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ABSTRA CT 

This paper describes some suggested revisions in the format of and method and 

procedures for compiling the Annual Highway Safety Work Program (AHSWP) required 

of the states by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). Prior 

to fiscal year 1972, the states were required to send little information to the NHTSA 

(then the National Highway Safety Bureau) regarding activities and expenditures for 

future highway safety projects. Following the introduction of t•e Annual Work Pro- 

gram, however, the states were required to submit mtdti-year•and annual plans and 

projections in a format similar to that of the Planning, Programming, Budgeting Sys- 

tems (PPBS) models adopted during the 1960's by many federal agencies. It is suggested 

that problems 'with the AHSWP, both those caused by the system itself and those re- 

sulting from a l.ack of confidence in it by state program administrators, have impeded 

effective program management in the states. Revisions-to the AHSW1 •, whichare 

based upon some of the data elements and information requirements of the Program 

Information Reporting System, the Design Manual for State Traffic Records Sv.stems, 

and certain aspects of the management by objectives concepts now embraced by the 

NHTSA, are felt to be an asset to state highway safety program management. Examples 

of the new approach are given. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On Au•o-ust 29, 1969, the National Highway Safety Bureau issued NHSB Order 7. 105 

announcing the "Annual Highway Safety Work Program" as the basic working document 

for administration of state highway safety programs. The order marked a significant 

change in the relationship between the NHSB and the governor's highway safety represent = 

atives of the various states. The AHSWP was to be a "bloc" grant, or consolidated 

grant, approach to high•vay safety management; would redirect state attention to problem 

areas in highway safety rather than strict adherence to the program standards; and 

would integrate planning, programming, and budge£ing into a singIe, coherent doeu- 

ment. Review and approval of each and every state highway safety project to be funded 

with federal funds would become things of the past for the NHSB regional and Washing- 

ton staffs. 

State efforts in highway safety program management following passage of the 

Highway Safety Act of 1966 had been far different from the new requirements of the 

AHSWP. In Virginia three documents had been submitted to the NHSB reflecting the 

state's efforts in complying with federal mandates. The first, _Base Year Highwa_v 

Safety. Expenditures and Cost Estimates for Implementing.the Hig.hwa_v Safet_v Act of 

.!966.i n yir•nia, was submitted in November-1967.. The study was, in fact, a combi- 

nation of the base year estimates which would provide a bench mark against which 
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future program efforts could be measured and a needs study which indentified un-met 

requirements of.the state program. 

Following the base year study, the state was required to transmit a state pro- 

gram submission or, as it was later known, a comprehensive plan. The program 

submission titled The Establishment of a Statewide Highway safety program in Virgin• 

was completed and sent to Washington in October 1968. This r'eport, in addition to 

presenting data updating the previous rnateriaI, denoted a fundamental difference 

from the earlier report; it refIeeted a change in emphasis from the individual im- 

plementation of the highway safety program standards to one of ptanning, coordinating, 

and managing i• statewide program. A year later, in September 1969, a report was 

completed whie.h simply updated the 1968 report. It.was entitIed The Establishment 

o! a, Statewide Highway Safety program in Virginia Su.pplementary Data for 1969-70. 

In August 1969,. the guidelines for the AHSWP supplanted these program sub- 

m•ssions. This program had three essential objectives insofar as .,program adminis- 

trators in Virginia were concerned. Since it would introduce statewide planning for 

the first time, it was intended to improve highway safety planning. Further, it was 

designed to link planning and budgeting so that programs could be linked to the funds 

needed for project implementation. Finally, the AHSWP was supposed to Iink planning 

and budgeting to program evaluation si• that the results and effectiveness of programs 

and projects could be reviewed. This review process could then lead to informed 

d•eision making regarding program priorities and the funding of programs that work 

to reduce deaths, injuries, and property damage. 

The AHSWP was supposed to eliminate the rigid observance of program start- 

dards and was deslgned to enable state program administrators to channel their 
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efforts into problem areas, areas identified not in relation to the standards but in 

relation to program elements and sub-elements. (According to Volume 103, the 

Highway Safety Program Manual of NHSTA dealing •t h the AHSWP; Program Ele- 

ments do not necessarily correspond with the Program Standards. Volume 103 

says- 

'rProgram Element An element of safety structure generically 

describes the • of program and generally describes the char- 

acter of the objective. Elements contain activities defined by" 

One phase of the highway safety system (human--entry).. 

One State level agency primarily responsible for achieving 

the objectives (e. g., Department of Education). 

Activities closely related to one another. 

progra,.m Sub-element A sub-element is the basic highway safety 

program plam•ing unit, addressed to one object subgroup with s, pecial 

needs and probIems (e. g., drive•:s under the d•seernible portion 

of the accident threat.) Sub-elements are those activities which 

identify WHAT is to be done. A sub-element may involve more 

than one area. ") 

Unfortunately, this reorientation toproblem areas has never really occurred in Virginia 

and there are several reasons for it. 

PROBLEMS WITH THE AHS•'P 

It would be fair to state that the concepts underlying the annual work program,have 

never been fully understood or.appreciated by state highway safety program administrators. 



It could be argued that, in part, this is the fault of the administrators themselves; 

that they have never sought to completely inform themselves of the program and 

the use of the new system. But this explanation would address only part of the 

problem. 

By far the greatest fault lies in the AH•WP system itself. It is arcane and 

cryptic; loaded with jargon words like sub-element, .output, coverage, proxy mea- 

sures, operations support, and interface. While these terms, and the portions 

of the AHSWP documents that they reference, may not be difficult for highly 

trained systems analysts, or operations research people, they are exceedingly 

complex for the people in positions of authority within the state highway safety 

program structure. For the most part, these state program administrators are 

people who are quite knowledgeable and competent in their jobs, but are not con- 

versant in the vernacular of systems analysis and program evaluation. 

In Virginia, persons responsible for the prepar.ation of the first annual work 

program recognized this problem and sought to mihimize it by pub.Hshing an Annual 

Work Program Manual designed to explain the process in language somewhat more 

understandable than that used in Highway Safety Program Manual (Volume 103) it- 

self. The effort did not succeed. The former, unfortunately, could not eliminate 

or significantly alter the reporting requirements of the AHSWP, regardless of 

what one called them. 

A further difficulty with the AHSWP was the general, nonspecific nature of 

the forms used in compiling the plan. The sub-element pla• (SEP) fo•:m was a 

216mm x 330mm (8½ in. x 13 in. sheet almost entirely blank with space allotted 

for the insertion of plans for the same arcane items previously referenced (see Figure 1). 
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The state program planners were expected to "identify the problem areas" within 

their sphere of influence by determining measures of "effectiveness" (or lack o f 

same) and then formatting plans for the solution to the problems. Unfortunately, 

neither the problem identification process nor the planning for future activities 

was much facilitated by the work program. The poor format also contributed 

to a lack of uniformity in reporting standards. Each state program administrator, 

and each local government submitting an AHSWP, used their own method and 

style for program submission. Some would submit relatively complete SEP's 

(absent, of course, effectiveness measures) with detailed breakdowns of tasks 

and milestones, and complete descriptions of their highway safety programs. 

however, were incomplete in one way or another. 

Most 

Finally, the annual work program process was already impeded by a lack of 

usable program data to assist planners in determining both where they were and 

where they wished to go with the state highway safety/programs. Generally 

speaking, the problems of vague terminology and poor format led to the problem 

of inadequate data, for even though the AHSWP attempted to incorporate measures 

of evaluation into its requirements, the confusing manner of its inclusion made 

the system unworkable in practice. As a result, some planners would develop 

the AHSWP submission without any clear indication that planned activities were 

related to the solution of a highway safety problem. 

The above problems were brought to the attention of the governor's represent- 

ative for highway safety through numerous complaints about the AItSWP. It was 

called "bureaucratic garbage" by some program managers and was almost uniformly 

opposed as a planning and e•aluation tool. Finally, in response to these criticisms 

the governor's representative ordered that •he sub-element plan form be replaced, 



at least for local governments, with a simplified questionnaire. This form satisfied 

most of the local program managers but led to problems for the governor's repre- 

sentative's staff since the data collected from the questionnaire had to be translated 

•nto the form and format of the sub-element plans. Further, some localities were 

sampled in-depth by the planners so that de{ailed program data of the type required 

by the AHSWP could be gathered. Such in-depth data were collected for about ten 

localities in the state and then extrapolated to statewide figures. 

There are, of course, two pervasive problems with the in-depth sampling supple- 
mented by the questionnaires. The first is that for the most part a relatively low 

standard of performance is imposed, on the local governments. The second is that 

the sampling imposed a hardship on the staff of the governor's representative by 

requiring that a substantial amount of time and effort be expended in the collection 

and preparation of the data for the in-depth plans. 

PURPOSE 

As the result of continuing problems with the AHSWP in Virginia, and in the 

interest of developing a more workable planning system, the governor's represent- 

ative agreed that a fall review of the objectives, methods, and procedures of the 

program be conducted. 

The purpose of the review would be to develop a new AHSWP format and system 

with four primary objectives- 

1. To simplify the process and avoid the confusion generated by the jargon 

and- nonspecific format;. 

2. to link available sta.te program data in such a way as to make them useful 

for planners and administrators; 



3. to organize'the format.and available data in such a way as to make them 

of maximum value in identifying the state highway safety problems; and 

4. to improve the highway safety planning process at every level of govern- 

ment in Virginia. 

RELATED DEVELOPMENTS 

While these events regarding the annual work program were unfolding, some 

other areas of the state's highway safety program were also progressing. 

Since 1970 a special traffic records committee, and subcommittee of that 

group, has been working to improve the state's traffic records system. Efforts 

included a special feasibility study and studies to describe the current system and 

define the met and un-met data requirements using the NHTSA Desi•o-n 5Ianual for 

State Traffic Records Systems. To date, improvements.in the system itself have 

been piecemeal, rather than any sweeping reorganization or redesign. But the 

completed Studies have pointed out the need to change the unilateral nature of the 

system whereby localities submit virtually all of the information that goes into the 

state system yet receive practically nothing in return. Also highlighted has been 

the fact that a wealth of information which might be of value to state program mana- 

gers has not been arrayed or formatted in a manner which would-make it of value 

to them in program analysis or pl.anni•g. Hence, efforts are being made to develop 

a series of con•puter programs which will retrieve and format locality specific 

program data for the local governments and safety program specific data for the 

state program managers. These data, when combined with other available data, 

can begin to accomplish the goal of "problem identification" that was originally 

sought with the AItSWP. 



In the summer of 1973, the Commonwealth, for the first time, was asked by the NHTSA 

to submit forms entitled the Program Information Reporting System (PIRS). The PIRS 

forms requested data relevant to state highway safety program management correspond- 

ing with key areas of the state program. At that time it was largely unknown as to how 

much of the data were available in a form compatible with the PIRS structure. After 

some time and effort had been expended on the PI1RS project, it was determined that a 

surprisingly large amount of the data could be obtained. The conclusion was inescap- 

able; a great deal of inforr•ation relevant to "problem identification" could be generated 

from existing sources. 

Finally, in the presubmission conference (critique of the annual work program in 

rough draft form) held bet•ceen state officials and NHTSA Region III officials in March 

197•, the question of "problemidentifieation" was repeatedly discussed. The Region III 

staff complained that the FY 76 AHSWP did not adequately identify the problems that the 

plans were designed to correct or ameliorate. Virginia •fficials agreed, but noted that 

the AHSWP was consistent with federal guidelines for the document's content and strue- 

ture. The group seemed in agreement that the source of the difficulty was perhaps 

the reporting format of the AHSWP itself. 

THE NEED FOR PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION IN THE AHSW-P 

The endorsement of "Management by Objectivies" (MBO) by the NHTSA and the 

emphasis placed on this tool as a. means of incorporating problem identification into 

the annual work program provided an impetus for restructuring the AHSWP process in 

Virginia. 

In the business world, MBO has been a widely accepted management technique 

since the mid-l'960•s. The term was coined by Peter Druckerin 1954 in his book 

The Practice of Mana•'ement (1_). Later, in 1965, it was developed into a system for 



management by George Odiorne in his book Management BV Objectives (2). Odiorne 

saw MBO as a simple and practical application of systems theory. The basic idea 

behind systems theory, he stressed, was that all the basic components of a machine 

(or organization) must work in supportive coordinated harmony for successful opera- 

tions. He viewed MBO as a system that integrates the company's goals of profit and 

growth with the manager's needs to contribute and develop personally. Odiorne saw 

MBO as a closed loop system defining both organization and individual goals in a way 

that assured purposeful action. 

According to the .American Management Association's publication titled Getting 

•es.ults Through MBO, the System works as follows. It begins with the determination 

of company or organizational goaIs by the board of directors. Theri, the president of 

the firm, or its top operating officer, must determine what he must'do in order for 

these goals to be met. He defines his duties in terms of objectives that he must 

personally meet within one year, as determined by the company or organizational 

goals. The president then tells his vice-presidents to prepare their own sets of 

objectives in support of the president's objectives. The vice-presidents, in turn, 

follow a similar procedure with each immediate subordinate and the process continues 

throughout the organization. 

In this manner, the MBO process has accomplished at least two very important 

things- 

1. Each manager has shouldered the responsibility for his area of the 

organization, and defined that responsibility with a written list of 

objectives; and 

the system has developed a comprehensive set of individual and 

organizational goals. 
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This business world system, of course, is not directly applicable to the govern- 

mental world of highway safety.management. But the key element of the system, 

clearly identified goals and objectives,, is as applicable to highway safety management 

as to any other form of management. The NHTSA seems to have picked up this fact 

and substituted problem identification for the mutually agreed upon objectivies of 

classical MBO. It would seem clear in the governmental context that if the principal 

problems are identified, some consensus can be reached as to approaches to their 

solution. If, however, the problems are not in some way identified, then activities 

will remain fragmented, misdirected, and ineffectual. Problem identification is 

dependent, however, upon complete and accurate data, and so it seems that any 

effort to implement MBO in state highway safety programming and planning must of 

necessity'be a'ccompanied by efforts at improving the traffic records (in this case 

management inf.ormation) system. 

VlttGINIA•S HIGHWAY SAFETY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Beginning with the first annual work program in 1971, Virginimhas always 

requested and received sub-element plans from the state agencieswhich have 

responsibility in one or more of the federal highway safety standards as well as 

sub-element plans from the local highway safety commissions, which according to 

Virginia law must have ongoing highway safety programs. At present the state has 

139 local highway safety commissions. 

The organization and administration of the Virginia highway safety program is 

shown in Figures 2 and 3. Figure 2 depicts Virginia's highway safety program strt•c- 

ture and shows the federal highway safety program standards, the state agencies 

responsible for their implementation, and the programs of evaluation and training 

assumed by the Highway Safety Division of Virginia under its planning and administra- 
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Figure 2. Commonwealth of Virginia highway safety program structure. 
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tion req•2rements. It is clear from the chart, for example, that Driver I•icensing 
(Standard 305) is the responsibility of the Division of Motor Vehicles. DMV's driver 

services administrator serves as the element director of the 305 Standard and all 

AHSWI • materials relating to Standard 305 are routed to him. Similarly it can be 

seen that Standard 304 Driver Education, is the responsibility of the Department of 

Education, where the supervisor of driver education services is the element director. 

Alternatively, one can see that Standard 314 Pedestrian Safety, is somewhat 

different from the preceding two in that there is no single state agency responsible 

for implementation. Here the State Department of Education and the Department 

of Highways and Transportation share primary responsibility. In this case persons 

having administrative responsibility within each department for Pe•testrian Safety 

programs submit AHSWP materials on Standard •14. Finally, it can be seen that 

Standard 307 Traffic Courts, illustrates a third kind of program area. Here 

there is no existing state .agency to assume standard responsibility, so the Highway 

Safety Division itself seeks to implement the Standard. One of the Division's staff 

members serves as element director for Standard 307. 

Figure 2 shows the Virginia Highway Safety Program structure at the state 

level, but does not show the way in which the state program is coordinated with 

local programs. Figure 3 shows the state/local interface. Section 2.1-64.19 of 

the Code of Virginia provides that "each county and city within the State shall have 

a local highway safety commission. " While many of the federal highway safety pro- 

gram standards do not have locally administered activities (Driver Licensing, Periodic 

Motor Vehicle Inspection) many do have such programs. Hence, the Highway Safety 

Division attempts to assist local commissions and coordinate programs with them to 

the maximum extent feasible. The Itighway Safety Division has appointed ten l•ighway 



safety program coordinators covering ten geographic areas consistent with the state's 

22 planning districts to handle program coordination. (Factors such as size and 

population of the area help determine the number of planning districts which, are assigned 

to a coordinator. Each coordinator is responsible for at least 2 planning districts 

but no one coordinator is responsible for more than 3.) These p•'ogram coordinators 

report £o the Division's field supervisor. The coo/'dinators work with local corn- 

missions in the ten areas as well as agencies and organizations (police departments, 

rescue squads, etc.) representing highway safety programs, in striving to promote 

effective safety program management. One principal responsibility and tool for pro- 

gram management is the annual work program required by the Division of each locality 

interested in federal funding.for its activities. 

A REVISED AHS%V• SYSTEM 

Using the completed forms submitted by state ffgencies for the 'PRIS and the 

descriptions of met and un-met data requirements zff the state traffic records system 

produced by the traffic records project team, the AHSWP format in Virginia has been 

changed dramatically. Each annual work program document now sent to the state 

agencies and localities begins with a "Problem Identification Statement, " which consists 

of the basic descriptive and program evaluation data that each element director or 

local commission chairman should have for the review .of his program and planning for 

its future. 

As an example, the problem identification statement for Standard 305 Driver 

Licensing, sent to the Division of Motor Vehicles is shown in Figure 4. The driver 

services administrator at DMV will. supply the information necessary to complete the 

problem identification statement as part of his AttSWP responsibility., ttopefully, 

these data will be used by him as he completes the revi•ed sub-element plan sheet 
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State Agency Division of Motor Vehicles 

Standard Area Driver Licensing.. 
THE PROBLEM" Highway Safety programs, and especially individual highway safety 
pro•ects, must be specifically directed at identified problems in order to pro- 
duce results. This portion of your Annual Work Program is tO help you identify 
the highway safety problems in your organization, and develop appropriate plans 
and procedures for the ultimate solution to that problem. 

.DRI\"E.R LICENSE INFOR\•TION I•*CLASS 
OFf TYPE OF DRIVER LICENSE •SSUED F•Y STATE A•t) TIHE NU,•gER OF EAC• TY•E'•'EFFECT: 

TYPE 

ao 

NUMBER I TYPE NUMBER 

ho 
'•E$ NO 2, •UST APPLICANT DEMONSTRATE ABILITY TO OPERATE THE SPECIFIC TYPE 

VEHICLE FOR WRIOH HE IS APPLYING TO BE LICENSED? 

•, INDICATE NUMBER PA$SING/FAILI•;G IN EACH TEST CATEGORY: :" 
ITEM VISION 

a, Pess 

F•II 

.4, H•)W"OFTEN •S REEXAMINATION REQUIRED FOR: 

OTHER PHYSICAL RULES OF 
OR MENTAL THE ROAD 

DR IVI NG 
OTHER TOTAL 

8KILL 

l, GIVE TOTAL NU;,IBER OF DRIVER I•,PROVEME•IT ACTIONS TAKEN IN FOLLOWING CATEGORIES: 

a, Advisory/War,nin 9 Letters Issued 

b, Personal Interviews Conducted 

co Assignments to Driver Improvement Schoois 
d, Probations imposed 

e, Restrictions Imposed 
-(. Financial Responsibility Suspensions or Revbcations Im•o.sed. 

2; IDEN1 IF V-AND LI$1 •UR-•-• •F ,•uSPENSION•]REvoc•TIOI';s-(sj%m-er-ize-) 

N U•,•E R 

*Use additional sheet of paper if needed 
•List type of restrictions and against whom or what imposed on separate sheet of pa.per 

Figure 4. Problem identification statement. 
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shown in Figure 5. The sub-element plan sheets are only slightly revised from the 

earlier drafts used in Virgirda and should therefore now be familiar to state adminis-- 

trators. 

In a similar manner, problem identification statements specific to each standard 

or program element in Virginia have been prepared and sen• to tl{e state agencies as 

part of their AHSWP materials. While the one for Drivel- Licensing shown in 

Figure 4 is brief and therefore was chosen for this paper, others are four and five 

pages long. While they are by no means the last word on the subject, they present 

a beginning point for assessing programs and problems in highway safety activities 

in Virginia. 

The revised AHSWP forms for local commissions are even more changed than 

those for the state agencies. Previously each commission was sent sub-element 

plan sheets for each standard having a local program equivalent, but there was no 

means of ensuring that the commissions in fact revi'ewed the imple/nentation of each 

standard. The new AHSWP forms contain problem identification statements for 15 

of the 18 standards. Only Driver Licensing, Motor Vehicle Registration, and 

Periodic Motor Vehicle Inspection are solely state functions. 

In addition to the data relating to the operation of the local program, the new 

AHSWP forms include community and crash data specific to each commission. One 

of the most pervasive criticisms of the state traffic records system has been that it 

does not provide useful information to the localities. The new forms, with community, 

crash, and program information relevant to each local commission, are designed to 

start to overcome this problem. 

Figure 6, as an 
example using one of the standards applicable to a local corn- 

mission, shows the AHSWP form for Emergency Medical Services. 
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Highway Safety Commission 

Drafted By 

Approved By 

Date February 15, 1976 

General Information" Refer to page 5 (green form). 

Problem Identification Statement" Based on the information developed on pages 5 through. 19 (yellow forms), please describe 
your locality's Highway Safety Problems for the appropriate 
program area(s). 

Ao 

B 

C 

Do 

F, 

Fo 

What are the objectives (short-range) and goals (long-range) of 
your locality's FY 77 Highway Safety Program with respect to each 
of the problem areas identified in question 6? 

A. Objective- 
Goal 

B 

C 

Do 

• b lj -ec t i v e 
Goal 
Obj6ctive 
Goal 
Obj ective- 
Goal- 
O-b j ecti ve 
Goal- 
_•bj e•t •ve- 
Goal 

F 

Figure 6. Local annual highway safety work pro- gram-fiscal year 1977. 
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8. Based upon the Problem Identification Statements as well as the objectives 
and goals of your local highway safety program, list the projects which you 
anticipate conducting in FY 77. Please note that these projects should be 
listed in priority order. Also, please show the cost of each project. 

Pro• ects Cos t 
Local Federal Total 

Ao 

Co 

Do 

FI 

Eb'[ERGE\'UY b[EDI CA.L SERVI CES 

PROGK&•I DATA 
A. No. of Rescue Squad Units By' 

i. Volunteer 
2. Private 
3. Police/Fire/Health Dept. 
4. Other (Specify,) 

B. No.. of Active Eb• Personnel 
Having" 

1974 

TRAINING 

I. Red Cross Standard First Aid 
2. Red Cross Advanced First Aid 
3. DOT 81 flour Course 
4. Cardiac D, rF'S 
5. Other (Specify') 

Volunteer 
1974 

Private P/F/H 

C. No. of Emergency Vehicles 

I. Volunteer 
2. Private 
3, Police/Fire/tiealth Dept. 
4. Other (Specify) 

1974 
Re. scu.e Light Rescue Hea'•T 

D. No. Emergency Vehicles 
Equipped with Two-Way 

i. To Hospital 
2. To Dispatcher 
3. Both 

CO••IC•TIONS 

Ambulance 
1974 

Rescue Light Rescue Hea•,T 

SYSTEbIS OPERAT ION 
E. Avg. Time From Crash 

Notification to Service Dispatch 
I. Avg. Transit Time From 

Dispatch to Crash Scene 
2. Avg. TJame at Crash Scene 
3. Avg. Transit Time From 

Crash Scene to Hospital 
4. Avg. No. Callg Per 

Ambulance Per Year 

Urban 
1974 

Rural 

Fig•re 6. (Continued) 
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PRESENT AND FUTURE 

The new AHSWP forms for FY 1977 were delivered to state agencies and local 

highway safety commissions in early December 1975. They will be completed and 

returned to the Director of the Highway Safety Division by February 15, 1976. 

The first attempt at the new system differs greatly from what is expected in the 

future. The FY 1977 forms sent to the state agencies contained all blank data cells;. 

the agencies must fill in the blanks from the data files which they maintain. In the 

future the Highway Safety Division will transfer these data to magnetic tape so that an 

automated storage and retrieval system for Virginia highway safety program data 

will commence. 
Periodically these data wilt be updated. 

The-new AHSWP form.s delivered to the local commissions by the program 

coordinators contained completed data cells for community and crasl• data, as well 

as some data for the Motorcycle Safety and Pedestrian Safety Standards. It is 

planned that through further work on the traffic records project, ea,ch data cell for 

each problem identification statement will be computer generated to provide local 

commissions comprehensive data for evaluation and planning. 

It is recognized that these efforts will take time. Nevertheless it now seems 

clear that there is available, in Virginia and probably elsewhere, the capability to 

integrate available program data, develop a technique to acquire previously unavail- 

able program data, and to iden.tify highway safety problems in a manner that the 

current annual work program format could not, or did not, achieve. The revisions 

are expected to improve and streamline the AHSWP process in the Commonwealth 

of Virginia. 
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