSA’s 
motor coach safety program (project number 09M3001M000) at the time.  As an alternative, the 
Associate Administrator for Enforcement made a special request to study the effectiveness of the 
hazardous materials permitting program. 

Type: Process Evaluation 

Source: External evaluation performed by Booz Allen Hamilton 

Findings: 

• The HMSP application language is unclear (i.e., it does not differentiate between 
materials and quantities that do and do not require an HMSP), which results in a high 
volume of incomplete or inaccurate forms submitted by carriers. 

• The HAZMAT Intelligence Portal’s (HIP’s) inability to provide the PHMSA registration 
matches in the Motor Carrier Management Information System (MCMIS) has resulted in 
hundreds of automated non-compliance letters being sent to carriers in the past year 
related to carriers not having a PHMSA registration, although their registrations were 
current. 
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• Often there is a time delay between when a compliance review  is conducted and when it 
is uploaded into MCMIS.  As a result, enforcement personnel do not always have the 
latest information necessary for issuing, revoking, or suspending permits. 

• The lack of guidelines surrounding data clean-up has resulted in outdated and often 
inaccurate carrier information in MCMIS, making it difficult for  roadside inspectors to 
verify carrier status in the database and to perform data analysis.  Additionally, FMCSA 
needs to improve how it monitors the effectiveness of the HMSP program. 

 
Recommendations:  

• Clarify the language in the application. 
• Update the FMCSA HM Registration website to provide additional guidance on the 

MCS-150B form and further information on the administrative appeals process. 
• Modify the FMCSA HM Permits and Forms website so carriers can locate online forms 

more easily. 
• Use the “US DOT Number” field as a unique identifier between the MCMIS and the HIP 

databases to more accurately match the shared data and reduce unnecessary non-
compliance letters. 

• Provide the HAZMAT Division with the authority to upload valid inspection data for 
special time-sensitive cases like administrative appeal or a request for HMSP status 
change. 

• Provide guidelines for data clean-up and improve monitoring of HMSP program.   
 
 

• Links: None 
 
 
 

Looking Forward:  The agency has already implemented or initiated many of the 
recommendations and intends to complete the majority of the higher-level recommendations 
over the next twelve months.  Some recommendations await the implementation of new rules 
like the Unified Registration System rule, which will improve the accuracy of carrier 
information.  The agency will also act upon eleven additional medium to low level 
recommendations as time permits over the next two years. 
 
The recommendations proposed in the hazmat permitting evaluation are expected to improve 
motor carrier safety, stakeholder satisfactions, records management, and program awareness.  
These recommendations will increase the motor carriers’ understanding of how to complete the 
hazmat permit applications process and reduce the administrative burden on the HM Division 
staff. 
 

@ 
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Reduced Congestion 
Overall Assessment of Current and Projected (C&P) Conditions and Performance of Highways, Bridges 
and Transit 
 
Purpose: The C&P report satisfies requirements in 23 USC 502(h) and 49 USC 308(e) for 
reports to Congress on the condition, performance, and future capital needs of the Nation’s 
highway and transit systems.  The document provides decision makers with an objective 
appraisal of the physical conditions, operational performance, and financing mechanisms of 
highways, bridges, and transit systems based both on the current state of these systems and on 
the projected future state of these systems under a set of alternative future investment scenarios. 
 
Contribution to Goal Performance: The report focuses on measures of physical conditions and 
operational performance similar to those in the Reduced Congestion goal.  The report is intended 
to support the setting of program targets and the evaluation of strategies for achieving them. 
 
Methodology: The C&P report consolidates conditions, performance and financial data provided 
by States, local governments and mass transit operators to provide a national level summary; the 
2008 report was based primarily on 2006 data.  The future investment scenarios are based on 
analyses conducted using three analytical models, the Highway Economic Requirements System, 
the National Bridge Investment Analysis System, and the Transit Economic Requirements 
Model.   These models each apply benefit-cost analysis to potential capital investments, 
quantifying the user, agency, and societal costs for various types and combinations of 
improvements.  Assuming that investments are selected in order, based on their benefit-cost 
ratios, the models project the impact that alternative levels of future investment might have on 
selected measures of conditions and performance over a 20-year period.   
 
Status: Completed.  The 2008 edition was completed in January 2010. (The 2010 edition will be 
transmitted to Congress during FY 2011.)     
 

Partners:  FHWA has the lead on the production of the overall report, and is 
responsible for writing the portions of the report dealing with highways and bridges; 
FTA has the lead on writing the transit portions of the report. 

 
Listed in DOT Plan:  Yes. 

Type: Cost-Benefit/Cost-Effectiveness 

Source: Internal 

Findings: 

• Simply sustaining combined highway and bridge investment by all levels of government 
at the 2006 level of $78.7 billion in constant dollar terms would not be adequate to 
maintain the conditions and performance of the overall system over the next 20 years. 

• Maintaining the system at its baseline 2006 level of conditions and performance would 
require an annual spending increase of 2.72 percent above the rate of inflation. 



108 

 

• A constant dollar spending increase of 7.1 percent per year over 20 years would eliminate 
the existing backlog of highway and bridge deficiencies and address new deficiencies 
through the year 2026, when it is cost beneficial to do so, and translate into an average 
annual investment level of $174.6 billion over 20 years.    

• The average annual investment level needed to maintain transit conditions and 
performance over 20 years at the base year 2006 level was estimated to be $15.1 billion. 

• The average annual investment level for improving both the physical conditions of transit 
assets and operational performance to targeted levels by 2026 was estimated to be $21.1 
billion, stated in constant 2006 dollars.   

 
Recommendations:  

• While a series of 20-year capital investment scenarios projecting the potential impact of 
alternative levels of public and private investment on system performance are presented 
in the C&P Report, the DOT does not endorse any of these scenarios or make any 
specific recommendations regarding future funding levels. 

 
 
 

• Links: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/2008cpr/index.htm 
 
 

 
Looking Forward:  There are no specific recommendations in the report for the agency to act 
upon.  The findings of this report are taken into account in the development and evaluation of 
legislative, program, and budget options. 

@ 
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Reduced Congestion 
Federal Lands Highway, Indian Reservation Roads Program 
Bureau of Indian Affairs Program Review   
 
Purpose:  25 CFR 170 requires periodic Indian Reservation Roads (IRR) Program reviews of 
business processes and controls in each Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) regional office.  Program 
management and oversight, financial management, transportation planning, design, construction, 
maintenance, contracting, and administrative processes are reviewed on a 4-year cycle for the 
current state of practice and recommendations are provided to improve the processes for more 
efficient and effective delivery of the IRR Program.   
 
Contribution to Goal Performance: The evaluation contributes to the DOT Organizational 
Excellence goal and the FHWA program delivery goal of ensuring that Federal Highway 
Programs are effectively and consistently delivered through successful partnerships, value-added 
stewardship, and risk-based oversight.  The Federal Lands Highway Office and the BIA jointly 
conduct the IRR program reviews, which continually improve the ability of both agencies to 
efficiently manage the program through process sharing, innovation, and streamlining of project 
delivery.  
 
Methodology: Each of the processes for delivery of the IRR Program (i.e., planning, design, 
construction, maintenance, and contracting) along with their program management and financial 
management activities are reviewed in each regional office.  Staffing (i.e., usage, duties, 
responsibilities), documented procedures, project listings and status, funding distributions per 
tribe, and payroll records are discussed and reviewed.  A sample of the awarded contracts within 
each region is taken, such that a more in-depth review of the contracting files may take place.  
Individuals from each of the core program delivery areas are interviewed and asked to explain 
aspects within their delivery areas that are working well, along with potential areas of 
improvement.  Prior to the week of the review, tribes within the regional area are asked to 
complete a questionnaire that invites their comments on what is working well, and what can be 
improved upon with the IRR Program. 
 
Status: Complete   
 

Partners:  FHWA, Department of the Interior, and BIA.  Approximately two-thirds 
of the annual IRR program funding is provided to the BIA to administer the funds for 
tribal planning, design, and construction projects through various contracting 

methods.  In FY 2010, the total funding for the IRR Program was $450 million. 
 
Listed in DOT Plan:  No. This is an additional evaluation submitted by the Federal Lands 
Highway office to help enhance the stewardship and oversight of the IRR Program funding. 

Type: Process 

Source: Internal 
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Findings and Recommendations: 

• Regional business plans were either outdated, incomplete, or non-existent.  The plans, 
which describe the key business processes and procedures, provide regional staff with a 
consistent set of guidelines and standards when delivering the IRR program.  The plans 
should be completed or updated, including revisions to reflect changes to the current 
authorizing legislation (SAFETEA-LU) and the Negotiated Rulemaking (25 CFR 170). 

• IRR funding is normally received late during the fiscal year.  The annual IRR inventory, 
which feeds the funding distribution formula, should be completed earlier in order to 
compute the tribal shares to ensure funding to the BIA regions on a timelier basis 

• Bridge replacement and rehabilitation projects or plans need to be a key input into long-
range transportation plans, and alternative funding sources should be leveraged, in order 
to have a longer term strategy in which to reduce structurally deficient and functionally 
obsolete bridges. 

•  Consideration should be made for hiring additional staff or centralizing the contracting 
function among the regional offices in order to provide the backup capacity needed. 

• Contract files should include price analyses justifying the budget or cost of projects, 
along with technical evaluation reports indicating that new awards and modifications are 
appropriate to go forward. 

• Additional resources including the Tribal Technical Assistance Program (TTAP) centers, 
distance learning facilities, and staff from other BIA regions and FHWA offices should 
be leveraged to promote tribal education in the areas of planning, design, safety, 
construction, contracting, and maintenance. 

 
 

• Links: None 
 
 
 

Looking Forward:  Each BIA regional office was required to provide a corrective action plan by 
December 31, 2010, for each key finding and recommendation noted in the report.    After 
FHWA and BIA approve the corrective action plans, the BIA will implement the plan and report 
annually, or biennially, on the implementation progress and accomplishments. 
  

@ 
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Status of Other Evaluations Scheduled for FY 2010 

Mode Evaluation Name Status Reason 
MARAD Cargo Preference – Food 

Aid Cargoes 
Deferred Evaluation of the Cargo Preference – 

Food Aid Cargoes program has been 
deferred.  Program evaluation plans will 
be developed in line with priorities in 
DOT’s developing Strategic Plan for FY 
2011 – 2016. 

FMCSA Compliance Review 
Effectiveness  

Cancelled The Compliance Review Effectiveness is 
not a standard evaluation and does not 
make recommendations for improvement 
nor identify problems relative to the way 
FMCSA performs compliance reviews. 

FMCSA Roadside Inspection and 
Traffic Enforcement 
Effectiveness 

Cancelled The Roadside Inspection and Traffic 
Enforcement Effectiveness review is not a 
standard evaluation and does not make 
recommendations for improvement nor 
identify problems relative to the way 
FMCSA performs roadside inspections. 

FMCSA Motor Coach Operations 
Assurance Review 

Cancelled OIG conducted a review on motor coach 
operations during the same timeframe. 
Conducting this research would have been 
a duplication of efforts. 

FAA Streamlined Environmental 
Impact Statement Process 

On Time This evaluation was completed on 
schedule, but not in time for inclusion in 
this annual report. A final report on the 
findings and recommendations resulting 
from this evaluation will be available in 
FY 2011.   

RITA Bureau of Transportation 
Statistics -  Airline 
Program Web Filing 

On Time This evaluation was completed on 
schedule, but not in time for inclusion in 
this annual report. A final report on the 
findings and recommendations resulting 
from this evaluation will be available in 
FY 2011.  

 


