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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Numerous works have been done to enhance organizational and professional excellence.  For example, in March of 1999, the stakeholders developed a technical competency framework for highway safety professionals. Another example has been that has helped staff members meet their individual career development goals.  We are continuing our efforts to enhance workforce development for the highway safety professionals.  We believe that devoting our resources to develop our organization’s manpower is one of the first steps toward enhancing operations to have safe highway infrastructure, passenger vehicles, and human environment

In order to assess how and what kinds of resources and topics should be the target of training safety transportation professionals, FHWA conducted a survey of the Federal, state, and local government staff members, and the academic community.  Staff members from 50 FHWA division offices, 9 state Departments of Transportation, the Local Technical Assistance Program community, and members of the academia responded to the survey.  Therefore, the responses largely represented the feedback of those in the transportation safety community and professionals who were interested in training and workforce development.  Results of the survey, interviews, and case studies are presented in this report.

Some of the specific goals of the survey were to assess what course topics the transportation community would like to have to achieve their professional development and educational needs; and (2) to evaluate how the potential education participants would like to access the training courses.  The surveys were designed to link the background of the transportation professionals with their training needs. 

Numerous works have been conducted to enhance organizational and professional excellence.  For example, in March of 1999, the safety stakeholders developed a technical competency framework for highway safety professionals. Another example has been the development of an individual development plan that has helped staff members meet their career development goals.  We believe that devoting our resources to develop our organization’s manpower is one of the first steps toward enhancing operations to have safe highway infrastructure, passenger vehicles, and human environment.

The transportation workforce today is multi-generational, multi-modal, and interdisciplinary.  Everyone is now able to grasp the larger concepts of how a well-planned utilization of human resources has relevance to the success of a transportation agency in an intermodal environment that integrates highway safety, engineering, design, operations, and planning.

Some of the transportation industries estimate that the transportation industry will face a 40-50 percent shortage of transportation workers as they retire in the next 5-15 years, because about 40 percent of our state and local workforce is between the ages of 45-64 (FHWA, 2001).   The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) workforce evaluations revealed that the personnel in the Federal safety community were older than the rest 

of the transportation community, and it was the technical personnel and engineers who were facing the largest segment of retirees in the next 5-15 years (FHWA, 2000).  

Therefore, training and workforce development are strategies to enhance organizational efficiency by recognizing people as a valuable resource.  The focus of workforce development helps the performance driven business environment to anticipate and to respond proactively to upcoming events such as retirements and recruitments.  A well-planned workforce provides the professional environment with greater consistency and communication decisions centered around the resources brought by the people who are responsible for the success of an agency.  

Transportation Safety Education and Training:  

An Analysis Framework 

In light of the interdisciplinary work-force for highway safety, the professionals in engineering, emergency medical services, enforcement, and educational fields work together to better integrate and deliver highway training and education objectives.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) investigated developing ways for closing the gap between today’s resources and the future needs in highway safety.  Furthermore, we continually try to derive implementation goals that would lead to organizational and professional excellence in the highway safety community.  Our 
workforce development goals are to assess the present needs of the safety workforce within the transportation community and to continue to assess the career track of professionals.  

FHWA is working to develop a way to ensure the agency will have a capable workforce to meet changing future needs.  The FHWA workforce is interdisciplinary and safety goals are met by having coordination among engineers, enforcement officials, educators, and emergency medical response teams (Exhibit 1).  FHWA also looks to partner among federal, state, local, and private sector to implement activities enhancing the safety workforce and educational development in the community.
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Every five years, the United Nations participates in an International Conference on Education, hosted by the International Bureau of Education and UNESCO.  On September 5, 2001, the Forty-Sixth Session of the Conference convened the educational leaders of the world in Geneva.  The theme for this conference was management of curriculum change, educational content, learning strategies, capacity building, and dissemination of information for the 21st Century.  In a written correspondence submitted by Education Ministers around the world, the Brazilian Minister of Education

raised the importance of new technologies in education and the need to narrow the digital divide.  Consistent with this theme, the FHWA Team believes that education, training, and workforce development are important resources to help narrow the gaps in professional development such as the digital divide within the transportation community and to familiarize the workforce with the new, affordable technological concepts.  

At the Federal Highway Administration, the leadership recognizes the value of education and professional development.  Thus, FHWA conducted a survey to examine the continued efforts toward education, organizational productivity, quality programs, workforce development.

The FHWA Team conducted the safety needs assessment to help the safety community detect problems, manage the improvement process, and inform us how well our training goals were being met.  Goals of the safety survey were to help the safety professionals in the following areas, but not limited to: 

· Assessing how to provid education and training for professional development, educational products, and interagency coordination among those working with safety, education, and professional development for the public and private sectors.

· Leading development that would comprehensively integrate the needs of safety education and professional development, and eventually find productive ways to build partnerships with safety program stakeholders, providers, and customers of U.S. DOT-FHWA.

· Finding productive ways to raise safety awareness to legislators, public officials, and other education providers, such as in the areas of intersections, speed, run-off the road vehicles, and pedestrians’ and bicyclists’ safety. 

FHWA is continuing efforts to enhance workforce development for highway safety professionals.  


FHWA’s effort in education and training encourages partnerships and fosters interagency collaboration among providers of training, education, and professional development, both for governmental and non-governmental sectors.  In this effort, FHWA conducted a mail survey of FHWA division offices, state DOTs, LTAP centers, and the academia to assess the training, education, and workforce planning needs of the transportation stakeholders.  

In an effort for the Federal government to have performance-based activities and programs, FHWA encourages clear program goals, result-driven projects, quality customer service, business acumen, and measuring performance based on scientific assessments to make improvements.

The measurements of past performance, benchmarking of present situations, and planning for the future are seen as integral 

processes for comparing current spending and future resources for planning human capital.  In a market environment where a leaner economy, efficient spending of resources, and programs with net public benefit and growth potential are being encouraged, periodic programmatic and policy evaluations are required.  

The Government Performance and Results Act encourages efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability in federal government programs.  This has allowed governmental agencies to concentrate their resources in the vital fields and allocate the workforce effectively to meet target goals.  Resources and expertise can be allocated more efficiently with evaluations that benchmark what how to direct the resources to meet the annual agency goals for training and workforce planning.   

FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT SURVEYS, AND 

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

Survey Design and Administration

In order to measure program needs, FHWA initiated a needs assessment consisting of a survey followed by telephone interviews of survey participants who volunteered to offer more information about safety training.  A single survey instrument was devised for transportation professionals in three different levels of government and in academia.  They were:

· Federal Government

· State Government 

· Local Government/Agency

· Universities / Research Institutions

FHWA developed a survey instrument to collect information that identified customers’ needs and their training preferences.  

The survey instrument consisted of 35 questions that were pre-tested to a safety and transportation audience.  Staff members of the Office of Safety, State Departments of Transportation, Office of Professional Development, and members of the highway safety community generated input into the survey design.  The survey was designed to identify types of training the safety community preferred and what method of learning mechanism was convenient or useful to them.

The questions addressed demography of the respondents, training topics of interest, and preferred method of training delivery.  The survey also had open-ended questions at the end for people to offer additional insights and ideas.  The questions asked to the respondents were in the following categories: Demography (e.g., gender, age, and education level), safety experience, professional role in the organization, transportation experience, level within the organization, personal information, types of courses, course response, subjects of interest, location of the course, and the method of training.    

All 50 Federal FHWA Division Offices in the 50 states participated in the survey, including the Eastern, Midwest, and Western Resource Centers.  Nine State Departments of Transportation representing the various geographical regions of the United States were chosen to participate in the survey, and all nine returned survey responses.  Academic institutions in the western and southern regions of the United States also participated.  

Profile of Respondents    

The Federal Highway Administration requested their division offices distribute the survey to five staff members in each division who had interest in safety, training, or professional development.  FHWA also selected nine state Departments of Transportation and asked the surveys be administered to five staff members at each of the state offices.  The American Public Works Association (APWA) collaborated with FHWA to collect information from Local Transportation Assistance Program community representing the local governments.  The National Highway Institute aided in requesting information from the academic institutions.  

The safety professional community has staff members at the federal and state levels that are newer to the field of safety, having zero to five years in safety, but they were not necessarily new to the organization (Exhibit 2).  
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Our survey responses show that FHWA and the federal government have a high number of people working with 10 to over 20 years of transportation experience than five to 10 years of transportation experience (Exhibit 3).  The state DOT had the highest number of respondents from the 10 to 20 years of experience category.   
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Exhibit 3.  Years of Transportation Experience


For the Federal government staff members who responded to the survey, the highest percentage (36 percent) is found in the age range between 31 and 40, followed by the 41 to 50 category (29 percent), and over 51 category (27 percent).  Only 8 percent of the Federal government respondents were between the ages of 18 and 30 (Exhibit 4).  On the state level, the percentage breakdown was evenly split between the 31 to 40 age range and the 41 to 50 age range.  From the pool of survey respondents, a smaller percentage of the state government staff members were in the over 51 category, but there was a higher percentage of 18 to 30 year olds at the state governments (12 percent).    
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Exhibit 4.  Age of Survey Respondents
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Thirty-four percent of those surveyed had graduate degrees and 61 percent had college degrees in the Federal and state 

governments.  On the local government side, 50 percent of the survey respondents and graduate degrees, and 36 percent had college degrees (Exhibit 5).   
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From the Federal government, 76.8 percent (129) of the respondents were engineers, 6.0 percent (10) of the respondents were planners, 15.5 percent (26) of the respondents were managers, 1.8 percent (3) of the respondents were in the “other” category (i.e., trainers, human resources specialists) (Exhibit 6).  From the state governments, 47.1 percent (16) of the respondents were engineers, 2.9 percent (1) of the respondents were planners, 5.9 percent (2) of the respondents were technicians, 35.3 percent (12) of the respondents were managers, and 8.8 percent (3) were in the “other” category (i.e., trainers, human resources specialists).
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Chi-square analysis demonstrated that there were significant differences and similarities in seven areas pertaining to the backgrounds of the survey respondents and the organizations to which they belonged (i.e., Federal, state, and local governments).  The seven variables that had significance among the organizations are listed in Exhibit 7.    


[image: image8.wmf]Exhibit 7.  

Organization & Variable Relationships

0.0036

29.2

Preferred Method of Learning

0.0048

28.4

Frequency of Database Use

<0.0001

189.5

Level in Organization

<0.0001

142.4

Role in Organization

<0.0001

156.0

Sector Working For

0.032

16.8

Safety Field/Not in Safety Field

0.0001

38.6

Education

P

-

VALUE

X

2

VARIABLE


Among Federal, state, and local government staff members who responded to the survey, the majority had college or graduate level education.  A high number of the survey respondents had experience in the safety professional community and were public sector staff members.  The people who returned the surveys were also largely engineers or managers in their organizations.

Major Findings


Based on previous workforce mission analyses, FHWA has an understanding of what is needed to have quality personnel.  Our goal was to identify areas to close the gap
between today’s resources and the future needs in highway safety, and to begin deriving actions to implement highway safety goals.    FHWA continues to develop implementation goals in order to contribute to organizational and professional excellence within the overall highway safety community.  

The respondents indicated they desired to see new or updated courses in the topic areas of Highway Safety Improvement Program, ITS Applications for Safety, the Comprehensive Highway Safety Improvement Model, Safety Management Process, and Safety Leadership Training.  Some respondents requested more thorough information when announcements are made about training courses.    

Specific requests from the respondents included more learning through case studies and interactive lectures; developing more courses that focus on the implementation of FHWA’s safety programs such as the Highway Safety Improvement Program; seeing more training on the use of various roadway safety hardware; having more training on the data collection process, what type of safety data are needed, where highway professional can obtain good data for crash analysis; and learning how to conduct safety evaluations.  

More people desire "overview" types of courses and less specialized ones.  The assessment found that it might be beneficial for trainees to obtain specialized expertise through one to two month rotations at various field offices where the safety experts are located, so they can learn from the experts.  In essence, the people desiring particular skills/knowledge would be practicing "simulation learning" as their mentors apprentice them.  Additionally, for courses that may have a limited number of attendees (i.e., because the topic is so specialized), it would be financially difficult to develop and sustain a course that would have a limited number of attendees.

Fifty-one percent of the Federal government staff members indicated that given the three choices for instruction—online, video, and CD-ROM—their favorite form of instruction was via CD-ROMS.  The state and local government staff members also found CD-ROMS to be the favorite method of learning by 38% and 79% respectively.
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The survey respondents were either largely neutral or agreed they would take an online course only from work as opposed to taking an online course from home (Exhibit 9).   Some of the survey respondents were from the academia.  The academic respondents were in the 18-30 age category and were interested in the online type of learning.  At FHWA, the safety workforce largely falls below the 31-50 category.  FHWA is making a conscientious effort to match our current courses with our present safety workforce.
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The respondents largely agreed or strongly agreed that the interaction they could have with the instructor during a course was important (Exhibit 10).  This question was posed to assess how 

important the person-to-person interaction would be compared to type of interaction that would be provided by an online or CD-ROM type of course.  The respondents wanted to see more courses brought to their offices in the various states.  Courses being brought out to the localities would cut down on traveling expenses and make it easier and more equitable for the agencies with a smaller training budgets to have learning opportunities.  
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The Federal and local government respondents of the survey largely strongly agreed or agreed that the networking opportunity 

that was presented during a training course was important to them (Exhibit 11).  The state government staff members mainly agreed or were neutral about the importance of networking during training sessions.
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The respondents requested modular course development that they can attend in sections, to keep the length of the course to 1-2 days, and to provide 1-hour executive summaries for the courses that can be offered to the public / private sector executive staff members to help raise awareness in these areas.  For the most part, FHWA and state DOT staff members still largely prefer the traditional "classroom or conference learning-type" of environment.  

The respondents from Federal and state governments largely agreed or were neutral about desiring a course that would lead to some type of certification (Exhibit 12).  The responses from the local government respondents were evenly spread among those who were neutral, agreed, or strongly agreed about desiring a certification for taking a course.
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The highest percentage of Federal and state government respondents had available one to two hours per week for training and professional development (Exhibit 13).  Forty-nine percent of the Federal respondents had one to two hours available per week for training, and 47.1 percent of the state respondents had one to two hours available weekly for training.
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Additional Findings

The survey respondents indicated they wanted to know more about the availability of safety training.  The respondents suggested the trainers bring more of the training courses to the field office areas and to the state Departments of Transportation.  They also suggested that a central database might help provide a clearinghouse for a comprehensive set of training information for highway safety professionals.  Another respondent indicated that each FHWA Division Office could benefit from having an updated library of safety information and training materials. 
CD ROMs and web-based methods of learning were found to be dependent on the familiarity level of the computer users and the learning tool.  However, the respondents indicated that it would be a good idea to offer courses on CD ROMS as a measure to save travel funds.  The survey participants requested that presentations in the training material be up to date and that the length of the courses be limited to one day or less.  The participants requested the training delivery process be sped up significantly, and the courses and materials be kept as current as possible and updated on a regular basis.

Overall, the respondents were neutral concerning whether a consultant or a university instructor should teach the courses.  
The results of the training assessment also revealed safety training should to be made more visible.  It was suggested that 

with the heavy workload in the Division, employees may not be able to find time to complete distance learning.  However, there 

were exceptions in remote areas where distance learning could be economical.

The respondents recommended the use of experienced instructors, or those who were experienced in the subject they 

were presenting.  Overall, the respondents thought university professors made good training instructors.  The instruction provided by consultants received mixed reviews.  The respondents indicated good instructors should give more time to discussion of topics and should be less focused on their individual agendas.   

Respondents preferred instructors who paid attention to the perspective of the attendees, such as what the attendees needed from a class, and gave their presentation to maximize the learning of the attendee.

Safety Training 

New Course Development


The survey respondents made recommendations for new course developments such as keeping the length of the course to one to two days.   The respondents asked for modular course development so they could attend courses as one to three hour stand-alone sessions and for the length of the courses to be limited to one to two days.  

The respondents recommended the Federal Highway Administration provide one hour executive summaries for the courses to be offered to the public and private sector executive staff members in order to help raise awareness in specific areas.  

The FHWA and state DOT staff members still largely preferred the traditional classroom or conference learning-type of environment.

The respondents requested the FHWA bring more courses to the various regions and cities where training attendees would be located.   Having the training officers travel to the various states would cut down on traveling expenses and makes it easier and more equitable for the agencies with a smaller training budgets to have the learning opportunity.  

TRANSPORTATION SAFETY TRAINING

FOR LOCAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES
Training Evaluation 

In September 2001, the Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) Clearinghouse conducted an assessment on safety training needs for local transportation communities.  This is part of an evaluation that targeted three levels of transportation agencies – Federal, State, and local.  The purpose of the assessment is to gather information about the familiarity of the transportation community with FHWA’s continued education, subjects of interest, and preferred training formats.  

Responses were received from ten (10) LTAP Centers and four (4) local transportation agencies.  As a result, the sample size was small.  In addition, several answers from LTAP Centers do not necessarily reflect the opinion of local agencies.  For this reason, this section only extracts the information that is relevant and fairly representative of the thoughts of local communities.  Most of the subsections report results of all 14 responses, and those that do not are indicated.    

Additional information was obtained from Lisa Pogue, the Director of the LTAP Clearinghouse, during a telephone interview in January 2002.

The summary of the results of the evaluation is below.  The summary is divided into two major sections, Profile of Respondents and Major Findings. 

Profile Of Respondents

	Field
	Number
	Percent

	Safety
	9
	64.3%

	Non-Safety
	3
	21.4%

	No Response
	2
	14.3%


	Role
	Number
	Percent

	Engineer
	5
	36%

	Manager
	7
	50%

	Researcher/Professor/Educator
	2
	14%


	
	Engineer
	Manager
	Researcher/

Professor/

Educator

	Safety field
	4 (29%)
	5 (36%)
	0

	Other fields
	1 (7%)
	2 (14%)
	0


	Experience in Safety
	Number
	Percent

	No Experience
	1
	7.1%

	1 year
	1
	7.1%

	1 – 5 years
	2
	14.3%

	6 – 10 years
	3
	21.4%

	11 – 20 years
	2
	14.3%

	Over 20 years
	4
	28.6%

	No Response
	1
	7.1%


Major Findings

Training Needs

Many respondents indicated training and professional development helped them keep updated with the latest information.  About 57 percent of the respondents considered taking training courses for such purpose.  36 percent of the respondents claimed that training has helped them fulfill their job responsibilities.  Only 1 respondent (7 percent) used training to obtain a degree.    

Regarding topics of training, the most favorite topic was traffic safety, followed by subject of ITS in safety.  The following list indicates the number of responses for each topic (in order of most to least interested):  

1. Traffic safety (11)

2. ITS in safety (9)

3. Human factors (6)

4. Safety engineering (6)

5. Safety policy (6)

6. Safety operation (5)

7. Safety strategic planning (5)

8. Safety management (4)

9. Safety modeling/simulation (2)

10. Emergency management systems (2)

Computer Access
Several survey questions asked for information on computer access and usage.  This subsection reports only the results from the 4 local responses because they were thought to truly reflect the condition in the localities rather than the LTAP Centers.  

Responses to questions regarding computer access reflected 100 percent access to computer at work and 75 percent access at home.  Likewise, all respondents indicated that they have Internet access at their work places and 75 percent have Internet access at home.

Respondents were asked to indicate frequencies of the use of following computer tools:  e-mail, internet, intranet, CD-ROMs, spreadsheets, and databases.  The possible survey responses were:  everyday, a few times each week, a few times each month, and none.  A summary of the results is shown in the below table:

	Tools
	Every Day
	A Few Times Each Week
	A Few Times Each Month
	None

	E-mail
	100%
	   -
	    -
	   -

	Internet
	50%
	50%
	    -
	   -

	Agency’s Intranet
	50%
	25%
	25%
	   -

	CD-ROMs
	
	
	75%
	25%

	Spreadsheets
	25%
	50%
	25%
	   -

	Databases
	50%
	    -
	50%
	   -


Training Experience
Respondents were given a list of organizations and asked to indicate whether they were familiar with training courses sponsored by the organizations.  Most respondents were familiar with the training courses sponsored by the FHWA, NHI, State DOT, APWA, ITE, and LTAP.  However, few were familiar with courses sponsored by the ASCE and other agencies within the US DOT.  One respondent claimed not to be familiar with training course sponsored by any of the organizations. 

Regarding time available for training and professional development activities, more than half of the respondents 

indicated they have from 1 to 2 hours available per week.  Noticeably, respondents who indicated that they have more than 3 hours per week for training and professional development were engineers rather than managers or academics. 

Length and Format of Training Courses

When asked about length of courses, the majority (71.4 percent) responded that they prefer half to one-day courses.  Only three respondents (21.4 percent), all of who were engineers, preferred taking courses that last more than 2 days.  Other engineers prefer courses that last more than 1 day, but all managers favor courses that take place within half to one day.   This may be explained by engineers generally having more time for training and professional development than non-engineers, as mentioned earlier. 

Furthermore, Lisa Pogue observed that local technicians prefer taking short courses, which are no longer than one day.  For these individuals, “circuit rider” courses, which are offered by the LTAP Centers and consist of 2 to 4-hour session, work best for them.

Regarding the interval of information given in a training event, the responses suggested that sessions given in the interval of 1 hour or less were preferred.  About half of the respondents indicated they prefer receiving information in the intervals of 1 hour and the other half indicated that they prefer 45 minutes and less.  

More than half of the respondents (64.3 percent) agreed with the idea of taking 1 to 3 days worth of the “best of” or the most frequently requested safety classes, while 21.4 percent did not.  Those who disagree with the ideas work in the academic environment.  Fourteen percent remain neutral towards the idea.

Most respondents agreed with the idea of taking courses that lead to certification.

Respondents were given a number of choices of geographical locations and asked to identify the locations where they would prefer taking training classes.  The majority indicated they 

prefer taking courses at an office in their geographical locations within driving distance of their work places.  This information appears to correspond to the responses regarding length of training courses.  Since the majority prefer taking short courses (from half to one day), it would be reasonable to take the courses in a geographical location in proximity of the workers’ offices.      

The respondents were asked to rank three distance learning options – On-line, video, and CD-ROM.  The CD-ROM option received the highest ranking, followed by video and online options.

The respondents were given five options of learning methods – Case study, action learning, interactive lectures, on-line/pc courses, and focus groups.  Learning through case studies and interactive lectures received equally favorable responses from the respondents.  These two options were chosen by 71 percent of the responders.  The action learning and focus group-type of learning did not receive as much support (14 percent and 7 percent, respectively).  No respondent chose the online/PC course option.

In the question regarding the best way to retain information, respondents were given five choices:  hearing, seeing on television, seeing on computer screen, seeing in person, and talking about subjects with others.  Some respondents selected more than one choice.  The choice of learning by seeing the instructor in person received the most responses (71.4 percent).  The next most popular choice was the choice of talking about the subject with other people.  

Most (86 percent) respondents agreed that interactions with instructors and networking opportunities during training courses are important to them.  This reaction corresponds to responses to a question regarding learning methods, in which respondents selected case study and interactive lectures.  Only one respondent disagreed with the importance of interaction with instructors (this was a researcher in the academic environment).

The results above indicate that a traditional classroom setting remains the preferred format of training courses for the majority of respondents.  

All respondents were neutral towards the suggestion of using consultants to teach training courses.  71.4 percent were neutral to the suggestion of using university instructors to teach courses.  

Only 7.1 percent disagreed while 21.4 percent agreed with the suggestion.

Training Information and Materials

On the evaluation form, respondents were asked how they want to receive information related to training opportunities.  Fifty percent replied that they would prefer paper catalogs 

being mailed to them directly.  Almost 36 percent preferred seeing the catalogs on the Internet, while 14 percent chose CD-ROM catalogs.  Twenty-eight percent of the respondents indicated no preference.  

According to Lisa Pogue, the most preferred medium of materials LTAP Centers request from the LTAP Clearinghouse is printed copies.  Their customers, the local and tribal transportation agencies, preferred this medium.  Following hard copies are the CD-ROM and web based formats, respectively.  Most of the time, the LTAP Centers requested these materials to distribute in training classes as courses or reference materials.   

The information from the formal evaluation and the interview with Lisa Pogue consistently suggests that printed materials remain the first choice of local transportation agencies.  
Conclusions

Given the results of the evaluation, it can be concluded that training courses targeting workers in local transportation agencies should have the following characteristics:

· Fulfill the need of gaining updated information to help workers maximize their job performance.

· Result in leading to certification.
· Be one day or less for managers and technicians.

· Last one to two days for some engineers.

· Given in intervals of one hour or less.

· Given in a location in close proximity to the workers’ offices or work sites.

· Given in a traditional classroom setting and led by instructors.

· Provide opportunities for interactions among participants as well as between instructor and participants.

· Provide interactive case studies.
· Make course information, course materials, and future references available in printed formats.
Training Through The Local Technical Assistance Program

Background

For many years, local and tribal transportation agencies have received many benefits from the LTAP through training, one of 

the activities performed by the LTAP and TTAP Centers.  The mission of the LTAP is to help local agencies – cities, counties, and tribal governments – tap into new technology, information, and training so they can operate more efficiently and safely.  With one LTAP Center in each State and Puerto Rico, and seven Tribal Technical Assistance Program (TTAP) Centers, the LTAP is a national network that transfers transportation information from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and other institutions to the local agencies, and also exchanges information among the Centers.  Each Center adapts its programs to address the unique challenges faced by the customers it serves.    

The success of the LTAP is founded on delivering training and technical assistance to its customers.  The Centers respond to the specific transportation needs with efficient and cost-effective solutions.  LTAP’s success can also be attributed to its commitment to partner with many State DOTs, local public works chapters, county associations, and transportation education institutes.  This partnering allows the LTAP to collaborate efforts with other entities to reduce duplication of services, share training costs and expertise, and provide optimum training and information to the customers.        

Challenges to LTAP are inevitable, despite numerous success stories.  Currently, LTAP reaches only one-third of its target audience for one main reason, limited resources.  Another reason is many local transportation workers cannot afford to travel far or be away for an extended time for training.  Lastly, LTAP’s many potential customers are unaware of the LTAP and its services.  

Another challenge for the LTAP is the growing training and transportation demands.  By 2010, nearly half of the current 

transportation workforce is projected to retire.  Currently, the nation’s roadways are becoming more and more congested.  Undoubtedly, the LTAP can play an important role in training new and current workers and assisting them in delivering a safe and efficient transportation system.  

Success Stories 

Because each Center implements its own training program to adapt to its customers’ needs, there are no two identical Centers.  

In the safety professional community itself, different aspects of safety are addressed by different LTAP Centers since the needs vary from one location to another.  

This section discusses two success stories of on-going safety training programs in two LTAP Centers – New York and Florida.     

Roadway Safety Program at the NY LTAP Center

The Cornell Local Roads Program LTAP Center (Local Roads Program) has a proven record of providing training and technical assistance to local agencies throughout New York.  As part of the FHWA’s LTAP network, the Local Roads Program can access the resources of other LTAP Centers in the United States and Puerto Rico.  In addition, the Local Roads Program has access to the library and research facilities of the Cornell University, where it is housed.

In 1997, the Local Roads Program began conducting a training program on roadway safety for local highway agencies in response to a request from the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT).  Both the NYSDOT and the Local Roads Program recognized many local highway officials were unfamiliar with the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.  Work zone related training was perceived as necessary at the local level.  Rural highway agencies in New York State often lacked basic work zone safety devices and personal protective equipment; and were unaware of effective risk management procedures to mitigate roadside hazards.   

Recognizing the demand for roadway safety training from local agencies and the desire to continue to expand the 

outreach effort were high, the Local Roads Program requested funding from the NYSDOT to hire a traffic safety engineer.  In 2000, the LTAP Center used the funding provided by the NYSDOT to hire the first traffic safety engineer.  In addition, the Local Roads Program received funding from the Governor’s Traffic Safety Committee to initiate several activities.  

The following activities have been completed or are underway:

· Updating and distributing the NYSDOT’s Traffic Sign Handbook.
· Printing a NY State version of the illustrated 24-page pocket size Flagger’s Handbook which was developed by the North Carolina LTAP Center with FHWA funding.

· Train-the-trainer Project and Workshop Course – developing half-day work zone safety workshops for identified instructors to deliver to highway agencies on-site.

· Introducing the Sign Inventory Management System, which is a computer program developed as part of a public works software package.

In addition, the following are some ideas that the LTAP Center hope to launch:

· Basics of a Safe Road Workshop - Develop and deliver a statewide one-day workshop on some of the aspects that make a road safe for the traveling public.

· Guide Rail Handbook – Develop a short illustrated handbook of guide rail types and uses for local road officials with NYSDOT specifications.  

· Roadside Safety Project – Reduce the number of unsafe mailboxes along roadsides.  Develop specifications for safe mailboxes using AASHTO’s Design Guides or others.  The project involves owners’ education and participation.

· Safety Conference – Conduct a one-day statewide conference on safety issues using the annual Statewide Conference of Local Bridges as a model.

· Safety Publications Package – Develop a package for safety information to distribute to each local municipality.  Many materials are already available from other LTAP Centers, NYSDOT, and FHWA. 

· Work Zone Safety Devices Package – Supply rural highway departments with a basic package of work zone safety equipment.  

Tips for Success

The success of the project has been the result of the partnerships the Local Roads Program forged early in the project.  First, the LTAP Center agreed with the NYSDOT’s perception that there was need, but developed the concept slowly and deliberately.  Second, the response from local agencies more than justified the LTAP Center’s decision to expand the project.  Third, the safety engineer in the FHWA Division Office in New York provided invaluable help and support.  Finally, other LTAP Centers shared their materials, experience, software, expertise, and instructors to help get the project started.

Florida Traffic Safety Training Program (FTSTP)

Since the late 80s, the Florida Technology Transfer (T2) Center
 has partnered with the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Safety Office to provide the traffic safety training necessary to reduce fatalities and injuries on the State and Federal Highway system in Florida.  Local agencies, private organizations and FDOT personnel have reaped the benefits of this low cost, regionally available training.  

At its conception, the FTSTP started by offering a traffic safety course through the vocational technical (vo-tech) center in Ft. Myers, Florida, which became the first Regional Center.  This arrangement provided the benefits of using an existing and well functioning facility with a local constituency and staff to support the program.  Qualified instructors were identified and became employees of the school system.  The FTSTP has expanded to six centers and ten courses, which are scheduled to meet the demand in each region.  The six Regional Centers, all housed in existing vo-tech schools, have staff and instructors totaling around 36, with a full time Traffic Safety Coordinator in the T2 Center.   In addition, a seventh Regional Center is planned for the program in South Florida.  

Using existing facilities is a win-win situation for both the T2 Center and the vo-tech schools, providing a valuable partnership with a university and local access for participants.  The Florida T2 Quarterly Newsletter carries a schedule of dates, locations, and contacts for all 10 traffic safety courses currently being offered.  Each Regional Center takes registration, provides location and curriculum, grades all tests and transmits the results via an email database to the Traffic Safety Coordinator for generation of certificates and inclusion in the master database.  

The program also offers the provision of training delivered to an organization at its own facility by sending a “Circuit Rider” to teach courses requested by the organization.  Additionally, the Regional Center facilities are used to provide training from other programs, such as the LTAP.  This partnership makes for easy insertion of other courses as dictated by new legislation or other regulations within the State.  To date, the FTSTP has offered over 1,200 courses and trained nearly 19,000 transportation and public works employees.  The present course offerings, ranging in length from one day to four days, include Basic, Intermediate and Advanced Maintenance of Traffic, Levels I, II and III Signs and Markings, Levels I, II, and III Signals, and Pilot/Escort Flagging.  The FTSTP offers participants both FDOT qualification and, for some courses, International Municipal Signal Association (IMSA) certification.

The Florida T2 Center’s traffic safety accomplishments include:

· Hosted the first Safety Highway Conference in 1993.

· Assisted State Safety Office in hosting past National Lifesavers Convention held in Florida.

· Provided a Safety Expo as part of the activities while hosting the 2001 International Symposium on Transportation Technology Transfer with 58 nations attending.

· Transportation Industrial Alliance (TIA), headquartered in the T2 Center, offers state, national, and international opportunities for people to evaluate processes, products, or services in a neutral environment that stipulates complete objectivity.

· Involved with a project from FDOT that promotes timelier implementation of all types of research by developing implementation and tracking tools.

· Offers a T2Van Program that has traffic safety training incorporated into each of the 31 modules, with a full third of the modules totally focused on traffic safety.

· Member/leadership position with the Florida Safety Management System Steering Committee, Florida Community Traffic Safety Team Coalition.

· Alachua County Community Traffic Safety Team officer/member, participating in dozens of sobriety checkpoints and appearing at various safety functions such as “Vince and Larry.”

· Housed Regional Child Passenger Safety Program and Winners Do It!, a  statewide traffic safety campaign that used NASCAR drivers to promote three different safety messages.

· Sent representative to other States within Region 4 to collect information on existing state safety programs and report back to Florida.

· Quarterly newsletter promotes a traffic safety bi-line and devotes a quarter of the publication to covering traffic safety issues.

· Supports a major ongoing MUTCD trade-in program.

· Distributes yearly supply of ATSSA Flagging Handbooks and Quality Standards for Work Zone Traffic Control Devices to Regional Centers for distribution in all traffic safety courses.

· Assists LTAP with exhibit at the National Governor’s Highway Safety Representative annual conference.

· Rural Transit Assistance Program (RTAP), currently housed with the Florida T2 Center, presents training in proper transit procedures for clients with special needs such as proper wheelchair tie-downs for safe transport. 

In addition to the 10 courses currently offered through the Regional Centers, the following courses have also been developed and presented or are being explored with the T2 Center’s partners:

· Maintenance of Traffic for Surveyors.

· Sobriety Checkpoint Operations (developed and presented in partnership with the Institute of Police Technology and Management).

· Traffic Signal Inspection, and Roadway Lighting (negotiating an expanded partnership with IMSA)

  The T2 Center’s future project possibilities include:

· Expanding the development of computer based training courses to incorporate existing courses in the FTSTP and the T2Van Program plus meeting additional requests from FDOT to add more courses to the computer based training courses already delivered.

· Continuing to expand the variety of training delivery options to include more satellite feeds, streaming video, and click-listen-and-learn while still customizing delivery methods to meet specific customer needs.

Tips for Success

· Strong partnerships and a clear understanding of outcomes on both sides are critical to the success of any project. 

· Allowing a lot of up-front time to discuss goals and scope with all organizations involved will bring forth a more satisfactory outcome and require less time to correct mistakes.  

· Fully exploring and understanding the wonderful resources/partnerships that are available through the LTAP centers and the Federal Highway Resource Centers.  Even if a center does not have an expert on hand to deal with a particular situation or need, chances are that the expertise can be found somewhere in the LTAP community.  This national/international networking opportunity will go a long way to strengthen the center’s position when shared with potential in-state partners.

· Taking full advantage of the T2ALL networking opportunities to solve problems quickly and to get a national perspective on a State’s problems.

· Sending a center staff person to all live workshops.  It offers great face-to-face networking opportunities with customers and allows for additional time to explore other training needs.

LTAP Safety Training Activities – 2000

The information contained on the following table is based on the report entitled “Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) Safety Activities 2000” which was developed by the LTAP Clearinghouse in 2001.  
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TTAP Center
	Work Zone Safety & Traffic Control
	OSHA issues
	Incident Management
	Safety Management
	Roadway Safety Improvement 
	Road Safety Audit
	Accident Analysis
	Data Collection & Analysis
	Traffic Engineering
	Traffic Control &  Traffic Cont. Devices
	Highway-Rail Grade Crossing
	Enforcement
	Speed Management
	Pedestrian & Bicycle Safety
	Older Driver & Ped. Highway Design
	Human Factors 
	Impaired Driving
	Defensive Driving
	Roadside/Roadway Design & Safety
	Road & Bridge Maintenance
	Hazardous Materials
	Tort Liability & Risk Management
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CONCLUSION

A survey of training topics among FHWA, state DOTs, and LTAP safety professionals has been completed.  The Safety Core Business Unit in partnership with FHWA’s Office of Professional Development took the initiative to conduct the survey to better understand the needs and desires of our customers.  The demography of our customers changes over time so we would like to focus and update our training to cater to the changing demography of our workforce.  

Our challenge is to provide education, training, and professional development opportunities that will help the broader transportation community.  In order to meet challenges and to find solutions for better program delivery, the Safety Core Business Unit Team a collaborates with various offices of FHWA and the U.S. Department of Transportation to raise transportation awareness, and help people understand the impact of safety to highway planning, mobility, economic development, infrastructure, and operations.  

Transportation professionals need to have updated program knowledge because so much of the safety science is dependent on newer technology and innovation.  Education, training, and professional development opportunities are key ways to maintain a 

well-equipped, knowledgeable workforce.  Innovative ideas and technology are only useful to the degree that people utilize the newer technologies and apply the research findings.  Training encourages people to become comfortable with the newest technological advances and helps people apply the innovations of research toward their daily activities.  

Measuring customer satisfaction helps provide feedback on training effectiveness so that we can address our customers’ needs and evaluate how efficiently and effectively we are making progress toward the training goals.  For evaluating workforce planning and training, further analysis is required of the personnel, recruitment and retention impacts of project investments into the overall value of the Department of Transportation’s programs.  Capital outlay, operations, and maintenance costs of programs all need to be taken into consideration for measuring the agency and customer performance.  

The results of the training needs assessment indicate that FHWA needs to focus efforts toward improving customer satisfaction, providing feedback to enhance employee effectiveness, and in turn, improve organizational performance and productivity.  Periodic evaluations help in determining the level of customer satisfaction with the services provided by FHWA and the U.S. Department of
Transportation.  The survey findings regarding the safety training needs and desired delivery format provide valuable guidance as FHWA and its partners work to advance highway safety.  

SOURCES

“Safety Training Evaluation.”  Conducted by the LTAP Clearinghouse, September 2001.

“Local Technical Assistance Program (LTAP) Safety Activities 2000.”  LTAP Clearinghouse, 2001.

“LTAP Solutions:  Helping Transportation Workers Tap into Resources and Training 2001 – Progress Report of the Local Technical Assistance Program.”  National LTAP Association’s Executive Committee, 2001.

Telephone interview with Lisa Pogue, Director, LTAP Clearinghouse, January 2002.

“Roadway Safety Program at the NY LTAP Center.” Toni Rosenbaum, Cornell Local Roads Program, June 25, 2001.

“Florida Traffic Safety Training Program (FTSTP).”  Nina Barker, Florida Transportation Technology Transfer Center, February 20, 2002.

The respondents indicated that they desired to see courses in topic areas such as the Highway Safety Improvement Program, ITS Applications for Safety, Comprehensive Highway Safety Improvement Model, Safety Management Process, and Safety Leadership Training.














The respondents recommended that FHWA provide one-hour executive summaries for the courses to be offered.





Workforce Development for Transportation Professionals











FHWA encourages clear program goals, result-driven projects, quality customer service, business acumen, and measuring performance based on scientific assessments to make improvements.





Goals of the survey were to assess what topics the transportation safety community would like to have and to evaluate how they would like to access the training courses.
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�   Florida Technology Transfer (T2) Center is an umbrella organization which houses various technology transfer and training entities including: LTAP, Traffic Safety, Rural Technology Assistance Program, Transportation Industrial Alliance, formerly Child Passenger Safety, and others.  All their programs and projects are integrated to ensure efficient delivery and to strengthen the overall effort.
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Exhibit 4.  Age of Survey Respondents

FEDERAL

STATE



84.7 percent (144 respondents) of the survey respondents from the federal government were male and 15.3 percent (26 respondents) of the respondents were female.  From the state government, 79.4 percent (27 respondents) of the respondents were male and 20.6 percent (7 respondents) of the respondents were female.



85.3 percent of the federal respondents (139 respondents) were Caucasians, 4.3 percent (7 respondents) were African Americans, 4.9 percent (8 respondents) were Hispanics, 4.9 percent (8 respondents) were Asians, and 1 percent (1 respondent) was in the “other” category.



From the Federal government, 76.8 percent (129 respondents) of the respondents were engineers, 6.0 percent (10 respondents) of the respondents were planners, 15.5 percent (26 respondents) of the respondents were engineers, 1.8 percent (3 respondents) of the respondents were in the “other” category (i.e., trainers, human resources specialists).  



From the state governments, 47.1 percent (16 respondents) of the respondents were engineers, 2.9 percent (10 respondents) of the respondents were planners, 5.9 percent (2 respondents) of the respondents were engineers, 35.3 percent (12 respondents) of the respondents were managers, and 8.8 percent (3 respondents) in the “other” category (i.e., trainers, human resources specialists). 
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Exhibit 9.  

“I would take an on-line course from work only.”

		
ORGANIZATION		
Strongly Disagree		
Disagree		
Neutral		
Agree		
Strongly Agree

		FHWA
& 
FHWA Resource Centers		4

2%		20

12%		50

30%		76

45%		18

11%

		
State		2
6%		1
3%		16
48%		10
30%		4
12%

		Local
		0
0%		5
35.7%		4
28.6%		4
28.6%		1
7.1%

		TOTAL # RESPONDENTS		6
2.8%		26
12.1%		70
32.6%		90
41.9%		23
10.7%
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Exhibit 3.  Years of Transportation Experience



Our survey respondent population show that FHWA and the federal government have a high number of people working with 10 to over 20 years of transportation experience, compared to those with 5 to 10 years of transportation experience.  The survey respondents from the state DOT had the highest number of respondents from the 10 to 20 years of experience category.   









0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70


5 to 10


Years


10 to 20


Years


More than


20 Years


Local


State


Federal





_1085839636.ppt
FHWA



Exhibit 5.  Education 

State and Federal

Local
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Figure 13.  Number of Hours Per Week Staff Members Have for Professional Development 

		
ORGANIZATION		
< Than 
1 Hour		
1 to 2 Hours		
3 to 5 
Hours		
More Than 5 Hours

		FHWA
& 
FHWA Resource Centers		26

15.4%		84

49.7%		46

27.2%		13

 7.7%

		
State		10
29.4%		16
47.1%		8
23.5%		0
0%

		Local
		4
28.6%		5
35.7%		3
21.4%		1
7.1%

		TOTAL # RESPONDENTS		40
18.5%		105
48.6%		57
26.4%		14
6.5%
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Figure 12.  

Preference of Courses to Lead to Certification

		
ORGANIZATION		
Strongly Disagree		
Disagree		
Neutral		
Agree		
Strongly Agree

		FHWA
& 
FHWA Resource Centers		6

3.5%		20

11.8%		82

48.2%		52

 30.6%		10

5.9%

		
State		1
3.0%		3
9.1%		16
48.5%		12
36.4%		1
3.0%

		Local
		0
0%		1
7.1%		4
28.6%		4
28.6%		4
28.6%

		TOTAL # RESPONDENTS		7
3.2%		24
11.1%		102
47.2%		68
31.5%		15
6.9%
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Exhibit 11.  “The networking opportunities during a training course are important to me.”

		
ORGANIZATION		
Strongly Disagree		
Disagree		
Neutral		
Agree		
Strongly Agree

		FHWA 
& 
FHWA Resource Centers		4
2.4%		7
4.1%		34
20.1%		82
48.5%		42
24.9%

		
State		0
0%		2
6.1%		10
30.3%		15
45.4%		6
18.2%

		Local
		0
0%		0
0%		0
0%		6
42.9%		6
42.9%

		TOTAL # RESPONDENTS		4
1.9%		9
4.2%		44
20.6%		103
48.1%		54
25.2%
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Figure 10.  “The interaction with the instructor during a training course is important to me.”

		
ORGANIZATION		
Strongly Disagree		
Disagree		
Neutral		
Agree		
Strongly Agree

		FHWA 
& 
FHWA Resource Centers		2
1.2%		2
1.2%		20
12.0%		82
49.1%		61
36.5%

		
State		0
0%		0
0%		5
15.1%		15
45.5%		13
39.4%

		Local
		0
0%		1
7%		0
0%		8
57%		4
29%

		TOTAL # RESPONDENTS		2
0.9%		3
1.4%		25
11.7%		105
49.3%		78
36.6%
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Exhibit 7.  

Organization & Variable Relationships

		VARIABLE		X2		P-VALUE

		Education		38.6		0.0001

		Safety Field/Not in Safety Field		16.8		0.032

		Sector Working For		156.0		<0.0001

		Role in Organization		142.4		<0.0001

		Level in Organization		189.5		<0.0001

		Frequency of Database Use		28.4		0.0048

		Preferred Method of Learning		29.2		0.0036
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Exhibit 8.  

Preference for On-Line, Video, & CD-ROM Instruction

		ON-LINE
ORGANIZATION		Favorite

(scale: 1-2)		Neutral

(scale: 3)		Least Favorite
(scale: 4-5)

		FHWA & FHWA Resource Centers		65   (42%)		49   (32%)		41   (26%)

		State		18   (55%)		8    (24%)		7   (21%)

		Local		6     (43%)		8    (57%)		0     (0%)



		VIDEO
ORGANIZATION		Favorite

(scale: 1-2)		Neutral

(scale: 3)		Least Favorite
(scale: 4-5)

		FHWA & FHWA Resource Centers		63   (40%)		57   (37%)		36   (23%)

		State		11   (35%)		13   (42%)		7   (23%)

		Local		7     (50%)		4     (29%)		3   (21%)



		CD-ROM
ORGANIZATION		Favorite

(scale: 1-2)		Neutral

(scale: 3)		Least Favorite
(scale: 4-5)

		FHWA & FHWA Resource Centers		78   (51%)		47   (31%)		28   (18%)

		State		12   (38%)		12   (38%)		8   (24%)

		Local		11  (79%)		1  (7%)		2   (14%)
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Exhibit 6.  Role of Respondents in Organizations 

		
ORGANIZATION		
Engineer		
Planner		
Technician		
Manager		Researcher, Scientist, Professor		
Other

		FHWA
& 
FHWA Resource Centers		129

76.8%		10

5.9%		0

0%		26

15.5%		0

0%		3

1.8%

		
State		16
47.1%		1
2.9%		2
5.9%		12
35.3%		0
0%		3
8.8%

		Local
		5
35.7%		0
0%		0
0%		7
50%		2
14.3%		0
0%

		TOTAL # RESPONDENTS		150
69.4%		11
5.1%		2
0.9%		45
20.8%		2
0.9%		6
2.8%
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Exhibit 1.  Four E’s To Enhance  Education & Training





 

 

 

 

 

Engineering

 

Enforcement

 

Educate the highway engineers, enforcement officers, 

and 

EMS        personnel.

Evaluate what the highway engineers, enforcement officers, and EMS need to enhance highway safety.

Emergency Medical Response

 

  Education

 

Education & Evaluation

(Training & Professional                   

                                   Development)



		In light of the interdisciplinary and multimodal workforce for highway safety, we would like to involve the engineering, enforcement, EMS, educational, and evaluation fields to better integrate and deliver highway training and workforce planning objectives
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Exhibit 2.  Number of Years in Safety

		
ORGANIZATION		< 3 
YEARS IN SAFETY		3 TO 5 YEARS IN SAFETY		6-10 YEARS IN SAFETY		11-20 YEARS IN SAFETY		>20
YEARS IN SAFETY

		FHWA
& 
FHWA Resource Centers		76

50.3%		75

49.7%		0

0%		0

0%		0

0%

		State		24
70.6%		9
26.4%		0
0%		1
0%		0
0%

		Local
		0
0%		0
0%		3
21.4%		2
14.3%		4
28.6%

		TOTAL # RESPONDENTS		100
51.5%		84
43.3%		3
1.5%		3
1.5%		4
2.1%





















































The safety field has staff members at the federal and state levels who are newer to the organization, having 0 to 5 years in safety.
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