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CHAPTER 1. SUMMARY 

1.1 BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 

The quality of transportation planning and decision making is highly depen­

dent upon the availability and adequacy of statistical data upon which plans and 

decisions are based. For the most part these transportation data are numerical 

values for various characteristics of (a) transportation facilities and equipment, 

(b) passengers and commodities, (c) origins, destinations, and flows, or (d) 

the socioeconomic environment of transport operations. Some of the basic and 

needed data are non-existent, and some are existent but not generally available. 

Transportation data sources are scattered among all levels of government and 

throughout the private sector. Even if needed data are located and acquired, the 

user may all too often find the data to be seriously lacking in timeliness, com­

pleteness, or other qualities. 

The purposes of this study are (a) to identify the data needs and problems 

of non-federal users of transportation data and (b) to identify steps that might 

be taken to improve the quality and accessibility of data that are needed by these 

users. These objectives have been pursued through a nationwide inquiry that 

brought substantive responses from 350 data users in state and local governments, 

transport industries, consulting firms, academic institutions, and other types of 

private organizations. Many of the respondents were planners and administrators, 

but other types of work such as research, engineering, and transport operations 

were well represented. In addition to the considerable time and care that each 

respondent spent in completing the inquiry questionnaire, approximately 40 respon­

dents participated in interviews with the project staff and thereby contributed 

an even greater depth and breadth to the inquiry response. 

Over the past 20 years there have been a number of conferences and studies 

on transportation data needs and issues, but none has specifically addressed 

the non-federal community. In general, the findings presented in this report 

are consistent with those reached in the previous studies and are reinforced by 

the wide range of data users and data concerns that are covered in this study. 

The study was planned and conducted under the guidance of ' a Steering Committee 

that represented the major elements of the transportation community and whose col­

lective experience provided first-hand knowledge of the study scope. The conclu­

sions and recommendations that follow reflect the Steering Committee's inter­

pretation of the inquiry results; they represent the Committee's judgment on how 
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best to improve the current status of transportation data and the processes by 

which data are collected and made available to users. The Committee judgments 

were greatly influenced but not necessarily constrained by the inquiry results. 

1.2 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Community Concern 

The inquiry has proved the existence of important and continuing needs for 

transportation data. There is strong concern for improvement of the processes by 

which data are made available to users. The consistency of response over the 

widespread representation of different types of organizations and types of work 

indicates that this concern exists throughout both the public and private sectors 

of the non-federal user community. 

Data Needs 

Data needs of the inquiry respondents are quite divers e with respect to types 

of transportation and types of data. The typical respondent has major concerns 

for several types of transport and for all types of data. The most pervasive 

needs are for data that describe the origins and destinations of passengers and 

freight, commodity flows, transport facilities, transport system performance, 

and the energy and environmental impacts of transportation. More than 100 

specific types of dat a in these categories were identified by the respondents. 

Data Practices 

The inquiry shows that the average respondent goes to about ten different 

data sources to acquire needed data and that the total number of national data 

sources used by the collective respondents is somewhat less than 200. 

The dominant method by which respondents access data in their daily work 

is to refer to data publications that are in their personal files or in the 

files of their organizational units. There is need, however, to improve and 

extend this mode of access to transportation data. 

Recommendation 1 . At least until on-line computer access becomes 

a dominant mode for acquisition~ the U.S. Department of Transporta­

tion should encourage developers of transportation data to publish 

well- indexed and well-documented copies of data sets whose usefulness 

is warranted by user demand. 
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A substantia l majority of the respondents have budgets for data acquisition 

and other data processes. At least two-thirds would pay reasonable ch arges for 

data they have been unable to acquire; some would even assume the collection costs 

of needed data that are unavailable. 

Data Problems 

Data timeliness is a foremost need . Data released by government agencies 

are often outdated at the time of their release. 

Recommendation 6. Data providers should be encouraged by the U.S . 

Department of Transport,a-tion to release partial data sets during 

the early steps of data processing, perhaps thrc)ugh sampling, and 

thus provide users with representative preliminary data from sets 

that will be fully released at a later date. 

After the timeliness problem, the following problems are most significant 

to data users and justify efforts to reduce their seriousness: 

• Unavailability of needed data, including basic data sets whose continua­

tion is made uncertain by deregulation of the transportation industry; 

• Insufficient data detail with regard to geographic areas or because 

of confidentiality constraints on release of details; and 

• Insufficient knowledge about existing data sets and their availability. 

The following recommendation relates to data sets whose termination would 

have serious impacts on the quality of transportation planning and decision­

making. 

Recommendation 3. Alternatives for future provision of basic data 

now provided by programs that will be discontinued should be pre­

pared by every agency or organization within which such programs exist. 

I mprovement of Data Processes 

There is no strong support for specific reallocation of fundamental re­

sponsibilities that now exist for the collection and provision of transportation 

data. There is concern, however, for the continued meeting of basic data needs 

as changes occur in the present allocation of responsibilities. Better defini­

tion is needed for the roles most appropriate to the respective levels of 
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government. 

In addition to improved availability of existing data, there is need for im­

proved access to available data, particularly for data sets that represent contin­

uing collection efforts. A most significant need, however, is an improved process 

for preparing and disseminating up-to-date information on what transportation data 

are available, how the data may be accessed, and what the data do and do not repre­

sent. 

Recommendation 4. A special group should be established to develop 

criteria and specifications for data reference services. The group 

should represent data suppliers and users and should be fully aware of 

the availability~ application~ and relative value of data sets to the 

transportation comrrrunity. The group should also promote the dissemina­

tion of current knowledge about transportation data and the implementation 

of new ·data reference services that are needed. 

Although there are many transportation data sets that are generally available 

from respondent organizations, it appears that many are local in application and 

do not represent continuing collection efforts. There is need, however, for con­

tinuing inventory and announcement of data sets that are available in the respon­

dent community. 

Recommendation 5. Reference services for transportation data should 

include a regular newsletter that contains reviews of newly available 

data sets and that identifies important unmet needs for transporta­

tion data. The newsletter should reach all users of transportation 

data who wish to be so informed. 

Data Collection 

General approaches to the collection of transportation data are given in 

the following recommendations. 

Recommendation 6. Transportation data should be collected primarily 

through the administrative functions of public and private trans­

portation programs~ but carefully administered sample surveys should 

be used to collect data that cannot be acquired otherwise on a cost­

effective basis. 
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Recommendation ?. The U.S. Depa.rtment of Transportation should identify 

federal administrative functions and data collection activities that can 

generate useful transportation data and should develop procedures for 

making such data available. 

An ancillary approach is through qualified extensions of data collection by 

the Bureau of the Census. 

Recommendation 8. Continued support should be given to the Census of 

Transportation program, but any extension of the program should be con­

sistent with assured improvements in timeliness of data to be provided. 

Strong consideration should be given to a continuing survey that would re­

place many of the present efforts and to the allocation of transportation 

questions to other surveys that are conducted by the Bureau of the Census. 

Facilitation of Data Flows ------ - - - ---
Although there is little support in non-federal sectors for the centralization 

of federal data programs, there is need and support for a strong U.S. Department of 

Transportation (DOT) role in coordination of federal programs that generate trans­

portation data. To provide representative inputs for coordination functions and 

for other improvements in data flows, a focal point is needed for the viewpoints 

of all sectors of the transportation community. 

Recommendation 9. A national foY'UJ71 should be established to represent 

all categories of transportation data suppliers and users. The forum 

should make continuing assessments of user needs and should make recom­

mendations on priorities and mechanisms for improvement of transportation 

data processes. The forum should be independent of but responsive to all 

major elements of the transportation community in both the public and 

private sectors. Ccmsideration should be given to combining the functions 

of the foY'UJ71 with those of the group that was proposed in Recommendation 4. 

Recommendation 10. The U.S. Depa.rtment of Transportation sh<Juld lead 

the coordination of all federul transportation data programs and should 

provide the transportation community with information on the status, con­

tent and availability of data produced in all such programs. 
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It is assumed that DOT's coordination would be consistent with the more 

general functions of the office of Federal Statistical Policy and Standards. 

The forwn agenda would include items submitted by DOT and other members of 

the forum. 

Data Program Costs and Fundi ng 

The inquiry did not reveal need for a greater total amount of funds for data 

collection and data provision than is currently available. Needs were expressed, 

however, for better targeting of available funds and for greater efficiency in 

their use. For example, data estimation through sample surveys and modeling 

will become a more and more important means for meeting data needs within 

budgetary constraints. Savings that are achieved through appropriate use of 

these techniques can be applied to other data needs that are not now fulfilled. 

Recommendation 11. The U.S. Department of Transportation should en­

courage and support the development of cost-effective sampling and 

modeling techniques for the collection and provision of transporta­

tion data. 

Transportation programs will continue to be primary sources of funds for 

transportation data programs, but data users can be expected to provide a f air 

share of support for the costs of data collection and provision. 

Recommendation 12. Major financial support for federal transportation 

data programs should be derived from federal-aid and grant funds that are 

applicable to transportation programs. Remaining program costs should 

be derived from an equitable system of charges to transportation data 

users. 
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1.3 IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS 

The foregoing conclusions and recommendations imply that a number of follow­

up tasks should be performed. The implied tasks are listed below in five cate­

gories. First are those recommended for DOT performance. Tasks in the second 

and third categories would be performed by groups that would come into existence 

if all DOT tasks were carried out. Tasks in the last two groups would generally 

be performed by federal agencies, including DOT, to which the tasks were applicable. 

Tasks for the U.S. Department of Transportation 

• Lead the coordination of federal transportation data programs and provide 
the transportation community with information on the status, content, 
and availability of data produced by federal programs. 

• Identify federal administrative functions and data collection activities 
that do or can generate useful transportation data, and develop pro­
cedures for making such data available wherever such is not now the case. 

• Encourage data providers to release representative preliminary data 
sets in advance of their full release and encourage developers of 
transportation data to make their respective data sets available in 
published form. 

• Encourage and support the development and proper use of sampling and 
modeling techniques that are cost-effective for the collection and 
provision of transportation data. 

• Support the establishment of a national forum to represent data suppliers 
and users in the continuing assessment of user needs and data programs, 
and support the establislunent of a special group for the facilitation of 
data reference services that include newsletters on data availability. 

Tasks for ~ national forum of data suppliers and users 

• Make a continuing assessment of user needs and recommend priorities and 
mechanisms for cost-effective improvements that include the filling 
of existing or imminent gaps in the provision of needed data. 

• Address specific data issues that are raised by DOT or other 
elements of the transportation community and that include the respec­
tive data collection roles of the various elements. 

Tasks for facilitation of data reference services ------- -- --- ------ -----

• Develop criteria and specifications for transportation data reference 
services and promote the implementation of new reference services that 
are needed. 

• Promote the dissemination of knowledge about existing data sets and 
publicize the nature of new data sets that become available. 



1/8 

Tasks for agencies and organizations that discontinue basic data programs 

• Evaluate the losses and impacts of program discontinuation and give 
users adequate opportunities to make their views known. 

• Develop alternatives for future provision of data now provided by programs 
whose discontinuation will seriously impair transportation planning and 
decision making. 

Tasks for applicable federal agencies, including DOT 

• Collect transportation data primarily through the administrative 
functions of transportation programs, 

• Continue support for the Census of Transportation program, but with 
assured improvements in timeliness. 

Successful accomplishment of the foregoing tasks can provide benefits for 

many users of transportation data and thereby enhance the planning, development, 

operation, and maintenance of the nation's transportation systems, 
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CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND 

Over the past two decades there have been many intermittent efforts to 

characterize transportation data needs and to facilitate transportation data 

access and flows. Some of these efforts are represented by conferences and studies 

on transportation data needs, others are represented by various mechanisms that 

have been proposed or implemented to facilitate the availability of needed data. 

Implicit in all these efforts is the importance of statistical data to trans­

portation planning and decision making at all levels. There has been widespread 

concern for improving the status of data collection and data provision. 

Background for this study is provided by the following series of selected 

events over the period from 1960 to date. It is acknowledged that other events, 

some prior to 1960, might also have been selected as relevant background. 

Conference on Transportation Research, 1960 

This wide-ranging, multidisciplinary conference on transporta­

tion research was conducted by the National Academy of Sciences at 

Woods Hole, Massachusetts. The conference report emphasized the im­

portance of adequate and timely data in the planning and improvement of 

the nation's transportation systems. (1)* 

High Speed Ground Transportation Ac!_, 1965 

This act authorized the U.S. Secretary of Commerce to collect and 

provide transportation data that can contribute to the improvement of 

the national transportation system. This legislative authority was 

transferred to the U.S. Secretary of Transportation in 1966. In the 

1966 Department of Transportation Act, the Secretary was charged with 

responsibility for promotion and development of statistical and other 

information that is relevant to domestic and international trans-

portation. (_2) 

U.S. DOT Proposal for Transportation Information, 1969 

This report (3) provided a framework and description for trans­

portation data. It presented an initial five-year program for meeting 

the critical transportation needs of industry and all levels of 

government. Provision was made for consolidation and reallocation 

* Italic numbers in parentheses correspond to references listed on pages 8/1 and 
8/2. 
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of transportation data functions both within and outside DOT, but 

it was not implied that a centralized data base would serve all needs. 

Instead it presented a program for using existing information programs 

to the greatest practicable extent. (3) 

Development of a Transportation Information Library Locator System, 

1972 

In this project a computer-based bibliographic file was developed 

for references to specific data sources. Retrieval was accomplished 

through classification and index terms that covered all major aspects 

of transportation data. (4) 

Conference on Use of Census Data in Transportation Planning, 1974 

This 1974 conference was held by TRB (then HRB) in Albuquerque, 

New Mexico, and was attended by approximately 70 transportation plan­

ners and Bureau of the Census employees. The conference proceedings 

(5) contain prepared papers and recommendations concerning the use­

fulness and adequacy of Census data. 

Congressional Bill to Establish ~ National Center for Transporta­
tion Statistics, 1975 

HR7778 was a bill to establish a national center for transporta­

tion statistics that would collect and disseminate statistics and other 

data related to all modes of transportation in the United States and 

other nations. Hearings were held but the bill was not enacted. (6) 

Study of Urban Transportation Data Reporting Requirements, 1976 

This TRB report (7) was prepared in 1976 at the request of the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Urban Mass Transporta­

tion Administration (UMTA). The recommendations include new measures 

of transport performance, basic data elements, and allocation of 

responsibilities. 

Study of Freight Data Requirements for Statewide Planning, 1977 

This study was performed through the National Cooperative High-

way Research Program (NCHRP) at the request of the American Association 

of State Highway and Transportation Officials. The report (8) identifies 
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and ranks freight data needs, recommends ways to improve transporta-

tion data, and includes a classified catalog of available data resources. 

Transportation Research Board Ad Hoc Conference on Transportation 
Data, March 1977 

A wide variety of transportation data issues was discussed in this 

one day conference of approximately SO participants from all sectors 

of the supplier-user community. Much of the discussion related to an 

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) proposal that a significant im­

provement in transportation data would be realized if a transportation 

data center were created within DOT. It was recommended that TRB should 

provide a continuing national forum for transportation data suppliers 

and users. (9) 

Transportat i on Research Board Ad Hoc Meeting on Transportation 
Data, June 1978 

Approximately 15 participants in this meeting constituted an ad 

hoc task group for further discussion of issues that had been raised 

at the 1977 Ad Hoc Conference. 

In follow-up of this meeting, a paper was prepared on Institu­

tiona l Impedi ment s to Comprehens · ve Data Collect i on. (10) 

Federal Statistics Framework, 1978 

The Office of Federal Statistical Policy and Standards developed 

a report on Framework for Planning U.S. Statistics for the 1980s. 

The report contains a chapter on transportation statistics that advo­

cates a U.S. Department of Transportation center for coordination of 

transportation data collection and provision. (11) 

DOT/RSPA Recommendations, 1978 

These recommendations (12) proposed that the availability and 

quality of transportation information would be improved through the estab­

lishment and operation of a center for the Management of Transportation 

Information. The Center would provide economies of scale in the collection 

and processing of transportation data, would be a data service bureau 
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for the DOT administrations, and would share information with other agen­

cies, the transportation industry, and the public. 

An initial step in this proposed program was the development of 

a directory to transportation data by DOT's Transportation Systems 

Center. (13) 

Study of the Adequacy of Maritime Data and Statistics, 1979 

The Maritime Transportation Research Board of the National 

Research Council held six regional conferences at which users 

and suppliers spoke to data problems and needs in the maritime 

field (14). An adjunct to the study was a catalog of maritime in­

formation sources (15) that was published by the TRB Maritime Research 

Information Service (MRIS). 

ICC Report on Financial and Statistical Information, 1979 

This report (16) contains conclusions and recommendations 

for the U.S. Interstate Commerce Commission's (ICC) report forms 

and is based on interviews with approximately 50 people within ICC 

and approximately 100 individuals from outside agencies. 

Report by the National Transportation Policy Study Commission, 1979 

This report (17) stated that any reporting requirements estab­

lished by a federal agency must be kept to a minimum, be directly 

related to a federal objective, and be reviewed periodically. Fur­

thermore, the concept of a national transportation data center should 

be explored, without pre-empting private state and local efforts, and 

without generating unnecessary information. 

CAB Regulatory Information Planning Project, 1980 

This report (18) is a U.S. Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB) effort 

to align its regulatory information system in view of the 1978 air­

line deregulation act. Conclusions and recommendations identify a 

reduced reporting responsibility and a five-year regulatory information 

plan. 
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In 1979, the Research and Special Programs Administration, U.S. Department 

of Transportation, provided funds through the Transportation Systems Center at 

Cambridge, Massachusetts, for a study of non-federal users of transportation data. 

Because of its unique relationship with the transportation research community 

and its long-standing concern for transportation data, the Transportation Research 

Board was invited to carry out the study. Contract negotiations were completed 

in August 1979. Objectives, scope, methods, and results of the study are detailed 

in the remainder of this report. 
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CHAPTER 3. OBJECTIVES AND METHODS 

This chapter begins by stating an overall purpose for the study, then gives 

two major objectives that were set forth in the contractual agreement. The 

remainder of the chapter describes the inquiry methods that were used, charac­

terizes the respondents to the inquiry, and discusses methods that were used to 

develop this report. 

3.1 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES 

The overall purpose of this study is to determine what steps might be 

taken to improve those processes whereby needed transportation data* are provided 

to non-federal users. Data processes include, for example, the definition, 

collection, storage, and transmittal of data, including quality control. Im­

provements to be considered are those that are cost-effective and enhance 

data flows between suppliers and users, or that otherwise reduce or eliminate 

user's problems in acquiring the data they need. 

To meet this purpose it is clearly necessary to know the data needs and 

problems of non-federal users. It is equally important to know the views of 

suppliers and users on the needs for and merits of alternatives that might be 

advanced for process improvements. Thus, the study objectives can be stated 

as follows: 

1. To identify the transportation data needs of users in 

non-federal governmental agencies and private organiza­

tions, and 

2. To identify measures for the facilitation of transporta­

tion data flows among all government agencies and private 

organizations. 

Subsidiary objectives include the evaluation and recommendation of possible 

improvements for existing data programs, and recommendations for new data 

programs that can enhance data flows. 

3.2 METHODS AND SCOPE 

Methods used in this study began with the appointment of a project Steering 

Committee (see inside front cover) whose collective experience and expertise 

cover the study scope with respect to types of organizations, types of work, 

and types of data that are implied by the study objectives. 

*Seven general types of transportation data are listed in parts A-G of ques­
tionnaire Item 14 on page 4/1 . 
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Through the Steering Committee's advice and guidance a study plan was de­

veloped for a nationwide inquiry in which non-federal users of transportation data 

would be asked to state their data needs and problems and to give views on needs 

and possibilities for improvement of data processes. The plan included priorities 

for lines of inquiry to be pursued, a questionnaire that addressed the lines 

of inquiry through (a) both short-answer and open-ended response items and (b) guide­

lines for in-depth interviews that would be held with selected recipients of 

the questionnaire. The questionnaire and letter of transmittal are shown 

in Appendix A. 

An early decision was that the TRB constituency of more than 10,000 

associates, conunittee members, and other recipients of TRB services would be 

an adequate basis for defining an inquiry universe, perhaps with some supple­

mentation. Another important decision was that the inquiry participants would 

be selected from the TRB rolls in much the same manner as would have been used 

to select invitees to regional conferences on transportation data needs. Thus, 

the respondent universe would consist of those people who were invited to parti­

cipate, including the Steering Committee, and would be a purposive rather than 

a random sample of the TRB constituency or any larger community. 

Potential respondents were selected on the basis of their geographic loca­

tions, the types of organizations with which they are affiliated, the types of 

work in which they are engaged, and their transport interests with respect to 

modes. To the extent that these factors could be inferred from TRB files and 

staff knowledge of the TRB constituents, selections were made with a view to 

providing adequate representation for all major cross-classifications of the 

selection factors. To provide this type of balance, selections from some 

classes of the TRB constituency were made in much greater proportions than from 

others. In a few classes, such as air transport, the TRB rolls were supple­

mented with additional names of known users of transportation data. 

The initial plan called for the participation of about 400 questionnaire 

respondents and about 20 in-depth interviews. To give greater assurance that 

this level of participation would be reached, a total of 600 potential respon­

dents was selected for the questionnaire survey, and 41 of these were selected 

for in-depth interviews by the consultant staff. The inquiry was begun in early 

April 1980, and virtually all responses had been received by the end of July 1980. 

The distributions of transmittals and responses are shown graphically in 

Figure 1 and in greater detail in Table 1 of Appendix B. The total of 350 

questionnaire responses represented an overall response rate of nearly 60% 
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and was well-distributed with respect to organization types and geographic re­

gions. About 40% of the respondents were from state, regional, and local gov­

ernment agencies, about 30% from transport and transport-related businesses and 

industries, and about 30% from consulting firms and academic institutions. On 

a regional basis, nearly half were from eastern states, about one-fourth were 

from central states, and about one-fourth from western states. Had region-

al conferences been used instead of the questionnaire method, the equivalent 

attendance would have been approximately 170, 90, and 90 in the eastern, cen­

tral, and western regions, respectively. There were at least 2 respondents 

from each of 39 states and a single respondent from each of 9 additional states. 

Both Figure 1 and Table 1 show the distributions of in-depth interviews 

that correspond to the questionnaire distributions. In general, the in-depth 

interviews were for at least two hours and often involved several colleagues 

of the primary interviewee. 

It is estimated that an average of more than one hour was contributed 

to the study by each questionnaire respondent and that the total contribu­

tion of all respondents amounted to at least three man-months of professional 

concern for transportation data issues. 

In questionnaire Item 1 each participant was invited to respond for a 

stated unit of the respondent organization. Item 2 asked for a description 

of the unit's work and how that work relates to the transportation field. 

The two items are shown below in the format that is used throughout the remain­

der of this report whenever new questionnaire items are introduced. 

Item 1. Many of the items in this questionnaire refer to the organization unit in which you work. If ap-
plicable to your case, please write the name of your unit in the space below. 

Name of Unit 

Item 2. Please sketch briefly the nature of the work of your organization unit (e.g., administration, plan-
ning, operations, . .. ), how this work relates to your overall organization, and how it relates to the trans-
portation field. 

In some cases the respondent stated explicitly that the response represen­

ted the entire organization, in other cases that the response was as an indi­

vidual, and finally there were cases where the representation was unclear or 

unstated. In general, however, the type of work classification is applicable 

to the respondent and his immediate coworkers within the respondent organization. 
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FIGURE 1. DISTRIBUTIONS OF INQUIRY TRANSMITTALS AND RESPONDENTS 
BY ORGANIZATION TYPES AND GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS 

(From Table 1) 

ORGANIZATION TYPES GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS 

Regional _! Local Agencies 

Western States 
66 Respondents (Zip codes 70-=-99) 

6 Interviews 166 Transmittals 
All Government 

59% response rate -- 94 Respondents 
Agencies 

16 Interviews 

146 Respondents 
State Agencies 57% response rate 

14 Interviews 
80 Respondents -

8 Interviews 66% response rate 
Central States 

72% response rate (Zip codes ~9) 

172 Transmittals All Regions 

94 Respondents 600 Transmittals 

Academic & Research 
3 Interviews 350 Respondents 

Lnst:ltutions 55% response rate 41 Interviews 

57 Respondents 
10 Interviews 58% response rate 

59% response rate All Prlvate ------
Organizations 

Eastern States 
Consulting Firms (Zip codes OQ:""33) 

204 Respondents 
36 P.espondents 262 Transmittals 

3 Interviews 27 Interviews 
162 Respondents 

56% response rate 

"l'ransl!ort Industries 
54% response rate 22 Interviews 

60 Respondents 62% response rate 
9 Interviews 

62% response rate 

Other Business ! Industries 

51 Respondents 
5 Interviews 

42% response rate 
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Distributions of type of work and major transportation interests are shown 

in Figure 2 and in greater detail in Tables 2A, 2B, and 2C of Appendix B. Clas­

sification of respondents by type of work is somewhat subjective, particularly 

because any given respondent is likely to be involved in several types of work to 

varying degrees and at different times. The distribution shows that 6 of the 

9 work categories included about 40 respondents each, and that the planning 

and programming category included over 80 respondents. Somewhat fewer than 20 

respondents represented each of the two remaining categories. 

Classification of respondents as to transport interest was governed part-

ly by the open-ended response to questionnaire Item 2, i.e., the relation of the 

respondent's work to the transportation field, and partly by the response to 

questionnaire Items 11-13 in which the respondents were asked to state their level 

of need for data concerning transport types (passenger or freight), transport 

ranges (urban, rural, intercity, or international), and transport modes (air, 

highway, rail, water, or pipeline). 

Perhaps the most striking observation about transportation interests is 

that most respondents have major interests in both passenger and freight trans­

port, in all ranges of transport, and in more than one transport mode. On 

the other hand, .the coding of responses by transport interests makes it possible 

to single out, for example, all those who have major interests in urban passenger 

transport only. 

The collection of respondents who have major interests for any particular 

mode reveals that about 90% have major interests in highway transport, 50% in 

rail, 35% in air, 25% in water, and 15% in pipeline (see Table 2B, Appendix B). 

The inquiry responses have been entered into a machine-readable data base 

in which each record represents one respondent. The contents of each record in­

clude the classification data described above, responses to all fixed-answer 

questionnaire items, coded responses to open-ended items, and excerpts of the 

verbatim responses to open-ended items. It has not been possible to examine the 

hundreds of cross-classifications that can be made by sorting the data base and 

tabulating the results, but existence of the data base makes it possible to 

carry out many further studies of the inquiry responses. 
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TYPES OF 
WORK 

Administration, 
Policy, Regulation, 
Budgeting, Financing 

(42) 

Forecasting, 
Market Research, 
Economic Research 

(38; 

Planning & 

Programming 

(83) 

Technology 
Research & 
Development 

(.>R) 

Engineering, Design, 
Manufacturing, 
Construction, 
Maintenance 

(42) 

Transport Operation~ 
Shipping, 

Distribution 

(31) 

Education & 
Research 

(42) 

Safety & Other User 
Concerns (15) 

Provision of Data & 
Information Services 

(191 
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DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY TYPE OF WORK AND 
MAJOR TRANSPORT INTERESTS (From Tables 2A, 2B, 2C) 

TRANSPORT 
TYPES 

Passenger 

Only 

(103) 

Freight 

Only 

(53) 

Both 

Passengers 

& 

Freight 

(194) 

TRANSPORT 
RANGES 

Urban 
Only 

(43) 

Intercity 
Only 
(71) 

(Includes Rural 
International) 

Urban 

& 

Intercity 

(236) 

& 

MODAL 
INTERESTS 

All :fades (25) 

AHRWP 

Four Modes (32) 

AHRW (15) 
AHRP (4) 
HRWP (13) 

Three Modes Only (72) 

AHR (45) 
AHW (2) 
HRI~ (19) 
HRP (4) 
HWP (2) 

Two Modes Only (93) 

AH (16) 

AW (1) 

HR (62) 

HW (9) 

HP (2) 

RW (2) 

WP (1) 

One Mode Only (128) 

A = Air (20) 

H = Highway (99) 

R = Rail (9) 

w = Water (0) 

p = Pipe line (0) 

Note: Number of respondents in each category is shown in parentheses. 
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After the first 100 questionnaire responses had been received, preliminary 

tabulations of the results, including lists of open-ended responses, were dis­

tributed to the Steering Committee. Three subcommittees were then formed to 

examine the preliminary and succeeding results. The respective scopes for the 

subcommittee work correspond to Chapters 4, 5, and 6 of this report. In turn, 

these chapters relate to questionnaire Items 3-16, 17-21, and 22-35. 

Each subcommittee drew upon and interpreted the inquiry results to formu­

late conclusions that were presented to the entire committee. The conclusions 

that appear in the remainder of this report include both those that were reached 

by the subcommittees and those that evolved mainly from deliberations of the 

overall Steering Committee. The conclusions were greatly influenced but were 

not necessarily constrained by the inquiry results. The report recommendations 

are based upon the conclusions and represent Steering Committee judgment and con­

sensus on how best to make cost-effective and needed improvements in transporta­

tion data processes. 

The term "cost-effective" is not used in a rigorous sense but rather to 

imply that a cost-effective process is an efficient method for meeting specific 

user needs. A data collection program, for example, would be cost-effective 

if it produced a maximum yield of useful data per dollar expended. 

The Committee's initial conclusions are stated below; they imply that the 

study objectives are important to a wide range of transportation data users. 

Conclusion 1. The inquiry respondents are adequately diverse with 

respect to geographic location~ organization type~ type of work~ 

and transportation interests. The collective universe of 350 

respondents provides a substantial basis for the inquiry findings. 

Conclusion 2. The high rate of response to the study inquiry and 

the degree to which individual respondents expressed their needs 

and views prove the existence of irrportant and continuing needs 

for transportation data and strong concern for irrprovement of the 

processes by which data are made available to users. The consis­

tency of response over the widespread representation of different 

types of organizations and types of work indicates that this 

concern exists throughout both the public and the private sectors 

of the non-federal user cormnunity. 
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CHAPTER 4. DATA NEEDS AND PRACTICES 

This chapter begins by describing respondents' data needs in terms of gen­

eral and specific types of transportation data. The second section gives a 

description of how and from whom the respondents acquire transportation data and 

includes discussion of the respondents' data budgets. The last and perhaps most 

important part of the chapter continues the discussion of data needs in terms of 

various types of problems that the respondents have encountered. In essence, 

this chapter speaks to the questions: "What data are needed?", "How are data ac­

quired?", and "What problems have been encountered?" 

4 .1 DATA NEEDS 

Four questionnaire items were used to determine respondents' data needs 

with respect to transport type (Item 11), transport range (Item 12), transport 

mode (Item 13), and data type (Item 14). These items and the number of respon­

dents who checked each level of need are shown below. 

Items 11-14. Please check each category 
listed below to indicate the levels of your 
general needs for transportation-related 
data. 

TRANSPORT SYSTEMS AND DATA LEVEL OF NEED * LEVEL OF NEED * 
CATEGORIES lH l gh .Hied . low ·~OM High Mee . !LOW l fj0ft" 

11. Transpo1 t A. Passenger /8~ If(_ 3S So 14 . U.:.tta A. Traveler/Cormodity 
: 1~g 7'{ "~ "1 Type 

"' 
Type Characteristics 

.'licc<ls B. Freight 13, loo B Needs 
8. Oriains/Destinations of 

12. Tr;rnspon A. Rural ID:!> si ,,). 118 Passena:en/Frei1ht 182.. b~ 'fo n 
~ange 

,,~ t.3 ~ecd:-. B, Urban ,0 'l-.:Z. C. Transport Performance (speed 
/Sf 8 l. 31. S'J. uf ety ,qua Ii ty, costs, etc.) 

C. Intercity 1111. "' 'f~ fl. 
D. Tnnsport Facilities (roads . 

l'."S Bo !i'f (,,J D. lnternatlonal l'i1 1~'1 ,, l'io ways, tennina Is, etc . J 

13. Transport A. Air 1>1 l'l'- ~" l~J 
E. Transport Equipment(vehicles,, 

/13 qt 11 ,, Mode controls,safety,costs, etc , ) 
~ecd~ B. Highway (General l'UI ~3 3-. 1.2.'1 

to{. 
F. Population/Land Use 

n~ j3 5'7 7S Auto 

""" J'l 3'i Characteristics 

Bu> Ill "'~ fjf 10(,, C. Eneru/EnviroM1ent Impacts /j"S ~~ '13 '~ of Transport Syste1ns 
True I<. 1-jlo 70 '18 (I, 

H, Other I g 3 0 3:1.') C. Rail /11' r:IJ '1S 41g 
D. Water (General) ,2.1> 3'1 ~c.. ai,1 *Entries in the None columns include 

Jn land '35' "). ~I If% respondents who did check not any 
Maritime l'f 3L 1t '.U.l box in the respective lines .. E. Pipeline h ,.l 30 'll illr, 

The distributions of "high" and "medium" needs are shown in Figure 3 for 

each category of items 11-13 and in Figure 4 for each category of Item 14. Fur­

ther details for these distributions are given in Tables 11-14 of Appendix B. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF DATA NEEDS WITH RESPECT 
TO TRANSPORT TYPE, RANGE, AND MODE 

(From Tables 11-13) 

Transport Ranges Trru15eort Modes 

A. Rural c. Intercity A. Air c. Rail 
B. Urban D. International B. Highway(Gen.) D. IVater (Gen) 

- - - -
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l 

' I 
I 
I 
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DISTRIBUTION OF DATA NEEDS 
WITH RESPECT TO DATA TYPES 

(From Table 14) 

.--------------------------------------------------------------100\ DATA TYPES 

A. Traveler/Commodity Characteristics 
B. Origins/Destinations of Passengers/ 

freight 
C. Transport Performance (speed,safety, 

quality, costs,etc.) 
D. Transport Facilities (roads, ways, 

terminals, etc.) 

E. Transport Equipment (vehicles, con­
trols,safety,costs, etc.) 

F. Population/Land Use Characteristics 
G. Energy/Environment Impacts of 

Transport Systems 90% 

- 80% 
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Figure 3 shows that the majority of all respondents has high or medium needs 

for both passenger and freight data and for both urban and intercity data. 

On an overall basis, high or medium needs for modal information are about 

60% each for several types of highway transport, 50% for rail, 35% for air, 20% 

for water, and 15% for pipeline transport. As was stated in Chapter 3, about 65% 

of the 1espondents have needs for data in two or more of the five modes. 

When needs for different types of data are considered, Figure 4 shows that 

most respondents have high or medium needs for any type of transportation 

data that was listed in Item 14. The top-ranked needs are generally for data 

on transport performance, origins and destinations, and energy or environmental 

impacts of transportation. 

In questionnaire Item 10, respondents were asked to describe two of their 

most important and current needs for transportation data. A total of 235 respon­

dents listed one need, and 127 of these listed two needs. The summary tabulation 

of their expressed needs is shown below in the categories that were used for Item 

14. 

Item 10. Please sketch two of your most important and current needs for transportation-related data 
(other than any you may have described in Item 9). 

Type of Data Implied by Response Number of 
lteSPonses 

A. Traveler/Commodity Characteristics 44 

B. Ori 16ns/Destinat ions & Passen!!er /Frei!!ht Flows 130 

c. Transport Performance 44 

D. Transport Facilities 84 

E. Transport EQuipment 10 

F. Population/Land Use Characteristics 11 

G. Energy/Environment Impacts 17 

Other 22 

Total 362 
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The more specific nature of these needs is given in Table 10 of Appendix B. 

The following list is taken from Table 10 and contains those needs that were 

stated by more than 10 respondents. 

• Financial data on transport facilities (39 respondents) 

• Commodity flows in various modes (35) 

• Accident data (18) 

• Airline seat availability (17) 

• Airport data (17) 

• Traffic counts and forecasts (16) 

• Travel behavior vs. fuel costs (16) 

• Energy/fuel use (16) 

• Auto ownership and use (14) 

• Pavement life vs. vehicle loads (13) 

It is apparent that the respondents have emphasized their need for commodity 

flow data and costs of transport facilities. Examination of the verbatim respon­

ses shows that these needs encompass all modes of transportation. 

Conclusion 3. Data needs of the inquiry respondents are quite 

diverse with respect to types of transportation and types of 

data. The typical respondent has major concerns for several types 

of transportation and for all types of data, but the most pervasive 

needs are for data that describe the origins and destinations of 

passengers and freight, commodity flows, transport facilities, 

transport system performance, and the energy and environmental 

impacts of transportation. 
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4.2 DATA PRACTICES 

Two primary aspects of data practices are methods used to acquire data 

and the sources from which data are acquired, A secondary aspect is the payment 

of data costs. 

In questionnaire Item 3, respondents were asked to indicate their relative 

dependence on each of six methods that might be used to acquire transportation 

data. The item and summary responses are shown below. 

-Item 3. For each of the methods METHODS FOR ACQUIRING NEEDED 
Degree of Dependence No Re-

listed in lines A-Fat right, please STATISTICAL DATA High Medium Low None sponse 

check to indicate your dependence ~ 

on that method for acquiring A. Look up in publications held per-
~33 '11 33 z. I statistical data that are needed by sonally or within my unit -your unit. B. Request published data from other li 

5"fo lt>L/ t3g y.~ 7 brary I service ,.;i thin my organi :tat j or 
.___ 

C. Through conucts with other spe-
107 /~3 9'1 l'I ~ cialists within my organi~atjon -D. Through contacts with other special '!:J. JS'B ?3 5' ;}. Hts outsice my or,anhation -E. Through mail or phone contacts with 'i I / 3J. IOio 11 10 data sources (outside organization) .___ 

F. By on-line terminal access to o'f 'llf gc, 
'" 0 " computer-stored data bases .___ 

The distribution of responses by organization type is shown in Table 3 of 

Appendix B. It is quite clear that around 90% of the respondents depend mainly on 

readily accessible publications to acquire the data they need. About 70% depend 

upon contacts with other people both within and outside the respondent organiza-· 

tion. Only about 30% depend heavily upon on-line computer access to data, This 

latter result must be tempered by the fact that on-line access is relatively new. 

The same question asked 10 years ago might have shown that less than 10% used 

computer access. It may be that 10 years hence, more than 50% of data users will 

use on-line technology to access needed data. Nevertheless, the experience of li­

brarians and other bibliographic information services has been that published data, 

whether statistical or bibliographic, play the very important role of providing 

assured access for browsing purposes. If the publications are well-indexed, they 

may also be used to retrieve specific data. 

Conclusion 4. The dominant method by which the respondents acqu~re 

transportation data is by referring to data publications that are 

in their personal files or in the files of their organizational unit. 



4/7 

If data providers follow through on the recommendations below, then users will 

have more complete personal access to existing data sets than is now the case. 

Recommendation 1. At least until on-line corrputer access becomes 

a dominant mode for acquisition, DOT should encourage developers 

of transportation data to publish well-indexed and well-documented 

copies of data sets whose usefulness is warranted by user demand. 

It may be assumed that publication costs would be recovered through sales of 

the publications, either by private publishers or by an agency such as the 

National Technical Information Service (NTIS). 

To identify the use of various data sources, questionnaire Item 4 provided a 

check list for 35 general sources of statistical data (see page 4/8). After 

checking the sources used, respondents were asked to rank the four most important 

sources to their work (Item 5). Since a number of the sources, e.g., Bureau of the 

Census, provide more than one data service, respondents were invited to circle 

any specific services that have been used (Item 6) during the past year. The 

sources and specific services were listed in a supplement that was transmitted with 

each questionnaire. 

The overall response tabulation for Items 4-5 is shown on the following page. 

Each entry for Item 4 is the number of respondents who use the source; each entry 

for Item 5 is the number of respondents who ranked the source as being among the 

four most important sources used. Detailed distributions for Items 4-6 are given 

in Tables 4-6 of Appendix B. 

Virtually every respondent completed Items 4 and 5. In spite of the extra 

time required to respond to Item 6, 305 respondents did refer to the supplement 

and circle the specific services that they had used. 

Much use was made of the blank lines at the bottom of the original list of 

data sources. In all, about 130 additional sources were added by one respondent 

or another. Twenty-eight of these were written in by more than one respondent and 

appear in the detailed distributions shown in Tables 4 and 5 of Appendix B. Gen­

eric terms such as "state agencies" or "local libraries" are not included in the 

list. 

The original questionnaire supplement has been updated to include the addi­

tional sources and is contained in Appendix A. 
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Items 4-5. For each source listed below (including any sources you may add in lines 36-40), please check 
Item 4 if your unit has sought data from that source during the past 12 months. In Item 5 enter rank 1 for 
the most important source you checked in Item 4, rank 2 for the next most important, etc., but do not 
rank more than four sources. 

4. Use s. lmpor- 6. Use of Spe-
of tance cif ic Service& 

DATA SOURCE Source Rank (circle) 
(check) (1,2,. .. ) 

l. Air Transport Associa.tion of America 71.f 30 A 

2. Association of American Railroads I .2.C. ., 1 A 

' ·--- ... -. "' <• '" u. . ~- "'' 1S:J.. 11 3 
4. American Bus Association 1/-0 I 
5. American Petroleum Institute ., .. 17 A 

6. Amer. Public Tr.ansit A..sso. 11.g :31 
7. American Trucking Associations, Inc. ,,,.,, .:i...:i. A 

a. Bureau cf Census U.S. Deot. of Commerce :. I I ) 05' IAB CnEFllll !J 

0 Civil Aeronautics Board 'a I -3 3 fl B C D E 

10. Dun 6 Bradstreet t,,:i,_ l 1 
11. Federal Aviation Ad.min. U.S. DOT ·- I I l. 'fa ~BCDEPGH!JK 

12. Federa.l HiD"hwav Adm.in. U. S . DOT .1 il lo 1'., BCDEFGH I J K I 

'" ••n•T01 0. • 0 ___ , <..t. .. .; ... 11_ .CO noT I :l. '1 . ~' ~BCDEFG 

lM I 'I 
J 

l4. Hh:hway Users Federation 

15. Interstate Commerce Commission IO'f 'I 'I ' 8 

l6. Motor Veld~}• Manuf_ Ac;.o:n II "'I 11 I" 

117 .. 1 .. Tnduc;.1'T'V r,.. ...... ~ 1 /!) 0 A 

-· 
18 . Nat'l Hwy Tra.ff. Safety Adin.in. U.S. OOT Io I. H ~BCDEF 

19. Nat 1 1 Industrial· Traffic Lea2'ue .l-'l I .:L. 
ll.o . National Te.cb.n..ical Infona.mtion Sen·tce I 1 'f g I 
~, R, L. Polk Vehicle ReP:istrations 'f 'i 5" 
~2 . Research O Soec. P'l'oi;i:. Admin. U.S. DOT fol.. t.j l\BCDEF 

123. St. Lawrence Seaw:.cy Develop. Corp. 'f 0 .... 

124. Transportation Association of America 7/ I 'i µ 

tzs. Transnortation Research Board :JS'/ I 7'i h • r 
:.!b. Tr;uupcrucion Systems Center U.S. DOT I l;l... I \1 µ 

27 . Urban Mass Transn . Ad.min . U.S. DOT 141 C,3 
' r 

•• II < ... u - Af r ... 'i1J- .,_ 'i) I\ 
ll9. U.S. Coast Guard U.S. DOT ~" 5 ABCDEFGH 

~o. U.S. Deot. of Agric:ul ture .;-4 'l 
bL U.S. Deot . of Ener.IZY I ::l .?- .:i3 .~ 

32. U.S. Mari time Adlain. U. S, Dept of Comme~ 

·~ 5°'' 
33. U.S. Dept. of Labor 1Hf I lo A B 

~4. U.S. DOT Library lo;l. 'l 
~5. U.S. Travel Data Center a.~ g 
~6. 

l.17 . 3" ·{,,; . "\.. . -t~-...:......e...r 
• 11.AJ' . .,-.-.J o••"- O~":: m~• 1 

, ., I~ 
39. -tl.{)JN' -· fL••"- H f--

>ioJ 
. 

Item 6. The Supplement to this questionnaire lists specific services that are available from those sources 
for which code letters A, B, etc., are shown in Item 6 above. If you have checked any of these sources in 
Item 4, it will be most appreciated if you can take the time to refer to the Supplement, then circle any 
code letters in Item 6 for specific services you have used during the past 12 months. 

Entries in Column 4 are number of respondents who use the respective 
sources. Entries in Column 5 are numbers of respondents who ranked 
the respective sources as either 1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th in importance. 
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It is likely that the frequent use of TRB as a data source is associated 

with the fact that virtually all respondents were selected from the TRB 

constituency at the outset of the ·inquiry. On an overall basis the 10 most used 

data sources were those listed below: 

• Transportation Research Board (73% of all respondents) 

• Federal Highway Administration (70%) 

• Bureau of the Census (60%) 

• National Technical Information Service (50%) 

• American Public Transit Association (48%) 

• American Association of State Highway .& Transportation Officials (43%) 

• Urban Mass Transportation Administration (40%) 

• U.S. Department of Energy (38%) 

• Association of American Railroads (36%) 

• Federal Railroad Administration (36%) 

These overall results are, of course, related to the distribution of respon­

dent affiliations and types of work. Respondents, for example, who have major 

concerns for air transport are likely to use the Civil Aeronautics Board as a 

major data source. There is need for further study of source use with respect 

to the respondents' type of work and major transportation interests. 

Some of the sources listed are essentially primary sources; many are mainly 

intermediaries between the end user and a more primary source. The Interstate 

Commerce Commission is an example of the former, but the National Technical In­

formation Service is strictly an intermediary for users. A listed source, such 

as the Transportation Research Board or an industry association, may sometimes be 

a primary source and at other times be strictly an intermediary for most users. 

The fact remains that from the user's point of view, a data source is generally a 

place from which needed data can be acquired. 

The average number of qata sources used was about 10 per respondent, irre­

spective of the respondent's organization type (see Table 4, Appendix B). 

Conclusion 5. The inquiry shows tha.t the average respondent uses 

about 10 different data sources, that the total number of major 

data sources used ~s about 30, and tha.t the total number of national 

data sources used by the collective respondents is slightly less 

than 200. 
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The quantities identified in this conclusion are relevant to respondents' 

needs for information about available data. These needs are discussed in later 

sections of this report. 

Use of specific data services is given in detail in Table 6 of Appendix B. 

Some 17 sp9cific services were used by at least SO respondents: 

• National Cooperative Highway Research Program, TRB (178 respondents) 

• Transportation Research Information Services, TRB (178) 

• Transportation Research Record and Special Reports, TRB (178) 

• Highway Statistics, FHWA (lSl) 

• Statistical Abstracts of the United States Census (109) 

• National Highway Needs, FHWA (77) 

• Nationwide Personal Transportation Study, Census, FHWA, NHTSA (7S) 

• National Travel Survey, Census (73) 

• Fatal and Injury Accident Rates, FHWA (69) 

• Journey to Work Supplement, Census, FHWA, UMfA (62) 

• Census of Government Statistics, Census (60) 

• Conunodity Transportation Survey, Census (60) 

• Highway Performance Monitoring System, FHWA (S8) 

• Truck Inventory and Use SUJTUnary, Census (SS) 

• Interstate Statistics, ICC (S4) 

• Aviation Forecast Information, FAA (S2) 

• Aviation Statistics, CAB (SO) 

About 20 of the SO specific services listed for DOT modal administrations were 

used by at least 10% of the respondents. Many of the remaining 30 services are 

specific to modes (marine and pipeline transport) that were of relatively less 

concern to most of the respondents. 

Thus, the inquiry has revealed which specific services are most used by the 

respondents arid that some services have little or no use within the respondent 

group. The value of the latter services may therefore be mostly to federal 

users and, possibly, to types of non-federal users who had very small repre­

sentation among the inquiry respondents. 
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Respondents were asked to indicate whether their budgets included certain 

types of data expenditures and whether greater budgets were needed for the re­

spective categories (Items 15-16). · The summary tabulation of responses is shown 

below. Details for the distributions are given in Tables 15-16 of Appendix B. 

Items 15-16. For the data budget categories listed 
below, please check Item 15 to indicate which are 
part of the annual operating expenses of your unit. 
Check Item 16 to indicate categories for which 
your unit needs a larger budget. 

15. Check 16. Check if 
Data Budget Category if in greater bud-

budget get needed 

A. Collection of Original Data 
2.o I "S' 

B. Data Subscription/Purchase 
'?. I$'° ;9 from other organizations 

'C. On-Line Computer Access to 

'1 '- 93 Data of other organizations 

D. Consultant/Contract Services 
I tB 5'1 for Data Acquisition 

E. Synthesis/Analysis of 
20 'f cu~ Collected/Acquired Data 

F. Provision/Distribution of 
/ 8 t. 'l-e;" 

Data Internally/Externally 

G. (Other) 
0 0 

Note: Differences. between 
350 and the entries in 
Cols. 15-16 are the 
numbers of respondents 
who did not check the 
respective boxes. 

Most respondents have budgets for data collection, data subscription or 

purchase, data synthesis and analysis, and data provision. Categories for which 

only a minority of respondents have budgets are for consultant or contract ser­

vices and on-line computer access. However, Table 15 shows that consultant 

service budgets exist for a majority of the industry respondents. 

These results are consistent with the acquisition methods used by respon­

dents. For example, the dominant budget item of data subscription corresponds 

to the dominant acquisition method of personal publications, and the least 

prevalent budget item and acquisition method is on-line computer access. 
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Needs for greater budgets were not expressed by a majority of the respondents, 

either for any budget item or by any organization type. The .most prevalent budget 

need is for collection of originai' data, expressed by about 35% of the respondents. 

On the average, only about 20% of the respondents expressed needs for greater bud­

gets in the other categories. 

Conclusion 6. A substantial majority of the respondents have budgets 

for the data processes they employ. The most prevalent need for 

greater budgets is for the collection of original data. 

One implication of this conclusion is that most of the respondents expect 

to pay for data services and provide budgetarily for these costs. It is noted, 

however, that Items 15-16 did not probe into the actual size of respondents' 

data budgets. The inquiry did not address the extent to which users receive 

free data services or share data acquisition costs with other organizations. 

4.3 DATA PROBLEMS 

Data problems are perhaps the most important aspect of data needs and prac­

tices because problems are almost certain indicators of data process improvements 

that are most needed. Moreover, problem analysis will often point the way to 

one or more alternatives for cost-effective improvements. 

In Item 7, respondents were asked to indicate the relative seriousness of 

problems in eight general categories. Summary responses are shown on the following 

page. The distribution of responses by organization types is shown in Figure 5 

and in greater detail in Table 7 of Appendix B. 
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TYPE OF PROBLEM 7. SERIOUSNESS OF PROBLEM No ENCOUNlCRED 
High Medium Low Respon!;c 

Item 7. If you encountered any A.. Data sought were "'- H' "" I~ S'" 
of the problems listed in lines Unavailable 

A-I at right when seeking data B. Data received were not 
3S C.i I. I I 1 f. 

from the sources you checked 
well-enough defined 

in Item 4, please check to indi- C. Data received were not in ,..,. ,, 'f I IC. I right form for need 
cate the level of seriousness 
that problem presented to your D. Data received did not &ive 

6'' f I 5'1 I ~c. sufficient detail 
work. 

E. Data received were un- 13 't S" a/2. 130 timely (out-of-date) 

F. Data received were not 33 SS" 'I~ ,,, 
accurat~ enou2h 

G. Turnaround time from re-
quest to receipt was too ':l. fl, ,, I fl(. 
long 

H. Data service was too 

·~ 
'31- I OS'" l''lr exoensivo 

:l. (Other) 

(23 other types) "" '- 3'J..7 

There were 71 respondents who checked no boxes at all for Item 7. Because a 

column headed "none" was inadvertently omitted from the table there is no way to 

know whether these individuals had no problems or simply chose to skip over this 

item. Of the 279' respondents who checked at least one box, 178 checked "high" 

seriousness for at least one type of problem. Thus, most respondents have 

encountered at least one type of problem that was regarded as highly serious. 

Figure 5 shows that four types of problems are relatively most serious for 

all types of organizations (problem types A, C, D, and E), and that data timeli­

ness is the most serious problem for nearly all types of respondents. Three addi­

tional problem types (B, F, and G) are at the next level of seriousness, and type 

H (cost of data service) is of least concern for all respondents. This last find­

ing is consistent with Conclusion 5 concerning data budgets. 
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Figure 5. RELATIVE SERIOUSNESS OF DATA PROBLEMS 
(From Table 7) 
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Most prevalent among the open-ended additions to Item 7 was the problem of 

knowing where to go to find data. This problem was reasserted many times in the 

open-ended responses to Item 8 in which 241 respondents sketched details for one 

or two of their most serious problems. The general distribution of these problems 

is given in Table 8 of Appendix B. A number of excerpts from the responses are 

given in later pages of this chapter. 

The particular problem of not being able to acquire needed data was addressed 

in Item 9. Respondents were asked to state how far they might go towards paying 

for the solution to this problem. The summary results are shown below. Details 

for the response distribution are given in Table 9 of Appendix B. 

Item 9. Please describe briefly an experience you have had during the past year or two in which important 
data needs could not be met because the data were either non-existent, unlocatable, or unavailable. Then 
check one box at the right to indicate how far your organization might have gone towards paying for 
ecquisition costs. .. 

Note: Written descriptions were given by 179 ~"l. D Acquire only if free . 
rP.soondent s . Boxes were checked by 266 \it D Pay reasonable service charge. respondents in the distribution shown 
at right. lf'I D Share in collection costs. 

f 9 D Assume all collection costs. 

-

Conclusion ?. At least -two-thirds of the respondents would pay 

for data they have been unable to acquire. About 5% would even 

assume the collection costs of needed data that are unavailable. 

Members of Subcommittee I examined nearly 600 open-ended responses to Items 

8 and 9 in the light of their own experience. Problem areas thus identified are 

listed below in their order of priority. Discussions of the four most important 

problems contain illustrative excerpts from the inquiry responses and suggestions 

for reducing the degree to which the problem now exists. 
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a. Timeliness of Available Data 

Users of transportation data are often confronted ~ith the problem 

of not having current information. Frequently there are long lags in 

obtaining timely data from government agencies that are the principal 

source of transportation data. The long time lags have sometimes led to 

the collection and reporting of preliminary and estimated data by trade 

associations. For example, the Air Transport Association collects and 

reports monthly airline traffic data on a preliminary basis about 15 

days after the end of the month covering the previous month's statistics. 

Although trade associations provide current information in a number of 

areas, there still are many areas where no current data are available. 

Specific examples of the timeliness problem are listed below. 

• Air origin-and-destination data on tape are frequently 6-9 months old. 

• FHWA only recently produced 1978 Highway Statistics. 

• Motor Vehicle Facts & Figures, Fatal Injury and Accident 
Statistics, and Accident Facts have been cited as being 
outdated on release. 

• Highway User Fees for Selected Vehicles has not been updated 
since 19~ -- --

• 1977 National Travel Survey was not available until October 
1979. 

• As of April 1980, the latest available "Airport Activity 
Statistics" publication is for 1978. 

• Transit operating data are frequently 2-3 years old. 

• Up to January 1981 when 1977 data were expected, the latest 
Bureau of the Census commodity data were for 1972. 

• As of early April 1980, third quarter 1979 "Air Carrier 
Financial Statistics" had not been published by the CAB. 

There are two major reasons for the timeliness problem. First, 

the agency may not require the data to be reported on a timely basis, 

and second, the agency may take too long to process the data that have 

been received. Either one of these or a combination of both can 

result in the release of outdated information. 
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Conclusion 8. Data timeliness is a foremost need. Data 

released from government agencies are often outdated at the 

time of release. Possib.le solutions include the anticipa-

tion of data needs in advance and the use of continuous surveys 

rather than one-time or infrequent studies. 

If data providers comply with the following recommendation, users 

will be given previews of data collections far in advance of their final 

release. 

Recorrunendation 2. Data providers should be encouraged by DOT 

to release partial data sets during the early steps of data 

processing, perhaps through sampling, and thus provide users 

with representative preliminary data from sets that will be 

fully released at a later date. 

Taken together, Recommendations 1 and 2 could result in both a 

preliminary and final publ~cation of many data sets. 

b. Unavailability of Basic and Needed Data 

In the context of energy shortfall and evaluation of socioeconomic 

and environmental impacts of transportation, certain types of transpor­

tation data are nonexistent or unavailable. Also, as the state depart­

ments of transportation and DOT begin to develop modal trade-off policies, 

identify taxation alternatives, and evaluate regulatory reforms, entire 

areas of private sector commodity and passenger flow information either 

will not exist or will not be publicly available. Examples include 

the following types of data: 

• Truck commodity flow information, 

• Oil pipeline data, 

• Cost allocation data, and 

• Post-accident crash factors for assessment of accident 
counter measures. 

Although_ the problem of unavailable data exists for several reasons 

a key factor is the rapid emergence of new issues that demand new 

types of data analysis. In addition there will always be needs for 
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geographic or modally specific data to solve an immediate problem that can 

only be met by special data projects. 

The problem also exists because data either are not collected or 

are not reported to any agency that will disseminate the information 

in usable form. In some cases the data may be developed by the com­

pany or organization involved, but, if it is not required to be reported 

to a particular agency that will disseminate the material, the data 

are generally unavailable to the public. Collecting and reporting 

information by a company can be a definite burden requiring, in some 

cases, significant funding that tends to inhibit data compilation and 

availability. The confidential nature of certain types of data also 

prevents disclosure. 

One solution for this data problem is the establishment of priori­

ties and requirements for nationwide data summaries, state data sum­

maries, and regional summaries. Only when the collection is deter­

mined to be cost-effective can judgments be made as to whether ad­

ditional data collection is necessary. 

Discontinuance of data collection creates a significant problem for 

past users of the information. This problem is becoming more important 

with the growing trend of deregulation of the transportation industry. 

Domestic air cargo has been deregulated and domestic air passen­

ger service is in the process of being deregulated with the enact-

ment of the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978. Legislation was recently 

enacted to deregulate the railroads and trucking industry. As a 

result, less reporting is being required. The CAB is in the process 

of reducing the amount of reporting required by the air carriers, 

and the ICC has reduced the amount of data required from regulated 

motor carriers. 

Conclusion 9. There will be continuing and irrrportant needs 

for certain transportation data whose collection and provision 

are made uncertain by deregulation of the transportation 

industry. 
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The following recommendation would provide a basis for users to parti­

cipate in decisions on data discontinuations. 

Recommendation 3. Alternatives for future provision of 

basic data that are now provided by programs that will 

be discontinued should be prepared by every organization 

or agency within which such programs exist. 

Implementation of this recommendation is exemplified by the re­

cent information planning project that has been carried out by the 

Civil Aeronautics Board (18). 

c. Insufficient Detail for Needed Data 

Data collected at a national level are generally at a geographic 

scale too large to permit detailed statewide and local use. This 

problem is multimodal and is primarily experienced by consulting 

firms, state and local government agencies, and academic and re­

search institutions. 

This problem is partly due to a lack of supplier understanding 

of users' data needs and partly because the costs associated with 

increased specificity outweigh the benefits. 

Examples given by respondents include the following: 

• Trucking data are not specific enough for corridor 
analysis, 

• Railroad data are not specific enough for state rail 
planning, 

• Detailed agricultural export commodities data are 
available only by custom district rather than in­
dividual port within custom district, and 

• Geographic and commodity detail are not fine enough 
for foreign trade statistics. 

This problem could be minimized by greater cooperation and un­

derstanding of data requirements between data sources and data users 

and by making disaggregate data from national surveys available to 

users at a reasonable cost. 

Another reason that data lack necessary detail stems from dis­

closure or privacy constraints. This problem is multimodal and is 

experienced by most data users. 
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d. Lack of Communications and Knowledge About Exis t i ng Data_ 

Inadequate knowledge of data availability frustrates many data 

users before their studies are even begun. 

Most data users are convinced that the data they need are avail­

able "somewhere." The effects of inadequate knowledge are costly 

searches; costly because of the direct expense of the data and 

because time is spent in searching rather than analysis. Even 

after a costly search the user is never certain he has all available 

data or the best available data. 

Illustrative comments by respondents on this problem are listed 

below. 

• Referral chain reaction is very time consuming and costly. 

Interagency paths are obscure. We need a good referral 

system. 

t The availability of data and where to look for the data 

constitute the most serious problem. There are hundreds of 

associations that probably publish data, but where do you 

start? 

• Sometimes supply and source data are difficult to identify. 

A centrally published catalog or 800 telephone number 

would be helpful. 

t We find that there is a vast amount of data available 

from a large number of agencies. The biggest problem is 

finding out who has published the data that are needed. 

We spend more time looking for the source of data than 

using the data after we get it. 

• We are convinced much good information is available. How to 

find it in a reasonable time is difficult. 

• Specific procedures for locating data should be taught in 

technical graduate and undergraduate curricula. 

• Meetings and workshops are the most effective means of learn­

ing about available data quickly. 
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Computerization is not necessarily a solution to this problem because 

computer reference files and indexes have the same limitations as manual 

reference systems. Many users feel certain that large numbers of sources 

are not entered into computer files. New data sources are often discovered 

as much by accident as by any organized approach. 

The inquiry respondents have made two suggestions for increasing 

knowledge about available data. One is to improve user knowledge and 

ability through education, either in formal curricula or through train­

ing and meetings. The other approach is through superior indexing by 

data providers and coordinators. 

Educating the user appears to be the more expensive alternative because 

it requires a separate investment for each user. The development of a com­

prehensive transportation data index may be a more practical solution. 

The index could be based on types and levels of data rather than on 

publications and articles that contain data. The user would then be able 

to go from data need to data source rather than from known sources to 

only the data they provide. 

Although many advances have already been made towards providing users 

with data refer ence services, breakthroughs are still needed to improve 

communications and knowledge on transportation data. One relatively 

simple and immediate step would be to disseminate widely the existing 

information on data sources. 

Conclusion 10. After the timeliness problem, the following 

problems are most significant to users of transportation 

data and justify efforts to reduce their seriousness: 

• Unavailability of needed data, including the 

discontinuance of basic data sets; 

• Insufficient detail with respect to geographic 

areas or because of confidentiality constraints; and 

• Insufficient knowledge about existing data sets 

and their availability. 
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In addition to the major problems just discussed, alleviation of the follow-

ing problems would bring benefits to transportation data users: 

• Lack of comparability among data sets; 

• LacY of coordination among overlapping or duplicative data sets; 

• Inadequate definitions and explanations for data sets and their elements; 

• Lack of data quality with respect to accuracy, reliability, and completeness; 

and 

• Inordinate turnaround time between data request and data receipt. 

The first three problems noted above call for improved data standards and 

coordination of data programs at the national level. The last two problems 

must be addressed by the individual collectors and providers of transportation 

data. 
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CHAPTER S. NEEDS AND POTENTIALS FOR IMPROVED DATA PROCESSES 

The first part of this chapter describes data processes and respondents' 

views on the importance and need for improvement of the respective processes. 

The second part deals with the question of possible changes in responsibility 

for data collection and data provision, including the special case of changes 

that arise from deregulation ~ff transport services. The concluding discussion 

is about data sets that have been collected or provided by respondent organi­

zations and that may be useful to other organizations. 

5.1 IMPROVEMENT OF DATA PROCESSES 

During the planning phase of this study the Steering Committee named six 

general processes whose improvement could do much to alleviate users' data 

problems and to facilitate data access and flows. 

The first two processes are (a) the identification and synthesis of user 

needs and (b) the evaluation of user needs and response to user needs. Examples 

of these processes are represented by some of the citations in Chapter 2 and 

by this study. Improvements in these processes might include the establish­

ment of (a) continuing rather than intermittent efforts and (b) mechanisms for 

ensuring better communications between data providers and data users. 

The third process is provision of adequate knowledge about available data. 

Many allusions to this process were made in Chapter 4 in the context of user 

needs and problems. 

The next two processes, adequate access to and increased availability of 

existing data, are also related to many user needs and problems. Improved access 

here refers· to the channels and mechanisms by which the data user is linked to 

the data provider. Availability refers to the degree to which existing data will 

be provided by any access route. 

The sixth process is the collection and provision of needed data that have 

not yet been collected or produced. 

These processes were listed in questionnaire Items 17-18 for check-off re­

sponse to the importance and need for improvement of each process. Summary de­

tails are tabulated below and are shown graphically in Figure 6. Details for 

the response distribution are given in Tables 17-18 of Appendix B. 
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Items 17-18. The general processes listed on lines A-F below refer to improvements that might be made 
through national efforts to benefit the overall community of transportation data users. In Item 17 please 
check the importance of each process to your unit. Check Item 18 to indicate what you perceive to be the 
need for improving each process. 

Number of Respondents 

Number of 
General Processes for l•provuent 17. l•portance 18. Need for Non-ReS"Pondents 
of Data Access and Flows of Process ]tr\Pf"OYe-ll'lent 

Hi ah Me<I . LOW NII" Me:Q . LOW Item 17 Item 18 

A. Identification & Synthesis of 
I~ Ill 51 g1 )~1 

,, 
&.f 5" 5'1 User Needs 

B. Evaluation of User Needs a.nd 1a.1 U.3 6'~ ,, 111 'to 6"0 "" Response to User Needs 

C. Provision of Adequate Knowledae ,,, I o'L t.! ,,g f'l.0 6"1 'I%. 53 About Available Data 

D. Provision of Adequate Access 
111 I 05" :u. ,2. 153 51 S'L l. 7 to Avai !able Data 

E. Increased Availability of Data ,,; 110 2. 'f ,,, ltO ;, ..,, ,r: 
nlrcaJy Collected or rroduced 

F. Collection and Provision of 
l~S "' q3 115' II S- ,, 

'" c. 3 Needed Data not yet 
Collected or Produced 

Figure 6 shows that at least 60% of the respondents perceive that any one 

of; the processes is important and in need of improvement. The figure shows that 

the greatest concerns· are for processes C, D, and E, and that there is a somewhat 

reduced concern for processes A, B, and F. 

In response to questionnaire Item 19, somewhat more than 200 respondents 

wrote statements that were directed at one or another of the processes and that 

were often further elaborations on data problems they had experienced. The 

distribution of these open-ended responses is given in Table 19 of Appendix B. 

Item 19. Please give ~n example of ~at might be done to improve any process you rated High on both of 
Items 17 and 18. Indicate how the improvement would bring benefits to your unit. 

(written comments by 202 respondents) 

Members of Subcommittee II examined the responses to Items 17-19 and found 

that three additional processes should be added to the initial list: 
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Figure 6. SUMMARY OF RESPONSE TO IMPORTANCE AND NEED 
FOR IMPROVEMENT OF DATA PROCESSES 
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• Increased understanding of data applications and of the value of transporta­

tion data, 

• Development of cost-effective-methods and procedures for data collection and 

distribution, and 

• Development of cooperation and coordination among data collectors and data 

providers. 

Although improvement of any of the processes. named above would bring benefits 

to the user community, outstanding needs are represented by the following con­

clusions. 

Conclusion 11. The most significant need is an improved process for 

preparing and disseminating up-to-date information on what transporta­

tion data are available, what types of data are not available, how avail­

able data may be accessed, and what the data do and do not represent. 

Conclusion 12. There are major needs for the improved availability 

of existing data and for improved access to available data, parti­

cularly for data sets that represent continuing collection efforts. 

Respondents from the government sector indicated a more pronounced need for 

information on available data than did respondents from the private sector. Most 

consultants, for example, have accumulated much knowledge about existing data in 

the course of their daily work. 

Improvement of data knowledge dissemination would include the publicizing of 

newly available data sets and adequate descriptions of the potential uses and bene­

fits that are associated with any available data set. 

Taken together, Conclusions 11 and 12 imply that a sustained effort should be 

made to develop and maintain a reference service for available data sets that are 

most needed by users, and that the reference information for each data set should 

make clear what data are in the set and how the set can be acquired. Moreover, 

the reference service itself should be easily accessible and simple to use. There 

have been a number of substantial efforts to provide reference services and clear­

inghouses for statistical data (for example, see 4, 8, 13, 15, and 19). These and 

other reference services have been valuable to many users, but most have been 

provided in the absence of guidance and oversight implied by the following 

recommendation. 
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Recommendation 4. A special group should be established to develop cr~­

teria and specifications for transportation data reference services. The 

group should represent data suppliers and data users and should be fuUy 

aware of the availability, application, and relative value of data sets 

to the transportation community. This group should also promote the 

dissemination of current knowledge about transportation data and the 

implementation of any new or extended data reference services that are 

needed. 

The proposed group might also be charged with responsibility for the identi­

fication of gaps that exist in the availability of needed transportation data, 

and with responsibility for identifying and assessment of alternatives for fill­

ing the gaps and for enhancement of data access. Thus the group would be 

addressing needs that are implied by both Conclusions 10 and 11. The Steering 

Committee and a number of inquiry respondents have suggested that the proposed 

group might well be established within an organization such as the Transporta­

tion Research Board. 

5. 2 CHANGES IN RESPONSIBILITY FOR DATA COLLECTION AND PROVISION 

An important aspect of data collection and data provision is the allocation 

of responsibility for those functions. In questionnaire Item 20 (see page 5/6) 

respondents were asked whether they saw a need for changes in the allocation of 

these responsibilities. The summary results are shown in Figure 7. Overall, a 

majority of respondents did not perceive needs for change. 

Figure 7 shows that this result is much more pronounced in the government 

than in the private sector. Only for consulting firms was there a reversal of 

the overall result. 

Tabulations of the responses for Item 20 are given in Tables 20A and 20B 

of Appendix B. The following list includes all (generalized) comments that were 

made by at least three respondents: 

• Move towards centralized knowledge and computer access for transporta­

tion data (11 respondents), 

• Decentralize data collection to metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) 

and local planning agencies (6 respondents), 
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Item 20. Do you perceive a need for change in the present allocation of responsibility for data collection 
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• Move collection responsibility from DOT to the private sector (6 

respondents), 

• Establish more cooperation and conformity of collection among state and 

local agencies (5 respondents), 

• Consider private sector takeover of the CAB data base (5 respondents), 

• Continue CAB data collection by a federal agency (3 respondents), 

• Decide who will take over the CAB data base and provide authority and 

funding for the takeover (3 respondents), 

• Create a national data center (3 respondents), and 

• Not necessary to change responsibility, just improve data access (3 

respondents). 

The above examples indicate that there is no general agreement among the 

minority of respondents who perceive needs for changes in responsibility. On 

the other hand, the Steering Committee and many respondents recognize that de­

regulation of transport-carriers will lead to the loss of certain important data 

bases. Examples are the data sets collected and provided by the Civil Aeronautics 

Board. Unless provisions are made for changes in responsibility, say to other 

agencies or to the private sector, these d~ta bases will be lost. This situation 

has been discussed in Chapter 4 as an existing or imminent problem for users and is 

addressed again in Chapter 7. 

Finally, there is need for better definition of roles that are most appropriate 

for the respective levels of government. For example, a number of the inquiry 

responses imply that local agencies should have strong roles in data collection and 

that higher levels of government should provide financial support when local re­

sources are not sufficient. 

Conclusion 13. There is no strong support for specific reallocation 

of fundamental responsibilities that now exist for the collection 

and provision of transportation data. There is concern, however, 

for the continued meeting of basic data needs as changes occur in 

the existing allocation of responsibilities and for better definition 

of the most appropriate roles for the respective levels of government. 
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5.3 DATA COLLECTED OR PRODUCED BY RESPONDENT ORGANIZATIONS 

One specific objective in this study was to learn of data sets that are col­

lected or produced by respondent organizations and that might be useful to other 

organizations, including DOT. As shown below, this part of the study was covered 

by questionnaire Item 21. 

Item 21 . Please respond to this item if your organization collects or produces transportation-related data 
that are not part of federal programs listed in the questionnaire Supplement and that are probably useful 
to a number of other organizations. In column A briefly describe the nature of such data. In column Bin­
dicate any conditions or limitations your orf18nization places on making the data available to other organi­
zations. 

A. Data collected/produced 

(212 data sets described by 
156 different respondents) 

B. Availability conditions/limitations 

In all, 156 respondents reported on the existence and availability of 212 

different data sets. The general nature of these responses is given in Table 21 

of Appendix B where each data set is cross-tabulated by type of organization and 

by type of data. Additionally, each data set is tallied according to its availa­

bility over a range from "no restriction" or "available on request" to "for in­

ternal use only" or "unavailable." A condensed version of Table 21 is shown below. 

TYPES OF DATA NUMBER OF DATA SETS AVAILABLE AT GIVEN LEVELS 
COLLECTED OR GENERALLY LIMITED CONFIDENTIAL, AVAILABILITY PRODUCED BY 
RESPONDENT AVAILABLE AVAILABILITY PROPRIETARY, NOT TOTAL 

ORGANIZATIONS OR SOME UNAVAILABLE STATED 
RESTRICTIONS 

Traveler/Commodity 47 7 14 0 68 
Characteri~tics 

Transport Performance, 57 7 14 3 81 
Facilities,& Equipment 

Population, Land Use, 17 1 2 1 21 
Energy, Environment 

Other Types of 20 3 9 10 42 
Data 

No . 141 18 39 14 212 
Totals 

% 67% 8% 18% 7% 100% 
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It can be seen that about 140 data sets are generally available from the 

respondent organizations and that virtually all types of data are represented. 

From the limited information provided by respondents it appears that 

most of these available data sets are either of local application only or 

represent one-time rather than continuing data collection programs. 

Conclusion 14. While many transportation ckxta sets are generally 

available from the respondent organizations, it appears that most 

are local in application and do not represent continuing col­

lection efforts. There is, however, need for continuing inventory 

and announcement of data sets that are available in the respondent 

community. 

If Recommendation 4 were to be implemented, one function of the proposed 

group could be the further investigation of data sets that were named by re­

spondents to Item 21. A more general function could be the continuing review 

of data sets that become available, and the continuing assessment of available 

data in the light of user needs. A communication mechanism for this f unction 

is proposed in the following recommendation. 

Recorronenckxtion 5. Reference services for transportation ckxta 

should include a regular newsletter that contains reviews of newly 

available ckxta sets, and that identifies important unmet needs for 

transportation ckxta. The newsletter should reach all users of 

transportation data who wish to be so informed. 
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CHAPTER 6. PROPOSALS FOR FACILITATION OF DATA ACCESS AND FLOWS 

This chapter deals with specific proposals that respondents were asked to 

consider as possible mechanisms for the improvement of data processes and for the 

facilitation of data access and flows. The proposals fall in seven categories 

that range from unifonn definitions to the financing of data programs. General 

instructions for responding to each proposal are shown below. 

Items 22-34. Each of these items describes a proposal that relates to data acce~s and flows. After reading 
each proposal, please check in Line A the level of need you perceive for tha proposal. In Line B check the 
level of support that your organization would give to the proposal. If Line Bis not checked "High," use 
Line C to indicate any changes in wording that would make the proposal more supportable. If you checked 
"Oppose" in Line B, please indicate your reason for opposition in Line C. 

Subcommittee III examined all responses in each category and presented find­

ings that are basic to the Steering Committee conclusions and recommendations 

contained in this chapter. 

6.1 UNIFORM DEFINITIONS 

Two proposals on uniform definitions for data elements were presented in 

questionnaire Items 22 and 23. The proposals and overall levels of need and sup­

port that respondents held for the two proposals are shown below. Values shown 

for indexes are explained on the following page. 

NIJMRER OF RESPONSES INDEXES 

Uniform O.flnltion1 Gov't. Priv. All 
118 85 64 54 - - - -

hem 22. Authorize U.S. DOT to leld In the develop- A. Need ~ ~ [El ~ ment and enforcement of uniform definitions for com-
modllies, geogr.,tly, vehicles, packaging, etc. The def· B. Support ~ CB (No ... I (o.-1 0.24 0 .14 0 .18 
initlons would be 1118nd11ory for all federally-funded 109 74 70 58 
and federal-regul1tory d1t1 collectlon. 

c. 103 Coinments 
137 97 Sh 24 

hem 23. Use eiclnlng institutions and procedures to A. Need ~ ~ ~ ~ encourage the development of uniform definitions and 
widespread recognition of benefits to be derived there· B. Support ~ CB , ...... , ,_, 0.46 0.37 0.41 
from. 149 90 4 7 JR 

c. 55 Comments 
No. of Respondents for Index Base 146 204 350 

-
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For these and succeeding proposals an index was constructed to provide a 

single nwnber to compare responses to alternative proposals in any category or to 

compare responses among categories. The arbitrary weights that were selected for 

the index are as follows: 

High Need a.so High Support a.so 
Mediwn Need 0.2S Low Support 0.2S 

Low Need - 0.2S No Support - 0.25 

No Need - a.so Oppose - 0.50 

To calculate the index for any given proposal, each weight is multiplied by 

the fraction* of respondents who checked the respective response box, then the 

products are accumulated to produce a value that can range from 1.00 to -1.00. On 

this scale, zero represents a more or less neutral view, +O.SO represents a rela­

tively high positive attitude towards the proposal, and -0.50 represents a quite 

negative attitude. The last column of the summary table on page 6/1 shows that the 

overall index values were 0.18 and 0.41 for Items 22 and 23, respectively. This 

difference was approximately the same for respondents either in the public or pri­

vate sector. Detailed distribution of responses to Items 22 and 23 are given in 

Tables 22-23 of Appendix B. The tables include distributions of comments that 

were written in Line C, generally by respondents who were not highly in favor of 

the given proposal. Comments are tabulated in broad classes that characterize 

the respondents' views on the set of proposals presented in each category, e.g., on 

proposals 22-23 for uniform definitions. 

The proposal in Item 23 stresses the use of existing institutions and pro­

cedures to encourage development of uniform definitions and widespread recogni­

tion of benefits to be delivered therefrom. The proposal is exemplified by current 

cooperation between DOT and the National Bureau of Standards to establish data 

standards. This proposal received relatively high support and very little opposi­

tion from the respondents. 

In contrast, considerably less support was given to the proposal in Item 22 

wherein DOT would be authorized to lead in the development and enforcement of uni­

form definitions. The proposal was opposed by about 20% of the private sector re­

spondents and by about 10% of the respondents from state and local government agen­

cies. 

* Denominators for these fractions include questionnaire respondents who did not 
check any box in one line or another of Items 22-34. This rule is equivalent 
to zero weights for non-responses. 
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The open-ended comments indicate that there is general recognition of the 

need for uniform definitions but that there is much objection to mandating re­

quirements for data definitions. Thus there is agreement on objectives but not 

on methods of attaining the objectives. 

The consensus seems to be that most respondents would opt for the status quo. 

Let those who need to worry about uniform definitions do so, but do not create any 

centralized bureauc.racy to force those definitions on others. Possibly the reason 

for this response is that, with the notable exception of consulting firms, many 

respondents work within fairly limited data sets and have had little experience 

with consolidating information from several sources. Nevertheless, the direction 

is clear~existing institutions, including DOT, should be used to develop and 

encourage the use of uniform definitions for transportation data. 

6.2 DATA COLLECTION 

Two general alternatives for collection of transportation data were presented 

in Items 24 and 25. The proposals and summary tabulations of responses are shown 

below. Detailed dis·tributions for the responses are given in Tables 24-25 of 

Appendix B. 

Data Collection NUMBER OF RESPONSES INDEXES 
Item 24. Obtain transportation data primarily through 

Gov ' t. the administrative functions of public and private trans· Priv. All -- --portation programs. I 134 102 48 

I 
A. Nead 16 

68 Comments ~ [SJ ~ ~ c. B. Support_ ~ ~ 1No .. I lo.-1 0.51 0.34 0.41 

Item 25. Obtain transportation data primarily through ' 135 91 45 18 
expanded confidential sample surveys that would provide : 
detailed cost and operational data for all classes of I 120 84 66 31 
regulated and non-regulated transport of people and A. Nead ~ ~ ~ ~ goods and with no identification of individuals, carriers, .' B. Support ~ ~ I Norw J lo-I 0.29 0.30 0.30 
or operators. 

80 Comments 
122 91 48 35 

c. 
No. of Respondents for Index Base 146 204 350 

These two proposals contrast the acquisition of transportation data through 

normal administrative procedures in public and private agencies with the use of 

expanded confidential sample surveys. Two-thirds of all respondents saw high or 

medium need for the administrative procedure approach. The relatively high over­

all support for this approach, however, arises mainly because of very high sup­

port from the government sector respondents. 
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Support for data collection through sample surveys was relatively low except 

for respondents from academic and consulting organizations who generally have 

greater knowledge about and confidence in sample surveys. 

Nearly one-third of the written comments implied that the sample surveys 

would be too difficult and costly to perform. It appears that this approach is 

viewed with a great deal of skepticism. The Steering Committee believes, however, 

that greater use of sample surveys will be necessary in the future and that they 

should be used when needed data cannot be collected through the administrative 

functions of public and private transportation programs. 

Recorronendation 6. Transportation data should be collected primarily 

through the administrative functions of public and private trans­

portation programs·, but ca:r'efuUy administered sample surveys 

should be used to collect data that cannot othePWise be acquired 

on a cost-effective basis. 

Recorronendation ? • DOT should identify federal administrative 

functions and data collection activities that can generate 

useful transportation data and should develop procedures for 

making such data available. 

6.3 CENSUS OF TRANSPORTATION 

For many years the Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, has col­

lected transportation data. Under the heading of Census of Transportation, the 

Bureau carries out programs that are listed in the questionnaire supplement 

(Appendix A) and that are funded to a large degree by various administrations 

within DOT. The extent of use and the importance of these programs are re~ 

fleeted in the results shown on page 4/8 and in Tables 4, 5, and 6 of Appendix B. 

These results imply need for continuation of existing programs. Two proposals 

for expanding these Census programs appear in questionnaire Items 26 and 27. 

The proposals and sununary results are shown on the following page. More de-

tailed distributions of the responses, including open-ended comments, are given 

in Tables 26-27 of Appendix B. 
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.· 
NUMBER OF RESPONSES INDEXES 

Census of Transportation 140 ~· Priv. __!.!..!_ 80 27 61 
Item 26. I Passengers) Expand the scope and sample A. Need ~ !BJ CEJ ~ size of tt.e National Transportation Survey (tourism) 
and the Nationwide Personal Transportation Study to B. Support 5El B j NaM I lo-I 0.48 0.29 0.3 7 
provide data for reliable local estimates, operating data, 136 88 59 13 
and fuel cost data. Include a quarterly or annual pro-
cedure for timely updating and monitoring of trends. 

c. 46 Comments 
120 64 

I L!'..Q I G5 Item 27. (Goods) Expand the scope of the Truck In· A. Need ~ ~ 
ventory and Use Survey and the Commodity Transpor· 

B. Support ~ B INorw I ( OoDOM I 0.24 0.25 0.25 
tation Survey to include truck commodity flow data 

111 80 75 15 
and commodity transportation cost data for all modes 
and shipper classes. 

c. 55 Comments 
:\o. of Respondents for Index Base 146 ~04 350 

There was relatively high overall support for the expansion of passenger data 

programs, but this support came largely from government agency respondents. The 

lesser support that was given for expansion of freight data programs is a possible 

reflection of the fact that there were more respondents with passenger interests 

than for freight (Table 2C, Appendix B). 

There was a relatively high non-response to both proposals; near ly half of 

the open-ended conunents were made by respondents who have little or no need for 

transportation data provided by Census programs. Other comments implied that 

• disclosure rules make it difficult or impossible to acquire Census 

data that have sufficient detail, 

• the present level of data untimeliness should be corrected before 

any consideration is giveh to program expansion, and 

• money for the Census transportation programs would be better spent 

in state and local agency collection efforts. 

On the other hand, the level of opposition for either proposal was less than 

for any other proposal that was presented in the inquiry. 

Recommendation 8. Continued support should be given to the Census of 

Transportation program but any extension of the program should be con­

sistent with assured improvements in timeliness of the data to be pro­

vided. Strong consideration should be given to a continuing survey that 

would replace many current efforts and to the allocation of transportation 

questions to other surveys that are conducted by the Bureau of the Census. 
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6.4 ASSESSMENT OF DATA PROGRAMS 

The inquiry included two proposals for continuing assessment of transporta­

tion data needs and improvement of data processes. In both proposals the assess­

ments and recommendations would be made by a duly appointed oversight group. The 

proposals and summary results are shown below. Detailed distributions are given 

in Tables 28-29 of Appendix B. 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES INDEX 

Gov't. Priv . All 
As#ssm11nt of Data Program• --------86 

~ 
86 so· 

Item 28. Establish a continu ing federal board to review A. Need Eill . ~ ~ -.01 . 00 and recommend policy for all aspects of transportation !ff1 ~ ~ ~ 
. 01 

data programs. The board would advise and report to B. Support 

the Secretary of Transportation. 

c. 87 Comments 

~ 
82 49 35 

Item 29. Establish a continuing forum independent of A. Need s ~ [s:J 
U.S. COT to represent all categories of data producers Eill !El I Non. I lo ...... I . 32 .41 .37 
and users. Make continuing assessments of user neads, B. Support 

and make recommendations on priorities and mecha- 146 76 54 23 
nisms for improvement of data programs. 

c. 54 Comments 
~o. of Respondents for Index Base 146 ~04 350 

The establishment of a continuing federal board to review and recommend policy 

for transportation data programs· (Item 28) was clearly a most unpopular suggestion. 

It received less support and more opposition than any other proposal. Two respon­

dent comments sum it up, "too much bureaucracy exists now in government," and 

"spare us from any more boards." 

The proposal for a non-federal continuing forum of data suppliers and users 

(Item 29) received relatively high support, particularly from the private sector 

respondents. The comments included a number of suggestions that the forum should 

be a TRB activity. 

Recommendation 9. A national forum should be established to represent 

aU categories of transportation data suppliers and users. The forum 

should make continuing assessments of user needs and should make recommen­

dations on priorities and mechanisms for improvement of transportation data 

processes. The forum should be independent of but responsive to all major 

elements of the transportation community in both the public and private 

sectors. Considerati·on should be given to combining the functions of the 

forum with those of the group that was proposed in Recommendation 4. 
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Implementation of Recommendation 9 would involve questions of sponsorship, 

funding, and institutionalization. Possibilities include sponsorship by the U.S. 

Department of Transportation and establishment within the Transportation Research 

Board. Such an arrangement could assure that forum agenda and tasks would include 

those that were set out by the sponsoring agency. Consideration could be given, 

for example, to combining the role of the special group noted in Recommendation 4 

with that of the forum set out in Recommendation 9. 

6.5 CENTRALIZATION OF DATA PROGRAMS 

Three proposals were presented for the centralization of data programs. 

The first two were for the establishment of a national coordination and referral 

center for transportation data, either within DOT (Item 30) or outside DOT 

(Item 31). The third proposal was to centralize authority and responsibility 

within DOT for the collection and provision of transportation data. Summary 

responses are shown below; detailed distributions of responses are given in Tables 

30-32 of ~ppendix B. 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES II\ DEXES 
Omtralizstion of Dsts Progrsms 167 60 44 47 Gov't Priv. All 

Item 30. Establish a center within U.S. DOT for co· A. Nead [5B ~ ~ 
-- -- -

ordinating all federal tra~sportation data programs. The ~ 0.41 0.32 0.36 
center would catalog and monitor all programs, would B. Support [SE] ~ I Norw ) I Qppote I 
publish progress and activity reports, and would be a 158 60 48 42 
referral center for data users. 

c. 55 Comments 
Item 31. Same proposal as in Item 30 except that the 

95 61 68 71 
A. Nead ~ ~ ~ ~ center would be outside U.S. DOT. Could be in the 

~ ~ I None ) lo-I 0.02 0.14 0.09 
public sector, private sector, or exist as a special instl· B. Support 
tu ti on. 95 72 69 54 

c. 82 Comments 
Item 32. Centralize within U.S. DOT all federal trans· A. Need ~ 60 60 78 
portation data programs, including compliance authority ~ ~ ~ 0.16 0.03 0.09 
and confidentiality regulations. Include programs now B. Support ~ ~ I No~ I I Opoow I 
at Census, CAB, ICC, Corps of Engineers, etc. 101 64 63 71 

78 Comments . 
c. 

. :\o. of Respondents for Index Base 146 .204 350 

Relatively high support in both the public and private sectors was given for 

DOT coordination of all federal transportation data programs, and for a DOT data 

r-eferral center (Item 30). On the other hand-, there was much opposition 

to the centralization of data programs within DOT (Item 32), particularly 
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from respondents in the private sector. Approximately 60% of the open-ended 

comments implied favor with DOT coordination; about 40% implied that data program 

centralization within DOT would b~ unacceptable. 

Conclusion 15. There is relatively high support for a DOT coor­

dination role in all federal transportation data programs, but there 

is little support for the centralization of these programs. 

Recommendation 10. DOT should lead the coordination of all federal 

transportation data programs and should provide the transportation 

corrmrunity with information on the status, content, and availabil­

ity of data produced in all such programs. 

6. 6 DATA ESTIMATION 

Quantities and costs of data that are required for specific objectives can 

be greatly reduced through the use of sample surveys. Analyses of the sample data 

then lead to estimates of what would have been learned from complete surveys, i.e., 

from 100% samples. The estimation techniques generally include the use of assump­

tions and mathematical models for the "way things really are" in the universe of 

data that has been sampled. Whether or not the survey objectives can be met with 

sufficient validity and reliability then depends upon the adequacy of the sampling 

procedures and the models that are used for estimating. Respondents' views on 

data estimation through sample surveys and models are summarized below. More de­

tailed distributions are given in Table 33 of Appendix B. 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES INDEX 

Cleta Ettim11tion 
Gov't Priv. All -- -- --

Item 33. Reduce ~ate collection requirements through· 
124 87 61 41 

A. Need [EB ~ ~ ~ 0.37 the use of minimum sample sizes in conjunction with 
~ ~ ~ (Oppow I 0.21 0.28 

models that provide estimates for categories of dat& B. Support 
Thus greater amphesis is placed on modeling and data 120 94 49 45 
analysis while data collection costs are reduced 
through carefully designed small samples. 

c. 97 Comments No. of Respondents for Index Base 146 204 350 
- · 
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It is to be noted that sampling and modeling are linked in this proposal. 

This linkage would lead to less support, for example, by those respondents who 

may favor sample surveys but who d.o not trust the current state of modeling. 

The greatest support for this proposal came from academic institutions, 

consulting firms, and state transportation agencies. Overall, however, the pro­

posal received only a medium amount of support. About 55% of the open-ended 

comments were favorable, with the proviso that significant improvements must be 

made in the area of modeling and sampling. About 45% of the comments represented 

serious doubts that data estimation procedures can be both credible and cost­

effecti ve. Excerpts from the comments include the following: 

• sample data are often not specific enough except for national 

or policy level use, 

• political and public support of data developed in this way 

may not be acceptable, and 

• this proposal would be supported only if greater emphasis is 

placed on developing data and models together. 

Conclusion 16. Data estimation through sample surveys and modeling 

will become a more and more important means for meeting data needs 

within budgetary constraints. 

The implication of Conclusion 16 is that samples and models are here to 

stay and that the need is to concentrate on improvement of sampling and model­

ing procedures. 

Recommendation 11. DOT should encourage and support the develop­

ment of cost-effective sampling and modeling techniques for the 

collection ~nd provision of transportation data. 

This recommendation could be partially implemented by requiring that plans 

for large-scale data collections include sampling or modeling techniques that 

can be shown to be cost-effective. 
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6.7 FINANCING OF DATA PROGRAMS 

The final proposal was that the implementation costs for other proposals 

that might be adopted be covered by federal-aid and grant funds that are applicable 

to transportation programs. The summary results are shown below and in greater 

detail in Table 34 of Appendix B. 

NUMBER OF RESPONSES INDEX 
Gov't Priv. All - - -- - -

Financing of Data Program1 151 74 45 42 
Item 34. Derive major financial support for any or A. Nead ~ ~ lEJ ~ all of Items 30-33 from federal -aid and grant funds 

8 . Support ~ B ( No"9 I loppaw I 0.31 0.40 0. 3E 
that are applicable to transportation programs. (The 
maximum support requireci is likely to' be aboui 153 73 44 36 
2-3% of the applicable funds.) 

; 56 Comments 
c. No. of Respondents for Index Base 146 204 350 

The overall response to this· pToposal was generally favorable, particularly 

among respondents from academic institutions and consulting firms. The financing 

issue is somewhat academic because the most expensive proposals among Items 30-33 

were not generally acceptable to the respondents. Several respondents suggested 

that 2-3% of the applicable funds would be more than needed for implementing the 

more acceptable proposals. 

About half of the open-ended comments suggested that data program costs 

should be no more than at present and that increased efficiency in existing 

programs could provide the funds necessary to make many improvements in data 

processes. The remaining comments were to the effect that additional funds 

should be raised through charges to data users. 

Perhaps the most reasonable position is for the federal government to make 

federal-aid and grant funds available to meet the transportation data needs of 

federal programs~ but leave the funding of all else to the user. 

Recommendation 12. Major financial support for federal transportation 

data programs should be derived from federal aid and grant funds that 

are applicable to transportation programs. Remaining program costs 

should be derived from an equitable system of charges to transporta­

tion data users. 
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In Item 35, respondents were invited to submit their own proposals for 

the improvement of data access and flows. 

Item 35. Along the lines of Items 22·34. please sketch any additional proposal your organization needs and 
would support for the facilitation of transportation data access and flows. 

There were approximately 60 responses to Item 35. Many of the comments 

were further statements about data needs or elaborations of the respondents' 

position on data issues. Responses that were in the form of proposals are illus­

trated by the following list. 

• Create a central registry for local agency reports that contain transporta­

tion data. 

• Establish a directory or catalog for data sources and the nature of data 

available therefrom. 

• Establish a centralized telephone referral system for transportation data. 

• Establish periodic publications on data availability. 

• Establish regional or state centers for transportation data. 

• Create transportation data user groups. 

• Establish a multidisciplinary task force to assess data needs and data 

methodology. 

• Establish a federal training program for data users. 

• Hold local seminars on data issues. 

• Standardize model inputs and modeling methods, 

• Develop multilateral agreements for data sharing among industry groups. 

• Give U.S. DOT full responsibility for improving the quality of and access 

to transportation data. 

It is noteworthy that more than half of the foregoing responses are addressed 

to the need for better communications and knowledge about transportation data. 
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CHAPTER 7. OTHER RESPONSES AND FOLLOW-UP IMPLICATIONS 

This chapter begins· with open-ended remarks that were made by respondents when 

no particular question had been posed. This situation prevailed in the last item 

of the inquiry questionnaire and throughout the in-depth interviews. Both sets of 

responses are identified with recurrent data issues that appeared to be of upper­

most concern among the respondents. The chapter ends with a summary of follow-on 

tasks that are implied by the report findings. 

7 .1 QUESTIONNAIRE CLOSURE AND I.NTERVIEW RESPONSES 

In questionnaire Item 36, respondents were invited to express any additional 

comments of their own choice. The item and general nature of the 90 responses 

are shown below. 

Item 36. Please use the space below for any addit ional comments or recommendations you may wish to 
make on the subjects covered by this questionnaire. 

Focus of Comment No. of Respondents 

Questionnaire/inquiry design 31 

Data program responsibility 14 

Data needs and problems 11 

Data uses and user influence on programs 8 

Data centers and on-line access 4 

Misce'llaneous 22 

About half of the 31 comments on the questionnaire were critical of its format, 

length, or emphasis. Ten respondents stated that the inquiry and questionnaire had 

little relevance to the work of the respondent organization. The other comments 

in this category spoke to the timeliness and importance of the inquiry. 
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In-depth interviews were held by the consultant staff with individuals in 41 

different organizations. In most cases the interview was actually a conference 

among the consultant, the primary respondent, and a number of the respondent's 

associates. In all but three cases, the interviewees were also questionnaire 

respondents. 

Interviewees were invited to present their views and suggestions on whatever 

aspects of transportation data they felt were most significant. Approximately 

250 major points were extracted from the interview records as a basis for 

summarizing the interviews. 

Approximately one-fourth of the responses from interviews and questionnaire 

Item 36 are presented below in categories that are closely related to the concerns 

set forth in Chapters 4, 5, and 6. Each bullet represents one response that has 

been selected to provide further emphasis and elaboration for findings that were 

presented in the earlier chapters. 

a. Timeliness of Census Data 

It was concluded in Chapter 4 that data timeliness is much needed 

and often lacking. This problem was emphasized by a number of interview 

responses as illustrated below. 

• The time lag between collection of Census data and its availability 

for local use is a real problem. 

• Our first concern is the long time lapse between completion of survey 

work and availability of the National Travel Survey data. 

• We would like to see the Census of Transportation maintained but on a 

more timely and expanded basis. 

b. Availability and Adequacy of Needed Data 

The most prevalent types of data that respondents need but perceive to 

be unavailable are related to commodity flows, fuel use, and travel be­

havior. These needs are illustrated by the following interview excerpts. 

• There is need for freight transportation performance data that can be 

used to optimize national productivity. Comparisons should be made of data 

availability in the .United States and freight data availability in other 

countries that have high productivity per capita. 
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• The knowledge of freight movements and the lack of sufficient reliable data 

to develop patterns for modeling have resulted in planning policy that 

is largely guesswork. 

• We need to know more about truckload transport. This need for good 

truck flow data will be especially important in an unregulated environment. 

Census data do not give sufficient coverage. 

• There is no good data file for air freight movements. 

• Improved information on fuel consumption is needed. We do not know 

enough about where fuel is and how it is used. 

• We have been unable to find adequate data on travel behavior and what in­

fluences choice of mode for travel. 

• Improvements are needed in the collection, compiling and reporting of state 

level public transportation statistics. Annual publication of public trans­

portation statistics similar to the FHWA "Highway Statistics" series would 

be helpful. An organizational foundation is needed for the exchange of both 

passenger and freight statistics between many jurisdictional levels. 

• Studies are needed to determine the extent to which confidentiality and dis­

closure rules are unnecessarily restrictive. 

• Feedback mecp.anisms are needed so that users can have significant influence 

on data scope and quality. 

c. Level of Detail for Available Data 

Several respondents spoke to the need for data that give finer 

geographic coverage or that are otherwise less aggregate than that 

available. 

• A method is needed whereby local areas can obtain journey to work and 

other Census data in sufficient detail for local planning. 

• Most federal data are too general and cannot be related to our state. 

• DOT data ar.e too aggregated for our use in forecasting models. 

• The Corps of Engineers traffic flow data that are available are too 

aggregated. 
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d. Information on Available Data 

A recurring theme of the inquiry is that many users of trans­

portation data are handicapped by their lack of knowledge about 

available data and the uncertainty that needed data are in fact 

avajlable. Illustrative responses are listed below. 

• There is considerable lack of knowledge of what data are available. 

We tend to believe that needed data must exist somewhere but do 

not know how to find out if this is really the case. 

• Our MPO is not really aware of data that are available at the 

federal level and that would be useful in our studies. 

• DOT should publish knowledge on data sources, data quality, 

level of aggregation, data age, acquisition costs, etc. 

• Data knowledge should be taught as part of illliversity courses. 

e. Deregulation Effects 

Concern for the effects of deregulation on the availability of 

needed data was expressed by a nwnber of interviewees. Various 

aspects of these effects are illustrated by the following views. 

• With deregulation we will see a change in coverage, priorities, and 

availability of data. We believe that carriers will see needs in 

their own interests to collect data and make it available on an 

aggregate basis. Sampling confidentiality will be required. 

• Our experience has been that top management does not accept reporting 

needs but that planning staff perceives the value of a continuing 

reporting system. 

• No Census of Transportation survey procedure could substitute for the 

existing CAB data base in either scope or timeliness. 
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f. On-Line Access to Available Data 

As was observed in Chapter 4, only a minority of data users has 

adopted and advocated on-line access to data and to knowledge about 

data. The views of this minority ire typified by the following responses. 

• The day of paperwork is over. Terminals should be required and 

installed within each state department of transportation. 

• The use of computers has not been maximized. Useful data should be 

stored for on-line access and for production of hard-copy data 

sets. 

• We need on-line information about data sources and the data they 

hold. 

• Our organization would like to have on-line terminal access to a cen­

tral computer-stored data base. The data base must provide monthly 

descriptions of newly stored data. Every transit operation in the 

country should report its performance data, as well as its management 

data. 

g. Standardization of Definitions and Procedures 

In Chapter 6 it was concluded that the majority of respondents 

sees need for increased standardization but that existing institu­

tions should cooperate to improve the present state. Illustrative 

views of respondents are as follows. 

• There are still great differences in terminology that is used by 

transit properties. We need more standardization. 

• It would be helpful if federal agencies developed and established 

base uniform standards. 

• There is a need for continuing efforts to establish national 

standards for accident reporting. There is even difficulty in 

establishing the definition of a fatal accident. 

• The most important project is 'standardization of collection methodologies, 

and variable definitions. Each MPO has a unique set of travel data. Few, 

if any, have standardized their methodologies. This makes dealing with 

secondary source data from DOT difficult. 

• Attempts at standardization of data collection efforts by the federal govern­

ment would be counterproductive. We prefer initiation of data collection 

without permission from a board. 
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h. Coordination and Cooperation 

The following responses identify areas where a greater degree 

of coordination and cooperation is needed for data programs. 

• We need better coordination among federal agencies. For example, 

decffi1nial Census data should be related to DOT data collection. 

• There is very little intermodal data. Greater cooperation is needed 

among the modal administrations of DOT. 

• There is not enough cooperation between the private and public 

sectors. The federal government should take the lead for coopera­

tion with private organizations, including the function of data 

dissemination. 

i. The Federal Role in Data Programs 

As was discussed in Chapter 6, there are a number of mixed and 

competing views on the federal role for transportation data programs. 

Illustrative views that were expressed by respondents are listed below. 

• A central coordinating agency such as DOT would help answer many 

of our questions. 

• We do not want to enlarge on federal bureaucracy for the sake of 

data improvements. 

• Modal agencies should have primary responsibilities for DOT 

data programs. 

• Our concern for DOT as a central <lat.a agency is that the agency 

does not have a long-range viewpoint or proven ability to sustain 

the long-term effort that is required. 

• The federal or other centralized national role should be limited to 

the development of sufficient standards for the comparison of state 

and locally collected data. 

• The DOT role should include everything except data collection. 

Outside groups should advise. 

• Although DOT should probably be the focus for data collection and 

dissemination, there might not be continuity of effort unless 

required by statute . . 

• We favor a stronger coordinating role for IXJT and greater 

reliance on non-governmental organizations. 
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• It appears that EEC, Japan, OPEC, and various other competitors for 

the international market have developed comprehensive staff capa­

bility for acquiring information useful for investment decisions. 

Similar capabilities would be highly cost-effective for the 

United States. 

• There is no need for an organization to compete with the federal government 

in the collection and dissemination of information. There is a need to 

improve the federal system. 

• DOT needs to assume the lead in collecting, coordinating, and disseminating 

data. Appropriate interface with other federal data collection efforts 

needs to be provided. 

• Even though we support strong federal government including regulation, not 

deregulation, of transportation we hesitate to recommend any proposal, even 

data collection and dissemination, which encourages the federal government 

to expand its current activities. Nor do we recommend such a center in the 

private sector without a great deal more thought. Such a center should not 

become a sounding board for self-serving interests of so-called citizen 

interest groups. 

• It is very difficult to assess the correct organization in which data 

should be collected, maintained, and disseminated without knowing the costs 

and benefits of alternative systems. The answer is to proceed carefully 

along lines that are manifested by the issuance of this questionnaire. 

• Transportation data coordination is valuable, but should be vested with 

Census, not DOT. 

• The transportation data-gathering responsibilities and assessment of 

industry data requirements have been met by the trade associations. 

Public data requirements have been provided by the principal regulatory 

body responsibile for each mode. There is no perceived deficiency in 

the type or method of data collection and evaluation at the moment. 
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j. Centralization of Data Programs 

The previously noted lack of majority support for centraliza­

tion of data programs is illustrated by the following responses. 

• A single central computer cannot and should not be expected to provide 

direct access to all transportation data. 

• Major problems are likely with data centralization~past efforts 

have not been too productive. We do not believe it is possible now. 

• A substantial number of different government agencies collect trans­

portation data, but centralization within DOT is not the answer. 

What is needed is DOT authority for coordination of data collection 

and dissemination. 

• Data centralization can be either a very good solution or a waste, 

depending on its structure. 

k. Collector-User Linkages 

In both the questionnaires and interviews a number of respondents 

proposed the principle that collected data will better meet the user's 

needs whenever there are adequate communication links between col­

lector and user. At one extreme is the case where collector and user 

are the same; at the other is the situation where collection is done 

in the complete absence of any communications with users. 

• The closer the link between data collector and data user the more 

useful will be the data. 

• The unsuccessful 1970 Census effort to obtain journey to work data is 

an example of situations where the data collection staff was too far 

removed from the staff that needed the data for program policy and 

direction. 

• Data quality is improved by a close relationship between data gath­

erer and data user and by designing the summary format before data 

collection. 

• Rather than expanding, we should be using what we have. Keep data 

acquisition simple, work towards better distribution of what is available. 

Use existing facilities wisely. 
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• It is vital that we understand probable uses before we make any invest­

ment in data gathering. We need a "Primer on Transportation Data Sources, 

Databases, and State-of-the-Art Use of Transportation Data." 

• We believe that one of the major problems in the transportation 

data area is the lack of established procedures whereby data users 

can constructively influence the data collection process. 

1. Private Sector Involvement 

Transportation data are often collected by private organizations strict­

ly for internal use or proprietary use. On the other hand, there are a num­

ber of private organizations that acquire, organize, and vend transporta­

tion data as a business enterprise. Although there are advocates of 

greater private sector involvement, there is considerable concern for the 

objectivity and completeness with which needed data are collected. This 

concern applies to any organization that collects, processes, disseminates 

data, and represents a need for maintaining the integrity of transportation 

information. Illustrative comments are given below. 

• Commercial data sources provide useful urban and regional planning data 

at a reasonable cost. These data need to be checked for reliability; the 

1980 census will provide check data. 

• Several private firms are collecting data from federal sources and selling 

it. Should this be permitted? 

• Before an expanded census of transp?rtation or other federal surveys are 

instituted, private industry should be given an opportunity to fill the 

gaps. 

• We would be happy to see federal agencies eliminate most data collection and 

have private service bureaus collect and vend data on a subscription basis. 

• We support efforts to bring improvements to the areas of data collection 

and dissemination but feel strongly that much of the responsibility should 

remain in the private sector. 

• The deregulation of transportation provides a new opportunity for data col­

lection through private enterprise that is perhaps commissioned by public 

agencies. 
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m. Sampling and Modeling 

The subject of sampling and using models to generate transportation 

data has been discussed at several points in previous chapters of this 

report. The following excerpts illustrate views on this subject. 

e Modeling tends to absorb excessive resources for an MPO staff but 

is useful for testing alternatives when tested models are available. 

• Within our agency we have encountered considerable resistance in the 

use of sampling. We are using these methods more and more but believe 

that more development and education is needed. 

• Modeling based on small samples should be done at the national level and 

made available for public use. 

• Complex modeling and projection procedures have been overemphasized. 

Projections are frequently invalidated by international occurrences and 

economic shifts. Models can provide useful insights but only if they 

are understood and accepted by decision-makers. 

• Data are only useful if methods exist to analyze the effects due to 

changes or trends. More effort should be centered on the limitations 

of methodologies currently used. 

n. Funding of Data Programs 

Inquiry responses on the subject of paying for data program costs gen­

erally imply that costs should be shared between government funding and 

user charges. 

• We have to have public funding on a continuing basis that is established 

and changed only by Congress. 

• Data should be at a cost to the user and should not be collected if the 

user is not to be charged. 

• A most critical need is for continuity of organization and resources. If 

an adequately funded unit that is not decimated every time someone decides 

to reorganize can be established in DOT, the prospects for improved data 

availability and access would be enhanced. 
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7.2 FOLLOW-UP IMPLICATIONS 

A number of follow-up tasks are implied by the findings of this report. Some 

tasks are stated explicitly in recommendations, others are implied by various con­

clusions and statements that appear throughout the report. All are steps that can be 

taken towards meeting user needs and to facilitate transportation data access and 

flows. 

The implied tasks are listed below in five categories. First are those 

recommended for DOT performance. Tasks in the second and third categories would 

be performed by groups that would come into existence if all DOT tasks were 

carried out. Tasks in the last two groups would generally be performed by federal 

agencies, including DOT, to which the tasks were applicable. 

a. Recommended tasks for the U.S. Department of Transportation 

1. Consistent with functions of the Office of Federal Statistical 
Policy and Standards, lead the coordination of federal trans­
portation data programs (Recommendation 10, page 6/8). 

2. Provide the transportation community with information on the 
status, content, and availability of data produced by federal 
programs (Recommendation 10, page 6/8). 

3. Identify the federal administrative functions and data collection 
activities that do or can generate useful transportation data 
and develop procedures for making such data available wherever 
such is not now the case (Recommendation 7, page 6/4). 

4. Encourage data providers to release representative preliminary 
data sets in advance of their full release (Recommendation 2, 
page 4/17). 

5. Encourage developers of transportation data to make their 
respective data sets available in published form (Recommenda­
tion 1, page 4/7). 

6. Encourage and support the development and proper use of cost­
effective sampling and modeling techniques for the collection 
and provision of transportation data (Recommendation 6, page 6/4 
and Recommendation 11, page 6/9). 

7. Support the establishment of a national forum to represent data 
suppliers and users in the continuing assessment of user needs 
and data programs (Recommendation 9, page 6/6). 

8. Support the establishment of a special group for the facilitation 
of data reference services (Recommendation 4, page 5/5). 
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b. Tasks for ~national forum of data suppliers and users 

1 . Make continuing assessments of user needs and the degree to which 
needs can be met by the ensemble of data programs that exist currently 
or that are likely to exist in the near future. The assessments should 
be based on data set costs, use, and benefits derived from the use. 
(Recommendation 9, page 6/6) 

2. Identify signlf.icant gaps ln the exlstence an<l avallability of trans­
portation data and identify cost-effective alternatives for filling 
the gaps. 

3. Assess alternatives and make recommendations for cost-effective 
mechanisms that can lead to improvements in data processes that 
include data collection, data analysis, and data provision to 
users. (Recommendation 9, page 6/6) 

4. Address specific data issues that may be raised by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation and other elements of the trans­
portation community. The issues should include definition of 
the respective roles of federal, state, and local agencies in the 
collection and provision of transportation data. (Conclusion 
13, page 5/7) 

5. Provide oversight for the facilitation of data reference services. 

c . Tasks for the facilitation of data reference services 
- ------- -----

1. Develop criteria and specifications for transportation data 
reference services and promote the implementation of new 
reference services that are needed. (Recommendation 4, page 
5/5) 

2 . Promote the dissemination of knowledge about existing data sets 
and publicize the nature of new data sets that become available. 
(Reconunendatlon 5, page 5/9) 

d. Tasks for agencies and organizations that will discontinue basic data 
collections. (Recommendation 3, page 4/19) -- ----

1. Evaluate the losses and impacts of data base termination and give 
users adequate opportunities to make their views known. 

2. Develop alternatives for future provision of data now provided 
by programs whose discontinuation will seriously impair trans­
portation planning and decision-making. 
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e. Tasks for applicable federal agencies , including DOT 

1. Collect transportation data primarily through the administra­
tive functions of transportation programs (Recommendation 6, 
page 6/4). 

2. Continue support for the Census of Transportation program, 
but with assured improvements in timeliness of the data 
to be provided (Recommendation 8, page 6/5). 

Although this study has addressed many of the above tasks in a general way, 

much work remains to be done. A continuing and dedicated effort will be required 

for meeting user needs and for facilitating flows of transportation data. 
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NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL 
COMMISSION ON SOCIOTECHNICAL SYSTEMS 

2101 Constitution Avtnu• Washington, D. C. 20411 

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD April 3, 1980 

(Copy of letter transmitted to 600 potential respondents) 

This is to ask your cooperation in a study the Transportation Research Board 
is now making to learn about current uses and needs for statistical data 
that are relevant to transportation policy, planning, engineering, operations, 
and research. The study scope covers data users in all types of non-federal 
agencies and private organizations and in all parts of the United States. 
From our files we have selected about six hundred people, including yourself, 
whose experiences and views can make valuable contributions to the study. 
From the inputs we receive we expect to draw conclusions and make recom­
mendations on what is needed and what might be done to improve the quality 
and availability of transportation data. 

We are using the enclosed questionnaire to cover a rather wide range of 
inquiry on the practices, needs, wants, and views of transportation data users. 
The Board will be most appreciative if it is possible for you, or someone 
you may designate, to contribute to the project work by completing and 
returning the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire is rather lengthy but we believe the range and complexity 
of transportation data issues call for more than a casual investigation 
of user concerns, and that user views should be brought to bear on the multi­
million dollar annual investment in transportation data programs. We look 
upon this inquiry as a national conference of invited participants wherein 
each person has the opportunity to 11speak11 for an hour or so on a wide range 
of questions about transportation data. 

Advice and guidance for the project is provided by a Steering Committee 
whose members represent all levels of non-federal transportation agencies 
and many associations of transportation industries. Your response will help 
the Committee make an objective evaluation of the magnitude and character 
of data problems and point the way to their resolution. More details about 
the project are given in the enclosed reprint from Transportation Research 
News. 

The National Research Council is the principal operating agency of the National Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Engineering 
to serve government and other organizations 
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Page 2 
April 3, 1980 

Responding individuals and organizations wiJl not be identified by name 
in the project report. Each respondent will receive a complimentary copy 
of the report. 

We look forward to your cooperation, but if it is not possible for you to par­
ticipate in this study, please let us know by simply returning the question­
naire within the postage-free envelope that is provided. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ 
W. N. Carey, Jr. 
Executive Director 

Enclosures 
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INQUIRY ON TRANSPORTATION 
DATA NEEDS AND FLOWS FOREWORD AND PERSONNEL 

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD 
March 1980 

FOREWORD TO QUESTIONNAIRE RECIPIENTS 

The purpose of this inquiry is to identify data practices, 
needs, and wants of non-federal users of statistical data 
that are related to the field of transportation. The inquiry 
is a basic part of a Transportation Research Board project 
that is performed with advice and guidance from the Steer· 
ing Committee listed below. The project is sponsored by 
the Research and Special Programs Administration, U.S. 
Department of Transportation, through the U.S. DOT 
Transportation Systems Center. 

The questionnaire will be augmented by in-depth inter· 
views with a number of questionnaire respondents. Sum­
mary results will form the basis for a TRB report on user 
needs and priorities for transportation data, and on user 
views on mechanisms for facilitating data access and data 
flows. Each respondent will receive a complimentary copy 
of the report. The report will not identify names of indi· 
vidual respondents or individual responding organizations. 

Approximately half of the 38 questionnaire items are 
for the identification of the respondent's work, data prac· 
tices, experiences, and needs. The remaining items solicit 
the respondent's views on various policies and processes 

PROJECT PERSONNEL 

Steering Committee 

Alan E. Pisarski (Chairman). Gellman Research Associates, 
Inc. 

W. Bruce Allen, University of Pennsylvania 
E. Wilson Campbell, New York State Dept. of Transporta· 

ti on 
Dan C. Dees, Illinois State Dept. of Transportation 
James L. Duda, U.S. DOT /RSPA (liaison) 
Stanley G. Feinsod, American Public Transit Association 
K. William Horn, Air Transport Association of America 
Raymond L. Kassel, Iowa Dept. of Transportation 

(AASHTO Liaison) 
Jeffrey C. Kline, National Industrial Traffic League 
Wesley R. Kriebel, American Trucking Associations, Inc. 
A. Scheffer Lang, Transportation Consultant 

TRB Staff 
Paul E. Irick, Assistant Director for Special Activities 

(Project Director) 
H. Stanley Schofer, Manager of Systems Development & 

Operations 
James A. Scott, Transportation Planher (Division A 

Liaison) 

that relate to data access and flows. Thirty of the items 
call for very brief responses such as check marks. The re­
maining eight items call for open-ended responses that 
might range from a short comment to several sentences. It 
is estimated that about one hour is required for full re­
sponse to all items. 

Provision is made on the last page for the questionnaire re· 
cipient to name one or more other individuals as respon· 
dents, perhaps in addition to the recipient. If it is not pos· 
sible to respond at all, the recipient should so inform the 
Transportation Research Board by simply returning the 
questionnaire in the postage-free envelope provided. Addi;" 
tional copies of the questionnaire may be photocopied or 
requested from TRB by the recipient. 

The project Steering Committee and the Transportation 
Research Board hope that each recipient will find it possi· 
ble to provide a full and prompt response to this inquiry 
and thus make a significant contribution to the understand· 
ing of transportation data needs within the community of 
non-federal users. 

Warren B. Lovejoy, Port Authority of New York and 
New Jersey 

Joseph M. Manning, Gordon Fay Assocs., Inc. (A 1C03 
Liaison) 

Thomas H. May, Pennsylvania Dept. of Transportation 
Carlton C. Robinson, Highway Users Federation for Safety 

& Mobility 
Frank A. Smith, Transportation Association of America 
Donald G. Wright, Transportation Systems Center, U.S. 

DOT (Liaison) 
Charles E. Taylor, Association of American Railroads 
George V. Wickstrom, Metropolitan Washington Council 

of Governments 

Consultant Staff 
Alexander French 
Edward Margolin 
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DATA EXPERIENCES AND NEEDS 

Item 1. Many of the items in this questionnaire refer to the organization unit in which you work. If ap­
plicable to your case, please write the name of your unit in the space below. 

Item 2. Please sketch briefly the nature of the work of your organization unit (e.g., administration, plan­
ning, operations, ... ), how this work relates to your overall organization, and how it relates to the trans­
portation field. 

Item 3. For each of the methods 
listed in lines A-F at right, please 
check to indicate your dependence 
on that method for acquiring 
statistical data that are needed by 
your unit. 

METHODS FOR ACQUIRING NEEDED 
STATISTICAL DATA 

A. Look up in publications held per-
sonally or within mr unit 

B. Request published data from other li 
brary/scr\'ic:e 1\ithin rn» organization 

c. Through contacts with other spe-
cialists within rnr organi:ation 

D. Through contacts with other special 
i~ts outside mr orcanization 

E. Through mail or phone contacts with 
data sources (outside organization) 

F. By on-line terminal access to 
computer-stored data bases 

P.egree of Dependence 

High Medium Low None 
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DATA EXPERIENCES AND NEEDS 

Items 4-5. For each source listed below (including any sources you may add in lines 36-40), please check 
Item 4 if your unit has sought data from that source during the past 12 months. In Item 5 enter rank 1 for 
the most important source you checked in Item 4, rank 2 for the next most important, etc., but do not 
rank more than four sources. 

4. Use s. Imper- 6. Use of Spe-
of tance cif ic Services 

DATA SOURCE Source Rank (circle) 
(check) (1,2, ••• ) 

1. Air Transport Association of America A 

2. Association of American Railroads A 

~ ·--- .. ___ 
n4' ~+.+- u .... f.. "'--- ..... nl't: 

4. American Bus Association 

5 . American Petrolewn Institute A 

6. Amer. Public Transit Assn . 
7. American Trucking Associations, Inc. A 

-- -·-
8. Bureau of Census, U.S. Dept. of Conunerce IABCDEFr.i.r1 
Q Civil Aeronautics Board IA B C D E 

10 . Dun & Bradstreet 
11. Federal Aviation Admin. U.S. DOT ~ B C D E F G H I .T ~ .. . 
12 . Federal Hiahwav Admin . U.S . DOT ~ BCDEFGH I J K L 

h~ l'Prtl'-r~l Do' 1-n•-' A-'••in II S DOT IA B C D E F G 

14 . Hiehway Users Federation -
15 . Interstate Commerce Commission A B 

" 16 . Motor Vehicle Manuf . A•sn . 
h7 u-+n-rrvrl~ Indu<trv COijQ~U.. A 

---- -
18. Nat' l Hwy Traff. Safety Admin. U.S. DOT IA B c D E F 

19 . Nat'l Industrial Traffic Leasue 
120. National Technical Information Service 
1?1 R.L . Polk Vehicle Reaistrations 

hz . Research & Spec . Pro2. Admin. U.S . DOT ~B CDEF 

3. St. Lawrence Seaw:.cv Develop , Corn. 

24. Transportation Association of America A 

' 5. Transportation Research Board 1'. R r ---·· 
lb. Transportation Svstems Center U.S. DOT A 

27. Urban Mass Transn. Admin . U.S. DOT II R r 

" " 11 c; •--.. I"'---- nl' l'nn'- ·-c IA 

29. U.S. Coast Guard U.S. DOT AB C D E F G H 

30. U.S. Dept . of Agriculture 

tll. U.S. Dept . of EnerJ?v A 
32. U.S. Maritime Admin. U.S. Dept of Commero 

:S3. U.S. Dept. of Labor A B 
~4. U.S. DOT Library 

~5. U.S. Travel Data Center 

~6 . 

137 • .. 
139 . 

~o . 

Item 6. The Supplement to this questionnaire lists specific services that are available from those sources 
for which code letters A, B, etc., are shown in Item 6 above. If you have checked any of these sources in 
Item 4, it will be most appreciated if you can take the time to refer to the Supplement, then circle any 
code letters in Item 6 for specific services you have used during the past 12 months. 



Item 7. If you encountered any 
o_f the problems listed in lines 
A-I at right when seeking data 
from the sources you checked 
in Item 4, please check to indi­
cate the level of seriousness 
that problem presented to your 
work. 
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DATA EXPERIENCES AND NEEDS 

TYPE OF PROBLEM 
ENCOUNTERED 

A. Data sought were 
Unavailable 

B. Data received were not 
well-enough defined 

c. Data received were not in 
ri2ht form for need 

D. Data received did not give 
sufficient detail 

E. Data received were un-
timely (out-of-date) 

F, Data received were not 
accurate enough 

G. turnaround time from re-
quest to receipt was too 
long 

H. Data service was too 
exoensive 

I. (Other) 

7. SERIOUSNESS OF PROBLEM 

High Mediwn Low 

Item 8. Please sketch details for the two most serious problems represented by your checks in Item 7. 

A. (Most serious) 

B. (Second most serious) 

Item 9. Please describe briefly an experience you have had during the past year or two in which important 
data needs could not be met because the data were either non-existent, unlocatable, or unavailable. Then 
check one box at the right to indicate how far your organization might have gone towards paying for 
acquisition costs. 

D Acquire only if free. 

D Pay reasonable service charge. 

D Share in collection costs. 

D Assume all collection costs. 
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DATA EXPERIENCES AND NEEDS 

Item 10. Please sketch two of your most important and current needs for transportation-related data 
(other than any you may have described in Item 9). 

A. 

B. 

Items 11-14. Please check each category 
listed below to indicate the levels of your 
general needs for transportation-related 
data. 

TRAllSPORT SYSTEMS AND DATA LEVEL OF NEED 
CATEOORIES IHl&h Med. ILDW llfone 

11. Transport A. Passenger 
Type 
Needs. B. Freight 

12. Tnnsport A. Rural 
Ranae 
Needs II. Urban 

c. Intercity 

D. International 

U. Transport A. Air 
Mode 
Needs 8. Hiahny (Genera. I 

Auto 

Bus 

Truck 

C. Rail 

O. Wate-r (General) 

lnland 

Maritime 

E. Pipeline 

14 . Dau A. Traveler/CoJrll\Odity I Type Characteristics 
Needs 

B. Oriains/Destinat i ons of 
Passengers/Freiaht 

C, Transport Performance (speed 
safety ,quality. costs, etc,) 

O. Tnnsport Facilities (roads, 
Nays, terminals, etc . ) 

E. Transport Equipment(vehicles. 
controls, safety , costs 1 etc . ) 

F. Population/Land Use 
Characteristics 

G. Ener1y/EnviroN11ent Impacts 
of Transport Systems 

H. Other 

Items 15-16. For the data budget categories listed 
below, please check Item 15 to indicate which are 
part of the annual operating expenses of your unit. 
Check Item 16 to indicate categories for which 
your unit needs a larger budget. 

Data Budget Category 15. Check 16. Check if 
if in greater bud-
budget get needed 

A. Collection of Original Data 

B. Data Subscription/Purchase 
from other organizations 

c. On-Li ne Computer Access to 
Data of other organi zations 

D. Consultant/Contract Services 
for Data Acquisition 

E. Synthesis/Analysis of 
Collected/Acquired Data 

F. Provision/Distribut i on of 
Data Internally/Externally 

G. (Other) 
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DATA ACCESS AND FLOWS 

Items 17-18. The general processes listed on lines A-F below refer to improvements that might be made 
through national efforts to benefit the overall community of transportation data users. In Item 17 please 
check the importance of each process to your unit. Check Item 18 to indicate what you perceive to be the 
need for improving each process. 

General Processes for Improvement '17. Importance 18. Need for 
of Data Access and Flows of Process Improvement 

High Mea. LOW tugn MM. LOW 

A. Identification & Synthesis of 
User Needs 

B. Evaluation of User Needs and 
Response to User Needs 

c. Provision of Adequate Knowledge 
About Available Data 

D. Provision of Adequate Access 
to Available Data 

E. Increased Availability of Data 
:1 l rcaJy Collected or Produced 

F. Collection and Provision of 
Needed Data not yet 
Collected or Produced 

Item 19. Please give an example of what might be done to improve any process you rated High on both of 
Items 17 and 18. Indicate how the improvement would bring benefits to your unit. 
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DATA ACCESS AND FLOWS 

Item 20. Do you perceive a need for change in the present allocation of responsibility for data collection 
and data provision among various levels of government or between the public and private sectors? 
If Yes, please sketch below what changes should be made and why. ~ 

Item 21. Please respond to this item if your organization collects or produces transportation-related data 
that are not part of federal programs listed in the questionnaire Supplement and that are probably useful 
to a number of other organizations. In column A briefly describe the nature of such data. In column Bin­
dicate any conditions or limitations your organization places on making the data available to other organi­
zations. 

A. Data collected/produced B. Availability conditions/limitations 
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DATA ACCESS AND FLOWS 

Items 22-34. Each of these items describes a proposal that relates to data access and flows. After reading 
each proposal, please check in Line A the level of need you perceive for the proposal. In Line B check the 
level of support that your organization would give to the proposal. If Line B is not checked "High," use 
Line C to indicate any changes in wording that would make the proposal more supportable. If you checked 
"Oppose" in Line B, please indicate your reason for opposition in Line C. 

Uniform Definitions 

Item 22. Authorize U.S. DOT to lead in the develop- A. Need I High I I Med . I ~ I None 
ment and enforcement of uniform definitions for com-
modities, geography, vehicles, packaging, etc. The def- B. Support I High I l Low I ~ I Oppo~e 
initions would be mandatory for all federally-funded 
and federal-regulatory data collection. 

c. 

~ I Med. I Item 23. Use existing institutions and procedures to A. Need ~ I None 
encourage the development of uniform definitions and 

~ I Low I ~ I Oppose widespread recognition of benefits to be derived there- B. Support 

from. 

c. 
Data Collection 

Item 24. Obtain transportation data primarily through A. Need I High I I Med . J ~ I None 

the administrative functions of public and private trans-
portation programs. B. Support I High 1 ~ ~ I Oppose 

c. 
Item 25. Obtain transportation data primarily through A. Need I High I I Med _, ~ I None 

expanded confidential sample surveys that would provide 
detailed cost and operational data for all classes of B. Support I High I I Low I ~ I Oppose 

regulated and non-regulated transport of people and 
goods and with no identification of individuals, carriers, 
or operators. 

c. 
Census of Transportation 

Item 26. (Passengers) Expand the scope and sample A. Need ~ I Med. I ~ I None 

size of the National Transportation Survey (tourism) 
and the Nationwide Personal Transportation Study to B. Support ~ I Low J ~ I Oppose 

provide data for reliable local estimates, operating data, 
and fuel cost data. Include a quarterly or annual pro-
cedure for timely updating and monitoring of trends. 

c. 
Item 27. (Goods) Expand the scope of the Truck In- A. Need I High I I Med . I ~ I None 

ventory and Use Survey and the Commodity Transpor-
tation Survey to include truck commodity flow data B. Support I High I l Low I ~ I Oppose 

and commodity transportation cost data for all modes 
and shipper classes. 

c. 
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DATA ACCESS AND FLOWS 

Assessment of Data Programs 

Item 28. Establish a continuing federal board to review A. Need I High I I Med.I ~ I None 
and recommend policy for all aspects of transportation 
data programs. The board would advise and report to B. Support I High I I Low I ~ I Oppose 

the Secretary of Transportation. 

c. 

I High I ~ Item 29. Establish a continuing forum independent of A. Need I Med. I I None 
U.S. DOT to represent all categories of data producers 
and users. Make continuing assessments of user needs, B. Support I High I I Low I ~ I Oppose 

and make recommendations on priorities and mecha-
nisms for improvement of data programs. 

c. 
Centralization of Data Programs 

Item 30. Establish a center within U.S. DOT for co- A. Need I High I I Med.I ~ I None 
ordinating all federal transportation data programs. The I High I l Low I I None J I Oppose center would catalog and monitor all programs, would 8. Support 

publish progress and activity reports, and would be a 
referral center for data users. 

c. 
Item 31. Same proposal as in Item 30 except that the A. Need I High I I Med.I ~ I None 
center would be outside U.S. DOT. Could be in the 

I High I I Low I ~ I Oppose public sector, private sector, or exist as a.special insti· B. Support 
tution. 

c. 

I High I [Med.I ~ I None Item 32. Centralize within U.S. DOT all federal trans- A. Need 
portation data programs, including compliance authority 
and confidentiality regulations. Include programs now B. Support I High I [Low I ~ I Oppose 

at Census, CAB, ICC, Corps of Engineers, etc. 

c. 

Data Estim"3tion 

Item 33. Reduce data coilert;.:in requirements through A. Need I High I I Med.) ~ I None 
the use ot minimum sample sizes in conjunction with l Low I ~ I Oppose models th At provide estimates for categories of data . B. Support I High I 
Thus grrater emphasis is pl«cec on modeling and data 
analysis while data collectron costs are reduced 
through carefully designed smali samples. 

c. 

Financing of Data Programs 

Item 34 Der i11e major financ ial support for any or A. Need I High I I Med.I ~ I None 
all of Items 30·33 from federa:-aid and grant funds I High I I Low I ~ that are applicable to transportation programs. (The B. Support I Oppose 

maximum sur.•1ort requirer il likely to be about 
2-3% of the appl i cabl~ funds l 

c. 
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DATA ACCESS AND FLOWS 

Item 35. Along the lines of Items 22-34, please sketch any additional proposal you~ organization needs and 
would support for the facilitation of transportation data access and flows. 

Item 36. Please use the space below for any additional comments or recommendations you may wish to 
make on the subjects covered by this questionnaire. 
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RESPONDENT IDENTIFICATION 

Item 37. Recipient Identification. Your 
mail label as recipient of this question­
naire is shown at right. Use lines A-D be­
low for entry of any changes needed for 
the label information. 
Please enter your phone number in line E. 

A. Personal Name 

B. Position/Title 

c. Organization Name 

D. Mail Address 

E. Telephone 

Item 38. Respondent Identification. Skip this item if the recipient above is also the sole respondent to 
this questionnaire. Please identify any other respondent(s) by entering in lines A-E below any informa­
mation that differs from that in Item 37. 

A. Personal Name 

B. Position/Title 

c. Organization Name 

D. Mail Address 

E. Telephone 

Finally, thank you very much for the time you have contributed to the work of this project. Please use the 
postage-free envelope that was provided for the return of this questionnaire. The Supplement need not be 
returned. 

Transportation Data Needs Project 
Transportation Research Board 
2101 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20418 

682 
Questionnaire No. ______ _ 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA 

S 0 U R C E S A N D S E R V I C E S 

A SUPPLEMENT FOR THE 

TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD 

INQUIRY ON TRANSPORTATION DATA 

NEEDS AND FLOWS 

Revised Version 
December 1980 

The original version of this supplement contained brief descriptions for only those 
data sources numbered 1-35 in questionnaire Item 4 and for only those specific data 
services whose code letters were given in questionnaire Item 6. 

This revised version contains the original information plus data on each of 27 addi­
tional specific sources that were written in lines 36-40 of questionnaire Item 4 by 
at least two respondents. Alphabetical insertion of the new sources has changed 
sequence numbers for the original sources as indicated on the pages that follow. 

It is recognized that the contents of this supplement do not include all important 
sources of statistical data and that additional services could be listed for many 
of the sources. Emphasis has been placed on services provided by U.S. Department 
of Transportation modal administrations, Bureau of Census, and other transportation­
related federal agencies. 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA SOURCES AND SERVICES 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION SPECIFIC SERVICES WITiiIN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NO.• NAME AND ADDRESS NAME DESCRIPTION 

1. Air Transport Association of Air Transport ~ Statistics cover employees, passengers, 
America (ATA) departures, revenue, freight ton-miles, and expenses for U.S . 

(1) 1709 Nei.· York Avenue S.W. scheduled airlines, domestic trunk lines and local service 
Washington, D.C. 20006 airlines. Published annually. 

2 . Ai rport 0perators Council Inter----national (AOC! ) 
1700 K Street N.W. 
Washington, D,C. 20006 

3. American Association of Aitport 
Execut i ves (MAE) 
2029 K Street N.~. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

4. American Association of Motor Veh-
icle Admi nistrators (AA~--
1201 Connecticut Avenue, N.W , 
Washington, o.c. 20036 

5. American Association of State 
Highi;a>· ! Transporuticin()1fi'cials 

(3) (AASHTO) 
444 N. Capitol Street, N.W. 
Washin11ton D.C . 20001 

6. American Automobile Association 
(AAA) 
1712 G Street N.W. 
Washin2ton, D.C. 20006 

7. American Bus Association (ABA) America's Number 1 Passen&er Transportation Service 
(4) 1025 Connecticut Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20036 

8. American Petroleum Institute (AP!) Statistical Bulletin 

(5) 2101 L Street N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

9. American Public Transit Association Transit Fact Book. Annual summary tables report operating and 
(APTA) --- financia'fdii'til1'0T all U.S. transit systems operating motor buses, (6) 1225 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. heavy .rail cars, light rail cars, trolley coaches, cable cars and 
Suite 200, inclined plane cars. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

10 . American Road and Transportation 
Builders Association (ARTBA) 
525 School Street S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20024 

11. American Trucking Association (ATA) 

(7) 1616 P Street N.W, 
Washington, o.c. 20036 

12. Association of American Railroads Statistics of Railroads of Class I in the United States. 
(AAR) - Statistics cover the operations of line-haul railroads of 

(2) 1920 L Street N.W. Class I only. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

* Numbers in parentheses correspond to the numbers that appear in questionnaire Item 4 on page A-7 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA SOURCES AND SERVICES (Continued) 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION 
NO.* NAME AND ADDRESS 

13. 

(8) 

Bureau of Census, U.S. Dept. of 
Coiiiiilerce (Boe) 
Data Users Service Division 
14th Between E and Constitution 
Avenue, N.W. 
WashiJliton, D.C. 20231 

14. California Department of Trans_ 
portation 
Sacramento, California 95819 

15. Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) 
Merchandise Mart Plaza 
P.O. Box 3555 
Chicago, Illinois 60654 

16. Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB) 
1825 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 

(9) Washington, D.C. 20428 

SPECIFIC SERVICES WiniIN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NAME DESCRIPTION 

A. Census of Government Statistics. Local and state governments 
revenue and-expenditure by highway construction, public transit, 
airport, water facilities, and inter-governmental transfer. 
Census .extraction from government records. Published every 
5 years. 
B. Census of Nonregulated ~ Carriers and Motor Carriers of 
Property and Public Warehousing. Operation o11lon-1CC regulated 
carriers ;;-r-commod1ties. Samples established from economic 
census. 
C. Commodity Transportation Survey. Physical characteristics 
and geographic distribution of commodity shipments from manufact­
urers along with means of transport. Data collected from shipping 
documents. Published every 5 years. 
D. Inland Waterway Origin and Destination: Domestic and 
International Transportation of ~ Foreign Trade. Movement of 
imports and exports within U.S. by origin o( export, mode costs, 
volume, weight, value, and containers (excludes grain and other 
agricultural commodities). 
E. Journey .!£.Work Supplement .!£. Annual Housing Survey 
(coordinated with HUD, UMTA and FHWA). See 6lB. 
F. National Travel Survey. Regional and some long state trips 
(over 75 miles) and tourism. Travel by type, origin and 
destination, season, mode, purpose, and traveler characteristics. 
Data collected from home interviews and questionnaires mailed to 
households. Published every 5 years. 
G. Nationwide Personal Transportation Study (coordinated with 
FHWA and NHTSA) . See 25J. 
H. Statistical Abstract of the U.S. 
I. Truck Inventory ~ Use survey. Contains number of trucks by 
State, vehicle type, fleet size, type of operation, typical use 
and owner characteristics. Data collected from questionnaires 
mailed to 120,000 registered owners. Published every 5 years. 
J. Waterborne Freight. Foreign trade from census defined 
merchandise (bonded and exports) coming into U.S. Data 
collected from Customs Declarations. Published annually. 

A. Air Carriers Operating and Financial Statistics . Contains 
financial operating statistics, revenue, expense, etc. Data 
collected from air carrier reports. 
B. Air Carrier Traffic and Capacity Statistics. Contains air 
carrier traffic, load factor by flight stages and aircraft. Data 
collected from domestic and foreign carrier reports. 
C. Aviation Statistics (coordinated with FAA). Contains 
airline activities and aviation facilities. Data collected from 
bases and aircraft operators. Published annually. 
D. International Airlines Passenger Ticket Sample . Origin 
destination of foreign flight passengers by carrier, class, 
flight, date and citiienship. Data collected from Naturalization 
Service Record. 
E. Ten .Percent Airline Passenger~ Sample. A continuing 
ticketed airport 0-D survey. Data collected from 10\ sample of 
tickets. Published quarterly. 

* Numbers in parentheses correspond to the numbers that appear in questionnaire Item 4 on page A-7 
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TRANSPORTA,TlON DATA SOURCES ANO ~ERY~.CES (Continued) 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION SPECIFIC SERVICES WinilN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NO. * NAME AND ADDRESS NAME DESCRIPTION 

17. Department of Agriculture (DOA) 
(30) Independence Avenue, S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20250 -

18. Department of Col!llllerce 
14th Between E Street and Constitut-
ion Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

19. Department of Energy (DOE) Transportation Energy Conservation Data Book . Compilation 

(31) 1000 Independence Avenue of secondary data. Presented to show relati onships useful 
Washington, O.C. 20585 to energy conservation. Details for each transportation mode. 

Published irregularly. 

20 . Department of Labor COOL) A. Consumer Price Index. Price indexes by components of 
(33) 200 Constitution Avenue, N.W. private auto1110bile transport and public, local and intercity 

Washington, D.C, bus . Related indexes. Published monthly and annually. 
B. Union Wales ~ Hours. Minimum hourly union wages by industry 
and craft. eparately for truck drivers and transit operators. 
Data collected from BLS surveys. Published monthly and annually . 

21. Debartment Ei_ Transportation (DOTL) 
Li rary Services Division 

(34) 400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

22. Dun & Bradstreet A. Dun's Market Indicators. Dun's numbered codes correspond to 
(10) 299 Park Avenue coverages of business establi shments. 

" New York, N.Y. 10017 8. TRINC Motor Carrier Red Book File. Specific data on truck 
moto"T"Carricrs , cg, compnny name; principal officer, DUN Number, 
revenue and operating taxes . (TRINC Transportation Consult nnt's 
is a Division of D & B). 

23. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, N.W. 
Washington, O.C. 20460 

24. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) A. Aeromedical Research Information. Data related to personnel, 
(11) U.S. Dept. of Transportation performance, efficiency, management and public concern related 

800 Independence Avenue, S.W. to aircraft operation. Data from research studies. 
Washington, D.C. 20591 8. Aircraft Information. Data collected from owners, manuf-

acturers and FAA inspectors on aircraft ownership, inspections, 
malfunctions, defects and operating categories. 
C. Airmen (Non-Medicaq l'nformation. Data on airmen charact-
erist1cs related to ratings, experience, and safety record. 
Data collected from FAA airman applications and ratings. 
Computer summaries printed annually . 
D. Aviation Accident Incident and Violation Information. FAA 
investigators, operators, and wrtiless reports on circumstances, 
~auses, mechanical failures, and injuries. Swnmarized annually . 
E. Aviation Activity Information. Data collected from FAA, 
owners and operators on air traffic, enplaned passengers, tower 
operations, flight service, registration, and usage. 
F. Aviation Facilities Information. Data collected by FAA on 
perfor1nance, status and outages of FAA facilities. Reports 
published irregularly. 
G. Aviation Forecast Information. FAA staff provides 12 years 
forecasts of enplaned passengers, revenue, aircraft activity, 
IPR activity, and general aviation operations. Annual swnmary 
reports are published as well as special analysis. 

·• Nt~obers in parentheses correspond to the mDnbers that appear in questionnaire Item 4 on page A-7 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA SOURCES AND SERVICES (Continued) 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION 
NO. * NAME AND ADDRESS 

24 

25. 

(12) 

Federal Aviation Administration 

(continued) 

Federal Highway Administration 
(J'i:fWA) 
U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

SPECIFIC SERVICES WITHIN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NAME DESCRIPTION 

H. Aviation Statistics (coordinated with CAB). See 16C. 
I. ~ Aircraft Management .Information. FAA operatin& staff 
maintains internal FM fleet operation statistics. -
J. Federal Airports Program. Data collected by airport 
planning agencies and FAA staff on. airport and airway extent, 
performance characteristics, environmental impacts, projects, 
improvements, expenditures, certification, compliance and 
safety. 
K. National Aviation 
facility plans . Data 
operators and staff. 

Systems Plans. Data on funding and 
collected from aviation review conferences, 
Published annually. 

A. Grade-Crossin2 Inventory System (coordinated with FRA and 
and States). Data on physical characteristics of 430,000 
rail-highway grade crossings; as well as grade separations 
and pedestrian crossings. Data collected from states, rail­
roads, and contractors and placed in a computer file. 
B. Highway Performance Monitoring System . Detailed charact­
eristics of highway performance and operati ng conditions 
related to expenditures for a sample of highway sections. 
Intended to provide improved Highway Needs Report data through 
routine Highway Statistics Proceedings. Data being collected 
from states and FHWA staff. 
C. Highway Statistics. Mileage by characteristics, vehicle 
registrations, driver licenses, VMJ', truck weight, speed trends, 
receipts by source, dispersments by object, construction 
costs, fuel consumption, safety, highway fatalities and injuries. 
Data collected from state highway, motor vehicle, financial and 
safety agencies. Published annually. 
D. ~ and Injury Accident ~ Includes various summaries 
based on Table TA- 1 provided by States shows fatal and 
non-fatal injury accident number, and rates per 100 million 
vehicle miles by State and highway system. Published annually. 
E. Journey,!£. Work Supplement to Annual Survey (coordinated 
with BoC, HUD, and UMTA). See 61B. 
F. Motor Carrier Accident Reports. Data on vehicle, driver, 
load, operating conditions, and location of highway accidents 
involving regulated interstate motor carriers. 'Data collected 
from operator and BMCS accident reports. Annual summaries are 
published. 
G. National Accident Sampling System (lead agency is NHTSA) 
See 44C . 
H. National Exposure Data Sys~em (coordinated with NHTSA). 
Vehicle mile exposure data by etailed class of driver, vehicle, 
roadway, and traffic environment to provide risk factors for 
various classes of environment. Data collected by FHWA, States, 
NPTS, and TIUS. In planning phase. 
I. National Highway Needs. Data collected by States and MPOs on 
highway extent, condition, performance, and forecast usage and 
needs. Published as a biennial report to Congress. 
J, Nationwide Personal Transportation Study (coordinated with 
Boe and NHTSA) . Contains characteristics of all types of trips 
related to household characteristics. Data collected from home 
interviews of 18,000 households. Originally conducted in 1969-
70 with update in 1977-78. Release of initial reports is 
planned in the summer of 1980. 
K. Nationwide~ Commodity~ Study (coordinated with 
States). 1972 one time State samples on truck operation, loading, 
commodity, stops, and class of operation. Questionnaires mailed 
to sample of registration. Published as an FHWA report. 
L. ~Transportation Reporting System (coordinated with UNI'A). 
Detailed transportation perrormance by urban area, mode, and 
demographic and economic characteristics.· Data to be collected 

* Numbers in parentheses correspond to the numbers that appear in questionnaire Item 4 on page A-7 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA SOURCES AND SERVICES (Continued) 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION SPECIFIC SERVICES WITHIN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NO.* NAME AND ADDRESS NAME DESCRIPTION 

25. Federal Highway Admin i stration L. (continued) 
(12) (continued) by MPOs, . States, and census. Presently under development. 

26. Federal Railroad Administration A. Grade-Crossing Inventory System (coordinated with FHWA 
(FRA) and States). See 25A. 

(13) U.S. Dept. of Transportation 8, Rail Carload Waybill~ (coordinated with ICC). 
400 Seventh Street, S.W. Origin-destination of shipment s by commodity, roads, stations, 
Washington, D.C. 20590 rate, revenue, miles, car type, and tons. Data collected from 

one percent sample of aud i ted revenue carload waybills. FRA 
publ i shes annually. 
C. Rai l Pas senger Data (coordinated with AMTRAK). Data on 
rail passengers, pa.ssenger count, and train operation. Data 
automated from train and station operations. 
D. Railroad Accident Inci dent Reporting System. Data collected 
from operators on accident and occupati onal illness related to 
damage to equipment structures, injury to persons, costs, 
loca t i on, envi ronment and operat i on. Summarized annually. 
E. Railroad FRA Safe ty Inspection. Inspection results related 
to all t ypes of safe ty features and potential hazards. Data 
collected from FRA inspectors and summarized annually. 
F. Railroad Locomoti ve Inspect i on . Data collected from FRA 
inspectors on compliance, locomoti ve, inventory, and potential 
hazards. Summarized annually. 
G. Track Inspecti on System. Inspection report data related to 
condition, maintenance, and potential hazards related to track. 
Data collected from FRA and State inspectors and summarized 
annually. 

27. General Account ing Office (GAO) 
441 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

28 . General Aviation Manufacturers G.A. Sh i pment Report, monthly 
Association (GAMA) 
1025 Connect icut Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

29. Helicopter Associat i on of America 
(HAA) 
ll56 15th Street, N.W. Suite 610 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

30 . Highway Users Federation for 
(14) Safety! Mobil ity 

(HUFSM) 
1776 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

31. Immigration! Naturalization Service 
425 I Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 

32. Institute of Transportation 
En&i neers (TTE) 
1815 N. Fort Myer Drive 
P.O. Box 9234 
Arlington, Va. 22209 

* Numbers in p arentheses corres ond to th p e numbers that appear in quest1onna1re Item 4 on page A-7 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA SOURCES AND SERVICES (Continued) 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION SPECIFIC SERVICES WITHIN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NO. * NAME AND ADDRESS NAME DESCRIPTION 

33. International Air Transport World Air Transport Statistics, annual. 
Association (IATA) 
P.O. Box 550 Intl. Aviation Sq. 
1000 Sherbrooke St. w. -
Montreal, PQ, Canada H3A 2R4 

34. International Civil Aviation Compiles statistics on international air transport. 
orsanization (ICAO) 
1000 Sherbrooke St. W. 
Montreal PQ, Canada H3A 2R2 

35. Interstate Commerce Commission A. Interstate Statistics. Data on revenues, expenses, assets, 
(ICC) liabilities, capital, facilities, equipment, employment, earnings, 

(15) 1112 ICC Buidling hours, passenger movement, commodity movement, safety and 
Washington, D.C. 20423 security. Data collected from regulated carriers and operators. 

Annual summaries of some items are published. 
B. Rail Carload Waybill Sample (coordinated with FRA). 
See 26B. 

36. Iowa Department of Transportation 
Capitol Building 
1007 East Grand Avenue 
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

37. Maritime Administration (Mar Ad) 
U.S. Dept. of Commerce 

(32) Main Commerce Bldg . 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

38. Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Motor Vehicle Facts and Figures. Data on vehicle production, 

(16) 
ASSOCiation of the United States registration, use, owners , and economic impact. Published ---------(MVMA) annually. 
300 New Center Bldg. 
Detroit, Michigan 48202 

39. Motorcycle Industry Council (MIC) Motorcrcle Statistical Annual . 
4100 Birch Street 

(17) Newport Beach, California 92660 

40. Motorcycle Safetr Foundation 
780 Elkridge Landing Road 

(MSF) Compiles statistics on motorcycle accident and injuries. 

Linthicum, MD 21090 

41. National Association of State 
Aviation Officials (NASA~ 
444 N. Capitol Street, N.W. 
Suite 318 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

42. National Coal Association (NCA) A. ~ Data, annual. 
1130 17th Street N.W. B. Coal .E!..£!!, biennial 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

43. National Governor's Conference 
Hall of the States 
444 N. Capitol Street 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

•NuiJlbe1•s in parentheses correspond to the nwnbers that appear in questionnaire Item 4 on page A-7 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA SOURCES AND SERVICES (Continued) 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION SPECIFIC SERVICES WITiiIN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NO.* NAME AND ADDRESS NAME DESCRIPTION 

44. Nat ional liifhwa~a£fic Safety A, ~Accident Reporting Sys tem . All fatal highway 
Ailiui nistrat"l on TSAl accidents by dri ver, victim, vehicle characteristics and location. 

(18) u.s. Dept . of Transportation Data collected by NHTSA teams, local police, and other 
400 Seventh Street, S.W, accident authorities. Summary and report published annually. 
Washington, D,C, 20590 B. Nati onal Accident Re~orting System . Pilot study under test 

and development for non- atal hi ghway accidents driver,victim, 
and vehicle characteristics on sample. Data collected by NHTSA 
teams, local police, and other accident authorities. 
C. Nat i ona l Acci dent Sampling System (coordinated with FHWA) . 
Extensi ve det ai l for a sample o1'"1'itiil and non-fatal highway 
highway accidents to provide pre-and post-crash characteristics 
of vehicle, driver, victim, roadway, and traffic environment. 
Data collected by NHTSA field teams . Presently in testing phase . 
D. National Dri ver Registration Pr ogram. Central directory of 
those denied and wi thdr awn dri vi ng privi l eges. Provides licensing 
agencies means of identifying the delicensed when applying in 
different jurisdictions. Data collected from licensing agencies 
and enforcement officials. Personal data available to authorities 
along with annual sununaries. 
E. Nat i ona l Exposur e Data System (coordinated with FHWA). 
See 2SH. 
F. Nationwide Personal Transportation Study (coordinated with 
Boe and FHWA). See 2SJ . 

45. 'National Industrial Traffic 
League (NITL) 

(19) 1909 K Street N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

46. National Safety Council (NSC) Accident Facts --444 N. Michigan Avenue 
Chicago, I 11 inois 60611 

47. National Technical Information 

(20) 
Service (NTIS) 
U.S. Dept. of CoD11Derce 
5285 Port Royal Road 
Springfield, Va. 22161 

48. National Transportati on Safety 
Board (NTSB) 
800 Independence Avenue 
Federal Office Building lOA 
Washington, D.C. 20594 

49. Nort hwestern Univers i t~ 
Transportati on Center Librar y 
Evanst on, Illi noi s 6020 l 

so. R.L. Polk & Co. National Vehicle Population Profile Data Base. Profile counts 
(21) 431 lloward-Street for specified dates by county, state, and U.S. for domestic and 

Detroit, Michigan 48231 imported passenger cars and light trucks. 

51. Resear ch ~ Special Programs A. Ha zardous Materials Inci dent Repor ti ng System. Hazardous 

(22) Administration (RSPA) .. . materials incident related to transportation including storage, 
U: S. Dept. of Transport a tior1 packaging, loading, time, location, commodity, amount, impacts, 
400 Seventh Street, S,W. and damage. Data collected from operators and investigators. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 Subject reports and annual sununaries are published. 

B. National TransEortation Stat i stics . 

•Numbers in parentheses correspond to the numbers that appear in questionnaire Item 4 on page A-7 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA SOURCES AND SERVICES (Continued) 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION 
NO. * NAME AND ADDRESS 

51. 

52. 

(23) 

53 . 

(24) 

54. 

(25) 

55 . 

(26) 

56. 

57. 

(28) 

Research and Special Programs 
Administration 

(continued) 

~ Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation (SLSDC) 
U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
800 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20591 

Transportation Association of 
America (TAA) 
1100 17th Street, N.W. 
Suite 1107 
Washington, D,C. 20036 

Transportation Research Board 
(TRB) 
National Academy of Sciences 
2101 Constitution Avenue N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20418 

Transportation Systems ~ 
(TSC) 
U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
Kendall Square 
Cambridge, MA 02142 

Tri-State Regional Planning 
Comm1ss1on 
One World Trade Center, 56 
New York, New York 10048 

United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) 
1000 Independence Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20314 

South 

SPECIFIC SERVICES WITHIN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NAME DESCRIPTION 

C. Pipeline Carrier Accident Reporting System. For applicable 
incidents carrier; time, location, leak characteristics, 
fatalities, injuries, damage, conunodity, and facility_ 
characteristics. Data collected from operators and investigators. 
Subject reports and annual sununaries are published. 
D. Pipeline Certification and Agreement Data. Inventory of gas 
pipeline operators by State, accidents, incidents, enforcement 
and surveillance activity. Data collected from State public 
service coDD11issions. Summarized annually. 
E. Pipeline Leak~~ Failure Reporting System. For 
natura.l gas pipeline operations, sizes, age, leaks, repairs, pipe 
characteristics fatalities, injuries, damage environmental 
damage, pressures, and duration. Data collected from operators 
and inspectors. Summarized annually. 
F. Pipeline Safety Grant-In-Aid Program. Narrative and 
unstructured statistics on State pipeline safety operations and 
activity expenditures by object . Data collected from State public 
service conunissions. 

~Lawrence Seaway Statistics . Movement of vessels and cargo 
in Seaway by conunodity, vessel, registry, and origin-destination. 
Published annually by corporation. 

Transportation Facts and Trends. National economic trends, gross 
national product GNP, intercity freight, ton-miles, loads, 
passengers carried, overseas travel, expenditures, and taxes. 
Published annually. 

A. NCHRP Publications. Contain research results in highway 
planning, design, construction, operation and maintenance. 
Published irregularly. 
B. Transportation Research Information Services. Provide 
abstracts of research reports and articles, and reswnes of 
ongoing research and development projects in highway, railroad, 
maritime and air transportation. Abstract bulletins published 
regularly. 
C. Transportation Research Record §. Sped al Reports . Technical 
reports on transportation systems planning and administration, 
design and construction of facilities, operation and maintenance of 
facilities, and legal resources. Published irregularly. 

Transportation Statistical Reference File. Identifies and 
describes sources of transportat ion data and statistics. 

Waterborne Freight. Domestic movements, cargo, origin­
destination and corruoodity. Data collected from shipping 
docwnents. 

*Numbers in parentheses correspond to the nwnbers that appear in questionnaire Item 4 on page A-7 
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TRANSPORTATION DATA SOURCES AND SERVICES (Continued) 

SOURCE ORGANIZATION 
NO. * NAME AND ADDRESS 

58. 

(29) 

United States Coast Guard (USCG) 
U:S:-Oept. of Transp'Ortiiti on 
400 Seventh Street, S.W . 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

59 . United States Travel Data Center 
(35) (TDC) ---------

1899 L Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 

60. University of California 
Institute of Transportation 
Studies Library 
Berkeley, California 94720 

61. Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration, (UMTA} 

(27) U.S. Dept. of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

SPECIFIC SERVICES WI1llIN SOURCE ORGANIZATIONS 
NAME DESCRIPTION 

A. Merchant Seamen Information. Seamen certification and 
status by vessel, voyage, and wanted seamen. 
B. Merchant Vessels of the U.S. Data on register number, vessel 
name, vessel. description-;-"'8nd owner information. Published 
annually. 
C. Merchant Vessel Documentation System (MVD). Input data 
derived from merchant vessel documents. Principal data 
elements are the official register number, vessel number, name 
description, home port, and owner information. Monthly 
updates and annual hardcopy reports. 
D. Motorboat Accident Statistics. Boat accident data related 
to date, place, cause, fatalities, injuries, operator, vessel and 
time. Data collected from operators and investigators. 
Swmnarized and published annually. 
E. Nationwide Boating Survey. Triennual survey on recreational 
boats, boaters, activities and safety. 
F. Pollution Incident Reporting System. Reports all pollution 
incidents that occur in U.S. and American territories. Principal 
data elements are types of pollution incidents, types of 
responses, and enforcement data. Updated monthly. 
G. Search & Rescue Information. Coast Guard responses related 
to lrves-5'aved and lost, property values and equipment 
characteristics. Data collected by Coast Guard and summarized 
annually. 
H. Standardized Aids ~ Navigation Data System. Position and 
status of navigational aids and changes in status and 
standards. 

A. Uniform System of Transit Accounts and Reporting. Section 
lS(a) of the transit act requires financial and operating data 
for operations participating in UMl'A programs. Includes 
revenues by source, expenses by object, assets, liabilities, 
capital, facilities, equipment, maintenance, performance, fuel, 
safet y, service, vehicle use, and passengers. Formerly named 
FARE. Data collected from operating authorities. Summaries 
prepared for agencies. Published summaries not yet developed. 
B. Journey to Work Supplement to Annual Housing Survey. 
(coordinated with BoC, HUD and FHWA}. Journey to work 
characteristics, related to household and traveler character­
istics. Home interview of 76,000 households over a 3 year 
period (1975-1978). 
C. ·urban Transportation Reporting System . (coordinated with 
FHt.'A).See 2SL. 

* Numbers in parentheses correspond to the numbers that appear in questionnaire Item 4 on page A-7 
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A P P E N D I X B 

TABULATIONS OF INQUIRY RESPONSES 

This appendix contains summary tables for responses to question­
naire Items 1-34. Table numbers correspond to the respective ques­
tionnaire item numbers. The tables are presented in the order listed 
below. 

CONTENTS 

Distributions of Transmittals and Respondents. 

Page 

B-2 

Table 1. 

Table 2A. 

Table 2B. 

Table 2C. 

Distribution of Questionnaires and Respondents by Organization Types and Geographic Regions 

Distribution of Questionnaire Respondents by Organization Typesand Work Types 

Distribution of Questionnaire Respondents by Transport Types, Ranges, and Modes 

Distribution of Questionnaire Respondents by Transport Modes, Organization Types, and Work Types 

Distributions of Data Experiences and Needs 
- - - ------- -- ---

Table 3. Distribution of Acquisition Methods Used by Respondents 

Table 4. Distribution of Data Source Use by Organization Type 

Table 5. Distribution of Data Source Importance by Organization Type 

Table 6. Distribution of Use of Specific Services by Organization Type (3 pages) 

Table 7. Seriousness of General Types of Data Problems 

Table 8, Distribution of Serious Data Problem Descriptions 

Table 9. Distribution of Experiences of Unavailable Data 

Table 10. Important and Current Needs for Transportation Data (2 pages) 

Tables 11-12. Distribution of Data Needs Related to Transport Types and Ranges 

Table 13. Distribution of Data Needs Related to Transport Modes 

Table 14. Distribution of Data Needs Related to Data Types 

Tables 15-16. Data Budgets and Budget Needs for Transportation Data. 

Distributions of Responses to Items on Data Access and Flows. 

Tables 17-18. Distribution of Importance and Need for Data Process Improvements (2 pages) 

Table 19. Distribution of Comments and Suggestions on Improvement of Data Processes (3 pages) 

Table 20A. Perceived Need for Changes in Responsibility for Data Collection/Provision 
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B-21 

Table 208. Distribution of Suggestions for Changes in Data Collection/Provision Responsibility (2 pages) 

Table 21. Type and Availability of Data Collected or Produced by Respondent Organization 

Tables 22-23. Need and Support for Proposals on Uniform Definition 

Tables 24-25. Need and Support for Proposals on Data Collection 

Tables 26-27. Need and Support for Proposals on Census of Transportation 

Tables 28-29. Need and Support for Proposals on Assessment of Data Programs 

Tables 30-32. Need and Support for Proposals on Centralization of Data Programs 

Tables 33-34. Need and Support for Proposal on Data Estimation and for Proposal on Financing of Data Programs 
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ORGANIZATION 
TOTAL WORK TYPE 

TYPES (SEE CODE 1) 
AD FM PL RD 

Class 1 (No.) 24 1 0 16 1 
GL Class 2 (No.) 42 5 l 21 3 

All {No.) 66 6 1 37 4 
(%) 100% 9% 2% 56% 6% 

Class 1 (No.) 73 17 0 26 5 
GS Class 2 (No.) 7 3 0 0 2 

All (No.) 80 20 0 26 7 
(%) 100% 24% 0 33% 9% 

Clasi; 1 (No.) 46 1 0 0 6 
PA Class 2 (No.) 11 2 0 0 6 

All (No.) 57 3 0 0 12 
(%) 100% 5% 0 0 20 

Class 1 (No.) 11 3 3 2 1 
PC Class 2 (No.) ZS 1 4 9 6 

All (No.) 36 4 7 11 7 
(%) 100% 11% 19% 31% 19% 

Class 1 (No.) 46 5 17 7 2 
PI Class 2 (No . ) 14 2 5 2 0 

All (No.) 60 7 22 9 2 
(%) 100% 12% 36% 15% 3% 

Class 1 (No.) 15 1 1 0 1 
PJ Class 2 (No.) 36 1 7 0 5 

All (No.) 51 2 8 0 6 
(%) 100% 4% 15% 0 12% 

G-All Gov't (No.) 146 26 1 63 11 
Agencies (%) 100% 18% 1% 43% 8% 

P-All Priv. (No.) 204 16 37 20 27 
Organizs. (%) 100% 8% 18% 10% 13% 

All (No.) 350 42 38 83 38 
Respondents (%) 100% 12% 11% 24% ll% 

SEE CODE 2) 
EM OP ER SC IS 

2 3 0 1 0 
3 6 0 1 2 
5 9 0 2 2 
7% 14% 0 3% 3% 

10 5 0 4 6 
0 1 0 1 0 

10 6 0 5 6 
13% 8% 0 6% 7% 

0 0 39 0 0 
0 0 3 0 0 
0 0 42 0 0 
0 0 73% 0 0 

2 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 1 
6 0 0 0 1 

17% 0 0 0 3% 

3 7 0 1 4 
3 0 0 1 4 
6 7 0 2 5 

10% 12% 0 3% 8% 

0 4 0 3 5 
15 5 0 3 0 
15 9 0 6 5 
31% 18% 0 10% 10% 

15 15 0 7 8 
10% 10% 0 5% 5% 

27 16 42 8 11 
13% 8% 20% 4% 5% 

42 31 42. 15 19 
12% 9% 12% 4% 5% 

CODE l. TYPE OF RESPONDENT ORGANIZATI!Ji 

G. Non-Federal Government ~ (146) 

GL. Re&ional/Local Gove:rnment A&ency (66) 

l. Regional (Interstate/Intrastate) A&ency (24) 

2. Metropolitan/City Agency (42) 

GS. State Government (BO) 

l. Transportation Agency (73) 

2. Other State A&ency (7) 

P. ~Organization (204) 

PA. Academic/Research Institution (57) 

1. University (46) 

2. Research Institution (11) 

PC. Consulting Firm (36) 

l. Medium/Large Firm (11) 

2. Small/Individual Firm (25) 

PI. Transport Industry (60) 

l. Carrier Firm/Association (46) 

2. Manufacturing/Supply Fino/Association (14) 

PJ. Other Business & Industry (51) 

1. Transport Oriented Organization (15) 

2. Other Organization (36) 

CODE 2.. MAJOR WORJC OF RESPONDENT UNIT 

AD Administration, Manaa:ment. Policy Making, 
Regulation, Costing, Budgeting, Financing ( 42) 

FM Forecasting, Market Research, 
Economic Research (38) 

PL Planning. Programming (83) 

RD Technology Research, Development (38) 

EM Engineerin&, Design, Manufacturing, 
Construction, Maintenance (42) 

OP Transport Operations, Shipping, 
Distribution (31) 

ER Education & Research ( 4~) 

SC Safety & Other User Concerns (15) 

IS Provision of Data/Information Services (19) 
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TRANSPORT MODES TOTAL TRANSPORT TYPES & RANGES (SEE CODE 41 
(SEE CODE 3) UlPF UIP. Ul. F U. PF U.P. U . . F . I PF . IP . 

One A ...• 20 4 1 0 0 0 0 11 3 
Mode .H •• . 99 39 29 3 4 18 0 1 3 
Only •. R .. 9 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 

Subtotal 128 44 30 4 4 20 0 13 6 

Two AH • .. 16 5 3 0 1 2 1 4 0 
Modes A .. W. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Only .HR • • 62 22 17 4 1 7 0 3 1 

.H.W. 9 3 1 0 l 2 0 1 0 

.H •. P 2 l 1 0 0 0 0 0 •O 
• • RW. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
... WP 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 93 31 22 5 3 11 1 9 1 

Three AHR .. 45 33 1 0 2 0 0 3 5 
Modes AH.W. 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
Only .HRW. 19 4 3 5 0 1 0 l 0 

.HR. P 4 l 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 

.H.WP 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 72 39 6 7 2 l 0 5 5 

Four AHRW. 15 ll 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 
Modes AHR.P 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Only .HRWP 13 6 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 

Subtotal 32 20 1 3 0 0 0 2 0 

All AHR WP 25 22 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 
Modes 

TOTALS 350 156 59 21 9 32 2 29 12 

SI:\GLE FACTORS WITH O\'ERLAPS* 

All No. 127 All J\o. ~ 79 
Air % 36% Urban % 80% 

All No. 314 All J\o. 307 
Highway % 90% Intercity % 88% 

All No. 175 
Rail % 50% All l'•o. 297 
All No. 87 Passen2er % 85% 
Water % 25% All l\o . 247 
All No . so Freight % 71% 
Pipeline % 14% 

*All percents are based on 350 responde~ts 

. I. F 

1 
2 
4 

7 

0 
0 
7 
1 
0 
2 
0 

10 

1 
0 
5 
0 
1 

7 

0 
1 
5 

6 

0 

30 

CDDE 3 . MAJOR OR:ER.--. fOA 'ru.NSPORT JC>DES 

.Q!!.!.~.2!!!2: (1~8) 

A.... Air Transport Only (20) 

.H. . . tli.aJ!way Transport Only (99) 
(Cycles/Autos/Buses/Trucks) 

.. R.. Rail Transport Only (9) 

.. . W. Water Tnr1sport Only (0) 
(lnland/Mariti•e) 

.. : . P Pipel i ne Only (O) 

Two~~ (93) 

AH ••• Air & HiaJ!way (16) 

A. R • . Air & Rail (OJ 

A . • W. Air 6 Wuer (l) 

.HR .. Highway & Rail (62) 

.H.W. Hipway ' Wuer (9) 

.H .. P Ki1hway & Pipeline (2) 

• • RW . Rail ' Water (2) 

• • • WP later & Pipeline (1) 

~~.2!!!l'.: (72) 

AHR.. Air, Hichway. & Rail (45 ) 

MLW. Air. High.,ay i Water (2) 

.HRW. Hichway, Rail & Wat.er (19) 

. HR. P Highway• Rail 6 Pipeline ( 4) 

.H . WP Highway , Water ' Pipeline (2) 

~Modes ~ (32) 

AHR~. All but Pipeline (15) 

AHR. P All but Water ( 4) 

AH.WP All but Rail ( O) 

.HRllP All bu: Air (13) 

!..!.!!. ~ (25) 

AHRWP Air, Hi&hway. Rail, W.ater 6 Pipeline (25) 

CODE 4 . WJOR CONCERN FOR TRANSPOllT TYPES & RANGES 

UIPF All ranges of passenger & freight transport (156) 

UIP. All ranges of passenger transport (only) (59) 

UI, F All ranges of freight transport (only) (21) 

U.J>f Urban ll0Ve11ents of people 6 freight (9) 

U.J>, Urban movements of people (32) 

u •• F Urban movements of freight (2) 

.IPF Intercity movements of people & freight (29) 

.IP. Intercity 110\'ements of people (12) 

.1.F Intercity mo,·ements of freight (30) 

-3 
;:... 
o:i 
r 
trl 

N 
o:i . 

~8 
0 rJl 

-3 aa 
0 o:i 
trl c:: 
rJl -3 

H 
0 z 
0 
'T.I 

,0 
c:: 
trl 
rJl 
-3 
H 
0 z z ;:... 
H 

::i::i 
trl o:i 

• ::i::i ... 
tTl 
rJl 
"Cl 
0 z 
0 
trl z 
-3 
rJl 

tx:1 
-< 
-3 

~ 
rJl 
"Cl 
0 

~ 

~ 
"Cl 
tTl 
rJl . 

~ 
c:;) 
tTl 

vrfl 



>-3 
)> 
t:C 
!:""' 
tTl 

CODE 1. TYPE OF RESPONDENT ORGANIZATION I N 
n 

G. Non-Federal Government Agency (146) 

GL. Regional/Local Government Agency (66) 
o-3 0 

TRANSPORT t«JDES TOT•• c ORGAN! ZATION TYPES rSEE CODE 11 WORX TYPES SEE CODE 21 1. Regional (Interstate/Intrastate) Agency (24) -< H 

"' Cf) (SEE CODE 3 IN GL GS PA PC Pl. PJ \11 G All P 
TABLE 28) l 2 I 2 1 2 l 2 I 2 l 2 

AO FM PL RD 6M OP ER SC IS tTl o-3 
2. Metropolitan/City Agency (42) ,.cn ;:o 

H 

One A •. •• 20 1 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 2 0 8 12 
Mode 

.H ••• 99 9 14 25 4 10 1 3 6 5 4 6 12 52 47 
Only 

2 4 7 0 0 4 0 0 3 

12 4 21 10 21 9 8 10 4 

GS. St.ate Government (80) )> 
t:C c:: 

1. Transportation Agency (73) 
z o-3 
0 H 

•• R •. 9 1 l 0 0 0 0 l 0 4 2 0 0 2 7 

Subtotal 128 11 18 29 4 10 l 4 6 16 9 8 .12 62 66 

l l l 1 4 0 0 1 0 

15 9 29 11 25 13 8 11 7 

:::;;: 0 
2. Other State Agency (7) 

0 
z 

P. Private Organization (204) ;:o 0 
::-;: 'Tl 

Two AH •.• 16 1 4 2 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 7 9 
Modes 

A •• W. I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Only 

.HR •• 62 5 6 15 l 8 3 0 7 5 2 3 7 27 35 

.H.W. 9 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 I 0 1 0 4 5 

.H •• P 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 

.• RW. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 

1 1 4 3 3 1 2 0 1 

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10 3 19 7 7 7 6 l 2 

0 2 2 2 1 1 l 0 0 

0 l l 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

PA. Academic/Research Institution (57) ~,o 
1. University (46) "' c:: tTJ tTJ 

2. Research Institution (11) Cf) ~ 
H 

PC. Consulting Fim (36) 0 

~ 
1. Medium/Large Fim (11) )> 

H 
••• WP 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 l G 0 0 0 1 l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2. Small/Individual Fim (25) ;:o 

tTl t:C 
Subtotal 93 8 13 17 1 12 3 0 9 8 2 5 15 39 54 12 8 26 12 11 11 9 l 3 Pl. Transport Industry (60) 

I 
;:o V1 
tTJ 

Three AHR •• 45 3 5 10 l 6 2 0 3 9 1 1 4 19 26 8 3 10 6 4 3 7 1 3 1. Carrier Firm/Association (46) Cf) 

Modes 
AH.W. 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 

Only 
.HRW. 19 2 2 2 0 2 0 1 2 6 0 0 2 6 13 

.HR.P 4 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 

l I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 6 6 2 0 3 l 0 l 

l 0 0 l 0 0 2 0 0 

"' 2. Manufacturing/Supply Firm/Association (14) 0 z 
PJ. Other Business & lnd1tstry (51) 

0 
tTJ z 

.H.WP 2 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 l 0 0 0 0 2 0 l 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 1. Transport Oriented Organization (15) o-3 
Cf) 

Subtotal 72 5 7 13 1 12 2 1 5 17 l l 7 26 46 10 11 16 9 4 6 11 l 4 
2. Other Organization (36) t:C 

-< 
Four AHRW. 15 0 3 7 0 3 0 0 l 0 l 0 0 10 5 2 l 6 1 0 0 3 0 2 o-3 
Modes 

AHR.P 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 
Only 4 

.HRWP 13 0 0 0 0 3 2 3 0 4 0 0 1 0 13 

l 0 0 0 0 0 2 l 0 

l 4 l 3 1 l 2 0 0 

.::0 
CODE 2. 14.'.JOR WORK OF RESPONDENT UNIT ~ 

Administration, Management, Policy Making, 
Cf) 

AD "' Subtotal 32 0 4 8 1 7 2 3 l 4 l 0 1 13 19 4 5 7 4 l l 7 l 2 Regulation, Costing, Budgeting, Financing 0 
;:o 

ALL FIVE MODES 25 0 0 6 0 6 2 3 4 1 l 1 1 6 19 1 5 5 2 l 0 7 1 3 
FM Forecasting, Market Research, o-3 

Economic Research 3: 
24 42 73 7 47 JO 11 25 ~6 14 15 3b 

TOTALS 350 66 80 57 36 60 5 146 !04 42 38 83 38 42 31 42 15 19 
PL Planning. Programiing 

0 
0 
tTJ 

RD Technology Research, Development (/) 

EM Engineering, Design, Manufacturing, 0 Construction, ~intenance .::0 
Gl 

OP Transport Operations. Shipping. ~ Distribution 
H 

ER Education Ii Research N 
)> 

SC Safety & Other llser Concerns 
-3 
H 
0 

IS Provision of Data/Information Services z 



ACQUISITION METHOD AND GL - 66 
DEGREE OF DEPENDENCE R&L GOVT 

A. Look up in High 38 
publications held Medium 21 
personally or Low 7 
within my unit None 0 

%H/M 89% 

B. Request published High 6 
data from other Medium 17 
library I service 'LOW 33 
within my None 8 
or~anization %H/M 35% 

C. Through contacts High 24 
with other Medium 26 
specialists within Low 13 
my organization None 

%H/M 
2 

96% 

D. Through contacts High 20 
with other Medium 26 
specialists outside Low 20 
my organization None 

%H/M 
0 

70% 

E. Through mail or High 12 
phone contacts with Medium 
data sources LOW" 

24 
29 

(outside organization) None 
%H/M 

0 
55% 

F. By on-line High 9 
terminal access Mediwn • 11 
to computer-stored ToW 10 
databases None 36 

%H/M 30% 

TYPE OF ORGANIZATION AND NUMBER OP RESPONDENTS 

GS - 80 P.I\, -57 . PC - 36 PI -60 PJ - 51 
STATE GOVT ACAD&RES CONSULT TRANS IND OTHER B&I 

40 47 21 45 . 32 
28 9 9 10 14 
10 1 6 5 4 

l 0 0 0 1 

85% 96% 83% 92% 90% 

12 18 4 13 3 
25 17 10 20 15 
39 16 10 23 17 
3 6 11 4 13 

47% 61% 39% 56% 35% 

34 10 7 19 13 
27 28 9 27 16 
16 18 14 14 13 

2 1 4 l 5 
76% 66% 44% 78% 57% 

11 22 14 12 13 
37 24 16 29 26 
30 9 5 18 11 

l 2 0 I l 
59% 80% 83% 68% 76% 

12 20 17 18 12 
28 25 9 23 24 
28 11 8 18 12 
5 l 1 2 2 

49% 79% 72% 70% 7l"o 

14 0 5 20 6 
8 10 7 7 l 

22 24 9 11 10 
35 21 14 22 31 
28% 18% 33% 46% 14% 

ALL 143 ALL 204 
GOVT PRIVATE 

78 145 
49 42 
17 16 

l l 

87% 92% 

18 38 
42 62 
72 66 
11 34 
41% 49% 

58 49 
53 80 
29 59 

4 10 
76% 63% 

31 61 
6:~ 95 
50 43 

l 4 
64% 76% 

24 67 
52 80 
57 49 

5 6 
52% 72% 

23 31 
19 25 
32 54 
71 89 
29% 28% 

ALL 350 
RESPOND. 

223 
91 
33 

2 

90% 

56 
104 
138 
45 
46% 

107 
115 

88 
14 
69% 

92 
158 
93 

5 
71% 

91 
132 
106 

11 
63% 

54 
44 
86 

160 
28% 
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TABLE 4. 

B-7 

DISTRIBUTION OF DATA SOURCE USE 
BY ORGANIZATION TYPE 

ORGANIZATION TYPES AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS USING DATA SOURCE 

DATA SOURCE GL GS PA PC PI PJ G p All 3SO Respondenu 
66 80 S7 36 60 Sl 146 204 l'<UJllOCT l'Crcen t 

I. Air Transportation Assn. of America 6 lS 16 s 20 12 21 , 53 74 21 % 
' Association of American Railroads 4 28 28 16 33 17 32 94 126 36 
3 . Amer. Assn. of State Hwy & Transp. Officials lS SS 30 12 16 24 70 82 1S2 43 
4 . American Bus Association 2 10 8 6 10 4 12 28 40 11 
s . American Petroleum Institute 4 16 l4 8 18 12 20 52. 92 26 
t> , l\.m1..•1· 1can rub ll ~ Trnns!t Ass n. zg 2S 30 l3 8 9 54 (I~ 168 48 
" American Trucking Associations, Inc. s 20 30 10 23 lS 2S 78 103 29 .. 
8. Bureau of Census, U.S. Dept. of Commerce 44 46 39 24 38 20 90 12 1 211 60 
9. Ci vi 1 Aeronautics Board 6 19 lS 9 22 10 2S 56 81 23 

Ill. llun & Bradstreet 9 7 3 7 23 13 16 46 62 18 
•-1r:-i'~·~ ~ rnl -Avi adon Adm.in., Ii . s. llOT 12 34 21 5 20 20 46 66 11 2 32 

i.: . Federal Hwy Admin., U.S. DOT 44 66 48 26 26 36 110 136 246 70 
13 . Federal Railroad Admin., U.S. DOT 11 H 19 IS 26 13 S4 73 Ii? 36 
14 . llighway Users Federation 14 2S 19 9 9 13 39 so 89 17 
JS . Interstate Commerce Commission 6 18 17 14 34 20 24 85 109 31 
~loror Vehicle Munutnc turers Assn . 11 27 30 13 20 16 38 79 117 33 

1 ~ . Motorcycle Industry Council 0 s 6 1 0 3 s 10 lS 4 
18 . Nat'! Hwy. Traffic Safety Admin, U.S. DOT 8 3S 20 14 13 16 43 63 106 30 
19 . Nat'l Industrial Traffic League 0 4 2 4 8 10 4 24 28 8 
10. Nati onal Techn ical lnfonn •tion Servi ce 32 3S 36 22 26 23 67 107 174 so 

':r:'RX Poh ij~fifrlc-RcgEiTiitioi\5 s lS 7 6 8 7 20 28 48 14 
" Research & Special Programs Admin., U.S. DO'T 7 12 18 7 11 7 19 43 62 18 
~3 . St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corp. 0 0 4 4 1 0 0 9 9 3 
24. Transportation Association of America 2 11 19 6 24 9 13 S8 71 20 
~5 . Transportation Research Board Sl 69 46 23 31 34 120 134 2S4 73 
26. Transportation Systems Center, U.S. DOT 18 21 22 17 23 11 39 73 112 32 ,_ 

Urban Mass Transportation Admin., U.S. DOT 46 33 28 14 12 8 79 62 141 40 
28. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 10 23 11 lS 11 12 33 49 82 23 
29. U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. DOT 3 9 4 4 6 2 12 16 28 8 
30. U.S. DeEt· of AFiculture 2 17 7 7 12 9 19 3S S4 lS 
31. U.S. Dept. of Energy 24 26 24 11 27 20 so 82 132 38 
32. U.S. Maritime Admin., U.S. Dept . of Commerci 2 6 7 6 9 3 8 25 33 9 
33. U.S. Dept. of Labor 14 18 8 6 19 13 32 46 78 22 
34. U.S. DOT Library 8 7 10 lS 12 10 lS 47 62 18 
3S. U.S. Travel Data Center 1 2 s 4 8 3 3 20 2S 7 
30. Airport Operators Council International 1 2 0 1 0 0 3 l 4 J 
37. American Assn. of Airport Executives l 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 I 
38. Amer. Assn. of Motor Vehicle Administrators 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 J 
39. American Automobile Association 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 1 
40 . American Road & l't'nnsp . Builders Assn. 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 2 1 
41. ~a ltrans 0 0 1 -- 0 0 1 - --0 -- 2 2 1 
42. Chicago Transp. Authority 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 
43. Gen. Aviation Manufacturers Assn. 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 
44. Helicopter Assn. of America l 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 l 
4S. Immigration & Naturalization Service 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 I 
46. Institute of ~ngineers - 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 I 2 1 
47. Institute of Transportation Engineers 1 0 2 3 0 0 1 s 6 2 
48. Int'l Air Transport Association 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 2 3 1 
49. Int'l Civil Aviation Organization 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 2 3 1 
so. Iowa DOT 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 
51. Motorcycle Safety Foundation --0 - o- >-- il" -- a a ' a 0 3 3 I 
S2. Nat'! Assn. of State Aviation Officials 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 I 
S3. National Coal Association 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 I 
S4. Nat'! Governors Conference 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 
SS. National Safety Council 0 0 2 1 1 1 0 s s I 
S6 . Nat'l Transportation Safety Board 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 • 2 1 
57. Northwestern Univ. Transp. Library 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 I 
S8. Tri State Regional Planning Comm. 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 l 3 l 
S9. Univ. of Cal. Transp. Library, Berkeley 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 2 I 
60. U.S. Dept. of Commerce 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 I 
61. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 3 4 0 1 l l 7 10 3 
62. U.S. General Accounting Office 0 0 0 0 l 1 0 2 1 
63. Highway Safety Rese~rch Institute 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 

·- -·~- --
Total Use 469 821 666 387 616 464 1290 2133 3423 

Average = Total/No . 7.1 10.3 11. 7 10.8 10.3 9.1 8. R Hl. 5 9.8 



TABLE S. 

B-8 

DISTRIBUTION OF DATA SOURCE IMPORTANCE 
BY ORGANIZATION TYPE 

'ORG.\NIZATION TYPES AND NUMBER OF RES PON DENTS RANKING DATA SOURCE 

DATA SOURCE GL GS PA PC PI PJ G p Al 1 35n Resnondents 
66 80 57 36 60 SI 146 204 Number Percent 

1. Air Transportation Assn. of Allerica 3 1 2 1 16 3 4 26 30 9 
2. Association of American Railroads 1 4 9 3 17 8 5 42 47 13 
3. Amer. Assn. of State Hwy & Transp. Official• s 36 14 4 2 11 41 72 113 32 
4. American Bus Association 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 
5. American Petroleum Institute 1 7 1 1 4 3 E £ 17 ~ 

6. American fubhc ·1 ranslt Assn. 18 s 7 3 2 2 23 14 37 11 
7. American Trucking Associations, Inc. 0 2 6 0 8 6 2 20 22 6 
8. Bureau of Census, U.S. Dept. of Commerce 25 22 13 14 21 10 47 58 105 30 
9. Civil Aeronautics Board 3 2 5 1 17 5 5 28 33 9 

10. Dun & Bradstreet • n n 4 8 2 3 14 17 ~ 

11. federal Aviation 1<wnln., u.:;. uv1 8 11 6 1 10 4 19 21 40 11 
12. Federal Hwy Admin., U.S. DOT 23 61 34 11 10 22 84 82 166 47 
13. Federal Railroad Admin., U.S. DOT l 14 4 s 12 3 15 24 39 11 
14. Highway Users Federation 4 4 3 1 0 2 8 6 14 4 
15. Interstate Commerce Commission ? A • " 10 In 6 •• 44 " 16. Motor Venicle Manufacturers Assn. 2 4 5 1 2 3 6 11 17 s 
17. Motorcycle Industry Council 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
18. Nat'l Hwy. Traffic Safety Admin, U.S. DOT 3 7 7 6 1 4 10 18 28 8 
19. Nat'l Industrial Traffic League 0 1 0 1 l 9 1 11 12 2 
20. National Technical Information Set'Vi.ce 21 14 21 10 9 6 35 46 81 23 

· zi. R. L. Polk Vehicle Registrations 1 l 0 l 0 2 2 3 5 1 
22. Research 6 Special Programs Admin., U.S. D01 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 4 4 1 
23. St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corp. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
24. Transportation Association of America 0 2 6 1 6 1 2 16 18 s 
25. Transnortation Research Board 40 54 34 16 11 23 94 84 178 51 
26. Transportation Systems Center, U.S. DOT 3 3 6 3 3 0 6 12 18 5 
27. Urban Mass Transportation Admin., U.S. DOT 25 15 11 3 6 3 40 23 63 18 
28. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2 3 s 6 3 6 5 20 25 7 
29. U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. DOT 0 0 l 1 2 1 0 s s 1 
30. U.S. Dept. of ARriculture 1 0 2 1 2 2 I 7 B 2 
31. U.S. Dept. of Energy 3 5 4 2 2 7 ! l~ l3 7 
32. U.S. Maritime Admin., U.S. Dept. of Commerce l 0 0 3 0 1 I 4 s I 
33. U.S. Dept. of Labor 2 3 1 1 4 s s 11 16 s 
34. U.S. DOT Library 2 0 4 2 0 l 2 7 9 3 
35 . U.S. Travel Data Center 1 0 3 0 2 2 1 7 8 2 
36. Airport Operators Council Internationa! 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 ;17. American A~~n. of AiTJlnrt F.xer:11ti.ves 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.~R. Amer. Assn. of Motor Vehicle Administrators 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

. 39. American Automobile Association 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
40. American Road & Transp. Builders Assn. a a 0 0 0 1 0 1 I 0 
41. Caltrans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42. Chicago Transp . Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
43. Gen. Aviation Manufacturers Assn. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
44 . Helir.npteT A•<n. nf Am~rir• 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
45. Immi2ration & Naturalization Set'Vice 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 ·1 I 0 
46. Institute of Trarnc Engineers 1 0 0 0 0 0 l 0 1 0 
47. Institute of Transportation Engineers 1 0 0 2 0 0 ], 2 3 1 
48. Int'l Air Transport Association 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
49. Int'l Civil Aviation Organization 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 
50. Iowa DOT 0 0 l 0 0 0 0 1 l 0 
~1. Motorcycle :iatety roundation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
52. Nat' 1 Assn. of State Aviation Officials 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
53. National Coal Association 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
54. Nat' 1 Governors Conference 0 1 0 0 0 0 l 0 1 0 
SS. National Safety Council 0 0 I 0 0 1 0 2 2 1 
56. Nat'! Transportation Safety Board 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 
57. Northwestern Univ. Transp. Library 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 
58. Tri State Regional Planning Comm. 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 
59. Univ. of Cal. Transp. Library, Berkeley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
60. U.S. Dept. of Commerce 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 l 1 0 
~l. U.S. ~nvironmental Protect10n Agency u u u u u u ~ u u u 
62. U.S. General Accounting Office 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
63. Hi2hway Safetv Research Institute 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 



B-9 

TABLE 6. DISTRIBUTION OF USE OF SPECIFIC SERVICES BY ORGANIZATION TYPES 

ORGANIZATION TYPES & NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

DATA SOURCE & SPECIFIC SERVICES GL GS PA PC PI PJ G p ALL 350 RESPONDENTS 
66 80 57 36 60 51 146 204 No. \ Total l\SOUTCI! 

8. Bureau of Census No. Using(Item4) 44/ 46/ 39/ 24/ 38/ 20/ 90/ 121s
8 

211 / 60/ 
U. S. Dept. of Comm. No. Ranking 25 22 13 14 21 10 47 105 30 100 

ritcm S 1 

A. i;cnsus ot liov t Statistics 1l l~ lU lU I " lf 00 OU l / ,. 
B. Census of Non-reg. Bus & Motor 

Carriers of Prooerty & Pub.Whse 0 4 5 4 7· 2 4 18 22 7 11 

c. Conunodity Transportation Survey 5 12 15 10 16 l 18 42 60 17 28 

D. Inland Waterway O&D, Domestic & 4 5 9 7 10 0 9 26 35 10 17 
Int'l Transport of US Foreign 
Trade 

E. Journey to Work Supplement to 23 12 12 5 4 6 35 27 62 18 29 
Annual Housing Survey (See 12E 

6 278) 

F. National Travel Survey 11 15 16 8 13 10 26 47 .73 21 35 

G. Nationwide Personal Transportation 9 12 14 5 8 7 21 34 55 16 26 
Study (See 12J & 18F) 

H. Statistical Abstracts of the U.S. 16 21 20 15 25 12 37 72 109 31 52 

I. Track Inventory & Use Survey 3 16 11 9 12 4 19 36 55 16 26 

J. Waterborne Freight 3 2 3 8 9 0 5 20 25 7 12 

9. Civil Aeronautics No. Using(Item4) 6/ 19/ 15/ 91 221 10/ 
Board No. Ranking 3 2 5 1 17 5 

251 56/ 
5 28 

81/ 231 
100 33 9 

r1 •tt~ ~' 

A. Al r Carriers Oper3Ung & 2 6 5 6 19 6 8 3t> 44 13 54 
Financial Statistics 

B. Air Carrier Traffic & Capacity 3 7 6 5 12 4 10 27 37 11 46 
Statistics 

c. Aviation Statistics (See UH) 5 13 9 5 14 4 18 32 50 14 62 

D. International Airlines Passenger 2 2 3 2 7 1 4 13 17 5 21 
Ticket Sample 

E. Ten Percent Airline Passenger 5 7 4 l 13 2 12 21 33 9 41 
Ticket Sample 

11. Federal Aviation No. Using(Item4) 12/ 34/ 21/ 51 20/ 20 I 
Admin. U.S. DOT No. Ranking 8 11 6 1 10 4 

46/ 66/ 
19 21 

112/ 321 
100 40 11 

(Item 5) 

A. Aeromed~cal Research Information 0 0 l 0 3 0 0 4 4 l 4 

B. Aircraft Information 0 8 3 l 7 5 8 16 24 7 21 

c. Airmen Information (Non-Medical) 0 l l 0 3 1 1 5 6 2 5 

D. Aviation Accident Incident and 0 5 3 0 6 6 5 15 20 6 18 
Violation Information 

E. Aviation Activity Information 6 15 7 0 10 5 21 22 43 12 38 

F. Aviation Facilities Information I 6 4 l 8 3 7 16 23 7 21 

G. Aviation Forecast Information 6 17 6 5 12 6 23 29 52 15 46 

H. Aviation Statistics (See 9C) 5 16 6 2 12 4 21 24 45 13 40 

I. FAA Aircraft Mgt. Information l l 0 0 2 l 2 3 5 1 4 
J. Federal Airports Program 5 14 8 l 6 6 19 21 40 11 36 

K. National Aviation Systems Plans 7 15 4 0 6 6 22 16 38 11 34 



TABLE 6. (Continued) 
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ORGANIZATION TYPES & NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 
' 

DATA SOURCES & SPECIFIC SERVICES GL GS PA PC PI PJ G p ALL 3SO RESPONDEIITS 
66 BO 57 36 60 51 146 204 No . ' Total 1\50..TCC 

.. 
12. Federal Highway No. Using(Item4) 441 66/ 4B/ 26/ 26/ 36 /22 110/. l36/. 246 I 70/ 

Admin. U.S. DOT No. Ranking 23 61 34 16 10 B4 B2 166 47 100 
(Item 5) 

A. Grade-Crossing Inventory System 6 29 3 2 3 l 35 9 44 13 lB 
(See 13A) 

B. Highway Performance Monitoring 6 29 9 5 4 4 35 23 5B l 7 24 
System 

c. Highway Statistics 20 49 33 16 12 21 69 B2 151 43 61 

D. Fatal and Injury Accident Rates 5 30 13 9 7 5 35 34 69 20 28 

E. Journey to Work Supplement to 16 10 10 5 4 4 26 23 49 14 20 
Annual Survey(See BE &278) 

F. Motor Carrier Accident Reports 1 14 4 4 9 2 15 19 34 10 14 

G. National Accident Sampling System 3 B 9 5 2 0 ll 16 27 B 11 

H. National Exposure Data System l 5 4 2 2 l 6 9 15 4 6 

I. National Highway Needs 11 23 17 11 7 8 34 43 77 22 31 -
J. Nationwide Personal Transportatior 14 24 15 9 7 6 38 37 75 21 30 

Study 

K. Nationwide Truck Commodity Flow l 19 12 7 7 l 20 27 47 13 19 
Study 

L. Urban Transportation Reporting 6 13 8 4 1 l 20 14 34 10 14 
System (See 27C) 

13. Federal Railroad No. Using(Item4) 11/ 43/ 19 I 15 I 26 I 13/ 
Administration No. Ranking 1 14 4 5 12 3 

54/ 73/ 
15 24 

54/ 36/ 
100 15 ll 

U.S. DOT (Item SJ 
A. Grade Crossing Inventory System 2 24 5 4 4 1 26 14 40 11 31 

(See 12A) 

8. Rail Carload Waybill Sample l 9 9 8 14 5 10 36 46 13 36 
(See 158) 

~. Rail Passoni:o1· Dal a 2 13 4 2 2 l 15 9 24 7 19 

D. Railroad Accident Incident 1 6 3 0 6 3 7 12 19 5 15 
Reporting System 

E. Railroad FRA Safety Inspection 1 4 2 0 5 1 5 B 13 4 10 

F. Rai li'uml Lu~umullvo I11spe~Llun 0 0 2 0 l 0 u J J 1 2 

G. Track Inspection System 2 B 2 2 3 0 10 7 17 5 13 

15. Interstate Conunerce No.Using(Item4) 6/ lB/ 17/ 14/ 34/ 20 /10 
Commission No. Ranking 2 4 3 6 19 

24 I B5 I 
6 3B 

109 I 31/ 
100 44 13 

(Item S) 

A. Interstate Statistics 1 10 B 7 20 B 11 43 54 15 50 

B. Rail Carload Waybill Sample 1 B 7 5 11 4 9 27 36 10 33 
(See 138) 

lB. Nat'l Hwy Traffic No. Using(Item4) BI 35 I 20/ 14/ 13 16 I 
Safety Admin. No. Ranking 3 7 7 6 /1 4 

43 I 63/ 
10 lB 

106/ 30/ 
100 2B 8 

U.S. DOT (lte111 5) 

A. Fatal Accident Reporting System 3 19 B B 6 6 22 2B 50 19 47 

8. National Accident Reporting Systerr 2 ll 11 6 1 4 13 22 35 10 33 

c. National Accident Sampling System 2 11 5 6 3 6 13 20 33 9 31 
(See 12G) 

D. National Driver Registration 0 5 2 0 0 1 5 3 8 2 8 
Pro2ram 

E. National Exposure Data System 0 4 4 1 2 l 4 B 12 3 11 
(See 12Hl 

F. Nationwide Personal Transportaiton 1 4 3 3 3 3 5 12 17 5 16 
Study (See BG and 12J) 
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TABLE 6. (Continued) 

ORGANIZATION TYPES 8 RUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

DATA SOURCES & SPECIFIC SERVICES GL GS PA PC PI PJ G p " ALL 350 RES PON:IENTS 
66 80 57 36 60 51 146 204 NO . Ill Tot al fl Source 

22. Research & Spec. No. Using(Item4) 7 I 12/ 18 I 11 11/ 7 I jg/ 43/ 62/ 18/ 
Programs Admin. No. Ranking 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 4 4 1 100 
U.S. DOT (Item 5) 

A. Hazardous Materials Incident 1 1 4 0 2 l 2 7 9 3 15 
Reportin2 System 

8. National Transportation Statistics 3 10 11 5 8 3 13 27 40 11 65 

c. Pipeline Carrier Accident Report- 0 0 0 0 ·O 1 0 1 1 0 2 
ing System 

D. Pipeline Certification & Agree- 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 3 
ment Data 

E. Pipeline Leak and Test Failure 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 
Reporting Syst em 

ii. Pipeline Safety Grant-in-Aid 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 l 1 0 2 
Program 

-
25. Transportation No . Using(Item4) 51 I 69/ 46 I 23/ 31/ 34/ 

Research Board No . Rank i ng 40 54 34 16 11 23 
12064 134/. 

84 
254/ 73/ 

100 178 51 
(Jtl!m 5) 

A. NCHRP Publications 34 58 34 19 11 22 92 86 178 51 70 

8. Transportation Research 34 54 33 17 19 21 88 90 178 51 70 
Informat.ion Services 

c. TR Record & TRB Special Reports 37 57 35 18 9 22 94 84 178 51 70 

27. Urban Mass Transp. No. Using(Item4) 46/ 33/ 28/ 14/ 12/ 81 
Admin., U.S. DOT No. Ranking 25 15 11 3 6 3 

fltem 5\ 

79/ 62/ 
40 23 

141 I 401 
100 63 18 

A. Uniform System of Transit Accts 11 12 9 4 3 0 23 16 39 11 28 
& Reporting 

B. Journey to Work Supplement 12 8 8 3 2 4 20 17 37 11 26 
(See SE & 12E) 

c. Urban Transpo. Reporting 10 6 4 3 l 1 16 9 25 7 18 
System (See 12L) 

29. U.S . Coast Guard No. Using(Item4) 3/ 9/ 4/ 41 61 21 
U.S . DOT No. Ranking 0 0 l 1 2 1 

12/ 16/ 
0 5 

28 I 81 
100 5 1 

(Item 5) 

A. Merchant Seamen Information 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 4 

B. Merchant Vessels of the U.S. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

c. Merchant Vessel Docwnentation 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 
Svstem 

D. Motorboat Accident Statistics 0 0 l 1 0 0 0 2 2 1 7 

E. Nationwide Boating Survey 0 1 0 l 0 0 1 l 2 1 7 

F. Pollution Incident Reporting 0 1 0 0 1 0 l l 2 1 7 
System 

G. Search & Rescue Information 0 1 0 0 0 0 l 0 1 0 4 

H. Std. Aids to Navigation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Data ~stem 

33. U.S. Dept. of No. Using(Item4) 14/ 18 I 81 61 19/ 13 I 
Labor No. Ranking 2 3 1 1 4 5 

32 I 46/ 
5 11 

78/ 22/ 
100 16 5 

O t cm 5) 

A. Consumer Price Index 8 15 7 6 12 9 23 34 57 16 73 

B. Union Wages & Hours 4 4 l 3 5 2 8 11 19 5 24 
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TABLE 7. SERIOUSNESS OF GENERAL TYPES OF DATA PROBLEMS 

ORGANIZATION TYPES AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

DATA PROBLEMS AND LEVELS 
OF SERIOUSNESS 

A. Data Sought 
were unavailable 

B. Data received were 
not well - enough 
defined 

c. Data received were 
not in right fonn 
for need 

D, Data received 
did not give 
sufficient 
detail 

E. Data received 
were untimely 
(out-of-date) 

F. Data received were 
not accurate 
enough 

G. Turnaround time 
from request to 
L~L~iIJL Wd' Luu 
l on 

If . Data service was 
too expensive 

I. Other {Listed 
below) 

High 
t.ied. 
Low 
HM' 

High 
Med. 
~ 

GL-66 
Reg&Loc 
Agency 

9 
9 
8 

27\ 

4 
6 

10 
15\ 

4 
15 

9 
29% 

7 
8 

11 
23\ 

7 
17 
12 
36\ 

2 
ll 
9 

20% 

3 
9 

12 
18% 

2 
5 

14 
lh 

a. didn't know data were available 

GS-80 
State 

Agency 

7 
27 
18 
43\ 

7 
14 
21 
26\ 

6 
29 
11 
44' 

8 
28 
14 
45\ 

15 
22 
l S 
46 \ 

6 
10 
26 
20% 

6 
8 

17 
17% 

1 
8 

29 
11\ 

b. nat'l data not relevant at local level 
c. data were too general 
d. need data on effect of recent gas prices 
e. data not correlated among sources 
f. data not on unifonn ba•is 
g. can't remember where to look 
h. accessibility is a problem 
i. can't find right person to ask 
j. data not well enough explained 

PA-57 PC-36 PI-60 PJ-51 
Academ & Consult. Transp. Other 
Res.Inst Finns Indust. Bus.&Ind 

21 8 • 13 8 
15 13 18 13 

1 6 12 9 
63\ 60\ 52% 41% 

8 8 7 4 
15 8 12 13 

7 5 16 9 
40\ H \ 32 \ 33\ 

12 8 10 4 
13 15 15 10 

7 2 8 11 
44 \ 64% 42% 27, 

13 9 9 9 
11 14 14 6 
6 2 15 10 

42% 64% 38\ 29% 

16 13 21 11 
17 11 17 11 

1 3 7 8 
58% 67\ 63% 43% 

6 6 8 5 

I-
9 - 8 13 4 
8 7 14 11 
2~ 391. 3Sl 18• 

7 5 6 5 
14 7 10 8 

9 !) 17 12 
37% 33 % 27% 25• 

4 4 3 l 
9 2 4 4 

11 14 21 16 
2 3 \ 17% 12% 10• 

g,h k,l,m,n p,q,r,s t,u,v,w 
i.; 0 

k. source doesn't have enough 
manpower to respond 

1. data retrieval was too cumbersome 
m. can't find proper agency 
n. difficult to locate source 
o. data doesn't include prior to 1968 
p . incomplete reports on submitted 

data 
q. release data and mailed date 

inconsistent 

G-146 
Gov't 

Agencies 

16 
36 
26 
36% 

ll 
20 
31 
21% 

10 
44 
20 
37\ 

15 
36 
25 
35 \. 

22 
39 
27 
42\ 

8 
21 
"15 

20• 

9 
17 
29 
18% 

3 
13 
43 
11 \ 

P-204 
Private 

Orgs. 

50 
59 
28 
53% 

27 
48 
'ST 
37% 

34 
53 
28 
43\ 

40 
45 
33 
42% 

61 
56 
15 
ST\ 

25 
34 
~u 

7 Q ll. 

23 
39 
17 
30\ 

12 
19 
62 
l !>l 

ALL 
350 

Respond. 

66 
95 
54 
46\ 

38 
68 
68 

44 
97 
48 
40% 

55 
81 
58 
39~ 

33 
SS 
7':J 

15 
32 

105 

•Percents are bas ed on numbe r 
respondents shown at top of 
each colwnn 

r. data not dependable 
s. data not comparable for dif-

ferent financing methods 
t. data were incomplete 
u. can't locate source 
v. spend more time finding than 

using 
w. too much time spent looking 



A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 
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TABLE 8. DISTRIBUTION OF SERIOUS DATA PROBLEM DESCRIPTIONS 

I TYPE OF ORGANIZATION AND NUMBER OF RESPONSES* 

TYPE OF PROBLEM GL GS PA ' PC PI PJ G p 
66 80 57 36 60 51 146 204 

Timeliness of 9 20 10 8 29 10 29 57 
Available Data 

Unavailability of 16 29 15 10 23 9 45 57 
Basic and Needed Data 

Discontinuance of 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 
Basic Data 

Insufficient Detail 12 14 8 7 11 9 26 35 
for Needed Data 

Lack of Communications and 2 4 4 5 1 7 6 17 
Knowledge About 
histing Data 

Comparability Among 1 2 3 4 6 1 3 14 
Data Sets 

Duplicative Data Not Inte- 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 
grated or Coordinated 

Data Not Adequately Defined 2 6 3 5 4 3 8 15 
or Well-Explained 

Data Lack Quality With Re- 6 7 7 8 10 3 13 28 
spect to Accuracy, Reli-
ability, and Completeness 

Turnaround Time from Request 7 8 4 3 3 2 15 12 
to Receipt Is Too Long 

Other (f·liscellaneous) 4 0 13 3 4 0 4 20 

Total Number of Responses 60 90 68 53 96 44 150 261 

*Questionnaire Item B was completed by 241 respondents. Seventy-one 
respondents gave one response, 170 gave two responses. 

ALL 350 
No. % 

86 21% 

102 25% 

4 1% 

61 15% 

23 6% 

17 4 ~o 

3 -

23 69
0 

41 10°; 

27 6°11 

24 6% 

411 100°. 



>-3 
> 
°" ~ 
trl 

ORGANIZATION TYPES AND NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 
IO 

0 
TYPE OF DATA GS GS 

66 80 
PA PC PI PJ 
57 36 60 51 

G p 

146 204 
ALL I H 

VJ 
350 >-3 

~ 

A. Traveler/Conunodity Characteristics H 

°" transport needs, tr:l\'el behavior, income levels, air passen-
ger profiles, motor vehicle registration data, recreation 

2 4 5 2 6 7 13 I c: 
>-3 
H 

travel, ride sharing ~ 
B. Origins/Destinations of Passengers/Frei ght 

commodity flows, waybill consignees, intercity market 6 7 5 6 11 1 13 23 
0 

36 I 
>Tj 

data, international operations, container data, intra 
city movements 

trl 
>< 
"O 
trl 

c. Transport Performance (speed, safety, quality, costs, etc.) ~ 
H 

vehisle occupancy, law enforcement, moving way systems, 
transit use, speed data, accident data, demonstration 

14 8 5 2 2 1 22 10 32 I trl z 
C"'l 

projects, operating costs, airport delays, small airport 
operations 

trl 
VJ 

0 

D. Transport Facilities (roads, ways, terminals, etc.) 
revenues & costs, bridge data, pavement service li=e, 
airports, construction designs & costs, operators, 
intermodal terminals, running traffic, funding services 

3 7 5 1 6 4 10 16 

>Tj o:i 
I 

26 I ~ 
........ 

~ """' 
H 

E. Transport Equipment (vehicles, controls, safety, costs, etc.) 
vehicle types, traffic control, vehicle dimensions, 
vehicle operating costs, traffic signal effectiveness, 

2 3 2 1 1 5 4 

~ 

9 I 
> 
o:i 
~ 
trl 

bus maintenance 
0 

F. Population/Land Use Characteristics 
Local land use 1 1 

~ 
1 • > 

G. Ene~gy/Environment Impacts of Transport Systems 
fuel sales & use, energy shortage effects 3 4 3 3 7 6 13 

H. Other 
motorcycles & bicycles, general aviation, oil pipeline, 3 12 10 6 11 7 15 34 49 
data source indexes, miscellaneous 

Total No. of Responses 33 46 35 16 36 13 79 100 179 
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TABLE 10. I.MPORTANT AND CURRENT NEEDS FOR TRANSPORTATION DATA 

TYPE OF ORGANIZATION & NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

TYPE OF DATA NEEDED GL GS PA PC PI PJ G p All 350 
66 80 57 36 60 51 146 204 Number 

A. Traveler - Conunodity Characteristics 
1. Travel behavior vs. fuel costs 2 8 3 2 0 1 10 6 16 
2. Auto ownership, modal, use, etc. 6 4 l 0 l 2 10 4 14 
3. Non-work travel 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 3 
4. Public opinion/consumer complaints 0 0 l 0 0 2 0 3 3 
6. Travel patterns for forecasting l 1 0 2 l 0 2 3 5 
7. Handicapped Needs 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 
8. Driver ages by states 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 l 

B. Origin/Destination & Passenger/Freight Flow 
l. Railway bi 11 0 0 0 l 2 0 0 3 3 
2. ICC-R-1 Repts and other ICC transport stats. 0 0 0 l 1 1 0 3 3 
3. MV Occupancy 1 2 ' 0 0 1 0 3 1 4 
4. Airline seat availability/fares/CAB data 3 1 0 0 12 1 4 13 17 
5. Hwy vehicle mix/truck trailer 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 
6. Freight flows 1 4 8 5 7 1 5 21 26 
7. Airport data/air cargos 4 4 1 2 4 2 8 9 17 
8. Traffic counts/forecasts 8 2 3 2 0 1 10 6 16 
9. General aviation data 0 l I 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 

10. Bicycle/motorcycle data 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 l 
11. Water carrier conunodity flow 0 0 3 2 3 1 0 9 9 
12. O/D data for rapid transit systems 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 2 4 
13. Urban traffic control data 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 4 6 
14. Delay costs 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 
15. Bus ridership, line profiles, transfers 3 0 1 1 1 0 3 3 6 
16. Household O/D data 0 2 2 1 0 0 

I 
2 3 s 

17. O/D data for rural areas 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 3 
18. Hazardous materials flow 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 3 3 

c. Transport Performance 
1. Energy/fuel usage 1 6 1 2 5 1 7 8 16 
2. Accident data 3 4 4 2 2 3 7 11 18 
3. Level of highway service 0 2 2 0 0 1 2 3 5 
4. Transit operating stats/performance data 2 1 1 0 0 0 ' 3 1 4 
5. Carrier performance standards 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 

D. Transport f-acilities I 

1. Highway revenues 0 4 0 0 2 1 4 3 7 
2. Bridge stresses/strength/fatigue 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 2 3 
3. Pavement life vs. vehicle weights 0 6 4 1 1 1 I 6 7 13 
4. Financial data 7 6 2 0 4 2 13 8 21 
5. Transit routes 0 0 1 1 0 0 I 0 2 2 
6. Rail-track 1 l 1 0 3 1 I 2 5 7 
7. Inland waterway user charges 0 0 0 0 2 0 

I 0 2 2 
8. Photo logging data 0 2 0 0 0 0 

i 
2 0 2 

9. Transit interface facilities design 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 3 
10. Comparative data for rapid rail systems 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
11. Cost of construction and maintenance 2 4 5 1 1 5 6 12 18 
12. Coal haul road data 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
13. RR Grade Crossings 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 2 
14. Bicycle facilities 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
15. Pipeline data 0 0 0 0 l 0 0 1 1 

E. Transport Equipment 
1. Mv excise taxes 0 l 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
2. Handicapped facilities 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 
3. Hwy lighting value 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
4. Taxicab inventories 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 
5. Truck weight data 0 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 4 
6. Vehicle miles by vehicle size 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 2 

F. Population/Land Use Characteristics 
1. Parking demand 1 0 0 0 0 0 l 0 l 
2. Land use planning data 4 0 l 0 0 l 4 2 6 
3. Income Data for small areas l 0 1 0 0 0 l l 2 
4. Zoning data 1 0 0 0 1 0 I I 2 
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TABLE 10 (Continued) 

TYPE OF ORGANIZATION & NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

TYPE OF DATA NEEDED GL GS PA PC PI PJ G p All 350 
66 ·80 57 36 60 51 146 204 Number 

G. Energy/Environment Impacts 
1. Air quality 2 3 0 1 0 0 5 1 6 
2. Noise data 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 
3. Cost of construction and maintenance 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 3 
4. Data to estimate energy const. measures 1 2 0 0 1 0 3 1 4 
5. Cost assoc. with enforcement of 55 MPH MSL 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

H. Other 
1. Deregulation impact data 1 2 0 0 2 0 3 2 5 
2. 1980 census-social & economic data 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 l 
3. "Buy America" interpretation/FHWA budget/ 0 1 0 0 0 1 I 1 2 

subsidies 
4. Exposure data, risk coefficients, trend 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 l 

data 
5. TRIS/On-Line Data access/source index 0 0 3 5 I 0 0 9 9 
6. Tort Liability losses 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 3 
7. Traffic law enforcement data 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 l 



TABLES 11-12. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF DATA NEEDS RELATED TO 
TRANSPORT TYPES AND RANGES 

ORGANIZATION TYPE AND NUMB.ER OP RESPONDENTS 

la 
a. 
1:: 
!;; 
0 
a.. 
Ul 

~ 
f-< 

~ 

~ 

~ 
"' j:! 

Vl w 
"' ~ 
!;< 
0 
a.. 
Ul 

~ 
~ 

N 
~ 

w ,_, 
"' < 
f-< 

TRANSPORT CATEGORIES 
& LEVELS OF NEED 

A. Passenger 
Transport 

B. Freight 
Transport 

A. Rural 
Transport 

B. Urban 
Transport 

c. Intercity 
Transport 

D. International 
Transport 

High 
Med . 

w 
None 

High 
Med. 

ow 
None 

M• 

High 
Med. 

w 
None 
Ii M• 

High 
Med. 

ow 
None 
'II M6 

Hi gh 
Med . 
Lo"' 
None 

H . 

GL-66 GS-80 
Reg&Loc State 
Gov. Ag. Agency 

49 44 
9 14 
~ H 

l 7 
RR . u 

10 26 
12 19 
22 H 
14 10 
33\ 56\. 

3 36 
8 18 

19 lJ 
22 6 
1711" 67, 

48 39 
8 19 
4 9 
l 5 

85\ H t. 

12 24 
13 24 
17 14 
15 9 
38\ 60\ 

4 3 
4 7 
7 21 

42 37 
l Z\ 12% 

PA-57 PC-36 PI-60 PJ-51 
Acad & Consult Transp Other 
Res.Ins Firms Indus. Bus&Ind 

37 17 26 16 
7 6 2 8 
3 4 8 7 
4 6 15 9 

11\ 64 \ 47\ 47\ 

25 17 41 17 
10 6 7 6 
12 5 3 5 

4 6 3 6 
61% 64% 80\ 45 \ 

23 8 11 22 
12 9 6 4 
11 7 17 7 
4 7 12 5 

b l\ 49 1' 26\ S I \ 

30 16 12 20 
13 7 9 4 
s 5 10 9 
2 5 14 5 

SB\ 64 \ 35\ 47, 

30 19 45 22 
11 7 5 8 

7 3 3 4 
3 5 3 4 

72% 72% 83% 59% 

9 6 20 5 
7 3 10 6 

18 10 11 9 
12 14 8 12 
28' 25% SO\ 22 \ 

G-146 P-204 ALL 
Gov't Private 350 
Agen. Organs. Respond 

93 96 
23 23 
13 zz 
8 34 

79\ 58\ 

36 100 
31 29 
36 25 
24 19 
46% 63% 

39 64 
26 31 
30 42 
28 28 
44 \ 47\ 

87 78 
27 33 
13 29 
6 26 

78\ 54 \ 

36 116 
37 '31 
31 17 
24 IS 
SO\ 72 \ 

7 40 
11 26 
28 48 
79 46 
12\ 32\ 

189 
46 
35 
42 
67\ 

136 
60 
61 
43 
56\ 

103 
57 
72 
56 

165 
60 
42 
32 
64 \ 

152 
68 
48 
39 
63\ 

47 
37 
76 

125 
24\ 

*The base for each percent is the number at the top of the column in which the percent appears . 



B-18 

TABLE 13. DISTRIBUTION OF DATA NEEDS RELATED TO TRANSPORT MODES 

TRANSPORT MODES AND 
LEVELS OF NEEDS 

A. Air 
Transport 

BG. Highway 
Transport 

(General) 

BA. Auto 
Transport 

BB. Bus 
Transport 

BT. Truck 
Transport 

c. Rail 
Transport 

OG. Water 
Transport 
(General) 

DI. Inland 
Waterway 
Transport 

OM. Maritime 
Transport 

E. Pipeline 
Transport 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
oH M'11 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
oH M* 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
•H . 
High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
oH M* 

High 
Med. 
Lo'f 
None 

HM"" 

High 
Med. 
Loil 

High 
Med . 
Low 
None 
•H M* 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
7aH M* 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
7aH M* 

GL-66 GS-80 
Reg&Loc State 
Gov.Agy Gov.Agy 

10 17 
10 14 
14 18 
22 20 
jU% 39% 

33 45 
6 11 
6 1 
5 3 

59% 70% 

37 53 
10 5 

6 7 
4 3 

7l'\ 73\ 

40 32 
11 19 
4 15 
5 3 

71% 64% 

17 47 
17 12 
15 5 

9 5 
51% 74% 

21 24 
7 20 

20 12 
11 14 
42% 55% 

1 0 
7 10 

lb 23 
27 28 
Ut 12 ii 

2 2 
8 10 

16 24 
30 31 
15% 15% 

2 3 
5 5 

12 16 
35 37 
11\ 10% 

0 3 
3 6 

15 27 
38 32 
Sl 11% 

PA-57 
Acad. & 
Res. Ins 

11 
8 

18 
10 
; n 

32 
7 
s 
0 

68% 

33 
8 
6 
3 

72' 

23 
15 
10 

2 
67% 

32 
12 

6 
3 

77% 

20 
5 

13 
4 

44% 

9 
7 

17 
12 
20P'd 

8 
10 
16 
11 
~<> 

5 
7 

15 
16 
21% 

8 
9 

16 
15 
30% 

PC-36 PI-60 
Consult Transp. 

Firms Indus. 

3 21 
"S 3 

13 l~ 
9 12 

WI: 40\ 

13 8 
7 6 
1 15 
4 7 

55% 25% 

15 7 
3 10 
4 10 
6 19 

53% 28% 

9 6 
8 8 
6 13 
7 18 

47% 23% 

12 20 
14 8 

3 11 
4 7 

72% 47% 

14 28 
9 7 
8 15 
4 4 

64t 58t 

6 1 
s 4 
9 14 
9 16 

31'6 ::;wd 

11 7 
4 6 
6 14 

11 17 
42% <O 

6 5 
6 3 

10 13 
10 19 
33% 13% 

6 1 
4 6 

12 15 
10 23 
28% 12% 

PJ-51 
Other 

Bus&Ind 

7 
6 
9 

11 
2 5~ 

17 
6 
4 
5 

45% 

21 
3 
6 
9 

47' 

11 
4 

10 
10 
29% 

18 
7 
8 
7 

49% 

13 
6 

10 
7 

3n 

3 
4 
7 

16 
10 

5 
4 ....,,---

• J 

19 
l!s% 

3 
6 
b 

17 
18• 

3 
2 
7 

21 
10% 

G-146 P-204 
Gov 1 t Private 

Agency Organs. 

27 42 
24 22 
32 52 
42 42 
35% 31>1< 

78 70 
17 26 
7 25 
8 16 

65% 47% 

90 76 
15 24 
13 26 

7 37 
72% 49% 

72 49 
30 35 
19 39 

8 37 -
70% 41% 

64 82 
29 41 
20 28 
14 21 
64% 60% 

45 75 
27 27 
32 46 
2S 19 
4()\ sot 

1 19 
17 20 
39 47 
55 53 
I t• ....... 
4 31 

18 24 
4U 41 

61 58 
15% 27% 

s 19 
10 22 
28 44 
72 62 
10% 20% 

3 18 
9 21 

42 so 
70 69 

8% .l.9% 

*The base for each percent is the number of respondents for the column in which the percent appears. 

ALL 
350 

Respond 

69 
46 
84 
84 
33% 

148 
43 
32 
24 
SS ' 

166 
39 
3~ 

44 
5911; 

121 
65 
58 
45 
53% 

146 
70 
48 
35 
62% 

120 
54 
78 
44 
sot 

20 
37 
86 

108 
!Ci .. 

35 
42 
Bl 

119 
22% 

24 
32 
72 

134 
16% 

21 
30 
92 

139 
15% 
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TABLE 14. DISTRIBUTION OF DATA NEEDS RELATED TO DATA TYPES 

DATA TYPES AND 
LEVELS DF NEED 

A. Traveler/ 
Commodity 
Characteristics 

B. Origin/ 
Destinations of 
Passengers/ 
Frei ht 

C. Transport 
Performance 
(speed,safety, 

quality, costs, etc) 

D. Transport 
Facilities 
(roads, ways, 
terminals, etc.) 

E. Transport 
Equipment 

(vehicles,controls, 
safetv costs 1 etc. 

F. Population/ 
Land Use 
Characteristics 

G. Energy/ 
Environment 
Impacts of 
Transport Systems 

High 
Med. 

ow 
None 
M H* 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
M H* 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
~ H* 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
oM/H* 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
oM H• 

High 
Med. 
Low 
None 
•M H* 

High 
Med 
Low 

GL-66 GS-80 
Reg&Loc State 
Gov.Agy Gov.Agy 

37 27 
12 28 

8 15 
5 5 

74% 69% 

42 38 
13 16 

6 15 
3 6 

83"41 67' 

38 31 
12 26 
9 11 
3 6 

76\ 71' 

34 44 
13 14 

g 13 
2 2 

71\ 72\ 

25 21 
19 28 
8 19 
6 4 

67"41 61' 

40 33 
16 21 
4 14 
2 6 

85.\ 67, 

38 37 
13 24 

8 8 
2 4 

77% 76% 

H. Other 
(see list below 

labcde 

a. need data at 3 levels: nat'l, state, local 
b. data on mgt. system facilities 
c. need pedestrian & bicycle data 
d. data on auto registration & auto use 
e. (self-enrolled) employment data 
f. bridge performance data 

g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 
1. 

PA-57 PC-36 PI-60 
A.cad & Consult Transp. 
Res. Ins Firms Indust. 

33 17 33 
ll 8 6 
7 4 8 
2 4 2 

77\ 69\ 65\ 

36 17 39 
10 10 9 

5 3 3 
3 5 4 

sn 7576 80\ 

33 21 36 
18 4 15 

l 2 4 
3 4 2 

89\ 69\ 85 \ 

25 15 18 
19 g 16 
s 6 10 
3 3 5 

71\ 67, 57 \ 

20 10 23 
10 10 16 
17 8 9 

3 s 5 
53\ 55'i 65\ 

23 14 9 
20 9 20 
s 6 15 
4 3 7 

75\ 64\ 48 \ 

27 11 24 
18 11 13 
6 s 9 
1 5 2 

79, 6U 62\ 

PJ-51 
Other 

Bus&Ind 

11 
g 
7 
8 

39, 

10 
1 
8 

lO 
33'1 

25 
7 
5 
2 

63\ 

19 
9 
ll 

l 
55% 

14 
12 
10 

l 
51' 

6 
7 

13 
9 

25\ 

18 
9 
7 
4 

53\ 

G-146 
Gov't 
Agy 

64 
40 
n 
10 
71\ 

80 
29 
21 
9 

75, 

69 
38 
20 
9 

7J% 

78 
27 
n 
4 

7211 

46 
47 
27 
10 
64% 

73 
37 
18 

8 
75\ 

75 
37 
16 
6 

77% 

P-204 
Private 
Organs. 

94 
34 
26 
16 
63\ 

102 
36 
19 
22 
68% 

115 
44 
12 
11 
78% 

77 
53 
32 
12 
64\ 

67 
48 
44 
15 
oM 

52 
56 
39 
23 
5311: 

80 
51 
27 
12 
64% 

ALL 
350 

Respond 

158 
74 
49 
26 
66% 

182 
65 
40 
31 
71" 

184 
82 
32 
20 
76\ 

155 
80 
54 
16 
67% 

113 
95 
71 
25 

125 
93 
57 
31 
62% 

155 
88 
d3 
18 
69~ 

hi 
jkl 

mn nopq 
onr I _] b_____.l~ I w 

user perceptions of transport 
institutional finance data 
law enforcement data 
insurance data 
data on facility maintenance 
design/construction data 

m. 
n. 

o. 
p. 
q. 
r. 

data on corrosion 
traffic accident data, 

including costs 
data on general aviation 
motorcycle data 
modal costs-revenues 
data on structures 

*Percents are based on the number of respondents for the column in which the percent appears. 



TABLES 15-16. 

BUDGET 
CATEGORIES 

A. Collection 
of 

Original 
Data 

8. Data Subscrip-
tion/Purchase 
from other 
organizations 

c. On-Line Computer 
Access to data 
of other 
organizations 

D. Consultant/ 
Contract Services 
for Data 
Acquisition 

E. Synthesis/ 
Analysis of 
Collected/ 
Acquired Data 

F. Provision/Uistri-
bution of Data 
Internally I 
Externally 

B-20 

DATA BUDGETS AND BUDGET NEEDS EOR TRANSPORTATION DATA 

TAB. 15 n s. 16 
In Greater 

Budget? Need? 

Yes No 
Yes Yes 
No Yes 

1nes -- %Yes 

Yes No 
Yes Yes 
No Yes 

%Yes -- %Ye.s 

Yes No 
Yes Yes 
No Yes 

nes -- %Yes 

Yes No 
Yes Yes 
No Yes 

'Ii Yes -
- %Yes 

Yes No 
Yes Yes 
No Yes 

'iYes -
- %Yes 

Yes No 
Yes Yes 
No Yes 

nes -- \Yes 

GL-66 GS-80 
Reg&Loc State 
Gov.Agy Gov.Agy 

23 39 
26 27 
9 4 

, ... on 
53% 39% 

34 50 
4 5 
6 2 

58% 69'6 
15% 9% 

16 20 
2 5 

ll 14 
27% 31% 
20% 24% 

22 30 
8 5 

10 8 
45>, 44% 
27% 16% 

28 40 
• 18 23 

6 3 
70>, 79>, 
36% 33% 

35 44 
7 13 
3 3 

64% 71% 
15% 20% 

PA-57 
Acad. & 
Res.Ins 

13 
6 

13 . 
~.!'; 

33% 

18 
10 
13 
49'6 
41% 

10 
4 

16 
25% 
35% 

7 
2 

10 
lM 
21% 

19 
8 
8 

47% 
28% 

9 
8 

10 
30% 
32% 

PC-36 PI-60 
Consult Trarisp. 

Firms Indust. 

11 26 
3 ll 
2 4 ,,, .. O<> 

14% 25% 

18 44 
5 5 
l 3 

641; 82• 
17% 13% 

9 21 
2 4 
5 10 

31% 42'6 
19% 23% 

12 32 
0 3 
l 4 

33\ 58% 
3% 12% 

12 34 
4 8 
l 3 

44% 70% 
14% 18% 

10 36 
l 4 
2 3 

31% 67% 
8% 12% 

PI-51 
Other 

Bus&Ind 

20 
5 
8 

49'i 
25% 

33 
3 
3 

71'& 
12% 

5 
2 

12 
14\ 
27% 

ll 
1 
9 

24% 
20% 

18 
5 
7 

45% 
24% 

22 
1 
3 

45% 
8% 

G-1~6 P-204 
Gov't Private 
Agcy Organs. 

62 70 
53 25 
13 27 ,,,. "" 45% 25% 

36 45 
7 12 

25 43 
l9'i 23'1 
22% 27% 

52 62 
13 6 
18 24 
45>, 33"o 
21% 15% 

68 83 
41 25 
9 19 

75% 53'; 
34% 22% 

79 77 
20 14 
6 18 

68% 45% 
18% 16% 

~. Uther (Respondents did not add budget categories to A-F above) 

• Percents are based nn number of respondents to questionnaire, 
not number responding to item, 

ALL 
350 

Respond 

132 
78 
40 

197 
32 
28 
65\ 
17% 

81 
19 
68 
29\ 
25% 

114 
19 
42 
38~ 
1.7\ 

151 
66 
28 
62'; 
27% 

J.56 
34 
24 
54% 
17% 
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TABLES 17-18. DISTRIBUTION OF IMPORTANCE AND NEED FOR DATA PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS 

A. Identification and Synthesis of User Needs B. Evaluation of and Response to User Needs 

llu• II tte• II ORGANIZATION TYrE (SEE CODE I) 

5I8 I'"" " "- II 

OMGAHIZATION TYrE (SEE CODI: I) Lave I Lo.a I I EJ 5I8 or or GL GS " l'C I Pl I PJ I l11:vel Level I GL I r.s I r• re Pl I PJ I 
lao.ort • PtHd I I ' I I I , ., ' ., l ' I ' ol or I , I I ' I , ' I I t i ' 

p 
l•OOr-l . Heed 

p 

-Hlah l • JI 2 20 t • 2 Ll 6 25 .. 6• 
2 " 2 2 I 6 6 " lO Med. s • " • 2 I 5 2 ' ' 20 Hl1h 2 to 17 lO so ..... • ' l2 • t I ' ' l 2 26 20 

Hl1h 
~ ~ 

Lo• t 2 • l I I t ' IO " .Hl1h 
,___ 

lhnk t t I I I ' • Lo• t s ' ' I ' s 
Blank I 2 t 2 l ' ........ 

Hi1h 2 ' 2 I 1 I I s ' ll 
2 t t t ' • • Med. • • 19 I • • ' 7 5 s s " 4l " 11111'1 I l 

Ndlum - '-- Med. ' • " I IO • ' '" 5 7 ' " SS 

L°" t • s 2 I l 2 ' IO 10 20 Hediu. -
IJank t t I t t I 2 4 • • ... t ' 2 I • t I ' 2 7 10 

Blank 2 2 I I I 5 2 ....... 
Hi1h I 0 I 1 
Ned , I 2 I I ' • Hlah 0 0 

Loo 
.....___ - Med. ' I 2 I 0 7 ... ' 12 I s 2 2 7 ' J ' ' 19 lO .. L .. -

I lank I I I I 2 ' 
L .. I 6 7 5 2 I 7 7 ' 2 " " Blank I I 2 I I • 

Hlall -0 • 0 
lli1h • 0 .... 0 0 0 

llank ~ .....__ ..... I 0 I 

L .. 1 0 I I lhnk 
.....___ 

ll•nk • 6 J 2 J I 2 • ' 2 10 IS " .. ... I 0 I 

i"m" 
Blank s ' • 2 s 1 t ' • 2 ' to 17 JI 

All lO 2 24 7 20 " " Hi&h to 17 J s l • II 
Hedh.im All • lJ " 2 14 5 I • JI s 6 II SI 61 

~ 
High All 12 " " 2 17 2 J 4 IS • ' '" .. " l • •• • s . " , 7 12 .. ,. .... All 2 • 12 ' ' Medium All s " 

,, 
' " JO 

!Tow A ts " Blan ... All • 6 ' 2 J t 0 ' • I 2 Ll IS '" " 
I • • •• > , , 

I== lhnk All s ' 4 2 s I I l • I 2 II 17 Jl 
All mah 2 lO 24 2 • ' 2 13 12 • • 7 J8 SJ " ' • JS l8 All Med. 10 lb " I lJ • ) • 12 7 • • 6J .. rl&-

All lll1h J 10 10 2 IS ' J I 
All Med. II IS JI I 17 • s 11 19 • 10 • 58 R.1 '"' LOW .. OY ' " .. I J2 5l 

All Blank 7 7 ' • I I J II ' 2 14 21 l8 " 
,., LOW ' 9 " I 9 J I 

lO ' ' ' > " " ~ All Blank 7 • • J s I 2 3 II I I 14 " •• Subclauu 

" " 7l 7 .. II II 25 46 " 15 ,. .....__ Subclasses " " 7J 7 .. II II 25 4b 14 15 ,. 
Typo •• '" 57 " •• SJ 14(1 204 J50 

'- Types •• 80 57 " '" SI ... 204 

c. Provision of Adequate Knowledge about Available Data 

!tu 11 lte.. 18 ORlili.NlZATIOH nrr: tSl:t: cone I j 
Level Level I r.c I r;_c:; I rA I rr. I Pl 
o( o( 

' I I I , ' I , I 'I' l•"°rl . Need 

lligh • II '" ' 16 6 2 • Ll 
Med. • • IS t • I I ' ' -Hl1h Low J I I I 1 s 
Blank t I I t 

ll.i11h I 2 2 J t I 2 
Med. • 19 7 2 1 • • Medium ~ 
Low 1 2 • l I I 5 
tlank I t 2 

mah t I 
MeJ, I I 

Low -
Low J J I 2 s • 
11.nk 1 I 

Iii Rh 
Med. 

Bhnk ....__ 
Lo• 
II lank J s 5 2 5 I l 4 

111ah All 18 21 '" 5 2• • • l(l 2l 
Nedlu11 All 2 Ll " ' J 811< 

ow . I . • l J 
~ • 

111.nk All J s 5 2 5 t • 
All High to 14 ::!~ ' 20 ' 3 5 IJ ..... • LS JS I ,. • I Ll It 
•11 Low • ' 10 . • '" All II lank • 7 ' ' • l I 7 

SWcluns ,. " 7.1 ' " II ll 2S 4t> 14 

Typu •• •• 5' J6 oO 

ffi I rJ 

'I' p 

I 7 12 44 •• 
J 1 I JO 28 

I I 5 • 
I I ' 

5 7 
5 l 5 25 " 
I I J • lb 

I t • 
• 2 
I 0 

I • II 
2 0 

0 0 
0 0 

I 0 I 
2 2 IO IS " 
5 • IS 81 100 
7 • ' •• '·" 

I IO IS , I II IS 27 

' 7 12 49 •• • • • 57 ., 
I ' • 20 .19 

' I 12 20 JJ 

IS " 
SI 116 204 

B 
-

104 
58 -
" 5 -12 

'" -
25 

5 ....._ 
2 
2 

i--
l9 

l ....... 
0 
0 

i--

I 

" ....... 
"' l.u!L 

25 
42 -ll8 

lm... 
58 

" '--
......_ 

lSO 
~ 

OJD£ J. TYPE OI WKlftlf>CT GaCiAHllATICI' (J chanctn•) 

G. ~~ .!1!!!!L (146) 

GL. l•1ional/Loea.J. Gav•,_..,, AtnCJ' (66) 

I. l•11oul (t.tH"atau/lntrutau) Acency (24) 

2. Net.npoltta/City A.aencr ('2) 

G.S. Suu Gave~t (&o) 

1. Transponnion '4•ncy (71) 

2. Other Suta Arauq (7) 

P. ~ OrcanJutlO'I\ (20.) 

PA. A.c&d•ic/lHHl'Ch. lnnitution (S7) 

2. buuch tnstituthn (11) 

PC. Cot11uhJ.a1 Pin (16) 

l. M.dh•./Lari• •1i. (ll) 

2. S•all/1Mi•idu.al Fin {25) 

PJ, Transport lftdwtry (60) 

1. Curin Fln/.\uochtian (46) 

2. NanuC.ctmin1/SuppJy Fin/A.noc:htion (14) 

PJ, Other lusinHt ' lndut1')' (SI) 

1. Tnntpon Orhnud Or1aninUon {JS) 

2. Othu Or1Ul.int.lon (J6) 

EJ 
-
" •• '--
II 
6 -II 

17 -
" 1 -0 

' -
" ' --0 

I 
'--

I .. -"' ~ 
50 --JI 

.!.!.!-
10 .. 

'--

~ 

~ 



TABLES 17-18. (Continued) 

D. Provision of Adequate Access 
to Available Data 

ltH fr ltea 111 
1.n .. 1 Level 
of or 

l9V1:1Tt ~ Heed 

Hi1h 

Hl&h 
Med. --­L .. 
IHuk 

Iii th 
Had. 

•dt•­
Low 
Bluk 

Hi1h 
Med. 

Low -

lli1h 
Med. 

lll•nk­
Low 
II lank 

lli1h All 
Medium All 
Low Al 
Blink All 

All Hlah 
All Met!. .... 
i\ll Bl.nil 

Subchues 

Typn 

ORGANlL\TION TYPE (SEE conE I) 

GI. I Cl_'i PA I f'C I Pl rJ I 
I • I 1 'I' 'I ' 'I' 'l ' 

2 10 16 
7 S II 

s • 2 
I I I 

I 
l 10 2l 

J l 
I l 

l 7 7 

LS 20 JO 
6 JO J2 

' 7 7 

2 JO 17 
10 16 J4 

s 9 IJ 

J IJ J 
ll 2 

2 

' 6 

I 
I I 

I I 

2 • 

J 28 s 
2 12 6 

2 • 

J 16 J 
22 

l ; ' 
24 42 7J 7 '46 11 II 

66 80 57 

6 II 
s 7 

I 4 

I 
7 s 

2 ' l 

2 4 
2 

2 8 

12 22 
9 10 

0 

2 • 

6 12 
12 12 

$ 11 
2 II 

25 46 

60 

I 6 8 
2 2 • 

I 
2 2 5 

2 2 • 

l 
4 2 12 

6 8 u. 
• 5 9 

4 2 13 

I 7 8 
4 • 9 

' , . 
4 2 )J 

14 JS J6 

51 

JI 
23 

11 

' 
I 

)6 

0 
19 

68 
so 

9 
19 

" 60 
26 
28 

146 

" l7 

4 

" 
ll 

2 

I 

" 
IOJ 
SS 

" " 
60 
73 

" l9 

204 

F. Collection & Provision of Needed Data 
Not Yet Collected or Produced 

Hi1h 
Med. ..___ 
Low 
II lank 

lli1h 
Med , 

Medi1.111-
Low 
IH1nk 

lli1h 
Met.I , 

Low 
Blulr. 

Hi11:h 
Met.I, 

llhnk ......____. 
Low 
Blank 

lli1h All 
"cdiua Al I 

ow " 
Blank All 

Alt Ill Rh 
l\IJ MPd, 
All LOW 

.AIJ Blank 

Subcluu! 

8 6 
2 6 

l 
l 

2 
2 10 

6 2 
l 

I 6 

s 7 

10 14 

• lS 
I • 
5 7 

• 8 
4 16 

' ' 9 

,. 42 

16 l 2l 2 
6 I 

I 
l I 

4 J 

" • 6 

4 I 
2 l I 

l 

' 2 
I l l 

• 2 2 I 

2l l " 4 

" I ll 6 

" l 
4 2 2 l 

20 l 26 2 
.~.! " 7 
14 J 

7 4 s 2 

7.1 7 " 11 

4 • 12 l • ll " 2 ' s l l 2 14 

2 I 2 
l I I 

2 I 2 I 0 
l l 6 s l ' .17 

4 I 2 12 
2 4 

0 
2 l 2 l 

2 6 2 I 2 lb 
l 2 2 

0 
0 

I 0 
J 7 2 2 10 " 

• " '" ' ' l4 so 
s 4 12 7 l 7 S9 

5 ' l 4 .. 
l 7 2 , 11 IB 

• ' " 2 6 II " s • 12 • 6 7 " "" ' -,,, 
4 IO ' 2 I.\ 2S 

11 254b .. lS 36 

67 
20 

l 

• 
9 

l7 

• 
J 

0 
s 

lS 
4 

0 
0 

l 
27 

95 

S7 
Z4 
28 

)6 

6J 

' " 
Types 66 80 57 " 60 Sl 146 204 
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E. Increased Availability of Data 
Already Collected or Produced 

Bu 1
1 ... ., , ... "'I Level Level 
of of 

l1atu11r! . Need 

ORGANIZATION TYPE (SEE coni: I) 

I GL J GS l"A PC PI I f'J 

1 I l I I l I I I 1 I I 11 , q,. 

-.n ... 
.....:---

• • -s 
1l 

I--

" 6 -I 
l -" • i.-

• 0 

I 

" .....__ 
lJI 

~ 
SI -'' ~ 
>I 

" -

Hl1h 

High 
Med. -­Low 
Blank 

High 
Mt'rl. 

HediUll l--­
Low 
Blank 

High 
Med, 

L°" -
Low 
Blank 

High 
Med. 

llhnk i--­
Lo• 
Blank 

High All 
Mediu• Al I 
I... All 
Blank All 

All High 
All Med. 

1•1 , .. 
Al I Bl a nk 

100 
l4 

lS 
74 

20 

JI 

• 

" 
'" '" 

JSO 

Subclaue! 

Types 

4 IO IJ I 20 4 7 
J s 17 5 2 

J I J I l l 
l J 

2 2 1 3 J 1 
5 7 1g V J I 

2 J 7 I 
2 l I 

l 2 I 

l 4 J I 
I 2 I 

2 7 s 2 J l 

lO 17 JJ 2 l9 6 8 
~ 11 i!I 1 1l ~ 2 

J ' • 
2 7 S 2 J I 

4 12 IS 2 24 5 8 
9 14 .~ 1 14 s I 
0 ! 1J I l I I 
5 8 8 4 6 1 

24 42 73 7 46 11 II 

66 80 57 36 

• lS 
; l 

I J 
7 • 

I 2 

I I 

I 4 
2 

1 9 

1119 
• 11 , 
2 9 

7 18 
UllO 
J • 
2 12 

• 7 8 
l 2 • 

I I 
J 2 s 

I I J 
2 

I 
4 2 10 

6 9 12 
4 • 11 

2 
4 2 11 

• 8 ' . . ' Io > 
.. 2 ]J 

ZS 46 14 lS 36 

60 51 

28 
2S 

s 
ll 

12 

• 

0 
16 

62 

" TO 
16 

" .. 
l8 
2S 

146 

CODE J. TYPE OF lESPOrfDEJrf'T ORGANIZ.ATJ~ (J chlinctn1) 

c.~~!l..!!!:LCl46) 

GL. lerional/Local Ciovenaent A&mq (66) 

1. Re1ion.I (hlt.r1tate/Jntruuu) Aa:ency (24) 

2. Metropolitan/Chy A(mncy (42) 

GS. St.au Gavenment (80) 

l. Truu:pon.ation A.1ency (73) 

2. OUiu St.ate A,fency (7) 

P. ~ 0ru111itutOl"l (204) 

PA, A.u..d-.J.c/RnHrch ln1titutian (57) 

l. Un.ivenity (46) 

2, Research lnsthutlon (11) 

PC. ConsuJUn1 Fini (36) 

l. Medi1a/Lu1e Fin (ll) 

2. Su.11/lndhidual Fim (25) 

Pl. Transport lndu..stry (60) 

l. Carrier Fir./A.uoclltion (46) 

2. M&nuf•cturin1/Supply FJn/AssochtJon (U) 

PJ. Other lusineu Ii Jnchlstry (SJ) 

1. Tnnspon Orienr.ed OJ'l&niHtion (15) 

1, Or.her Or1anir.ation (36) 

71 
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Item 19. Please give an example of what might be done to improve any process you rated High on both of 
Items 17 and 18. Indicate how the improvement would bring benefits to your unit. 

GENERAL PRCX:ESSES AND SPEC1FIC SUGGESTIONS GL GS PA PC PI PJ 
LCX:AL STATE ACAD . CONSUL TRAN SP 01liER 
GOV'T GOV'T & RES. FIRMS INDUS. BUS&L'l£ 

A. Identification & Synthesis of User Needs (General) 
1. Identify & collect only most critical & useful data 
2. Identify & prioritize needs for federal, state, and local agencies 
3. Identify needs for commodity flow data l 1-1 I 'T 1-1 r J 

8. Evaluation of User Needs & Response to Use~ Needs (General) 
1. Data needs should relate to the understanding of transportation 
2. Need to understand how data will be used I: I :r: I' I 1 I I 

C. Provision of Adequate Knowledge About· AVailable Data (General) 7 9 1 1 1 
1. Create useful catalog, index, glossary for available data . 3 3 12 3 6 3 
2. Improve transp. library networking & data reference services 1 I I 
3. Provide newsletter on data sources and their changes 1 I 2 
4. Provide better documentation for data files 2 
5. Establish a data knowledge clearinghouse I 

D. Provision of Adequate Access & Distribution for Available Data (General) l 1 1 2 1 2 
1. Create central data file with confidentiality as needed 2 1 2 I I 3 
2. Develop regional or community data bases for access 1 1 
3. Provide more dollar resources for access & distribution 2 1 

· 4. Publish urban transportation statistics 2 l 
5. Provide data on disaggregate basis 1 I 
6. Distribute data on microfiche l 
7. Establish a consolidated data subscription service 1 
8. Publish transportation data subsets on regular basis I 1 

E. Increased Availability of Data Already Collected or Produced (General) 2 1 4 1 5 1 
1. Make planning studies generally available l 
2. Improve availability of data on motor freight flows 1 2 1 2 1 
3. Increase extent of data sharing among data holders l 
4. Open the Corps of Engineers data to public l 
5. Fund a nationwide transportation reporting system 1 

LINE 
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Item 19. Please give an example of what might be done to improve any process you rated High on both of 
Items 17 and 18. Indicate how the improvement would bring benefits to your unit. 

GENER.'L PROCESSES AND SPECIFIC SUGGESTIONS GL GS PA 
LOCAL STATE ACAD. 
GOV'T GOV'T & RES. 

F. Increase Scope of Data Collection & Provision (General) 2 1 2 
1. Collect aircraft operational delay statistics 1 
2. Collect data on cause & effect of travel behavior 1 
3. Collect data for transportation performance indicators 1 
4. Collect both metro & non-metro household OD data 1 
5. Do 5-yr. transp. survey on all goods movement 
6. Collect data on concerns of airport users 
7. Collect data on general aviation 
8. Collect data on bicycle flows 
9. Collect data on Class II & Class III motor carriers 

10. Collect data on actual OD's of airline passengers 
11. Collect data on level of highway service provided 
12. Expand the Census of Transportation 
13. Collect data on air travel needs for business & pleasure 

PC Pl PJ 
CONSUL TRAN SP OTHER 

FIRMS INDUS. IBUS&lN£ 

2 3 

1 
I 

1 
1 

l 
1 
1 
2 
1 

G. Increase Understanding of Data Applications & Value 
1. Provide local seminars & national workshops 
2. Publish case studies on data applications I ·I ·I ,J-.[ 11 

T 

H. Improve Methods Used to Collect & Dist~ibute Data 
1. Provide library & exchange for data collection methods 1 
2. Provide methods for evaluating needs of transpo. disadvantaged 1 
3. Develop methods for comparison of perfo:rmance among modes 1 
4. Use smaller OD units such as Commerce (BEA) requires 1 
5. Use small samples on continuous basis for household & travel data 1 1 -
6. Make greater use of computer & communication technologies 3 
7. Establish effective database mgt. system for terminal access 1 1 
8. Make greater use of private sector for data collection 1 

-

I. Improve Cooperation & Coordination Among Data Collectors/Providers 
1. Improve communications among & through MPO's & FHWA 2 
2. Establish regional cooperation for data collection 2 
3. Establish a national network/committee on behalf of users & suppliers 1 2 1 
4. Improve coordination of data collection 1 
5. Correlate hazardous materials data sets 1 
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Item 19. Please give an example of what might be done to improve any process you rated High on both of 
Items 17 and 18. Indicate how the improvement would bring benefits to your unit. 

GENERAL PROCESSES AND SPEC'IFIC SUGGESTIONS 

J. Alleviate Most Serious Data Problem (Keyed to Item) 
E. Provide better definitions & explanations for data sets 
I. Provide more geographic detail for collected data 
K. Improve timeliness of data distribution 
N. Reduce cost of data access 
P. Coordinate duplicative data sets 
S. Improve software used for data processing 

Totals for Processes A-J 

Other Responses to Item 19 

Total Response to Item 19 

GL 
LOCAL 
GOV'T 

1 

40 

1 

41 

GS PA PC 
STATE ACAD. CONSUL 
GOV'T & RES. FIRMS 

l 1 
l 
l 

36 39 18 

0 4 0 

36 43 18 

PI PJ 
TRAN SP 01llER 
INDUS. BuS&IND 

1 

36 25 

2 l 

38 26 

LINE 
TOTAL 

1 
1 
2 
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B-26 

TABLE 20A. PERCEIVED NEED FOR CHANGES IN RESPONSIBILITY FOR DATA COLLECTION/PROVISION 

GL 

GS 

PA 

PC 

PI 

PJ 

G 

p 

l18m 20. Do you pen:eive 1 need for ch1nge in the pretent 1llocation of rnponsibility for dlta collection 
1nd date provision 1mong various levels of government or be-n the public and private MCtors7 
If Yn, pie- 1k1tch below whit ch1nges lhould be made end why, ~ 

a 
ORGANIZATION NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 

TYPE Saying YES Saying NO No Response 

Regional and Local 19 38 9 
Government Agencies 

State Government 15 53 12 
Agencies 

Academic & Research 25 21 11 
Institutions 

Consulting 17 15 4 
Firms 

Transport 19 29 12 
Industries 

Other Business 18 27 6 
and Industry 

All Government 34 91 21 
Agencies 

All Private 79 92 33 
Organizations 

ALL 113 183 54 
RESPONDENTS 

Total 

66 

80 

57 

36 

60 

51 

146 

204 

350 



CATEGORIES AND SUGGESTIONS FOR RESPONSIB IL ll'Y CHANGES 

A. General Changes - Government and/or Private Sectors 
1. Not necessary to change responsibility, just improve access 
2. Need better definition of federal, state, local & private roles 
3. Changes are needed because improvements are needed 
4. Data collection responsibility should be planned & assigned 
5. The number of data sources and overlaps should be reduced 
6. A single control group should coordinate planning data collection 
7. Shift data collection to primary source with gov't funding 
8. Establish a coordinated network of suppliers and data banks 
9. Move towards centralized knowledge and computer access 

10. Provide a central data referral center 
11. Create a national data center 
12. Shift some responsibility to research projects that collect data 
13. Decide who will take over CAB database & provide authority and funding 

for the takeover 
14. Skeptical of government involvement that is potentially Jctrimcntal 

to suppliers 

B. General Changes for Federal Sector 
1. Provide more coordination responsibility at federal level 
2. Provide greater compatibility for geographic coding 
3. Federal sector must present all Jata since private sccctor wi 11 not 
4. Continue CAB data collection by a federal agency 
5. A single agency should coordinate data requirements 
6. Provide more coordination of research 
7. Greater control of public agencies by federal gov't 

C. Changes for U.S. DOT/Bureau of Census 
1. Establish a single data center in the fcJcra l govc rnmcnt 
2. Establish a data center in DOT 
3. Give DOT respo~sibility for collection & processing but determine needs 

on conununity wide basis 
4. DOT should have responsibility for dissemination and access 
5. DOT should be ombudsman for all data users 
6. Have TSC carry out surveys on short notice 
7. FHWA, not states, should collect local data 
8. Need better understanding between FHWA and states 
9. More use should be made of the Bureau of Census 

10. Census should contract out surveys 

GI. GS 
LOCAL STATE 
GOV'T GOV'T 
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1 
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I 3 
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ACAD. CONSUL TRANSP OTHER 
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GL GS PA PC PI P.J 
LOCAL STATE ACAD. CONSUL TRANSP OIBER CATEGORIES Al\D sma;i:snoNs FOR RESPONSIBILITY CHANGES I I LOCAL I STATE IACAD. I CONSUL I TRANS Pl OIBERI I Ll.'IE 

D. Changes for State & Local Goverrunent Agencies 
1. Reduce federal role, increase state and local efforts 
2. Legislate to fund state collection of data for all modes 
3. States should provide information to local areas 
4. Collection by non-federal goverrunents only 
5. States should do more on rail data collection 
6. More cooperation & conformity of collection among states and locals 
7. Decentralize collection to MPOs and local planning agencies 
8. Fund collection and storage at regional level 
9. More funding for local agency collection 

E. Changes for Private Sector 
1. Move collection responsibility from U.S. DOT to private sector 
2. Reduce collection burden of private sector 
3. Private sector may have to take over CAB database 
4. Rely on private sector to define data types and formats for collection 

Totals for Categories A-E 

Other Responses to Item 208 

Total Responses to Item 208 

GOV'T GOV'T & RES. FIRMS INDUS. BUS&IN[ TOTALS 

1 I 
1 I 

1 l 2 
1 I 
l 1 

2 2 1 5 
4 1 1 6 
2 2 4 
1 1 

[ l :1_1: I· I 1 l 
I I l I ~ l ~ I 1 I I g 
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GENERAL TYPE OF 
DATA COLLECTED 
OR PRODUCED 

A. Traveler or 
Co111111odity 
Characteristics 

B. Origin/Destination 
and Flow of 
Passengers/Freight 

C. Transport Performance 
(speed, safety, 
quality, cost, etc.) 

D. Transport Facilities 
(roads, ways, 
tenninals, etc.) 

E. Transport Equipment 
(vehicles , control, 
safety,fuel,costs, etc.) 

F. Population/Land Use 
Characteristics 

G. Energy/Environment 
Impacts of 
Transport Systems 

H. Other Types 
(not specified) 

TOTAL 
NO. 

Data Sets 

Respondents 

DATii AVf\TLABILITY HY ORGANIZATION TYPES 
G-L I GS I PA I PC I PI 

Local 
Gov't 

2A, lC 

l4A, 6B 
3C, lD 
2F, lG 

lA, 28 
lC, 1D 
lX 

2A, 18 

2A, 18 

3A, 28 
lC, lE 
lX 

2A, 18 
lC, lX 

' 

State I Acad.& 'Consult.,Transp. 
Gov't Research Firms Indus . 

lD lG 2A, lG 

6A, 3B 3C 1 lD 48, lI lF, 3G 
IC, 3D lG lH, lI 
IE 

7A, 48 lB, lC lA 3A, 3C 
10, 2H lG, lX 10, SF 

2A, 2B lB 10, lG lB 
10, lE 

2A, 28 2A lA lOA, 18 
2C, lF 
lX 

2B lC 2A, lB 

18, 2C lA lG 
lI 

lC,lD,lG 4A, 38 lB , 1D lA, l C 
lI, 3X 3X lG , lH 2G, lH 

lX 2X 

PJ 
Other 

Bus&Ind. 

lA, IC 

lI 

10, 2F 
lG , lH 

18 

2A, lB 
2C, lD 
lF, lG 

I :~ I :~ I ~: I 1: I :: I ~: I 

SUBTOTALS FOR AVAILABILITY STATUS 
LEVELS (SH COIJI ' S) 

A I B I C I D I E I F I G I H 

5 0 2 l 0 0 3 0 0 

20 13 7 s l 3 s 1 3 

12 7 s 4 0 7 2 3 0 

4 s 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 

18 4 2 0 0 l 0 0 0 

5 5 2 0 l 0 0 0 0 

l 2 2 0 0 0 l 0 l 

9 6 5 3 0 l 5 2 l 

TOTAL 

x 

10 

58 

2 42 

13 

1 26 

1 14 

0 7 

10 42 

l74 l42 l25 ll5 I 3 ll2 ll6 I 6 I s !14 I ~~~ I 
CODE 5. AVAILABILITY STA11JS OF EXISTING DATA 

A. No Restrictions F. Data are Confidential 

B. Available on Request G. Data are Proprietary 

C. Available on Fee Bas is H. For Internal Use Only 

D. Limited Availability I. Unavailable 

E. Some Restrictions X. Availability is 
on Confidentiality Unknown/Unstated 
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Item 22. Authorize U.S. DOT to lead in the develop­
ment and enforcement of uniform definitions for com­
modities, geography, vehicles, packaging, etc. The def­
initions would be mandatory for all federally-funded 
and federal-regulatory data collection. 

GL-Keg. & GS-State PA-Academic 
Local Gov't Gov't & Research 

Item No. Item No. Item No. 

22 23 22 23 22 23 

High 24 27 28 26 27 30 
Mcdilllll 16 18 20 23 14 9 

Low 17 13 16 10 B 10 
None 8 3 12 5 5 4 

I (I\ iank) l 5 4 6 3 4 

Total 66 80 57 

High 27 31 25 34 23 25 
Low 13 17 24 32 11 '11 

None 20 10 15 6 12 10 
Oppose 5 3 11 2 5 3 

(Blank) l 5 s 6 6 8 

Total 66 80 S7 .___ 

PC-Consult. 
Finns 

Item No. 

2:0 23 

14 14 
12 9 

2 4 
5 4 

3 5 

36 

14 16 
4 4 

4 7 
10 3 

4 6 

36 

Item 23. Use existing institutions and procedures to 
encourage the development of uniform definitions and 
widespread recognition of benefits to be derived there­
from. 

PI-Transp. PJ-Other G-All Gov't P-All Priv. 
Industry Bus, & Ind. A2encies Orl!anizs. 
Item No. Item No. Item No. Item No. 

22 23 22 23 22 23 22 23 

14 26 11 14 S2 53 66 S4 
15 17 8 11 36 51 49 46 

12 8 9 11 33 23 31 33 
11 4 13 4 20 s 34 16 

8 5 10 11 s 11 2~ ?~ 

60 51 146 20<\ 

11 29 g 14 S2 65 S7 84 
14 14 g 12 37 49 37 • 41 

11 5 8 9 3S 16 3S 31 
15 3 12 4 16 5 42 13 

9 9 14 12 6 11 33 35 

60 Sl 146 20~ 

I INDEX I 1.28 I .43 j .22 I .41 j .39 I .40 1.32 ' .39 1.02 '.48 1--06 • . 20 I J .24 ~:1.14-
1

.!7] 

Favor unifonn definitio~ 
with conditions 

4 11 1 s 1 10 IS 17 

Favor mand&tory 
application s 2 6 6 0 9 7 21 

Oppose mandatory 
application I 13 lS 6 10 10 9 28 25 

' See role for U.S. DOT 
0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 

See role for TRB 
I l 0 1 0 l 2 1 4 

All 350 
Resoondcnts 

Item No. 

22 23 

118 137 
8S 97 
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S4 24 

~ 4 ·~ 
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Dara Collection 

Item 24. Obtain transportation data primarily through 
the administrative functions of public and private trans­
portation programs. 

l;L-Rcg. & 
Local Gov't 
Item No. 

24 2S 

lligh 32 29 
u.. Medium 
0 

16 22 
...J 

Low w a 
> Ul 

None Ul Ul 
...JZ 

12 9 
I 4 

..;_ (Blank) s 2 

Total 66 

High 33 28 
Low 16 26 

u.. 
None 0 f-

"' 
10 6 

Oppose ...JQ 
WO.. 

1 4 
>o.. 
Ul ::> 
...J"' (Blank) 6 2 
.; Total 66 ..___ 

GS-State PA-Academic 
Gov•t & Research 

Item No. Item No. 

24 2S 24 2S 

33 18 22 24 
2S 19 16 16 

11 2S s 7 
2 9 4 0 

9 9 10 10 

80 s7 

37 20 19 2S 
22 24 11 '14 

6 13 9 6 
3 11 4 1 

12 12 14 11 

80 S7 

Item 
0

25. Obtain transportation data primarily through 
expanded confidential sample surveys that would provide 
detailed cost and operational data for all classes of 
regulated and non-regulated transport of people and 
goods and with no identification of individuals, carriers, 
or operators. 

PC-Consult . Pl-Transp. l'J-Othcr G-All Gov' t 
Finns Industry Bus. & Ind . Agencies 

Item No. Item No . Item No. Item No. 
24 2S 24 2S 24 2S 24 2S 

13 ' 17 20 18 14 14 6S 47 
12 10 18 11 lS 6 41 41 

4 1 8 10 8 14 23 . 34 
2 2 4 11 3 s 3 13 

s 6 10 10 11 12 14 11 

36 60 Sl '146 

12 18 20 19 14 12 70 48 
8 6 18 13 16 8 38 so 

7 3 6 s 7 lS 16 19 
3 3 4 12 3 4 4 lS 

6 6 12 11 11 12 18 14 

36 60 Sl '« 

P-All Priv. 
Ore:anizs. 

Item No. 

24 2S 

69 73 
61 43 

2S . 32 
13 18 

36 38 

204 

6S 74 
S3 41 

29 29 
14 20 

43 40 

On• 

j INDEX I 1 .s1 

1 

.47 1. s1 
1

.o6 j.39 '.s7 , . 39 '.s4 1. 36 
1

.13 1.28 '.09 J l · S l .. 2~ I . 34 I • 30 I 
Bot h proposals are 

needed 2 6 12 1 1 2 8 16 

... 
Item 24 proposal is good 0 

z for time series data 
Otll 

~ l< Item 24 proposal is too <(W 

5~ difficult and costly I 

~u Item 2S proposal is too ' 
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Census of T mn:sportation 

Item 26. (Passengers) Expand the scope and sample 
size of the National Transportation Survey (tourism) 
and the Nationwide Personal Transportation Study to 
provide data for reliable local estimates, operating data, 
and fuel cost data. Include a quarterly or annual pro­
cedure for timely updating and monitoring of trends. 

GL-Reg. & GS-State l>A-,\cadcmic 
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Item 27. (Goods) Expand the scope of the Truck In­
ventory and Use Survey and the Commodity Transpor­
tation Survey to include truck commodity ftow data 
and commodity transportation cost data for all modes 
and shipper classes. 

PC-Consult. l'I-Transp. PJ-Othcr G-All Gov' t 
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Item 28. Establish a continuing federal board to review 
1nd recommend policy for all aspects of transportation 
data programs. The board would advise and report to 
the Secretary of Transportation. 
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Item 29. Establish a continuing forum independent of 
U.S. DOT to represent all categories of data producers 
and u~rs. Make continuing assessments of user needs, 
and make recommendations on priorities and mech• 
nisms for improvement of data programs. 
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Centralization of Data Programs 

Item 30. Establish a center within U.S. DOT for co­
ordinating all federal transportation data programs. The 
center would catalog and monitor all programs, would 
publish progr~S5 and activity reports, and would be a 
referral cente· for data users. 
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Item 31. Same proposal as in Item 30 e><cept that the 
center would be outside U.S. DOT. Could be in the 
public sector, private sector, or exist as a special insti­
rution. 
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Item 32. Centralize within U.S. DOT all federal trans­
portation da1a programs, including compliance aumority 
and confidentiality regula1ion'- Include programs now 
at Census. CAB, ICC, Corps ot Engineers. etc. 
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Data Estimation 

Item 33. Reduce data collection requirements through 
the use of min imum sample sizes in conjunction with 
models that provide estimates for categories of data. 
Thus greater emphasis is placed on modeling and data 
analysis while data collection costs are reduced 
through carefully designed small samples. 
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Financing of Data Programs 

Item 34 Derive major financial support for any or 
all of Items J0.33 from federa :-aid and grant funds 
that are applicable to transpo•tation programs. (The 
maximum support require~ IS likely to be about 
2-3% of the applicable funds. ) 
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