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R Memorandum

U.S. Department of
Transportation

Offics of the Secratary
of Transportation

Office of Inspector General

Swiect: ACTION: Report on the Motor Carrier Date:  April 26, 1999
Safety Program
Report No: TR-1999-051

e\ﬁ; Reply To JA-30
From; ng Je arli Attn OF:
Deputy Inspector General

To Federal Highway Administrator

We are providing this report for your action. The audit was performed at the
request of the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation and the Chairman of the Subcommittee on Transportation, House
Committee on Appropriations. The objective of the audit was to determine the
effectiveness of the Office of Motor Carrier (OMC) Safety Program, its impact on
motor carrier safety, and whether motor carrier safety oversight would be more
effective if OMC’s functions were transferred from FHWA to another agency,
existing or new, in the Department of Transportation. A synopsis of the report
follows this memorandum.

We concluded that OMC was not sufficiently effective in ensuring that motor
carriers comply with safety regulations, and that the OMC enforcement program
did not adequately deter noncompliance. The majority of motor carriers comply
with federal safety regulations. However, a minority of motor carriers repeatedly
violate safety regulations. Sanctions imposed by OMC for noncompliance are too
often minimal or nonexistent, suggesting a certain tolerance level for violations of
safety regulations. For example, only 1 percent of the more than 20,000
violations (for the 29 most significant safety regulations) cited by safety
investigators in FY 1998 resulted in assessments (fines), and assessments were
settled for 46 percent of the dollar amounts initially assessed. The average
settiement per OMC enforcement case was $1,600. It is apparent that many motor
carriers who are fined, see the penalties imposed by OMC as little more than a
"cost of doing business."



OMC targets highinsk motor carriers for compliance reviews but OMC cannot
identify all of the high-risk motor carriers becavse ity database is incomplete,
inaccurate and data entry is not timely. For example, dnver and vehicle
information on over 7,000 molor camiers, or 16 percenl of the total population
was oot in the OMC database. Although 5,355 lives were lost in 1597 in faul
crashes with large tnucks, the latcst fatalily date the Department has available, the
Drepartment docs not have information that ideotilies the cavses of the crushes.
We recommend substantial strengthening of the cnforcement program and
sipmaficant dala improyements.

FIIWA's Apnl 22, 1999, comments to our April 9, 1999, draft report were
considered in prepanng this report. FHWA prescated a different perspective oo
somt of the analysis described in our report. Notwithstanding some differences,
FHWA acknowledged that the coforcement program should be improved, more
compliunce reviews are needed, hipher penalties should bo used to induce
compliance, and data improvements are ncecasary, FHWA's response idicated
steps had been taken towards thess impovements,

Regardless of where OMC is placed, the responsibility for motor carmier oversight
must be placed in an organization where it has strong lcadurship, a clearly defined
mizsion aimed at safety, and management willing to make tough decisions -- like
issping "shut down" orders to motor carmiers when their safety records indicate a
need for such action. A range of alternatives exists, The twe most viable and
practical are lcaving the motor carrier safcty funclion in FHWA or croating a
Motor Carrier Satcty Adminisiration dedicated to molor carrier safety.

Omc approach available to the Sceretary and the Congress is to base the decision,
reparding whether a Motor Camier Safety Administration is necessary, on
FHWA's commitment and expeditious implementation of action nceded to
substantially strengthen cnforcement. FHWA's comments on this report make
such a pledge, If Congress and the Administration decide on 1his approach, the
measure ol suctess should be bottom-line improvements in motar catrier safety.
A one-year timeline should be set to judge the agency's progress heforc making
the final decision,

However, hased on our work, together with a 30-year history of congressional and
public calls for strengthening motor carmier safuly, we, increasingly, are of the
vicw Lhat it would be in the long term interast of public safcty Lo create a Motor
Carrier Safety Administration. The simple fact is that under the current
organizationa! arrangument, motor carrier safety, necessarily, will compete for



leadership attention and emphasis with the legitimate, if not primary, FHWA
missian of investing over $20 billien annually in highways and bridges. In light of
the increasing number of fatalities gssociated with large trucks, a high demand for
truck drivers and enormous mduskty prowth in the last {ew years, the safety
challenge will be larpger and more urgent. This situation justifics 4n agency with a
clear, preeminent safety mission, free of the need to compete with other very
importani transpostation department highway missions.

We are also troubted by the fact that it has mken so long for FHWA to recognize,
as it does in comments on this report, that the pendulum bas swung too far away
from enforeement of safery mles. We hope that FHWA's cotnitment to change
is followed through with 2 sense of urgency and made permanent, as this wonld
save many lives on our highways, prevent mjuries, and avoid ccotomic Joss, In
our opinion, the likelihood of this eccurring would increase if the leadership and
chatter of the agency responsible for moter camicr 2alety had motor carrier safery
as the exclusive and unambipucus mission, together with a strong salety
enforccment progra.

We appreciatc the cooperation and assistance provided by your stalf during the
audit, In particular, we appreciate the responses to our survey that we received
from the safety investigators, program specialists and OMC State Directors. If T
can answer ANy questions or be of further assistance, please contact me on x66767,
or the Assistant I[nspector {icneral for Awditing, Lawrence H. Weinttob, on
h12

;. The Scccetary



Motor Carrier Safety Program
Federal Highway Administration

April 26, 1999 Report No. TR-1999-091

Objective

The objective of this audit was to determine the effectiveness of the Office of
Motor Carriers (OMC) Safety Program, its impact on motor carrier safety, and
whether motor carrier safety oversight would be more effective if OMC's
functions were transferred from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to
another agency, existing or new, in the Department of Transportation (DOT). We
conducted the audit at the request of the Chairman of the Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation and the Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Transportation, House Committee on Appropriations.

Background

The Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984 directed the Secretary of Transportation to
establish a procedure to determine the safety fitness of owners and operators of
commercial motor vehicles operating in interstate commerce. The Act states that
the intent of Congress is to reduce commercial vehicle crashes and fatalities by
emphasizing strong enforcement of motor vehicle safety laws and regulations.

The Office of Motor Carrier Safety, an office within DOT’s FHWA, is responsible
for establishing and overseeing the Motor Carrier Safety Program. OMC’s Fiscal
Year (FY) 1999 budget is $53 million; OMC has approximately 670 staff, 260 of
which are safety investigators who provide safety management oversight of motor
carriers and initiate enforcement actions.

In addition to safety enforcement, OMC has a research and standards program,
under which it promotes advances in safety and establishes regulations, such as
limits on how long truck drivers may drive without rest periods. Research
performed pertains to commercial vehicles, driver behavior, and technology
enhancements to improve safety. OMC also administers the Commercia Driver
License program in conjunction with the States. This program is designed to
promote truck driver safety by, for example, establishing minimum uniform
licensing standards for truck drivers.



As part of its safety program, OMC provides grants to States under the Motor
Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP). This program was initially funded
at $8 million in FY 1984; MCSAP funding increased to $90 million in FY 1999.
MCSAP provides resources to States to augment the OMC workforce by
performing compliance reviews (Exhibit A is a glossary of terms) of motor
carriers, inspecting trucks and drivers, and collecting safety data.

A key feature of the motor carrier safety program is the conduct of compliance
reviews, which are performed by both OMC and State investigators. Compliance
reviews examine motor carrier operations to determine whether motor carriers and
their drivers meet safety requirements. Based on the results of a compliance
review, the motor carrier is assigned a safety rating of satisfactory, conditional, or
unsatisfactory. If a compliance review reveals safety violations, OMC can initiate
enforcement action, which may lead to fines against the motor carrier.

Motor carriers are also subject to roadside inspections of vehicles and drivers.
These inspections are conducted primarily by State safety investigators and may
result in drivers and vehicles being removed from service for serious safety
violations.

Finaly, OMC can order an entire motor carrier company “shut down” or “out of
service” if violations pose an imminent hazard (a condition that is likely to result
in serious injury or death if not discontinued immediately) to safety or if the motor
carrier receives an unsatisfactory rating and transports more than 15 passengers or
placarded hazardous materials. OMC officials stated that the definition was broad,
and that criteria do not exist to determine when a motor carrier posed an imminent
hazard. The Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century strengthened safety
enforcement by providing a mandatory “shut down” provision for “unfit” motor
carriers on the 61% day after the determination that the motor carrier is unsafe.

Results

We found that OMC was not sufficiently effective in ensuring that motor carriers
comply with safety regulations, and that the OMC enforcement program did not
adequately deter noncompliance. The basic safety problem is not with the
majority of motor carriers, who do operate safely and have good maintenance and
operating practices. Rather, the problem is with a minority of motor carriers, who
repeatedly violate safety rules and have unsatisfactory safety ratings for extended
periods of time, and the fact that sanctions imposed by OMC are all too often
minimal or nonexistent, thus suggesting a tolerance level for violations of safety
requirements. Specifically, we found that:



The fatality rate for large truck crashes has remained flat since 1995, while the
number of fatalities involved in those crashes continues to increase. In 1997,
the latest year for which data was available as of April 21, 1999, 5,355 deaths
resulted from large truck crashes. This equates to a magjor airline crash with
200 fatalities every 2 weeks. This number of fatalitiesis unacceptable.

The Department’s truck safety performance measure is based on reducing the
fatality rate, which allows the number of fatalities to increase as the number of
vehicle miles driven by truckersincreases. This measure should be changed to
substantially reduce the number of fatalities, irrespective of the fact that there
are more trucking firms and that greater distances are traveled. We have been
advised that the Department does intend to change its goal accordingly.

OMC has shifted emphasis from enforcement to a more collaborative,
educational, partnership-with-industry approach to safety. This is a good
approach for motor carriers that have safety as a top priority, but it has gone
too far. It does not work effectively with firms that persist in violating safety
rules and do not promptly take sustained corrective action. Strong enforcement
with meaningful sanctions, including “shut down” orders in appropriate cases,
IS needed in these situations. In its April 22, 1999, reply to our draft report,
FHWA acknowledged the "pendulum has swung too far towards
education/outreach and now must move towards stronger enforcement,
particularly for repeat offenders.”

The number of compliance reviews OMC performed has declined by
30 percent since FY 1995, even though there has been a 36 percent increase in
the number of motor carriers over this period. Nearly 250 of high-risk carriers
recommended for a compliance review in March 1998 did not receive one.

Also, in FY 1995, 1,870 motor carriers received a less-than-satisfactory safety
rating. From October 1, 1994 through September 30, 1998, 650 of those same
carriers have had over 2,500 crashes resulting in 132 fatalities and
2,288 injuries. There are about 6,000 motor carriers operating with a less-than-
satisfactory safety rating that received those ratings from October 1995 through
September 1998.

Only 11 percent of the more than 20,000 violations (for the 29 most significant
safety regulations) identified by inspectorsin FY 1998 resulted in assessments
(fines), and assessments were settled for 46 percent of the dollar amounts
initially assessed, which is down from 67 percent of initial assessmentsin FY
1995. The average settlement was $1,600, down from $ 3,700 in FY 1995. It is
apparent that many motor carriers who are fined see the penalties imposed as
little more than a“ cost of doing business.”



Approximately 47 percent of OMC’ s workforce responding to our survey rated
OMC'’'s enforcement program as Poor to Fair. Over 86 percent favored
stronger OMC enforcement, such as putting unsafe carriers out of service,
assessing larger fines for repeat offenders, and taking more enforcement
actions. Exhibit B provides the specific questions and tabulated responses.

OMC has been referring motor carriers with the most egregious records and
indications of criminal conduct to the Office of the Inspector Genera (OIG) for
crimina investigation.  These cases target those motor carriers that
intentionally defraud OMC's safety program and pose a serious threat to
highway safety. OMC, OIG and the Federal Bureau of Investigation signed a
letter of agreement establishing a cooperative effort on the crimina
investigation of such motor carriers. OIG currently has more than 30 ongoing
criminal investigations involving motor carriers. Since January 1, 1997, OIG
investigations in this area have resulted in 41 indictments, 35 convictions, and
$2.6 million in recoveries. As part of their sentencing by the courts, motor
carriers have also been suspended from operating commercial vehicles,
effectively removing the operators from the highways. Exhibit C provides
details of the investigative efforts.

OMC implemented the Safety Status Measurement System (SafeStat) to
identify and target motor carriers with high-risk safety records by, for example,
targeting compliance reviews of the worst carriers.  This system is a major
Improvement over past practices, and the agency deserves credit for doing this.
However, SafeStat cannot target al carriers with the worst records because
OMC' s database is incomplete and inaccurate, and data input is not timely. For
example, driver and vehicle information on over 70,000 carriers, or 16 percent
of the total population, was not in the database. Both OMC and the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) obtain statistical data on
crashes but data collection procedures are not standard. Furthermore, neither
database contains crash causes or fault data because comprehensive crash
evaluations are not performed.

About 44 percent of trucks entering the United States from Mexico do not meet
U.S. safety standards. This rate is unacceptably high in comparison to
17 percent for Canadian and 25 percent for U.S. trucks. Except for California,
there are too few safety inspectors at the U.S.-Mexico border --for example at
an El Paso border crossing, where 1,300 trucks enter the United States daily,
there is only one inspector. He can inspect a maximum of 14 trucks per day.
Cdlifornia, which has a good border inspection program, is staffed with
sufficient State personnel.



A strong correlation exists between an inspection presence and the safety
condition of trucks. This is because there is a significant economic
consequence to a trucking firm when its trucks are placed out of service, and
there is a substantial likelihood of poorly maintained trucks or unqualified
drivers being detected. California’s out-of-service rate for Mexican trucks is
28 percent compared with 50 percent in Texas. It is time to resolve this matter
and establish a strong inspection presence at the border. Exhibit C discusses
our audit report.

There are no clear-cut answers as to whether the motor carrier safety function
would be discharged more effectively if it were transferred from FHWA to an
existing or new DOT organization. The suggestion that it should be transferred
was made due to the significant number of fatalities associated with large truck
crashes and a concern that OMC did not maintain a sufficient “arm's-length”
relationship with the industry it regulated. In fact, an OIG investigation found
that senior OMC managers did not always maintain an appropriate "arm's
length” relationship, calling into question the credibility of OMC’ s |eadership.

A range of organizational options exists, including combining the motor carrier
safety function with the NHTSA, creating a new agency dedicated to motor
carrier safety, combining the Department’s surface safety functions in a new
multi-modal Surface Transportation Safety Agency, or keeping OMC in the
Federa Highway Administration. There are pros and cons to each option; none
IS a panacea.

Maintaining an “arm's-length” relationship is critical for any enforcement
agency, yet the right type of new leadership can change direction and restore
credibility over time. In this regard, we note that the Federal Highway
Administrator recently changed the top leadership in OMC. However, our
greatest concern with the current organizational placement of motor carrier
safety in FHWA is whether safety can receive the priority it needsin an agency
whose primary mission is investing billions of dollars in highway and bridge
infrastructure. This is not to say that it cannot be done, but it will be a
formidable undertaking. In responding to our workforce survey, nearly
48 percent of OMC'’s safety workforce thought an organizational change was
necessary. None of the other organizational options require safety to compete
with another mission.

Considering the range of options, the two most viable and practical are leaving
the motor carrier safety function in the Highway Administration or creating a
Motor Carrier Safety Administration dedicated to motor carrier safety. The
principal drawback to the NHTSA option is that NHTSA’s mission, though
dedicated to safety, is heavily focused on regulating the manufacture of



vehicles. NHTSA has no experience regulating and enforcing the safety of
operating trucking companies and their drivers. The Surface Transportation
Safety Administration, while appealing in concept, would be the most complex
and disruptive to establish. Large pieces of five Department of Transportation
agencies would have to be removed from their present organization and
merged into one to form the new organization.

One approach available to the Secretary and the Congress is to base the
decision on whether a Motor Carrier Safety Administration is necessary on
FHWA'’s commitment and expeditious implementation of action needed to
substantially  strengthen enforcement. The Highway Administration’s
comments on this report make such a pledge. If Congress and the
Administration decide on this approach, the measure of success should be
bottom-line improvements in motor carrier safety and a one-year timeline
should be set to judge the agency’ s progress and make the final decision.

However, based on our work, together with a nearly 30-year history of
congressional and public calls for strengthening motor carrier safety, we
increasingly are of the view that it would be in the long term interests of public
safety to create a Motor Carrier Safety Administration. The simple fact is that
under the current organizational arrangement, motor carrier safety necessarily
will compete for leadership attention and emphasis with the legitimate, if not
primary, Highway Administration mission of investing over $20 billion
annually in highways and bridges. In light of the increasing number of
fatalities associated with large trucks, demand for truck drivers and enormous
industry growth in the last few years, the safety challenge will be larger and
more urgent. This situation justifies an agency with a clear, preeminent safety
mission, free of the need to compete with other very important transportation
department missions.

We aso are troubled by the fact that it has taken so long for the Highway
Administration to recognize, as it does in comments on this report, that the
pendulum has swung too far away from enforcement of safety rules. Also,
amost a year ago, TEA-21 was enacted, which provided additional
enforcement authority to the Highway Administration, yet those mandates have
not been implemented. The Highway Administration now says it will move to
do this immediately and improve the safety program, but this is occurring on
the heels of and with prompting by multiple congressional hearings, adverse
findings by the DOT Inspector General, the General Accounting Office, and
the National Transportation Safety Board.

We hope the Highway Administration’s commitments to change are followed
through on with a sense of urgency and made permanent, as this would save

Vi



many lives on our highways, prevent injuries, and avoid economic loss. In our
opinion, the likelihood of this occurring would increase if the leadership and
charter of the agency responsible for motor carrier safety had motor carrier
safety as its exclusive and unambiguous mission, together with a strong safety
enforcement program.

However, it should be recognized that unless visible improvements in safety
were achieved and a strong enforcement program adopted, critics would
guestion the new Motor Carrier Safety Administration’s closeness to industry,
just as they do with the current Office of Motor Carriers. It is pointless to make
an organizational change if only the chairs from one agency are shifted to
another or by smply changing the organization’s name.

Regardless of where the motor carrier safety function is placed
organizationally, strong enforcement action, including “shut down” orders in
appropriate cases, will be necessary for significant violations, repeat violators,
and motor carriers who have unsatisfactory safety ratings. Other measures will
also have a significant bearing on motor carrier safety. These include the long-
overdue revision of hours of service regulations, improvements in driver
accountability, and performance of required annual vehicle inspections.

Improvements are needed to ensure compliance with Federal Motor Carrier Safety
Regulations and to improve the effectiveness of the Motor Carrier Safety Program.
Those improvements include the following.

Strengthen the enforcement program to include comprehensive policies and
procedures that:

- Require strong enforcement actions against repeat violators (to
include assessing maximum statutory fines, not negotiating reduced
settlements, issuing compliance orders, and placing unsafe motor
carriers out of service).

- Establish stiffer fines that cannot be considered a cost of doing
business and, if necessary, seek legislation raising statutory penalty
cellings.

- Establish criteria to determine when the imminent hazard sanction
should be imposed.

- Require follow-up visits and monitoring of those motor carriers with
a less-than-satisfactory safety rating at varying intervals to ensure
that safety improvements are sustained. Upon follow-up vigits, if
safety has deteriorated, ensure appropriate sanctions are invoked.

- Remove operating authority for motor carriers that do not pay civil
penalties.
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- Establish a control mechanism that requires written justification by
the OMC State Director when compliance reviews of high-risk
carriers are not performed.

- Identify criteria and timeframes for closing enforcement cases,
including the current backlog.

Offer incentives to States to provide timely, accurate and complete crash,
inspection and traffic violation data, and withhold funds from States that
continue to report insufficient data.

Require motor carriers to submit information on vehicles and drivers when
applying for operating authority and to periodically update this information.

Obtain and analyze crash causes and fault data in order to identify trends which
can then be focused on reducing fatalities.

Standardize OMC and NHTSA crash data requirements, crash data collection
procedures, and reports.

Performance Measure Does Not Focus on Reducing Fatalities

The number of fatalities increased from 4,918 deaths in 1995 to 5,355 in 1997, the
latest year for which the Department has fatality data. The Department’s FY 1999
performance measure established under the Government Performance and Results
Act focuses on reducing the fatality rate below the 1995 fatality rate of 2.8 deaths
per 100 million commercia vehicle-miles traveled, rather than reducing the
absolute number of fatalities involved in commercial vehicle crashes. With a
proliferation of new motor carriers in operation (118,228 of 447,603 motor
carriers have been in operation less than 4 years) and an expected increase in the
number of vehicle miles traveled, the rate could be reduced while the number of
fatalities could continue to increase. We have been advised that the Department
has revised its goal towards reducing the number of fatalities.

Since 1992, fatalities have increased by 20 percent and the vehicle miles traveled
have increased by 25 percent. We concluded that without a strong enforcement
program and a performance goal focused on reducing the number of fatalities,
there is limited assurance fatalities will be reduced. Figure 1 shows the magnitude
of the fatalities and a general correlation between increased truck miles traveled
and increased fatalities from crashes involving large trucks.

viii



Figure 1: Large Trucks Involved in Fatal Crashes, Fatalities Associated
With Those Crashes and Large Truck Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

6,000 200,000
+ 180,000
5,000 + . /‘/"\’/b/‘ | 1e0000
Number of , 0 | B g © 140,000
CrasZes + 120,000 VMT (in
an M1
Fatalities 3000 T L 100000 Millions)
2000 —Large Trucks Involved in Fatal || 80,000
T Crashes L 60,000
—&—Fatalities in Large Truck Crashes
- 40,000
1,000 + o
Large Truck Vehicle Miles 120000
Traveled

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Year
Source: FHWA and NHTSA

Enforcement Actions Are Not Effective in Encouraging Future
Compliance

In 1997, OMC issued a policy statement indicating that enforcement actions were
to be considered as a last resort in efforts to encourage compliance with safety
regulations. In keeping with that policy, fines recommended by OMC’s Uniform
Fine Assessment software were lower than statutory maximums for first violations
and increased only moderately for repeat violations. In addition, assessed fines
were often reduced during the settlement process.

Further, shut down orders were seldom used against flagrant violators to induce
compliance. During FY's 1995 through 1998, 846 motor carriers were subjected to
multiple enforcement actions. Of these, 127 motor carriers had 3 or more
enforcement actions, and 117 motor carriers had multiple violations of the same
significant motor carrier safety regulation. For example, one motor carrier
repeatedly violated six serious driver and vehicle maintenance safety standards but
was not placed out of service.

OMC has the authority to shut down motor carriers that pose an “imminent
hazard” (a condition that is likely to result in serious injury or death if not
discontinued immediately). Safety investigators and OMC State Directors stated
that the definition of “imminent hazard” was broad and clear criteria for
determining when a motor carrier posed an “imminent hazard” do not exist.
Therefore, the sanction was seldom used even though the same motor carriers



consistently violated serious safety regulations. In only 17 instances were the
117 companies issued shut down orders, 9 because they posed an imminent hazard
and 8 due to unsatisfactory safety ratings associated with transporting passengers
and hazardous materials. For the 127 motor carriers, the penalty amount agreed
upon by OMC and the companies averaged only about $2,500.

OMC Decreased Its Emphasis on Enforcement

OMC has chosen to concentrate its efforts on initiatives such as education and
partnering, while decreasing its use of enforcement actions. The number of
compliance reviews performed in FY 1998 decreased by 30 percent compared to
those performed in FY 1995. Furthermore, from FY 1995 to FY 1998, the average
settlement per enforcement case decreased by 57 percent from $3,700 to $1,600.

We found evidence of this shift in emphasis in OMC's use of its safety
investigators. In FY 1998, OMC safety investigators completed approximately
4,400 compliance reviews (an average of fewer than 2 compliance reviews per
month per safety investigator). The States performed about 2,050 compliance
reviews during FY 1998. These reviews equate to performance of a compliance
review for less than two percent of the ailmost 450,000 interstate motor carriersin
operation in 1998. Seventy-two percent of the motor carrier population does not
have a safety rating, and of the 28 percent rated, 38 percent (about 49,000) were
rated less than satisfactory.

Motor carriers with less-than-satisfactory safety ratings continue to operate.
Approximately 6,000 motor carriers received only one compliance review during
FY's 1995 through 1998, and a safety rating of less than satisfactory. These motor
carriers maintained the less-than-satisfactory safety ratings through September 30,
1998, and continued operations. Some were also involved in fatal crashes. For
example in FY 1995, 1,870 motor carriers recelved a less-than-satisfactory safety
rating and, from October 1, 1994 through September 30, 1998, 650 of those motor
carriers have had 2,717 crashes resulting in 132 fatalities and 2,288 injuries.

In addition, 248 (or 15 percent) of the high-risk motor carriers recommended for a
compliance review in March 1998, did not receive a compliance review. Since the
compliance review is the key tool available to OMC to determine whether a motor
carrier is operating safely, the reduction in the number of compliance reviews
represents a significant change.



OMC’ s Own Saff Rated the Enforcement Program Poor to Fair

We surveyed OMC's safety investigators and
field level supervisors by questionnaire. Of the
355 individuals sent  questionnaires,
256 (73 percent) responded to our survey.
Additionally, Figure 2 shows 47 percent of the
respondents rated OMC's enforcement
program as poor to fair. Almost half of those
responding also said that current program
direction does not support strong enforcement.
In order to make enforcement more effective,
more than 94 percent said that attention needs
to be placed on putting unsafe motor carriers
out of service, 90 percent favored assessing
larger fines for repeat offenders, and
86 percent indicated more enforcement actions
were needed. From the responses we received,
we concluded that the OMC workforce wants
to do an effective job, but the current program
direction needs to change if they are to do so.

Figure 2: OMC Personnel Rating
of the OMC Enforcement Program
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Source: OIG Survey

Most Violations of Safety Regulations Do Not Result in

Enforcement Actions

Figure 3 shows the number of
violations found and included in
enforcement actions for FYs 1995
through 1998. During FY 1995,
enforcement actions, such as fines,
were processed on only 12 percent 15000 1
(2,957 of 24,636) of al violations 10000
found during compliance reviews for 5000
the 29 most significant regulations
being enforced. These included hours-
of-service violations, false reports of
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Figure 3: Violations Found and Enforced

Source: OMC Motor Carrier Management Information System
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driver duty status, failure to implement

an alcohol and/or controlled substance testing program, and use of drivers with
suspended or cancelled commercia driver's licenses. In FY 1998, enforcement
actions processed decreased to 11 percent of the violations found.
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Enforcement Cases Are Being Settled for Sgnificantly Less Than
Assessed

In cases where violations resulted in fines, OMC settled for significantly less than
the amount originally assessed. From FYs 1995 through 1998, settlements
declined from 67 cents on the dollar assessed to 46 cents. Figure 4 shows the
history of assessments and settlements during FY's 1995 through 1998.

Figure 4. Comparison of Assessments and Settlements by Fiscal Year

FY Assessment Settlement Settlement Percent of
Assessment
1995 $10.3 million $6.9 million 67%
1996 $9.8 million $6.4 million 65%
1997 $6.4 million $3.8 million 59%
1998 $5.9 million $2.7 million 46%

Sourcee OMC Motor Carrier Management Information System

The decrease in enforcement actions and the lower average assessment and
settlement amounts indicates OMC has lowered emphasis on strong penalty
actions to achieve compliance. Moreover, OMC does not revoke the operating
authority of motor carriers for nonpayment of fines. For example, one motor
carrier has had $126,653 in outstanding fines since October 1995 and the motor
carrier continues to operate.

In addition, enforcement cases were not closed’ in a timely manner. As of
November 1998, OMC'’s database showed a backlog of 1,174 enforcement cases
that have remained open from 6 months to 8 years. Of the 1,174 open cases,
543 (46 percent) have been open for over 2 years. Open enforcement cases affect
selection of motor carriers for compliance reviews because the system that collects
and prioritizes motor carriers uses closed enforcement cases as one means of
targeting high-risk motor carriers. Without timely closure of enforcement cases,
the integrity of the enforcement process is undermined. A critical need to close
enforcement cases is demonstrated in the fact that 71 of the 127 motor carriers
with three or more enforcement cases aso have an open enforcement case.

! Closure of enforcement cases for Safety Status Measurement System purposes mean an assessment was
made and settlement was reached on the amount to be paid.
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Insufficient Data Limits Targeting of High-Risk Motor Carriers

Since March 1997, OMC has used the SafeStat system to identify high-risk motor
carriers, which is a significant improvement over its past practices. SafeStat is an
automated, data-driven system designed to incorporate current safety performance
data such as crashes, results of roadside inspections of drivers and trucks, results
of compliance reviews, and enforcement actions. However, OMC currently
cannot target all motor carriers with the worst safety records because its database
Is incomplete and inaccurate. For example, SafeStat determines a motor carrier’s
safety risk relative to motor carriers of comparable fleet size. However, we found
that driver and vehicle information on 71,145 motor carriers (16 percent of the
total population) was not in OMC’'s Motor Carrier Management Information
System. Carriers missing these data normally would not be ranked or prioritized
for areview, even if they were high-risk motor carriers.

In addition, neither OMC’s nor NHTSA' s database contains information on crash
causes or fault because comprehensive crash evaluations are not performed when
fatal crashes occur. Comprehensive crash evaluations could provide important
insights into initiatives OMC could undertake to prevent future crashes and to
target high-risk practices and motor carriers.

Untimely Data Impacts SafeStat’ s Rankings

States did not always enter crash reports timely, which reduced the effectiveness
of the SafeStat system in identifying motor carriers with recent crashes. For
example, in 1997, 31 percent of the crashes reported by the States were entered
into OMC’s database more than 180 days after the crash date. Timely entry of
crash data is important because SafeStat weighs a recent crash (one that occursin
the past 6 months) three times greater than one that occurred more than 18 months

ago.

Under MCSAP, OMC provides the States funds to collect safety performance
data; these funds were significantly increased by the Transportation Equity Act for
the 21% Century. The quality and timeliness of safety performance data are
paramount in building and maintaining an information system that supports safety
activities and provides the analytical foundation for future safety improvements. It
Is obvious from the ongoing initiatives that OMC is using technology to enhance
its oversight and to improve safety. Without good data, it is difficult to identify
technology enhancements that should be developed to improve motor carrier
safety. OMC did not provide adequate emphasis to ensuring the quality of the
safety performance data entered into its centralized, Motor Carrier Management
Information System. This centralized database provides data to other systems
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OMC deployed to enhance its oversight capability and to improve safety such as
the SafeStat, the Performance and Registration Information Systems Management,
and the Inspection Selection System.

Both NHTSA and OMC provide funds to the States to receive crash information.
The data, provided by the States, are derived from the same state accident
reporting form and are entered by two different state offices into OMC's and
NHTSA’s databases. Even though differences exist between the databases, there
Is opportunity for data standardization.

Trucks Entering the United Sates from Mexico Frequently Do Not
Meet U.S. Sandards

In our December 1998 audit report, “Motor Carrier Safety Program for
Commercial Trucks at U.S. Borders’ (Report No. TR-1999-034), we concluded
that neither OMC nor the border states, with the exception of California, are taking
sufficient actions to ensure that trucks entering the United States from Mexico
meet U.S. safety standards.

Since 1992, when the United States, Canada, and Mexico signed the North
American Free Trade Agreement, the Department and the border states have
pointed to each other when asked who has the responsibility for inspecting trucks
crossing the border. Neither the Federal Government nor the border states (except
for California) have provided the necessary resources. For example, in El Paso,
Texas, an average of 1,300 trucks enter daily at one border crossing, yet only one
inspector is on duty and he can inspect only 10 to 14 trucks daily. At other
crossings, there are times when there are no inspectors.

Far too few trucks are being i R
inspected at the U.S.-Mexico gHe mmercial Truc

border, and too few inspected Out-of-Service Rates
trucks comply with U.S. safety 5004

standards.  Of those Mexican | 4o Ccanada

trucks inspected, about 44 percent 300 Clvse

were placed out of service because |

of serious safety violations. This [Jus
10% . =t

contrasts with a 25-percent out-of- ) a2 4

service rate for U.S. trucks and a OMC Motor Carrier Management afonizion System
17-percent out-of-service rate for

Canadian trucks. The truck out-of-service rates for the four border states with
Mexico ranged from 28 percent in California, where a good inspection program
has been in place and the quality of trucks has improved, to 50 percent in Texas.
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With the exception of California, a significant increase is urgently needed in the
number of inspectors, the number of trucks inspected, and the hours of inspection
coverage to make sure trucks entering the United States from Mexico are safe.
OMC and the States point to each other as having responsibility for inspecting
trucks entering the United States. In view of this continuing debate, we are not
confident that the necessary actions are imminent.

Srong Leadership Is Needed for an Effective Motor Carrier Safety
Program

Our greatest concern with the current organizational placement of the motor
carrier oversight program in FHWA is whether safety can receive the priority it
needs in an agency whose primary mission is investing billions of dollars in
highway and bridge infrastructure. Also, a recent OIG investigation reported that
OMC's senior leadership has not always maintained an "arm’ s-length” relationship
with the motor carrier industry they were responsible for regulating. In order to
improve the effectiveness of OMC, 37 percent of the OMC safety workforce who
responded to our survey stated that a separate administration was needed. Also, in
response to a specific question about moving OMC to NHTSA, 48 percent
moderately to strongly favored the move.

A range of aternatives exists: retention in FHWA, placement within NHTSA,
creation of a new administration within the Department that would include safety-
related issues for al surface transportation modes, and creation of a Motor Carrier
Safety Administration. There are pros and cons associated with each aternative.

Since FHWA'’s main focus is on infrastructure development and funding, the
motor carrier safety program, under FHWA, may not receive the priority it
needs. This does not mean that motor carrier safety cannot be effectively
managed within FHWA, but doing so will require a very strong effort to ensure
that motor carrier safety is not subordinated to infrastructure investment in
terms of emphasis and attention.

In October 1998, FHWA restructured is headquarters and field operations
giving OMC’s State Division Offices the primary role and authority for front-
line program delivery such as the motor carrier safety program. Restructuring
also eliminated nine Regional Offices and replaced them with four Resource
Centers. OMC officias in the State and Regional/Resource Center offices
expressed considerable confusion and concern on their roles and
responsibilities due to the restructuring. Although the restructuring was
ongoing, we found that definitive guidance had not been issued to the Resource
Centers or the State Division Offices on their responsibilities.
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NHTSA is a centralized organization with the majority of its workforce in
Washington, D.C. This contrasts with the motor carrier mission, which has
most of its resources in the field. NHTSA’s primary role is to oversee
manufacturers of passenger and commercial vehicles, and safety features of
those vehicles. NHTSA’s enforcement program does not apply to operator
safety. Consequently, NHTSA does not deal with the same type and
magnitude of enforcement issues as does OMC.

A separate surface safety organization conceptually has appeal because its sole

mission would be safety and it would have the ability to examine issues such
as operator fatigue across all modes of transportation. Also, resources would
be dedicated to safety and could quickly be realigned if necessary. This
concept was proposed by DOT in the early 1990's but was not adopted.
Establishing a surface safety organization would most likely be the most
costly option, and it would cause significant disruption to DOT’s safety
program because of the time it would take to establish an effective structure.
A surface safety organization would incorporate some functions from FHWA,
NHTSA, Federal Railroad Administration, Federa Transit Administration,
and Research and Special Programs Administration. Having one organization
responsible for the entire safety mission and focused on the Department’s
primary goal of improving safety, would emphasize DOT’s high priority to its
safety mission and minimize criticism of having close relationships with
industries it had responsibility to oversee.

A new and separate motor carrier safety administration is another viable
option. Such an organization would have safety as its only mission and could
focus all its resources on motor carrier safety. This organizational structure
has appeal to the motor carrier industry because motor carriers would have a
dedicated agency like the other transportation modes, and this would reinforce
their stature. Safety improvements within the motor carrier industry would be
Its primary mission.

Regardless of where OMC is placed, the responsibility for motor carrier oversight
must be placed in an organization where it has strong leadership, a clearly defined
mission aimed at safety, and management willing to make tough decisions -- like
issuing "shut down" orders to motor carriers when their safety records indicate a
need for such action. If FHWA is not forthcoming in expeditiously taking
corrective action, an organizational change is appropriate.

Actions in addition to strong industry oversight can contribute to significant
reductions in fatalities. Specific actions to enhance motor carrier safety and to
help prevent crashes and fatalities should be considered regardiess of where the
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organization is placed. Actions such as improved driver accountability, required
vehicle inspections, and revised hours-of-service regulations are identified in
Exhibit D. These are only suggestions and are not intended to be an endorsement
by the Office of the Inspector General.

Management Position and Office of | nspector General
Comments

The Department agreed, in an April 14, 1999, memorandum to FHWA, to revise
the motor carrier safety goal in its FY 2000 performance plan to reduce the
number of fatalities. The change is to be printed in the Department’s revised
final performance plan, which is expected to be published within 30 days after
FY 2000 appropriations are enacted.

In its reply, FHWA said: "We consider many of the recommendations to be
constructive and have actions underway to address them. In other cases, we have
proposed alternative actions. However, we do have a different view of some of
the analysis described in the report and we believe you may have overlooked some
pertinent facts." Notwithstanding some differences, FHWA acknowledged that
the enforcement program can be improved, more compliance reviews are needed,
higher penalties can be used to induce compliance, and data improvements are
necessary. FHWA recognized improvements are needed and said it had taken
steps towards this goal .
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l. INTRODUCTION

Background

We performed this audit in response to Congressional requests. Senator John
McCain, Chairman of the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation, requested a review relating to the effectiveness of the Office of
Motor Carrier' (OMC), the impact of the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) reorganization and the merits of transferring OMC out of FHWA.
Congressman Frank Wolf, Charman of the House Subcommittee on
Transportation, Committee on Appropriations, requested a review of the Motor
Carrier Safety Program. His concerns were the number of compliance reviews
conducted, whether the enforcement program had been strengthened since 1997,
the adequacy of penalties assessed, and the moving of OMC out of FHWA.

Congress” directed the Secretary of Transportation, in cooperation with the
Interstate Commerce Commission, to establish a procedure to determine the safety
fitness of owners and operators of commercial motor vehicles operating in
interstate commerce. The FHWA issued Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR), Part 385, Safety Fitness Procedures, which established a procedure to
(i) determine the safety fitness of motor carriers, (ii) assign safety ratings, (iii) take
remedia action when required, and (iv) prohibit passenger and hazardous
materials motor carriers that received an “unsatisfactory” safety rating from
operating a commercial motor vehicle.

OMC is responsible for establishing and overseeing the Motor Carrier Safety
Program. As part of its safety program, OMC provides grants to the States under
the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) to perform compliance
reviews and inspections of commercia trucks and drivers, and to collect safety
performance data. This program was initially funded at $8 million in FY 1984:
MSCAP funding increased to $90 million in FY 1999. Compliance reviews® are
performed by OMC and state safety investigators at motor carrier facilities to
determine whether motor carriers meet safety fitness standards.

Based on the results of a compliance review, the motor carrier is assigned a safety
rating of satisfactory, conditional, or unsatisfactory. Enforcement actions may be
Initiated, such as the levying civil penalties, if motor carriers are found in violation

1 On February 2, 1999 FHWA reorganized and OMC became the Office of Motor Carrier and Highway
Safety. Throughout this report, we cite the Office of Motor Carriers (OMC) and are specifically referring
to the Motor Carrier Safety Program and not the new Highway Safety function.

2 Section 215 of the Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984, codified in Title 49, United States Code (U.S.C.),
Section 31144.

3 Exhibit A contains a glossary of terms.



of safety regulations. OMC can order an entire motor carrier company “shut
down” or “out of service” if violations pose an imminent hazard to safety or if the
motor carrier recelves an unsatisfactory rating and transports more than
15 passengers or placarded hazardous materials. Roadside inspections® of
commercial motor vehicles are conducted primarily by state safety investigators
and may result in the vehicle and/or driver being removed from service because of
serious safety violations. The Transportation Equity Act (TEA-21) strengthened
safety enforcement by providing a mandatory “shut down” provision for “unfit”
motor carriers on the 61% day after the determination that the motor carrier is
unsafe.

The results of compliance reviews and roadside inspections are entered into
OMC'’s database, Motor Carrier Management Information System (MCMIS), at
the state level using SAFETYNET, an automated information management system
used to monitor the safety performance of commercial motor carriers. MCMIS
contains five files. compliance reviews, roadside inspections, general motor carrier
information, crash data, and enforcement case data.

In addition to safety enforcement, OMC has a research and standards program,
under which it promotes advances in safety and establishes regulations, such as
limits on how long truck drivers may drive without a rest period. Research
performed pertains to commercial vehicles, driver behavior, and technology
enhancements to improve safety. OMC aso administers the Commercial Driver
License program in conjunction with the States. This program is designed to
promote truck driver safety by, for example, establishing minimum uniform
licensing standards for truck drivers.

Prior to March 1997, OMC used the Selective Compliance and Enforcement
(SCE) system to prioritize motor carriers for compliance reviews. The SCE had
seven weighted factors. (i) commodity transported, (ii)) annual motor carrier
mileage, (iii) months since last review, (iv) vehicle out-of-service rate, (v) driver
out-of-service rate, (vi) preventable recordable accident rate, and (vii) overall
safety fitness rating. Since March 1997, OMC has used the Safety Status
Measurement System (SafeStat) to prioritize motor carriers for compliance
reviews. SafeStat allows OMC to continuously quantify and monitor the safety
status of motor carriers.

* Roadside inspections are conducted in accordance with Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance standards,
which entail different levels of inspection. Level-1, the most rigorous, is a full inspection of the truck and
driver. Level-2 isa“walk-around” inspection that includes a check of the driver and a visua inspection of
the truck. Level-3 inspections focus only on the driver and Level-4 and Level-5 inspections are conducted
for special purposes, such as a one-time inspection of a particular item. The standards also include criteria
for placing trucks and drivers out of service if the inspections find the truck or driver do not meet
prescribed minimum safety requirements.



Objective, Scope and M ethodology

The objective of the audit was to determine the effectiveness of FHWA'’s Office of
Motor Carriers safety program, and its impact on motor carrier safety enforcement
including the concerns raised by Senator McCain and Congressman Wolf. Their
concerns focused on motor carrier safety enforcement activities, the impact of
FHWA'’s reorganization on motor carrier safety and whether oversight of the
motor carrier industry would be more effective if OMC was not a part of FHWA.

We distributed a survey to 355 OMC field personnel, including safety
investigators, program specialists, and state directors, to obtain their perspective
regarding the direction and focus of the Motor Carrier Safety Program.

We obtained an electronic copy of the MCMI S database files (December 2, 1998)
and used the files to evaluate OMC's effectiveness. We identified active U.S.
interstate motor carriers by using the MCMIS general motor carrier information
file and linked those motor carriers to the remaining four MCMIS files
(compliance reviews, roadside inspection results, crash data and enforcement case
data) to identify the motor carriers’ performance data for FY's 1995 through 1998.
We performed trend analyses, frequency distributions, and stratifications of the
motor carriers performance data (compliance reviews, roadside inspections out-
of-service rates, crashes, and enforcement cases both open and closed) to
determine the effectiveness of the Motor Carrier Safety Program. We aso
observed 27 roadside inspections in 7 States to determine the procedures used and
to verify the information and results of these inspections that were entered into
MCMIS.

From the MCMI S files we judgmentally selected crashes and roadside inspections
to verify the information entered and processed by MCMIS to the supporting
documentation maintained at the 11 State Law Enforcement offices we visited.
We aso judgmentally selected crashes, compliance reviews and enforcement cases
from the 11 OMC Division and State Law Enforcement offices we visited to trace
the information entered into MCMIS. Source documents supporting MCMIS
crash data were not available in Idaho, lowa, and Virginia; and source documents
supporting MCMIS roadside inspection data were not available in California,
Idaho, and Virginia. These tests were performed to verify the accuracy of the data
processed by MCMIS. We did not attempt to verify the accuracy of the data
contained in each record. We also compared data in the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) Fatal Analysis Reporting System (FARS) and in
MCMIS to determine if al fatalities in FARS were reported to MCMIS. We
reviewed SafeStat to determine the process for selecting the high-risk motor
carriers, and to identify the data elements used in the analysis.



We reviewed OMC’s current enforcement policies, including the field operations
Training Manual, and determined the status of recommendations from our audit of
the Motor Carrier Safety Program issued in March 1997. To determine the
effectiveness of the OMC enforcement actions, we identified the number of motor
carriers with multiple enforcement cases and compared the enforcement data to
other motor carrier performance data, such as on-the-road inspections and crashes.
To assess whether an organizational change would improve the effectiveness of
the Motor Carrier Safety Program, we reviewed the organizations missions,
functions and Strategic Plans to identify similar functions between the
organizations, and we reviewed previous studies that proposed alternative
placement of the Motor Carrier Safety Program. In addition, we reviewed
documentation and discussed with OMC Division and Resource Center/Region
officials the impact of FHWA'’s reorganization on the Motor Carrier Safety
Program. We also reviewed applicable public laws and Federal regulations.

The audit was conducted from December 1998 to April 1999 in accordance with
the Government Auditing Standards prescribed by the Comptroller Genera of the
United States and accordingly, included such tests of internal controls as were
considered necessary. Exhibit E lists the activities visited or contacted.

Prior Coverage

Exhibit C describes prior audit coverage, and other related audit and investigative
work.



[I. EINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding A. Effectiveness of the Motor Carrier
Safety Program

The Motor Carrier Safety Program was not sufficiently effective in ensuring
compliance with the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations. This occurred
because (i) OMC established policies and procedures that did not ensure the motor
carrier safety regulations were enforced; (ii) OMC did not effectively use available
sanctions to deter future noncompliance with regulations; (iii) OMC's safety
fitness rating system allowed motor carriers with less than satisfactory ratings for
extended periods of time to continue operations, and (iv) the Department's
performance measure for motor carrier safety did not focus on reducing the
number of fatalities involved in commercia vehicle crashes. As a result, unsafe
motor carriers continue to operate on our nation's highways.

Discussion

A civil pendlty is a primary enforcement tool available to OMC when a motor
carrier is found in violation of safety or hazardous materials regulations. OMC
can also issue compliance orders, which direct a motor carrier to take certain
actions to bring it into compliance with the regulations. In addition, OMC can
order amotor carrier out of service if violations pose an imminent hazard to safety
or if a motor carrier that receives an unsatisfactory rating transports more than
15 passengers or placarded hazardous materials.

OMC Considered Enforcement a Last Resort

Although OMC had a variety of enforcement actions available to encourage
compliance with safety regulations, it chose to consider those actions as a last
resort. In February 1997, OMC issued a policy memorandum that established
program priorities for completing compliance reviews. This policy, entitled
Enforcement Renaissance, states:

...we are NOT first and foremost an "enforcement agency" but
rather a " Safety Agency" dedicated to making our nation's highways
crash-free. . . .enforcement should be the underpinning of our
"Safety Agency". However, our activities need to be prioritized in a
manner that creates an atmosphere of cooperation with our many
partners who also are working devotedly and diligently toward
crash-free highways. Our priorities should be to educate, regulate,



and then, if unsuccessful in changing the safety performance of a
particular motor carrier, institute appropriate enforcement measures.

Despite this policy statement, OMC is a regulatory agency responsible for the
oversight of commercial vehicle safety. OMC has shifted emphasis from
enforcement to a more collaborative, educational, partnership-with-industry
approach to safety. Thisis a good approach for motor carriers that have safety as
atop priority, but it has gone too far. It does not work effectively with firms that
persist in violating safety rules and do not promptly take sustained corrective
action.

OMC chose enforcement as a last resort. Enforcement should be a "front-line"
tool used to induce compliance with the safety regulations, not a last resort.
Congress emphasized the need for strong enforcement of motor vehicle safety
laws and regulations to reduce commercial vehicle crashes and fatalities. The
Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984 states:

(1) it isin the public interest to enhance commercial motor vehicle
safety and thereby reduce highway fatalities, injuries, and property
damage;

(2) improved, more uniform commercial motor vehicle safety
measures and strengthened enfor cement would reduce the number
of fatalities and injuries.... (Emphasis added)

Available Sanctions Were Not Used

OMC's penalty assessment software did not result in strong penaties for
violations. Title 49, United States Code (U.S.C.), Part 521(b)(7), states penalty
schedules shall be "designed to induce timely compliance for persons failing to
comply promptly with . .. requirements. . .." To address this requirement and to
standardize civil penalties, OMC implemented the Uniform Fine Assessment
(UFA) software in April 1996. UFA considers nine statutorily-mandated factors’
in determining the amount of a civil penalty. The Transportation Equity Act for
the 21% Century (TEA-21) increased the maximum penalties alowed. For
example, non-recordkeeping violations can be assessed up to $10,000 per violation
with no maximum cap. However, the UFA has not incorporated those updates.

® The factors used are (1) nature of the violation, (2) circumstances of the violation, (3) extent of the
violation, (4) gravity of the violation, (5) degree of culpability, (6) history of prior offenses, (7) ability to
pay, (8) effect on ability to continue to do business, and (9) such other matters as justice and public safety
may require.



Reduction of Statutory Penalties. Although UFA considers the nine statutory
factors when assessing civil penalties, OMC established administrative levels of
finesin UFA, which were, on average, 35 percent of the statutory maximum fines.
The range of fines by type of violation is presented in Figure 1.

Figurel. Comparison of OMC and Statutory Fines by Violation

Statutory
Administrative  Maximum  Percentage of
Minimum Fine Per Maximum
Type of Violation Per Instance Instance* Penalty
Recordkeeping - Motor Carriers $300 $500 60%
Recordkeeping-Employees $200 $500 40%
Serious Pattern of Safety Violations $500 $1,000 50%
Substantial Health or Safety Violations $3,000 $10,000 30%
Employee Non-Recordkeeping Violations $500 $1,000 50%
$4,500 $13,000 35%

* Based on statutory limits prior to TEA-21.

For example, a first-time recordkeeping violation by a motor carrier has a
maximum statutory penalty of $500, but, absent any other contributing factors,
UFA would recommend afine of $300.

Adjustments for Gross Revenue of the Motor Carrier. One of the nine
statutory considerations used by UFA was the ability to pay a fine, which OMC
equated to the motor carrier’s gross revenue. In determining a penalty range, UFA
reduced the total allowable penalty proportionally. For example, during a
compliance review in May 1998, the safety investigator found a motor carrier in
violation of 17 safety regulations (140 instances), for which UFA would normally
recommend a maximum penalty of $2,000. However, based on the motor carrier's
gross revenue of about $200,000 and its lack of prior enforcement history, the
final penalty recommended by UFA was $1,000 with a range of plus or minus 10
percent ($900 to $1,100). As a result, the safety investigator was limited to
enforcing only 2 of the 17 violations found. The enforced violations included
$550 for one instance of using a driver not medically examined and certified every
24 months and $550 for failing to implement an acohol and/or controlled
substance testing program. The motor carrier was not penalized for the remaining
15 violations even though they included such violations as allowing drivers to
exceed the hours of service, no records for drivers duty status and no medical
certificates for drivers. In our opinion, the assessed civil penalty did not provide
adequate incentive for the motor carrier to improve compliance with the safety
regulations.



Reduced Penalties in Negotiation and Settlement Process. OMC's process of
negotiating and settling enforcement cases usually resulted in significantly
reduced penalties. “Settlement” represents the amount negotiated between OMC
and the motor carrier. For example, one motor carrier was assessed a fine of
$20,000 for two violations of qualification of drivers. The fine was ultimately
settled for $8,130.

In addition, the average settlement per enforcement case has been declining when
compared to the original assessment. We analyzed enforcement cases in the
MCMIS database to determine trends for motor carriers during FY's 1995 through
1998 and compared civil penalties assessed to amounts settled. We found
settlements have sSignificantly decreased: from FYs 1995 through 1998,
settlements declined from 67 cents on the dollar assessed to 46 cents. Figure 2
presents the history of assessments and settlements during FY's 1995 through
1998.

Figure 2. Civil Penalty Assessments and Settlements

Fiscal Total Total Percent of
Year Assessments  Settlements Assessment
1995 $10.3 million $6.9 million 67%
1996 $9.8 million $6.4 million 65%
1997 $6.4 million $3.8 million 59%
1998 $5.9 million $2.7 million 46%

Source: OMC Motor Carrier Management Information System

Shut Down Ordersand Finesfor Repeat Violators. Repeat violators warranted,
but often did not receive, stiffer enforcement actions to ensure prompt and
sustained compliance with the safety regulations. OMC has the authority to place
motor carriers out of service as an enforcement tool, but we found that motor
carriers with multiple enforcement actions continued to operate. Since January
1991, motor carriers transporting more than 15 passengers or placarded hazardous
materials have 45 days to improve an unsatisfactory safety rating before being
placed out of service. In addition, OMC has statutory authority to place imminent
hazard motor carriers immediately out of service. OMC officials stated they have
difficulty interpreting this broad definition because it does not provide specific
criteria for declaring the imminent hazard condition. OMC has seldom used the
imminent hazard sanction. In addition, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21%
Century authorized the mandatory shut down of unfit carriers, except for
passenger and hazardous materials motor carriers who have a 45-day improvement
period, after a 60-day period for safety improvements. To date, OMC has not
defined “unfit” carrier, and has not implemented the provision.



To ensure unsafe motor carriers change their behavior, OMC needs to assess more
stringent penalties or, if necessary, order the motor carrier out of service. During
FY's 1995 through 1998, 846 motor carriers were subject to multiple enforcement
actions. Of these, 127 motor carriers had 3 or more enforcement actions and
117 motor carriers had multiple violations of the same significant safety
regulation. Only 17 of these motor carriers were issued out-of-service orders,
9 because they posed an imminent hazard and 8 due to unsatisfactory safety
ratings associated with transporting passengers or hazardous materials. For the
127 motor carriers, the penaty amount agreed upon by OMC and the companies
averaged only about $2,500.

For example, one motor carrier was cited for false logs in FY 1995 and again in
FY 1997. However, the average settled penalty per instance only increased from
$369 in FY 1995 to $470 in FY 1997. The same motor carrier was aso cited for
failing to require a driver to undergo pre-employment alcohol and/or controlled
substance testing in FY 1997 and again in FY 1998. The average fines per
instance were $675 and $783, respectively. In our opinion, an increase of about
$100 per instance does not effect prompt and sustained compliance with the
regulations.

We found indications that these sanctions were not adequate to ensure compliance
because these same motor carriers continued to disregard safety regulations. For
example, 100 of the 117 motor carriers had vehicles and/or drivers placed out of
service during roadside inspections for the same violations for which penalties had
been previoudy assessed. One motor carrier had four compliance reviews that
resulted in four enforcement cases for driver violations. After the first
enforcement review, 21 percent of its drivers were placed out of service, which is
amost 3 times the national average for drivers out of service. In our opinion,
OMC should exercise its ability to place motor carriers out of service when it finds
repeat violations such as those highlighted in these examples. Ultimately, 100 of
the 117 motor carriers were involved in 1,091 crashes resulting in 49 fatalities
during FY's 1995 through 1998.

Revocation of Authority for Lack of Payment. Standards for administrative
collection of penalties, cited in Code of Federal Regulations, Title 4, Volume 1,
Section 102.9, alow agencies to suspend or revoke licenses or operating authority
for nonpayment of fines. However, OMC has not exercised these sanctions. For
example, one motor carrier has had $126,653 in outstanding fines since October
1995 and continues normal operations. Another motor carrier has a penalty in
excess of $22,000, which has been outstanding for more than 4 years. OMC's
records indicate a settlement was reached between this motor carrier and the
Department of Justice; however, OMC has not received payment. In addition,
OMC's records indicate the motor carrier had a more recent penalty assessment in



excess of $17,000. The continued practice of permitting motor carriers with
outstanding fines or repetitive penalties to continue normal operations limits the
effectiveness of OMC's enforcement program.

Most violations found during compliance reviews did not result in
enforcement. OMC did not include all violations of the most significant safety
regulations in enforcement actions. For the purpose of our review, we analyzed the
29 most frequently enforced regulations. In FY 1995 OMC found
24,636 violations during compliance

reviews, but proc&sed enforcement Figure 3: Violations Found and Enforced
actions on only 12 percent (2,957). In
FY 1998, enforcement actions processed 30000
declined to 11 percent (2,481 of 22,022)
of significant violations found. Figure 3
shows the number of violations found
and included in enforcement actions for 150007
FYs 1995 through 1998. These 10000 |
violations included the following 5000 |
significant safety concerns.
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Driver hours-of-service violations,
fasfied driver |OgS; non-current Source: OMC Motor Carrier Management
driver logs; false reports of records of Information System

driver duty status. OMC enforced

only 11 percent of driver log violations in FY 1995 and only 8 percent in FY
1998. Driver log violations, including falsified logs and driving more hours
than allowed, are good indicators that a fatigued driver may have operated a
motor vehicle. Research has indicated that fatigue is a mgor factor in
commercial vehicle crashes.

Failure to implement an alcohol and/or controlled substance testing program;
failure to conduct random drug and alcohol testing; using a driver who has
tested positive for a controlled substance; etc. OMC enforced only 29 percent
of drug and acohol-related regulations in FY 1995. By FY 1998, the
percentage dropped to 21 percent. If OMC does not enforce the drug and
alcohol regulations, it has no assurance that unsafe drivers are being removed
from the roadways.

Enforcement officials stated they did not always enforce every violation found.
According to OMC policy, any critical violations discovered have to indicate a
pattern of noncompliance of at least 10 percent of the number of records checked
in order to be enforceable. Furthermore, UFA considers the nine statutory factors
when determining the amount of a civil penalty and may limit penalties based on
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factors such as ability to pay and prior safety history of the motor carrier.
Although all violations are recorded during the compliance review, penalties
assessed may only relate to one or two of the most egregious violations.

Cost of Doing Business

From FYs 1995 to 1998, the average penalty originally assessed per enforcement
case decreased by 37 percent from $5,575 to $3,517. Furthermore, the average
settlement decreased by 57 percent from $3,734 to $1,592. In our opinion, these
fines do not effectively deter motor carriers from violating the safety regulations.
Instead, motor carriers merely consider them a cost of doing business. The
decrease in enforcement actions and the lower average assessment and settlement
amounts indicate OMC has lowered its emphasis on strong penaty actions to
achieve compliance.  This trend mirrors management's philosophy that
enforcement should be a last resort measure to induce compliance with the safety
regulations. The need for a stronger emphasis on enforcement is also reflected in
the fact that 86 percent of the OMC field personnel who responded to our survey
reported that more enforcement action was needed to bring motor carriers into full
compliance. In order to change the behavior of the high-risk motor carriers there
must be an economic consequence to them. This consequence should begin with
the use of sanctions that include increased fines, maximum statutory fines for
repeat violators, and shut down orders when warranted.

OMC's Oversight Not Sufficiently Effective

OMC continued to rate motor carriers but rated fewer and fewer each year without
significant consequence to those motor carriers rated less than satisfactory. Also,
the majority of the motor carriers remained unrated. While OMC policy required
those motor carriers targeted as high-risk to receive compliance reviews,
15 percent did not receive a review. In addition, other motor carriers may have
been targeted for review if enforcement cases had been closed timely.

Safety Rating System Did Not Ensure Compliance with Safety Regulations.
The number of compliance reviews completed from FYs 1995 through 1998
declined by 30 percent. The percentage of motor carriers rated conditional or
unsatisfactory remained flat at about 40 percent over the last four years, except for
FY 1997, when a large number of motor carriers did not receive ratings. From
March 18 to November 28, 1997, OMC did not issue compliance review ratings
due to its rating process being challenged in court. From May 28 to November 28,
1997, compliance review ratings were only reported for motor carriers
transporting more than 15 passengers or placarded hazardous materials. Figure 4
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shows the compliance reviews performed by OMC and state safety investigators
and the decline in the number of compliance reviews.

Figure4. Number of Compliance Reviews Performed by FY

Compliance Satisfactory Conditional  Unsatisfactory Motor
Reviews Ratings Ratings Ratings Carriers
Not Rated *
1995 9,240 52% 29% 11% 8%
1996 8,895 53% 29% 10% 8%
1997 6,894 28% 13% 5% 54%
1998 6,473 41% 28% 15% 16%

* Includes educational and drug and alcohol reviews.
Source: OMC Management Information System

The safety fitness rating system did not ensure motor carriers operated safely. For
example, a passenger carrier that received an unsatisfactory rating in May 1996
and upgraded its rating to satisfactory in July 1996 was involved in afatal crashin
December 1998. In February 1999, OMC reviewed the passenger carrier's
operations and discovered repeat violations from the 1996 compliance review.
These violations included duty status reports and failure to use medically qualified
drivers. During the period between the satisfactory rating and the crash, OMC did
not review the passenger carrier's safety rating. OMC's assurance that the
passenger carrier complied with the safety regulations was limited to the 45-day
period reviewed in July 1996.

OMC focuses its compliance reviews on high-risk motor carriers and as of
November 1998 nearly 72 percent of the motor carrier population remain unrated.
Of the 28 percent of the motor carrier population that received a rating, over 38
percent received arating of less than satisfactory. We concluded OMC's oversight
IS not deterring noncompliance.

Motor carriers with less than satisfactory ratings continued to operate.
Approximately 6,000 motor carriers received only one compliance review during
FY's 1995 through 1998, which was a safety rating of less than satisfactory. These
motor carriers maintained the less than satisfactory safety rating as of
September 30, 1998. For example in FY 1995, 1,870 motor carriers received a
less than satisfactory rating. From October 1, 1994 through September 30, 1998,
650 of those motor carriers have had 2,717 crashes resulting in 132 fatalities and
2,288 injuries. The crash and inspection performance data for the motor carriers
who recelved and maintained less than satisfactory ratings during FYs 1995
through 1998 isillustrated in Figure 5.
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Figure5. Crash and Inspection Performance Data on Motor Carriers That
Received Less Than Satisfactory Ratings by FY*

Motor Motor
Carriers  Carriers
Motor With with
FY Carriers  Crashes  Fatalities Injuries  Drivers Vehicle
00S 00S
1995 1,870 2,717 132 2,288 1,458 1,408
1996 1,841 3,004 137 2,687 1,401 1,413
1997 588 704 30 660 329 328
1998 1,675 1,348 82 1,108 781 622

The crash and inspection performance data began with the FY in which the motor carrier
received the less than satisfactory rating. The roadside inspection out-of-service numbers
include those motor carriers that exceeded the 1997 national averages of 8 percent for drivers
and 25 percent for vehicles.

Source: OMC Motor Carrier Management Information System

High-Risk Motor Carriers Not Reviewed. The SafeStat System identifies and
targets high-risk motor carriers for compliance reviews. Motor carriers ranked in
SafeStat categories A & B are considered a high safety risk and are expected to
receive the highest priority for a compliance review. SafeStat ranks motor carriers
in eight categories, A through H. OMC's December 1997 policy stated
compliance reviews must be completed on all SafeStat A & B motor carriers
within five months. However, the Regional Director could waive this requirement
if the motor carrier had received a compliance review within the previous
12 months and an enforcement action was not initiated as a result of that
compliance review.

We reviewed the March 1998 SafeStat A & B lists and found 296 of 1,646 motor
carriers did not receive a compliance review. Of the 296 motor carriers, 48 had
received a compliance review in the previous year with no enforcement action
initiated. Therefore, OMC did not complete a compliance review for the
remaining 248 (15 percent) motor carriers required by its 1997 policy.

Enforcement Cases Not Closed Timely. Open enforcement cases can affect
selection of motor carriers for compliance reviews and penalties assessed. One
selection criterion for SafeStat is past enforcement history. Since SafeStat
considers only closed enforcement cases when targeting motor carriers for a
compliance review, high-risk motor carriers may not be selected if they have an
open enforcement case.

In addition, the Uniform Fine Assessment program recommends smaller penalties

for violators with open enforcement cases than with closed enforcement cases.
Therefore, with a backlog of open enforcement cases, appropriate penalty amounts
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in subsequent enforcement cases may not be assessed. The critical need to close
enforcement cases is demonstrated by the fact that 71 of 127 motor carriers with
three or more enforcement cases since FY 1995 have an open enforcement case.

According to OMC records, as of November 1998, there was a backlog of 1,174
enforcement cases that have remained open from 6 months to 8 years. Of the
1,174 open cases, 543, or 46 percent, have been open for over 2 years. Figure 6
presents the age of open enforcement cases.

Figure 6. Open Enforcement Cases

FY Open Over 2
Opened Cases Years
1990-94 183 183

1995 139 139
1996 209 209
1997 252 12
1998 391 0
Total 1,174 543

Source: OMC Motor Carrier Management Information System

OMC policy states the Regional Program Manager is responsible for updating the
computer-based tracking system. For a case to be closed in the enforcement
database, a date has to be entered in specified fields. If a date is entered in the
fields, the case is marked as closed with enforcement. During our visits to OMC
Division and Region offices, we found the enforcement database listed open cases
that should have been closed. For example, on April 15, 1998, one regional office
received a motor carrier's check for the full penalty amount. The case file
contained a copy of the check, but the enforcement database showed the case was
still open as of November 30, 1998. Regardless of the reasons the enforcement
cases were shown as open, procedures must be adequate to ensure that appropriate
emphasis is given when determining high-risk carriers and when assessing
penalties during subsequent enforcement cases.

Performance M easur e Does Not Focus on Reduced Fatalities

The number of fatalities associated with commercial vehicle crashes increased by
9 percent from 4,918 in 1995 to 5,355 in 1997. While the commercia vehicle
fatality rate remained constant during the last 3 years, 437 more people were
killed. Even so, the Department's outcome measure for commercial vehicle safety,
established under the Government Performance and Results Act, is to reduce the
fatality rate - not the absolute number of fatalities. The Department's FY 2000
Performance Plan, released in February 1999, established a goal to reduce the rate
of commercia vehicle-related fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled
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from 2.8 in 1997 to 2.5 in year 2000. However, this goal allows the number of
fatalities to increase as the number of motor carriers and miles driven increases.
Since 1995 the number of motor carriers increased by 36 percent (or 118,228)
from 329,375 to 447,603. The number of vehicle miles traveled increased
7 percent to 191 bhillion per year. With the expected increase in the number of
motor carriers and vehicle miles traveled, the Department's goal could be achieved
even though fatalities could increase.

While the Department's performance measure does not focus on reducing the
number of commercial vehicle-related fatalities, FHWA's FY 2000 Performance
Plan proposed a goal to reduce the number of fatalities involved in commercial
motor vehicle crashes to 4,934 in year 2000. A strong enforcement program will
provide FHWA with a greater likelihood of achieving this proposed goal.

Figure 7 shows the magnitude of the fatalities and a general correlation between
increased truck miles traveled and increased fatalities from crashes involving large
trucks.

Figure7. Large TrucksInvolved in Fatal Crashes, Fatalities Associated With Those Crashes and
Large Truck Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

6,000 200,000
\|/|/I - 180,000
>000 7 I~ &, + 160,000
I
Number of 4,000 -+ 1 140,000
Craszes 120,000  vMmT in
an -
Fatalities 3,000 100,000 Millions)
—l— Large Trucks Involved in Fatal 80,000
2,000 Crashes
—+— Fatalities in Large Truck 60,000
Crashes 40,000
1,000 Large Truck Vehicle Miles
Traveled 20,000

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Year
Source: FHWA, NHTSA
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Actionsto Improve Motor Carrier Safety

In accordance with the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA), OMC implemented the Performance and Registration Information
Systems Management (PRISM) program. The PRISM program, formerly known
as the Commercial Vehicle Information System (CV1S), was created by Congress
as a 5-state® pilot project to explore the potential of improving safety on the
highways by linking a motor carrier's state commercial vehicle registrations to the
safety of the motor carrier's operations. The intent of Congress, as stated in
Section 4003 of ISTEA, was to achieve two purposes. (i) determine the safety
fitness of a motor carrier prior to issuing license plates and (ii) cause the motor
carrier to improve its safety performance through an improvement process and the
application of registration sanctions if necessary. In 1998, Congress authorized
additional funding through TEA-21 and directed FHWA to implement the PRISM
program nationwide. Currently, six states are participating in the program and
FHWA estimates the number will increase to 20 by the end of FY 2000.

Conclusion

OMC did not administer the mission of the Motor Carrier Safety Program as
intended by Congress. OMC changed its focus on motor carrier safety from strong
enforcement to a more collaborative approach to safety centering on education and
partnering with the states and the motor carrier industry. This is a good approach
for motor carriers that have safety as a top priority, but it has gone too far. It does
not work effectively with firms that persist in violating safety rules and do not
promptly take sustained corrective action. Strong enforcement with meaningful
sanctions, including “shut down” orders in appropriate cases, is needed in these
situations. OMC field personnel believe the current enforcement program is not
an effective deterrent to violations of the safety regulations. Without a strong
focus on enforcement, OMC cannot induce compliance with the regulations and
cannot assure the number of commercial vehicle-related crashes will be reduced.

Motor carriers with multiple enforcement actions continued to operate without
paying fines. Repeat violators did not often receive stiffer enforcement actions to
ensure compliance. In addition, OMC did not enforce most violations found
during compliance reviews. Finally, OMC settled enforcement cases for amounts
significantly less than originally assessed. Without an effective enforcement
program, motor carriers will continue to use unsafe drivers and vehicles.

® The five states are Colorado, lowa, Illinois, Minnesota, and Oregon. Pennsylvania began participation in
January 1999.
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OMC'’s oversight was not sufficiently effective and could be improved. Motor
carriers who had less-than-satisfactory ratings over extended periods of time
continued to operate. Effective oversight is necessary to ensure safety
Improvements are made and compliance with safety regulations is sustained.

The Department's performance measure for motor carrier safety is not focused on
reducing the number of fatalities involved in commercial vehicle crashes. While
the Department's goal is to reduce the rate of fatalities involving commercial
vehicle crashes, it allows the number of fatalities to increase as the number of
motor carriers and miles driven increases. However, fatalities have increased by
20 percent since 1992. Without a strong enforcement program to reverse this
trend, FHWA has limited assurance it will achieve its goal.

Recommendations
We recommend that the FHWA Administrator:

1. Strengthen its enforcement policy by establishing written policy and operating
procedures to take strong enforcement action against motor carriers with repeat
violations of the same acute or critical regulation. Strong enforcement actions
would include assessing fines at the statutory maximum amount, the issuance
of compliance orders, not negotiating reduced assessments, and when
necessary, placing motor carriers out of service.

2. Remove all administrative restrictions on fines placed in the Uniform Fine
Assessment program and increase the maximum fines to the level authorized
by the Transportation Equity Act of the 21% Century.

3. Establish stiffer fines that cannot be considered a cost of doing business and, if
necessary, seek appropriate legislation raising statutory penalty ceilings.

4. Implement a procedure that removes the operating authority from motor
carriers that fail to pay civil penalties within 90 days after final orders are
Issued or settlement agreements are compl eted.

5. Establish criteria for determining when a motor carrier poses an imminent
hazard.

6. Require followup visit and monitoring of those motor carriers with a less-than
satisfactory safety rating, at varying intervals, to ensure that safety
improvements are sustained or if safety has deteriorated that appropriate
sanctions are invoked.
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7. Establish a control mechanism that requires written justification by the OMC
State Director when compliance review of high-risk carriers are not performed.

8. Establish a written policy and operating procedures that identify criteria and
time frames for closing all enforcement cases, including the current backlog.
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Finding B.  Insufficient Data | mpactsthe Motor
Carrier Safety Program

OMC cannot identify all the high-risk motor carriers because its database is
incomplete and inaccurate, and data entry is not timely. The extent of insufficient
data is significant. The data deficiencies exist because data elements used in
OMC'’s targeting system are not always included in its database, information
specific to motor carriers and traffic violations are not coded or entered accurately
in OMC’s database, and the States delay in uploading crash data to the OMC
database. As a result, OMC has no reasonable assurance that the motor carriers
identified as high-risk motor carriers with the worst safety records represent all
high-risk motor carriers.

In addition, although 5,355 lives were lost in fatal crashes with commercia
vehicles, the Department does not have information that identifies the causes of
the crashes. Neither OMC nor the NHTSA databases contain information on crash
causes or fault. The absence of causes and fault information for large truck
crashes is because the data are not presently required by the OMC’'s or NHTSA’s
databases. The knowledge of causes of crashes would provide the Department
opportunity to identify trends and focus its resources on eliminating these causes.

System Used to Target High-Risk Motor Carriers

Since March 1997, OMC has used the Safety Status Measurement System
(SafeStat) to measure the safety fitness of motor carriers and to allocate resources
to monitor unsafe motor carriers. This system is a significant improvement over
past practices OMC used to determine which motor carriers should have a
compliance review. SafeStat is an automated, data-driven analysis system
designed to incorporate current safety related performance data such as crashes,
results of roadside inspections, traffic citations, enforcement actions, and
compliance reviews, which are contained in MCMIS. SafeStat continuously
assesses the safety status of motor carriers. Biannually, SafeStat identifies high-
risk motor carriers and prioritizes them for compliance reviews.

Data Used by SafeStat. The data are maintained in MCMIS and the database
sources include:

1. Crash Data — accidents involving commercial motor vehicles provided
by States from accident reports completed by state and local police
officials according to standards prescribed by the National Governors
Association.
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2. Compliance Reviews — number and severity of violations found during
compliance reviews, number of accidents recorded, and number of
vehicle miles traveled in the 12 months preceding the date of the
compliance review. The safety investigators that conduct the reviews
enter this data.

3. Closed Enforcement Cases — age of closed enforcement cases and the
number of serious safety violations enforced. OMC personnel enter this
information.

4. Roadside Inspections — driver and vehicle out-of-service orders and
moving traffic violations reported as a result of roadside inspections.
The States report this information.

5. Motor Carrier Census Data - the unique U.S. Department of
Transportation identification number that is assigned to each motor
carrier when operating authority is granted for interstate or hazardous
material motor carriers, the number of commercia vehicles, and the
number of drivers for a specific motor carrier. The motor carrier may
provide this data when operating authority is obtained, when a
compliance review is conducted, or when a motor carrier voluntarily
updates its operating information.

How SafeStat Works. Motor carriers are evaluated on four Safety Evaluation
Areas, accident, driver, vehicle, and safety management. For the accident
evaluation area the motor carrier's performance is compared to other motor
carriers with comparable fleet size (based on the number of power units). Power
units include owned and term-leased power units (tank, trucks, tractors, motor
coaches, and school buses). For example, a medium-sized motor carrier will be
compared to other medium-sized (21 to 100 vehicles) motor carriers. According
to a November 1998 study by Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, "An
Effectiveness Analysis of SafeStat,” power units were chosen as a means of
measuring risks and to normalize the crash data. The number of power units
provides an estimate of the amount of time spent traveling when crashes can
potentially occur.

The first calculation for the accident evaluation area is the Accident Involvement
Measure. Power units are used in the accident involvement measure. This weighs
the age (0 to 6 months, 7 - 18 months, and 19 to 30 months) and the severity of the
accident (towed, injury/fatality, hazardous materials released). The number of
power units is the denominator for this measure. When the number of power units
IS zero the results for this measure is infinity.

The second calculation in the accident evaluation area is the Accident Involvement

Indicator, which uses the results of the Accident Involvement Measure. This
indicator groups motor carriers based on the number of accidents.
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SafeStat considers the accident history as the most important safety measure
therefore, the accident area has twice the weight as the other evaluation areas in
determining a motor carrier's safety ranking. A total SafeStat score for the motor
carriers with the worst safety record is calculated by multiplying the accident
evaluation area by two and the other areas by one, and totaling all four scores.
Each evaluation area is calculated using various data, measures and indicators.

Performance data that affect safety ranking and identification of high-risk carriers
include crash data, results of roadside inspections, and traffic citations. Our
analysis of MCMIS data and reports showed that:

less than 50 percent of the 1997 large truck fatal fatalities from
NHTSA'’s Fatality Accident Reporting System matched crash records in
MCMIS;

less than 40 percent of the crashes reported in FY 1997 could be
identified to the motor carriersinvolved in the crashes,

less than 40 percent of the 447,603 motor carriers had roadside
inspections during FY 1998; and

less than 60 percent of the traffic citations given to commercial drivers
during roadside inspections in FY 1998 could be used for ranking
purposes because serious traffic violations, such as speeding and
reckless driving could not be distinguished from minor violations such
as missing mud flaps.

Figure 8 shows the number of motor carriers by fleet size that could be subjected
to SafeStat if sufficient performance data were available.

Figure8: Motor Carriersby Fleet Size
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Identifying High-Risk Motor Carriers. SafeStat uses performance data to
categorize motor carriers with the worst safety records in Categories’ A and B.
OMC policy states that motor carriers scored A or B are recommended for a
compliance review. As a result of the September 1998 SafeStat ranking,
1,724 motor carriers were identified in Categories A and B. For example, the
number one motor carrier on the “A” list had a score of 475.94 (maximum of 500)
and the number one motor carrier on the “B” list had a score of 299.09 (maximum
of 300). Figure 9 shows the number of motor carriers by Region with sufficient
performance data to be ranked in each SafeStat category in the September 1998
SafeStat run.

Figure 9: Number of Motor Carriersin Each SafeStat Category

Region A B C D E F (€] Total

1 37 132 465 186 830 2,705 192 4,447
3 49 101 242 290 480 1,572 83 2,817
4 124 362 964 661 2,176 2,520 220 7,027
5 67 217 704 407 1,384 2,220 399 5,398
6 48 147 939 212 1,644 2,094 249 5,333
7 50 155 363 262 887 1,404 64 3,185
8 24 74 252 104 713 705 143 2,015
9 15 36 273 63 432 1,771 122 2,712
10 12 74 237 125 385 1,269 106 2,208
Total 426 1,298 4,439 2,310 8,931 16,260 1,578 35,242

In addition, SafeStat had an additional 44,291 motor carriers that had acceptable
scores (Category H) for the evaluation areas.

Incomplete Data Hinders | dentification of all High-Risk M otor
Carriers

SafeStat rankings that identify high-risk motor carriers are currently based on
incomplete data. Based on our review of the MCMIS motor carrier census file as
of November 1998, we determined that 126,455 motor carriers (about 28 percent
of motor carriers) were listed as having no commercia vehicles and/or no drivers.
Moreover, 71,145 (or 16 percent) had both data elements missing. The number of

" The categories identify the degree of risk by the highest score. Categories in descending vaue are
Category A (al 4 evaluation areas or Accident plus two other areas, and in both cases each area has a score
greater than 75); Category B (3 evauation areas without Accident or Accident plus one area, and in both
cases each area has a score greater than 75); Category C (2 evaluation areas other than Accident, each with
a score greater than 75), Category D (Accident evaluation area only with a score greater than 75),
Category E (Driver evaluation area only with a score greater than 75), Category F (Vehicle evaluation
area only with a score greater than 75); and Category G (Safety Management area only with a score
greater than 75); and Category H (no evaluation area with a score greater than 75).
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commercial vehicles and drivers is used in SafeStat to compute the Accident
Involvement Measure and to normalize crash and driver data.

Another data element used is vehicle miles traveled, which is used in determining
the recordable accident rate. However, this information is only updated during a
compliance review. We aso determined that only 127,275 (28 percent of
447,603) motor carriers had a safety rating.  Therefore, vehicle miles traveled
may not be current and for the majority of motor carriers this information may not
be available. We concluded that although the SafeStat system is an improvement
for targeting high-risk motor carriers, incomplete data prevents it from identifying
al the high-risk carriers.

In November and December 1998, OMC sent letters to approximately 17,000
motor carriers with no drivers or commercia vehicles in the MCMIS file in an
attempt to obtain the missing data. However, OMC did not track to whom the
letters were sent. According to OMC, 10,000 of these 17,000 motor carriers had
one or more recorded crashes.

While OMC implemented a data-driven targeting system, it did not aggressively
pursue obtaining missing data. In our opinion, this data should be available.
When motor carriers apply for operating authority and receive their U.S. DOT
identification number and operating license, they should submit the number of
commercia vehicles and drivers, and be required to provide periodic updates of
this information including the vehicles miles traveled. Currently this is not
required. Without this information OMC does not have reasonable assurance that
al high-risk motor carriers have been identified.

Under Reporting of Crashes. There are three crash databases, two managed by
NHTSA-the Fatal Analysis Reporting System (FARS) collecting data only on
fatalities, and the General Estimates System that provides only national estimates
on crash, vehicle and occupant characteristics obtained from the police crash
report for al police-reported crashes; and the MCMIS managed by OMC. The
MCMIS Crash file contains data on fatalities, injuries and towaway crashes. We
compared the FARS database to the MCMIS crash file and the results indicated
that the number of fatal crashes involving large trucks in MCMIS is significantly
understated. In 1998, NHTSA added the DOT motor carrier identification number
as a data element in the FARS database which is a significant improvement for
identifying motor carriers involved in fatal crashes. According to OMC for 1997,
the States reported 96,585 large truck vehicles involved in crashes to the MCMIS
crash file. The GES estimates that 155,000 large trucks met the reporting criteria
and should have been reported to the MCMIS crash file. Therefore, 38 percent of
the reportable crashes are not included in the MCMIS crash file. Due to the under
reporting of crashes and the double weighting of accidents in SafeStat, we
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concluded that the number of motor carriers with an accident evaluation area is
understated and all high-risk motor carriers are not identified.

| naccur ate Coding of Needed Data

Driver information is important because research indicates that driver fatigue is a
major factor in commercial vehicle crashes. A November 1998 study, by Volpe
National Transportation Systems Center “An Effectiveness Analysis of SafeStat”
states that the driver evaluation area is the next most effective area after the
accident evaluation area to identify high-risk motor carriers. In SafeStat, the
driver evaluation area uses the serious moving violations identified during a
roadside inspection over the last 30 months as an indicator in ranking motor
carriers. OMC determined that during FY 1998, the States reported 551,818 traffic
enforcement citations given to drivers during roadside inspections, and
314,281 (57 percent), were coded to general violation codes rather than to a
specific violation. For example, California coded al of their 55,258 traffic
citations to 392.2 “Local Laws’. Therefore, SafeStat was unable to use this data
for ranking purposes because serious violations were not properly coded. The
specific codes for categorizing serious traffic violations are shown in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Serious Traffic Violations

392.2C Failure to Obey Traffic Control Device
392.2FC Following Too Closely

392.2LC Improper Lane Change

392.2P Improper Passing

392.2R Reckless Driving

392.2S Speeding

392.2T Improper Turn

392.2Y Failure to Yield Right of Way

392.4 Use or Possession of Drugs

392.5 Use or Possession of Alcohol

Using a genera violation code, which combines serious traffic violations
(speeding) with less serious or economic violations (missing mud flaps) impacts
the accuracy of the driver evaluation area and prevents identification of all high-
risk motor carriers.

In addition, the Department of Transportation identification number is used in
tracking performance data for motor carriers. In FY 1997, the MCMIS crash file
contained over 40,000 motor carrier numbers with a default of “0000000” instead
of avalid DOT identification number. The responsible States failed to enter the
data properly when entering crashes. This impacts the SafeStat information for
the identification of high-risk motor carriers and the targeting of motor carriers for
roadside inspections.
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Untimely Data | mpacts SafeStat Rankings

States did not always enter crash reports timely, which reduced the effectiveness
of the SafeStat system in identifying motor carriers with recent crashes. The
accident evaluation area includes crashes for the past 30 months. Depending on
the crash date, they are given different weights in the SafeStat calculations. For
example, if acrash occurs within the past six months prior to the SafeStat run date,
it is assigned a weight three times more than if the crash occurred 18 months or
longer. OMC requires the States to upload the crash data within 90 days of the
crash date. We anayzed the Crash File and determined that during FY 1997,
31 percent of the crashes were uploaded more than 180 days after the crash date.
This delay in data entry is significant since the most current six-month period's
crashes are the heaviest weighted. This delay has the potential of not identifying
the high-risk motor carriers and therefore excluding the most at-risk motor carriers
from recommendation for a compliance review.

In 1998, OMC identified the Top Ten Crash Under Reporting States’, and
requested each State to determine specific reasons why the State was unable to
achieve better crash reporting. As a result, 8 of the 10 states received grants for
FY 1999 totaling $828,650 to improve their crash reporting.

Data to Support Crash Causes and Fault Are Not Available

Neither the FARS nor the MCMIS database identifies crash causes or fault
information.  Crash causes are important in the development of safety
Improvements to reduce fatalities. This specific information is currently not
required. Related factors such as driver-related factors are available, which can
point toward problem areas such as traffic violations issued at the scene of the
crash. However, these related factors are not based on a comprehensive evaluation
of the crash in an attempt to determine the cause. Over 5,300 lives were lost in
1997 fatal crashes with large trucks, which warrants comprehensive evaluations of
fatal crashes to identify the needed safety improvements. We recognize that it
may not be practical to conduct comprehensive evaluations on al large truck
crashes, and that a sampling plan might be more appropriate.

Both NHTSA and OMC have compatible data needs and provide funds to the
States to receive crash information. The data, provided by the States, are derived
from the same state accident reporting form and are entered by two different state

8 The Top Ten States were based on fatal large truck crashesin 1996. They included Arizona, California,
Florida, Indiana, lowa, Massachusetts, Mississippi, New Mexico, Ohio and Tennessee.
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offices into OMC's and NHTSA's databases. Even though differences exist
between the databases, there is opportunity for data standardization.

Under MCSAP, OMC provides the states funds to collect safety performance data,
these funds were significantly increased by the Transportation Equity Act for the
21% Century. The quality and timeliness of safety performance data is paramount
in building and maintaining an information system that supports safety activities
and provides the analytical foundation for future safety improvements. It is
obvious from the ongoing initiatives that OMC is using technology to enhance its
oversight and to improve safety. Without good data, it is difficult to identify
technology enhancements that should be developed to improve motor carrier
safety. OMC did not provide adequate emphasis to ensure the quality of the safety
performance data entered into its centralized, Motor Carrier Management
Information System. This centralized database provides data to other systems
OMC deployed to enhance its oversight capability and to improve safety such as
the SafeStat, the Performance and Registration Information Systems Management,
and the Inspection Selection System.

Other Data I nitiatives

SafeStat is also used in the six-state pilot program, Performance & Registration
Information Systems Management that links motor carrier's safety fitness to state
commercial vehicle registration. Using MCMIS data, SafeStat identifies and
monitors motor carriers that are poor performers. Motor carriers who do not
improve their safety performance may have their commercial vehicle registrations
suspended or revoked. In addition, another new system implemented by OMC,
the Inspection Selection System, relies on SafeStat data. This system is designed
to target drivers and vehicles for roadside inspections based on the safety fitness of
the responsible motor carrier. However, all of these systems rely on the data that
are entered into the MCMIS. Therefore, it is imperative that complete, accurate,
and timely data be obtained to enhance the Motor Carrier Safety Program.

Recommendations

We recommend that the FHWA Administrator aggressively pursue obtaining
quality performance data to identify high-risk motor carriers and to develop crash
safety improvements to decrease the number of fatalities. Specifically, we
recommend that the FHWA Administrator:

1. Require applicants requesting operating authority to provide the number of

commercia vehicles they operate and the number of drivers they employ and
require al motor carriers to periodically update this information.
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. Revise the grant formula and provide incentives through the Motor Carrier
Safety Assistance Program grants for States to provide accurate, complete and
timely commercial vehicle crash reports, vehicle and driver inspection reports
and traffic violation data.

. Withhold funds from the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program grants for
those States that continue to report inaccurate, incomplete and untimely
commercia vehicle crash data, vehicle and driver inspection data and traffic
violation data within a reasonable notification period such as one year.

. Initiate a program to train local enforcement agencies for reporting of crash,
roadside inspection data including associated traffic violations.

. Standardize OMC and NHTSA crash data requirements, crash data collection
procedures, and reports.

. Obtain and analyze crash causes and fault data as a result of comprehensive
crash evaluations to identify safety improvements.
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Finding C. Organizational Placement of the Office of
Motor Carriers

Our greatest concern with the current organizational placement of the motor
carrier oversight program in FHWA is whether safety can receive the priority it
needs in an agency whose primary mission is investing billions of dollars in
highway and bridge infrastructure. Also, a recent OIG investigation reported that
OMC's senior leadership has not always maintained an "arm’ s-length” relationship
with the motor carrier industry they were responsible for regulating, calling into
guestion the credibility of OMC'’s leadership. The reduced effectiveness of the
Motor Carrier Safety Program, as discussed in Findings A and B, and the results of
the recent OIG investigation shows that improvements are needed in the
management of the program.

In order to improve the effectiveness of OMC, 37 percent of the OMC safety
workforce who responded to our survey stated that a separate administration was
needed. Also, in response to a specific question about moving OMC to NHTSA,
48 percent moderately to strongly favored the move. Regardless of where the
motor carrier organization is placed, the organization will require strong
leadership, a very high focus on safety and strong enforcement to reduce fatalities,
and management willing and supportive of strong sanctions such as issuing shut
down orders when warranted.

Concerns Over Placement of OMC Are Longstanding

The debate over the proper placement of OMC is not new. In 1966 various
transportation programs were combined into the Department of Transportation
(DOT). At that time, there was considerable debate over whether the Bureau of
Motor Carrier Safety should remain in the Interstate Commerce Commission
(ICC) or be moved to DOT. The Congressional concerns centered on the fact that
(1) too few trucks were being inspected, (2) too many inspected trucks
(33 percent) were placed out of service, and (3) driver fatigue was a major factor
in many accidents. The concerns are similar in 1999. The nationa average for
out-of-service vehicles in 1997 was 25 percent, as compared to 33 percent over
30 years ago.

Congress determined that to increase the safety effectiveness of the Bureau of
Motor Carriers, it had to be removed from the ICC. The legislature hearing record
states there is an urgent need to centralize authority over al vehicles and driversto
deal with highway safety and accident prevention. As a result, the Bureau of
Motor Carriers was placed in FHWA.

28



In 1987 Senator Ernest Hollings, Chairman of the Senate Commerce Committee,
introduced a hill to establish a Motor Carrier Administration within DOT to
promote organizational efficiency and enhance the effectiveness of motor carrier
safety. The bill had 19 co-sponsors from both parties. The Administration and the
Secretary of Transportation opposed the legislation, which failed. However, the
Secretary of Transportation did reorganize motor carrier responsibilities by
creating the Office of Motor Carriers within the FHWA.

Last year the House Transportation Appropriations Subcommittee recommended
that OMC be transferred from FHWA to NHTSA. The subcommittee
recommended this transfer because of the increase in truck-related fataities,
concerns of the OMC workforce, and a concern that OMC did not maintain a
sufficient "arm’ s-length” relationship with the industry it regulated. The proposal
was not enacted. Regardless of where the motor carrier safety mission is
organizationally placed, the organization responsible must have the leadership,
direction, and dedication to improve safety.

OMC Needs L eadership and FHWA’s Priority Attention

FHWA did not provide OMC the degree of leadership and management attention
needed to ensure that an effective oversight program was in place for the motor
carrier industry. OMC, as of the end of our audit, continued to be ineffective in
performing the motor carrier safety mission as shown in Findings A and B of this
report. Also, actions by OMC'’s senior leadership indicated that an “arms-length”
relationship did not always exist with the motor carrier industry it is responsible
for overseeing.

A Report of Investigation by the OIG concluded that senior OMC managers had
an improper and inappropriate relationship with the motor carrier industry. During
the OIG investigation, senior OMC officials said they could not recall the details
of their conversations with the motor carrier industry. The relationship between
OMC and the motor carrier industry it oversees coupled with the non-supportive
attitude shown by OMC senior management officials during the OIG
investigation, provides keen insight into the lack of leadership and the
management environment and culture that existed within OMC.

Maintaining an “arm's-length” relationship is critical for any enforcement agency,
yet the right type of new leadership can change direction and restore credibility
over time. In this regard, we note that the Federal Highway Administrator recently
changed the top leadership in OMC.
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FHWA's Focusis I nvesting and Distributing Funds

FHWA'’s mission is primarily directed toward surface infrastructure development,
including distribution and management of $22 billion of grants annually. This
mission demands and deserves a significant amount of senior management
attention within FHWA.

DOT's primary goal is safety. DOT's FY 2000 Performance Plan cites
17 performance goals including reducing large truck fatality and injury rates.
These rates are based on fatalities and injuries per 100 million vehicle miles
traveled. A more appropriate goal is to reduce the absolute number of fatalities
and injuries resulting from crashes involving large trucks. Even with a stabilized
rate of fatalities, the absolute number of individuals killed in crashes involving
large trucks has increased each of the last 3 years for which the Department has
fatality data.

In 1997, over 5,300 lives were lost in large truck crashes. The Department would
not accept that scenario in the aviation or the rail modes, and it must not accept it
for large trucks. FHWA did propose a goal in its FY 2000 Performance Plan to
reduce commercial vehicle-related fatalities to 4,934.

FHWA's Restructuring Plan

FHWA officials believe the restructuring of FHWA will strengthen the Motor
Carrier Safety Program. FHWA'’s headquarters organization included five core
business areas. (1) Infrastructure, (2) Operations, (3) Environment and Planning,
(4) Motor Carrier and Highway Safety, and (5) Federal Land Highways. The
headquarters restructuring focused on FHWA's strategic goals and objectives, and
the restructured organization calls for headquarters to provide technical services
and increased emphasis in the five core business areas to its field operations.

The restructuring also eliminated nine regional offices and replaced them with
four Resource Centers, effective October 1, 1998. The Resource Centers are to
provide, through OMC's State Division Offices, a wide range of guidance and
expert assistance. However, based on information provided, this assistance will be
provided only if requested by the State offices.

As a result of the restructuring, OMC's State Division Offices, will have the
primary role and authority for front-line program delivery to state transportation
departments, metropolitan planning organizations, local government, and other
partners and customers responsible for providing highway transportation and
safety services.
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Since the restructuring was not completed during our review, we could not make
any tests to determine the effectiveness of the new organization. However, we
found that the Resource Centers and OMC State Division Offices had not received
definitive guidance on their responsibilities. OMC State Division Offices were
given program authority over the OMC's operations;, however, OMC State
Division officials said they are stretched to the limit and did not have sufficient
staff. Without proper resources and definitive guidance on the responsibilities of
the Resource Centers and OMC State Division Offices, these offices will not
operate effectively.

Safety Personnel

Even though the number of interstate carriers is increasing, the number of Federal
safety investigators who perform compliance reviews, and the number of
compliance reviews conducted, is decreasing. In FY 1998, OMC safety
investigators completed approximately 4,400 compliance reviews (an average of
fewer than 2 compliance reviews per month per safety investigator). The OMC
operating budget increased from $40 million in FY 1991 to $53 million in FY
1999. However, the number of OMC safety investigators peaked at 348 in 1991,
but has steadily declined to an estimated 260 in 1998. At the same time, OMC has
increased from 618 employees to about 670 employees.

As part of its safety program, OMC provides grants to States under the Motor
Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP). This program was initially funded
at $8 million in FY 1984; MCSAP funding increased to $90 million in FY 1999.
MCSAP provides resources to States to augment the OMC safety workforce.

The responses to our survey showed that when OMC personnel vacated positions
in a State Division Office, they were not replaced. With the growth of the motor
carrier industry and safety being the number one priority in the Department, it is
Imperative that safety positions be filled. Not filling safety positions indicates
motor carrier safety is not receiving the priority it needs. Thus, we concluded that
FHWA has not provided the support and management attention needed to the
Motor Carrier Safety Program.

Alternatives for Placement of OMC

There are no clear-cut answers as to whether the motor carrier safety function
would be discharged more effectively if it were transferred from FHWA to an
existing or new DOT organization. Regardless of where the motor carrier safety
function is placed organizationally, strong enforcement action, including “shut
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down” orders in appropriate cases, will be necessary for significant violations,
repeat violators, and motor carriers who have unsatisfactory safety ratings.

A range of organizational options exists, including combining the motor carrier
safety function with the NHTSA, creating a new agency dedicated to motor carrier
safety, combining the Department’ s surface safety functions in a new multi-modal
Surface Transportation Safety Agency, or keeping OMC in the Federal Highway
Administration. There are pros and cons to each option; none is a panacea.

Federal Highway Administration. Since FHWA’s main focus is on
infrastructure development and funding, the motor carrier safety program, under
FHWA, may not receive the priority it needs. Also, the credibility of OMC has
been significantly harmed by the recent disclosure that its most senior managers
did not always have an arm’'s-length relationship with the industry it was
responsible for overseeing. This does not mean that motor carrier safety cannot be
effectively managed within FHWA, but doing so will require a very strong effort
to ensure that motor carrier safety is not subordinated to infrastructure investment
in terms of emphasis and attention. If given a high level of attention, proper
leadership, and a sense of urgency, the stability achieved by leaving the Motor
Carrier Safety Program in the FHWA organizational structure could bring about
the necessary changes faster than if an organizational change were made.

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. The Chairman, House
Transportation Appropriations Subcommittee has suggested an alternative to place
the OMC under the direction of the NHTSA. The primary mission of both the
organizationsis to reduce fatalities and injuries on the Nation’ s roadways.

NHTSA is a centralized organization with the majority of its workforce in
Washington, D.C. This contrasts with the motor carrier mission, which has most
of itsresourcesin thefield. NHTSA’s primary role is to oversee manufacturers of
passenger and commercial vehicles, and safety features of those vehicles.
NHTSA’s enforcement program does not apply to operator safety. Consequently,
NHTSA does not deal with the same type and magnitude of enforcement issues as
does OMC.

NHTSA conducts enforcement to ensure that vehicles manufactured, including
trucks and motor coaches, comply with Federa safety regulations, and initiates
defect investigation and safety recalls to remove unsafe vehicles from the
highways. However, NHTSA does not have the statutory or operating experience
in conducting the type of compliance reviews and inspections, which OMC
performs under its oversight of the motor carrier industry. The majority of
NHTSA's staff (550 of 635 employees) are located at the Headquarters in
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Washington D.C., while the majority of OMC'’s staff (489 of 664 employees) are
located in the field at the four Resource Centers or the State Division Offices.

Our survey of OMC staff disclosed for the proposed transfer to NHTSA, that
48 percent moderately to strongly favored it, 32 percent neither favored nor
opposed it, and only 20 percent voiced opposition. However, when OMC State
Division Office personnel were questioned during our field visits, they registered
concern that NHTSA would require OMC personnel to perform some of
NHTSA's outreach tasks resulting in the State Division Offices continuing to take
a back seat to another organization. NHTSA officials stated, if OMC were
transferred to NHTSA, that additional resources would be needed to provide
adequate administrative oversight for the OMC employees.

Surface Transportation Safety Administration. A separate surface safety
organization conceptually has appeal because its sole mission would be safety and
it would have the ability to examine issues such as operator fatigue across all
modes of transportation. Also, resources would be dedicated to safety and could
quickly be realigned if necessary. This concept was proposed by DOT in the early
1990's but was not adopted. Establishing a surface safety organization would
most likely be the most costly option, and it would cause significant disruption to
DOT’s safety program because of the time it would take to establish an effective
structure. A surface safety organization would incorporate some functions from
FHWA, NHTSA, Federa Railroad Administration, Federal Transit
Administration, and Research and Special Programs Administration. Having one
organization responsible for the entire safety mission and focused on the
Department’s primary goal of improving safety, would emphasize DOT’s high
priority to its safety mission and minimize criticism of having close relationships
with industries it had responsibility to oversee.

This proposal was made by National Academy of Public Administration in their
report Organizing the Administration of Surface Transportation Policies and
Programs to Meet National Needs dated August 1991. The Academy’s Panel on
Surface Transportation Organization wanted to know whether changes could be
made in DOT’s organization for meeting national needs and improving safety.
This would better equip DOT to manage surface transportation in the future. The
Academy recommended that DOT should propose and Congress should create a
Surface Safety Administration.

The establishment of a Surface Safety Administration would consolidate al
surface safety functions under one Administration with its primary mission being
the enforcement of safety in the Department. This organization would focus its
resources on safety issues, provide a direct conduit to the Secretary on all surface
safety problems, and exert a significant impact on achieving the Department’s
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primary goal to improve safety. In addition, the organization would identify and
prioritize safety requirements and the funding needed to complete these
requirements without competing with other program issues.

The establishment of a Surface Safety Administration would initialy be disruptive
to the safety missions of the organizations involved due to the time and cost
involved in establishing the new organization. In addition, DOT did not accept
this concept when presented by the National Academy of Public Administration in
their August 1991 report, it could meet the same resistance today.

Office of Motor Carrier Safety Administration. A new motor carrier safety
administration would require additional costs and cause disruptions as described
above for the surface safety organization, but to a lesser degree. Only FHWA
would be impacted by this change. This organizational structure has appeal to the
motor carrier industry because motor carriers would have a dedicated agency like
the other transportation modes, and this would reinforce their stature. Safety
improvements within the motor carrier industry would be its primary mission.
Unless visible improvements in safety were achieved and a strong enforcement
program adopted, critics would gquestion the organization’ s closeness to industry.

This safety administration would focus solely on the operations of motor carriers
with a clearly defined mission that should achieve real reductions in fatalities and
injuries associated with large trucks. This would be accomplished by focusing on
the investigative/enforcement functions that would identify and react to unsafe
practices and motor carriers.

The Office of Motor Carrier Safety Administration would provide a direct conduit
to the Secretary on motor carrier safety problems and exert a significant impact in
the continuing quest for improved safety in the motor carrier industry. The
disruption of staff would be minimized because the investigative/enforcement
structure is aready in place at the State Division Offices. However, additiona
staff may be needed at headquarters to administratively support the new
organization.

A separate organization for motor carrier safety would not compete with other
missions. In the Federal Highway Administration, the majority of the attention is
focused on managing Federal-Aid Highway funds. TEA-21 authorized for Title |
Federa-Aid Highway funds totaling $170 billion, while Title IV Motor Carrier
Safety funds total $644 million during FY's 1998 through 2003. Clearly, FHWA
devotes the magjority of their resources to oversight of the Federal-Aid Highway
program.



Our survey of Office of Motor Carrier personnel disclosed that 37 percent of the
respondents favored a separate administration for motor carrier operations. In
addition, the American Trucking Associations also favor a separate organization
for motor carriers.

Conclusion

Regardless of where the motor carrier organization is placed, the organization will
require strong leadership, a very high focus on safety and strong enforcement to
reduce fatalities, and management willing and supportive of strong sanctions such
as issuing shut down orders when warranted.

Considering the range of options, the two most viable and practical are leaving the
motor carrier safety function in the Highway Administration or creating a Motor
Carrier Safety Administration dedicated to motor carrier safety. The principal
drawback to the NHTSA option is that NHTSA’s mission, though dedicated to
safety, is heavily focused on regulating the manufacture of vehicles. NHTSA has
no experience regulating and enforcing the safety of operating trucking companies
and their drivers. The Surface Transportation Safety Administration, while
appealing in concept, would be the most complex and disruptive to establish.
Large pieces of five Department of Transportation agencies would have to be
removed from their present organization and merged into one to form the new
organization.

One approach available to the Secretary and the Congress is to base the decision
on whether a Motor Carrier Safety Administration is necessary on FHWA's
commitment and expeditious implementation of action needed to substantially
strengthen enforcement. The Highway Administration’s comments on this report
make such a pledge. If Congress and the Administration decide on this approach,
the measure of success should be bottom-line improvements in motor carrier
safety and a one-year timeline should be set to judge the agency’s progress and
make the final decision.

However, based on our work, together with a nearly 30-year history of
congressional and public calls for strengthening motor carrier safety, we
increasingly are of the view that it would be in the long term interests of public
safety to create a Motor Carrier Safety Administration. The simple fact is that
under the current organizational arrangement, motor carrier safety necessarily will
compete for leadership attention and emphasis with the legitimate, if not primary,
Highway Administration mission of investing over $20 billion annualy in
highways and bridges. In light of the increasing number of fatalities associated
with large trucks, demand for truck drivers and enormous industry growth in the
last few years, the safety challenge will be larger and more urgent. This situation
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justifies an agency with a clear, preeminent safety mission, free of the need to
compete with other very important transportation department missions.

We aso are troubled by the fact that it has taken so long for the Highway
Administration to recognize, as it does in comments on this report, that the
pendulum has swung too far away from enforcement of safety rules. Also, almost
ayear ago, TEA-21 was enacted, which provided additional enforcement authority
to the Highway Administration, yet those mandates have not been implemented.
The Highway Administration now says it will move to do this immediately and
improve the safety program, but this is occurring on the heels of and with
prompting by multiple congressional hearings, adverse findings by the DOT
Inspector General, the General Accounting Office, and the Nationa
Transportation Safety Board.

We hope the Highway Administration’s commitments to change are followed
through on with a sense of urgency and made permanent, as this would save many
lives on our highways, prevent injuries, and avoid economic loss. In our opinion,
the likelihood of this occurring would increase if the leadership and charter of the
agency responsible for motor carrier safety had motor carrier safety as its
exclusive and unambiguous mission, together with a strong safety enforcement
program.

However, it should be recognized that unless visible improvements in safety were
achieved and a strong enforcement program adopted, critics would question the
new Motor Carrier Safety Administration’s closeness to industry, just as they do
with the current Office of Motor Carriers. It is pointless to make an organizational
change if only the chairs from one agency are shifted to another or by simply
changing the organization’ s name.
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Management Position and Office of | nspector General
Comments

The Department agreed, in an April 14, 1999, memorandum to FHWA, to revise
the motor carrier safety goal in its FY 2000 performance plan to reduce the
number of fatalities. The change is to be printed in the Department’s revised
final performance plan, which is expected to be published within 30 days after
FY 2000 appropriations are enacted.

In its reply, FHWA said: "We consider many of the recommendations to be
constructive and have actions underway to address them. In other cases, we have
proposed alternative actions. However, we do have a different view of some of
the analysis described in the report and we believe you may have overlooked some
pertinent facts." Notwithstanding some differences, FHWA acknowledged that
the enforcement program can be improved, more compliance reviews are needed,
higher penalties can be used to induce compliance, and data improvements are
necessary. FHWA recognized improvements are needed and said it had taken
steps towards thisgoal. The FHWA responsein its entirety is at Exhibit F.
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I mminent Hazard

Large Truck

Compliance Reviews

Satisfactory Rating

EXHIBIT A
Page 1 of 2

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Imminent Hazard is defined as any condition of a
vehicle, employee, or commercial motor vehicle
operations that is likely to result in serious injury or
death if not discontinued immediately.

A “large truck” is defined by National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) as having a
manufacturer’ s gross vehicle weight rating over 10,000
pounds. Office of Motor Carriers defines a “large
truck” similar to NHTSA, but adds it must have at
least six tires. For purposes of our analyses, large
trucks typically exceed a gross vehicle weight rating of
26,000 pounds.

Compliance reviews are examinations of motor carrier
operations to determine whether a motor carrier meets
the safety fitness standard. The review includes driver
gualifications, possessions of commercia driver's
license, driver’'s hours of service, maintenance and
inspection  procedures and records, financia
responsibility (insurance) involvement in crashes,
handling of hazardous materials, and other safety and
transportation records. Based on the review, a safety
fitness rating is assigned of either satisfactory,
conditional, or unsatisfactory.

A satisfactory rating means that a motor carrier has
adequate safety management controls in place to
ensure compliance with safety requirements to reduce
the risk associated with commercial drivers license
violations, inadequate insurance, use of unqualified
drivers, improper use and driving of vehicles,
operation of unsafe vehicles, failure to maintain crash
registers and crash reports, use of fatigued drivers, and
Inadequate inspection, repair, and maintenance of
vehicles.
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Unsatisfactory
Rating

Safety Status
M easurement System
(SafeStat)

Placards

Crash Related Factors

EXHIBIT A
Page 2 of 2

A conditional rating means a motor carrier does not
have adequate safety management controls to ensure
acceptable compliance with the safety fitness standard
that could result in the occurrences listed under a
satisfactory rating.

An unsatisfactory rating means a motor carrier does
not have adequate safety management controls to
ensure acceptable compliance with the safety fitness
standard, which has resulted in the occurrences
listed in a satisfactory rating.

SafeStat is an automated, data-driven analysis system
designed to incorporate current safety performance
data such as crashes, roadside inspections of drivers
and trucks, drivers traffic citations, enforcement
actions, and compliance reviews which are contained
in the OMC Motor Carrier Management Information
System. SafeStat is used to quantify and measure the
safety fitness of motor carriers.

Placards are symbols that are placed on the ends and
sides of motor vehicles and freight containers
indicating the hazards of the cargo. Placarding is the
joint responsibility of shippers and motor carriers.
Placard designs and rules for providing and affixing
placards are specified by 49 Code of Federd
Regulations, Part 172.504(b).

Crash related factors does not mean fault or crash
cause. They represent the judgment of the officer at
the crash scene and are not based on a comprehensive
evaluation of the crash. The Fataity Analysis
Reporting System maintained by NHTSA provides for
91 different driver-related factors, and up to 4 driver-
related factors can be entered for each driver involved
in a crash. For example driving too fast,
drowsy/asleep, and making an improper turn.
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EXHIBIT B
Page 1 of 5

SURVEY OF OFFICE OF MOTOR CARRIER DIVISION PERSONNEL"*

1. Are you currently a GS/GM-2123 or GS/GM-2125 with the Office of Motor Carriers?

2123 174
2125 72
Unknown 10
TOTAL 256
73%

Safety Investigators, and Program Specialists

Program Specialists, and State Directors
Used in TOTAL calculation

Eligible

respondents
Adjusted response rate (excluding ineligibles)

2. How long have you been with OMC?

2123

8.5 Yrs.

2125

14.2 Yrs

3. During a typical month, what percentage of your work time do you spend on the following

Average
Average

activities?

2123 2125[ TOTAL
Compliance reviews 37.49% 4.89%| 27.37%
Enforcement activities 12.70% 4.04%| 10.14%
Administrative duties 14.06%| 19.37%| 15.57%
Monitoring programs 6.30%| 23.30%| 11.47%
Outreach 4.99% 3.57% 4.47%
Attending meetings/seminars 4.15% 9.38% 5.64%
Speaking to 2.84% 3.17% 2.88%
associations/trucking companies
Roadside inspections 3.79% 0.26% 3.24%
Reviewing investigators’ 2.50% 6.23% 3.68%
compliance reviews
Training (attending) 2.09% 2.24% 2.31%
Training (conducting) 1.76% 2.21% 1.97%
Supervising investigators 1.43%| 15.40% 5.38%
Accident investigations 1.41% 0.99% 1.28%
Other 4.49% 4.95% 4.60%

4. Prior to the reorganization into four Virtual Resource Centers, there were nine Regional Offices.

Which region did you work in before the reorganization? ( Regions number 1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,&10)

TOTAL

1 3 4

5

6

10

12.20% 8.90%)| 19.50%

15.90%

14.20%

8.10%

6.50%

8.10%

6.50%

! Totals include additional respondents for whom job series was unknown.
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5. How do you usually select carriers for compliance reviews?

2123 2125 TOTAL
Assigned to me 38%| 13.64%| 35.00%
Regular review cycle 0.67% 0% 0.60%
Complaint 1.33% 4.,55% 1.70%
Accident 0% 4.55% 0.60%
Time since last review 0% 0% 0%
SafeStat scores 55.33% 72.73% 57.10%
Other 4.67% 4.,55% 5.10%

6. In general, when do you conduct follow-up compliance reviews?

2123 2125 TOTAL
Within 6 months 10.39% 4,55%| 10.40%
Within 12 months 16.88% 4,55%| 14.80%
After a complaint 0.65% 0% 0.50%
After an accident 0% 4.,55% 0.50%
SafeStat scores 51.30% 63.64% 52.70%
Never 2.60% 4.,55% 2.70%
Other 18.18%| 18.18%| 18.10%

EXHIBIT B
Page 2 of 5

Questions 5 and 6 exclude
respondents who do not
perform compliance reviews.

7. After a compliance review is completed and an enforcement action is sent forward, how often do
you find out the final disposition (i.e., the recommended penalty was paid, a reduced penalty was

negotiated, the action was dropped)?

2123 2125 TOTAL
Rarely or never 26.90%|( 12.68%| 22.30%
Sometimes 24.56%| 18.31%| 22.70%
About half the time 7.60% 7.04% 7.20%
Most of the time 21.64%| 21.13%| 21.50%
Always or almost always 19.30%| 40.85%| 26.30%

8. Where are decisions to drop enforcement actions usually made? At the Division Office, the
Resource Centers/Regional Office, or Headquarters (i.e., DOT Washington)?

2123 2125] TOTAL
Usually at Division Office 32.74%| 29.85%| 32.80%
Usually Resource Ctr/Reg Off 52.98%| 50.75%| 51.20%
Usually at Headquarters 4.76%| 13.43% 7.00%
Don't know 9.52% 5.97% 9.00%
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EXHIBIT B
Page 3 of 5

9. Are you familiar with the DOT Office of Inspector General's program to criminally

prosecute carriers?

2123 2125] TOTAL
Yes 86.71%| 94.44%| 89.00%
No 13.29% 5.56%| 11.00%

10. How would you rate the quality of the compliance reviews being conducted today compared
to the compliance reviews being conducted when you joined OMC?

2123 2125] TOTAL
Much better than when | joined 41.18%| 33.80%| 38.60%
Somewhat better 27.06%|| 25.35%| 26.10%
About the same 20.59%| 21.13%| 21.70%
Worse than when | joined 6.47%| 12.68% 8.40%
Much worse than when [ joined 4.71% 7.04% 5.20%

11. Overall, how would you rate the OMC enforcement program?

2123 2125] TOTAL
Excellent 4.62% 2.82% 4.00%
Very good 16.18%| 12.68%| 15.00%
Good 33.53%| 36.62%| 34.40%
Fair 29.48%| 29.58%| 30.40%
Poor 16.18%| 18.31%| 16.20%

12. How much impact do you think each of the following changes to the OMC operation would
have on OMC's effectiveness? (The following were rated as making OMC moderately to much
more effective.) Each respondent had the opportunity to rate seven separate actions.

2123 2125] TOTAL

Put unsafe carriers out-of-service| 93.06%| 98.59%| 94.90%
Larger fines for repeat offenders 88.31%| 93.05%| 90.10%
More enforcement actions 86.04%| 87.50%| 86.50%
More compliance reviews 67.06%| 75.00%| 69.70%
Larger fines for first time 48.24%|| 50.00%| 50.60%
offenders

More roadside inspections 41.28%| 23.61%| 36.80%
Consistent fines* 30.77%| 34.28%| 32.20%

* Same dollar fine regardless of carriers size.
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EXHIBIT B
Page 4 of 5

13. What policy and/or procedural changes do you think would make OMC most effective?
(Narrative responses fell into 30 categories/subcategories. Of all responses, the most frequently
suggested changes are shown below. Because respondents could suggest more than one
change, the percentages in the table reflect the total number of answers, rather than the number of
respondents.) The following account for over 40 percent of the coded responses.

2123 2125 TOTAL
Management issues 14.05% 9.41%| 12.60%
Return to enforcement agency 7.57%| 16.47%| 10.50%
More compliance reviews 8.11% 9.41% 8.30%
Repeat offenders out-of-service 8.11% 2.35% 6.50%
Other enforcement actions 5.41% 8.24% 6.10%

14. What is your opinion about moving OMC from FHWA to NHTSA? Are you...

2123 2125] TOTAL
Strongly in favor 27.06%| 23.53%| 25.20%
Moderately in favor 19.41%| 30.88%| 22.40%
Neither in favor nor opposed 32.94%| 25.00%| 32.10%
Moderately opposed 7.06%| 14.71% 8.90%
Strongly opposed 13.53% 5.88%| 11.40%

15. Beside moving OMC from FHWA to NHTSA, what other options to improve OMC's
effectiveness should be considered? Of all the responses, the most frequently suggested options

are shown below.

2123 2125 TOTAL
Separate agency 31.58%| 47.44%)| 37.30%
Better enforcement 21.05%| 11.54%| 18.20%
Change structure 17.76%| 21.79%| 18.60%

16. During the past four years, how many investigators do you personally know of who have left

OMC?
2123 2125[ TOTAL
0 12 0 12
1-5 66 29 99
6- 10 58 24 86
11-15 18 7 26
More than 15 15 9 24
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17. What would you say are the main reasons that investigators have left OMC?
(Will sum to more than 100% because respondents were asked to mark all choices that apply.)

2123 2125] TOTAL
Advancement opportunities 76.25%| 91.55%| 80.80%
OMC leadership 63.75%|| 70.42%| 65.80%
OMC policies 49.38%| 61.97%| 53.80%
Change of work 34.38%| 33.80%| 33.80%
Conflicts with management 26.25%| 23.94%| 25.00%
Geographical change 16.25%| 21.13%|| 17.10%
Dislike work 15.00% 9.86%|( 12.90%
Conflicts with co-workers 5.63% 4.23% 5.00%
Other 14.38%| 25.35%| 17.90%

18. In general, how would you rate the safety for trucking (i.e., trucks are maintained properly and
driven safely). Would you say trucking safety is...

2123 2125] TOTAL
Excellent 0.58% 0.00% 0.80%
Very good 16.86%| 13.04%| 15.60%
Good 44.77%|| 62.32%| 49.60%
Fair 32.56%| 18.84%| 28.80%
Poor 5.23% 5.80% 5.20%

19. What is the biggest problem you face in trying to accomplish your job?
(Of all the responses, the most frequent problems are shown below.)

2123 2125] TOTAL
Lack of direction-Headquarters 10.07%| 16.92%| 12.10%
Not enough safety investigators 8.72%| 20.00%| 12.60%
Personal issues 18.79%| 12.31%| 16.60%

PERCENTAGES ARE BASED ON THE NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO ANSWERED
EACH QUESTION.
PERCENTAGES MAY NOT TOTAL 100% DUE TO ROUNDING.
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PRIOR COVERAGE

Prior Audit Reports

Office of I nspector General, Motor Carrier Safety Program for Commercial
Trucksat U.S. Borders (Report No. TR-1999-034)

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) issued Audit Report No. TR-1999-034 in
December 1998; Motor Carrier Safety Program for Commercial Trucks at U.S.
Borders. The audit objective was to determine if FHWA had plans to accomplish
Inspections or otherwise ensure that commercia trucks entering the United States
were safe and drivers were qualified. The audit concluded that greater
involvement and leadership from the Federal level was needed to implement
cross-border provisions and to ensure that safety was not compromised. In the
near term additional inspectors and inspection facilities were needed at the
Mexican border to establish sufficient safeguards for truck safety.

The OIG made recommendations to the Office of the Secretary and the Federa
Highway Administrator to: (i) expedite the process for issuing and finalizing the
proposed rule changes for granting Mexican motor carriers operating authority
under NAFTA, and oversight of such authority; (ii) develop a Department of
Transportation identification number that will distinguish between Mexican trucks
granted authority to conduct long-haul operations and those restricted to
commercial-zone operations; (iii) allocate the funds needed to adequately staff the
border-crossing aternative (selected by the Secretary) during the hours crossings
are open to commercial trucks, and provide inspectors with needed inspection
facilities, including communication lines and computer equipment that will enable
inspectors to directly access FHWA safety data files; (iv) establish partnerships
with the border States to ensure the requisite inspection presence is maintained at
the border and throughout the States to ensure highway safety; (v) establish a
NAFTA Program Director position that includes decision-making authority and
responsibility for managing a consistent cross-border traffic management program
from State to State with the requisite resources to effectively carry out the
responsibilities; (vi) adopt Alternative Il or Ill to supplement the border States
with the requisite inspectors at border crossings, and (vii) establish and lead a
Federal interagency group to coordinate organizational policies, processes, and
procedures that will enhance and expedite traffic flows at the southern border.
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FHWA'’s response did not satisfactorily address our recommendations regarding
staffing of inspectors at border crossings. The response proposed deploying
27 inspectors in Texas but did not address border crossings in Arizona and New
Mexico. The 27 inspectors represent only 53 percent of the minimum number
recommended by the OIG for Texas. The following paragraphs highlight the
results of this report and its importance to truck safety.

Trucks Entering the U.S. from Mexico Frequently Do Not Meet U.S
Standards. Neither OMC nor the border states, with the exception of California,
are taking sufficient actions to ensure that trucks entering the United States from
Mexico meet U.S. safety standards.

Since 1992, when the United States, Canada, and Mexico signed the North
American Free Trade Agreement, the Department and the border states have
pointed to each other when asked who has the responsibility for inspecting trucks
crossing the border. Neither the Federal Government nor the border states (except
for California) have provided the necessary resources. For example, at El Paso,
Texas, an average of 1, 300 trucks enter daily at one border crossing, yet only one
inspector is on duty and he can inspect only 10 to 14 trucks daily. At other
crossings there are times when there are no inspectors.

Far too few trucks are being R R
inspected at the U.S-Mexico OLE mmercial Truc

border, and too few inspected Out-of-Service Rates
trucks comply with U.S. safety 5004

standards.  Of those Mexican | 4o Ccanada

trucks inspected, about 44 percent 300 Clvse

were placed out of service because |

of serious safety violations. This [Jus
10% . =t

contrasts with a 25-percent out-of- ) wo || g

service rate for U.S. trucks and a OMC Motor Carrier Management afonizion System
17-percent out-of-service rate for

Canadian trucks. The truck out-of-service rates for the four border states with
Mexico ranged from 28 percent in California, where a good inspection program
has been in place and the quality of trucks has improved, to 50 percent in Texas.

With the exception of California, a significant increase is urgently needed in the
number of inspectors, the number of trucks inspected, and the hours of inspection
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coverage to make sure trucks entering the United States from Mexico are safe.
OMC and the States point to each other as having responsibility for inspecting
trucks entering the United States. In view of this continuing debate, we are not
confident that the necessary actions are imminent.

General Accounting Office, DOT |s Shifting to Performance-Based Standards
to Assess Whether Carriers Operate Safely (Report No. GAO/RCED-98-8)

The General Accounting Office issued Audit Report No. GAO/RCED-98-8 in
November 1997; DOT Is Shifting to Performance-Based Standards to Assess
Whether Carriers Operate Safely. The audit objective was to examine the
efficiency and effectiveness of the OMC’'s commercial motor vehicle safety
programs. The audit concluded that the OMC’'s Selective Compliance and
Enforcement list and other criteria for selecting motor carriers for compliance
reviews did not effectively target commercial motor carriers with poor safety
performance. The OMC SafeStat system, while designed to better identify motor
carriers by using on-the-road performance data, depends on the states to submit
complete, accurate and timely data on recordable accidents and the results of
roadside inspections and compliance reviews. Some states, however, lack
adequate data, which affects the reliability of SafeStat. The report recommended
that the Secretary of Transportation (i) identify the barriers that prevent the states
from providing complete and timely data and work with the states to develop a
strategy for addressing each barrier, and (ii) develop alternative approaches to
SafeStat, such as consulting with state and local law enforcement officials to
identify problem motor carriers, in the states that have inadequate data.

Office of Inspector General, Motor Carrier Safety Program (Audit Report
No. AS-FH-7-006)

The OIG issued Audit Report No. AS-FH-7-006 in March 1997; Motor Carrier
Safety Program. The audit objective was to evaluate FHWA policies, procedures,
and oversight for conducting compliance reviews of motor carriers operations to
ensure compliance with applicable motor carrier safety regulations. In addition,
the audit evaluated the adequacy of penalties assessed for violations. The OIG
made recommendations designed to: (i) increase safety fithess determinations of
the motor carrier population; (ii) improve the system to identify and review
problem carriers; (iii) enhance the effectiveness of the enforcement program by
taking stronger enforcement actions; and (iv) ensure the quality of compliance
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reviews. The OMC concurred or concurred in part with 10 of the
14 recommendations. OMC non-concurred for the four recommendations, which
pertain to; (i) increasing safety fitness determinations of the motor carrier
population; and (ii) enhancing the effectivenessof the enforcement program by
taking stronger enforcement actions, OMC proposed and the OIG agreed to
aternative corrective actions. In response to our recommendations, the OMC
agreed to: (i) increase contacts with motor carriers and improve the effectiveness
of compliance reviews, (ii) use a system which emphasizes on-the-road
performance data to identify high-risk motor carriers for review; (iii) use a system
for assessing increased penalties for continued noncompliance; and (iv) develop
and implement controls to ensure the quality of compliance reviews. The current
status of OMC’ s actions regarding the recommendationsis as follows:

Recommendations Status Comments
Three recommendations to | OMC met the intent of the
increase safety fitness | recommendations by taking
determinations of the motor | recommended or alternative
carrier population. actions for al
recommendations.
Two recommendations to | One recommendation was | OMC reduced States
improve the system to identify | completed and one | timeframes to upload crash
and review problem motor | recommendation was partially | and inspection reports and
carriers. completed. compliance reviews to
MCMIS, but States are not
meeting these timeframes.
Five recommendations to | Two recommendations were | OMC has not conducted a

enhance the effectiveness of
the enforcement program by
taking stronger enforcement
actions.

completed and three
recommendations were not
completed.

review of the success of UFA
in assessing more severe
penalties for repeat offenders.

OMC has not completed
procedures to identify criteria
for issuing compliance orders.

OMC contracted with Volpe
to assess effectiveness of
enforcement tools, but did not

agree with Volpe's initia
approach.
Four recommendations to | Three recommendations were | OMC did not implement
ensure  the quality of | completed and one | procedures to verify out-of-
compliance reviews. recommendation was not | servicerepairs on vehicles.
completed.

48




EXHIBIT C
Page 5 of 7

Other Audit And Investigative Work

In FY 1997 the OIG and OMC jointly conducted a pilot program of five high-risk
motor carriers in one geographical area. The reviews found that, despite a history
of OMC civil penalties', three of the trucking companies continued to operate and
violate Federal safety regulations. The 3 companies had from 11 to 27 crashes
from 1994 to 1996, including 1 fatal crash. We found that, on average, 75 percent
of drivers falsified 45 percent of the driver logs® we reviewed. The U.S. Attorney's
Office accepted one case for prosecutive consideration.

During these joint reviews, the OIG observed that OMC safety investigators did
not aggressively look for driver log fraud, and the safety investigators did not
obtain independent evidence to validate log entries. To illustrate, at one company,
the safety investigator completed his normal compliance review and did not
identify any falsifications of driver logs. However, we obtained fuel purchase
reports directly from the credit card company. Using the independent information,
we were able to prove driver logs were falsified. In fact, we found drivers
frequently exceeded maximum hours of service rules and lied about their driving
time.

Since 1997, we have been working with OMC safety investigators to better
identify falsification of records as part of their compliance reviews. OIG auditors
and criminal investigators conducted in 30 OMC inspection-training sessions. Six
hundred Federal and State safety investigators attended these training sessions.
OMC is not, however, aggressively using the tools it has available, such as
progressive fines and sanctions, and total motor carrier “shut downs.”

! For example, in November 1995, one of the motor carriers was put on 45-days probation for
(i) transporting hazardous materials without a current Certificate of Registration on file and (ii) falsification
of driver logs. The company was never put out of service. On followup compliance reviews conducted in
February and August 1996, OMC found falsification of driver logs and assessed the motor carrier over
$8,000 in fines.

2 Driver Logs - Hours of service rules govern how long a driver can be behind the wheel, or otherwise on
duty, without time off for rest. Currently, drivers are not permitted to drive in excess of 10 hours, without
taking a mandatory break of at least 8 consecutive hours off duty or in their sleeper berth. Additionally,
drivers may not drive after their total on-duty time (driving and non-driving combined) reaches 15 hours,
without first taking an 8-hour break. Drivers must record their duty status for each 24-hour period. This
recordkeeping is required under U.S. DOT regulations and is a record of the driver’s compliance with the
hours-of-service restrictions.
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We are currently working about 35 investigations involving suspected crimina
violations of motor carrier safety requirements. Since January 1, 1997, OIG’s
investigations of trucking companies have resulted in 41 indictments,
35 convictions, and $2.6 million in fines, restitutions and recoveries.

The following example demonstrates the seriousness of the problem. OMC
referred a trucking company to us for investigation that had (1) a history of serious
violations of the regulations dating back several years, (2) continued to operate
and violate the regulations despite assessment of civil penalties, and (3) evaded an
Out-of-Service Order issued by OMC.

The regulatory enforcement history for this motor carrier is compelling. 1n 1994,
OMC conducted a compliance review that disclosed substantial violations of
Federa hours-of-service regulations and failure to drug-test drivers. Specifically,
the review found that the motor carrier unlawfully “required or permitted” its
drivers to exceed the hours-of-service limits. OMC cited one driver who drove
more than 30 hours after having been on duty for the 70-hour limit during a
consecutive 8-day period. OMC's review discovered 47 violations of safety
regulations, but cited the motor carrier for only 21, resulting in the motor carrier
paying acivil penalty of $10,500.

OMC conducted follow up reviews of the motor carrier in 1995 and 1996. OMC'’s
1995 review found 116 of 277 driver logs showed that drivers exceeded the hours-
of-service regulations. OMC'’s review also discovered the motor carrier was not
testing drivers for controlled substances as required. However, the motor carrier
was cited for only 14 violations, which resulted in the motor carrier paying a civil
penalty of $10,750.

The 1996 review resulted in OMC issuing an Out-of-Service Order against the
motor carrier, and ordering it to pay a $10,000 civil penalty. OMC advised OIG
that it had no record of collecting the $10,000 civil penalty.

The Out-of-Service Order declared the motor carrier an imminent hazard to safety
and specified that the motor carrier must not attempt to evade the Order by
continuing to operate under the name of another person or company without
OMC's approval. A few weeks after issuing the Order, OMC contacted the
company to determine if it was complying. At that time, OMC was denied access
to company records and was told the business was no longer in operation. OMC
subsequently learned that the motor carrier was operating under a new name,
without OMC's approval, in violation of the Order.
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After determining the company was violating the Order, a meeting was held
between OMC and a representative of the motor carrier. During that meeting, the
individual presented OMC with limited records indicating the company was
operating under a new name and in compliance with the motor carrier regulations.
OMC allowed the motor carrier to continue its operations.

In 1998, OMC attempted to conduct a compliance review of the motor carrier after
receiving allegations that the motor carrier was again violating motor carrier
regulations. OMC was again denied access to the motor carrier's records and the
motor carrier subsequently refused to comply with an administrative subpoena
issued for its records. Consequently, OMC referred the case to the OIG for
criminal investigation and potential prosecution.
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OTHER ACTIONS CAN BE TAKEN TO IMPROVE

TRUCK SAFETY

Organizational realignment and strong industry oversight alone may not achieve
significant reductions in fatalities. There are numerous actions to help prevent
truck crashes and fatalities that should be considered as part of the current debate.
Several warrant further consideration, and they are not affected by OMC's location

in DOT.

>

Increasing driver accountability. Make the driver responsible for
Inspecting the truck just like a pilot must do for the aircraft. The driver
must be held accountable for ignoring safety deficiencies. By
implementing this requirement, both the company and the driver could
be sanctioned for out-of-service violations related to vehicle condition.

Requiring periodic inspections.  Require all trucks to undergo an
independent inspection not less than annually, similar to the
requirements that exist for automobiles in some states. Companies
determined to have good safety inspection processes could be certified
to self-ingpect their vehicles and perhaps those of other companies as
well.

Adopting a 60-mile-per-hour maximum truck speed nationwide.
There is no national speed limit. The impact of a full “18-wheeler”
weighing as much as 80,000 pounds hitting another vehicle, perhaps an
automobile or a minivan weighing about 3,000 pounds, at a speed
greater than 60 miles per hour is often fatal. Some of the largest
trucking companies in the United States support a truck speed limit of
60 or lower.

Continuing to add rumble strips along the major highways.
Rumble strips are an effective means to aert inattentive and tired
drivers when they go off the road.

Adopting satellite technology for monitoring. Fatigue is believed to

be the number one cause of crashes. Satellites are a very effective
means for monitoring compliance with hours-of-service rules.

52



EXHIBIT D
Page 2 of 2

» Revising Hours of Service Regulations. This is necessary to ensure
they reflect the latest research on fatigue. This was recommended by
the National Transportation Safety Board.

» Improving driver awareness. Mirrors or other sensors now being

developed and marketed can alert a driver to his surroundings and
thereby help prevent crashes.
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ACTIVITIESVISITED OR CONTACTED

United States Department of Transportation

Office of the Secretary, Washington, D.C.
Federa Highway Administration
- Office of Motor Carriers
- Headquarters (Washington, D.C.)
- Regional Offices/Resource Centers (California, Colorado, Georgia,
[llinois, Maryland, Missouri, New Y ork and Texas)
- State Division Offices' (Arizona, Arkansas, Cadlifornia, Colorado,
Florida, Idaho, lowa, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Virginia)
- National Training Center
- Office of Budget and Finance
- Office of Chief Counsel
Federal Railroad Administration
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
Research and Special Programs Administration
National Transportation Safety Board
John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center,
Economic Analysis Division

State Officials

Arizona Department of Public Safety

Arkansas Highway Police

Department of California Highway Patrol, Information Management Division

Colorado State Patrol

Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles, Office of
Management and Planning Services

Florida Department of Transportation, Motor Carrier Compliance Office

Idaho State Police

lowa State Police

! We contacted all 50 states and the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico to obtain enforcement data and
visited those State Division Offices shown above.
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State Officials (Cont’d)

New Jersey Department of Transportation

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, Motor Carrier Division

Virginia Department of State Police, Motor Carrier Safety/Hazardous
Material Enforcement

Roadside I nspections Observed

Cdlifornia
Colorado
Florida
Georgia
[llinois
Missouri
Texas

Associations and Alliances

American Trucking Associations

Central Analysis Bureau, Inc.

Great West Casualty Company

Parents Against Tired Truckers

University of Michigan Transportation Research Institute
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FHWA RESPONSE

Q Memorandum

US Department

of fransporiation
Federal Highwoy
Administration

INFORMATION: FHWA Response to the Office ~ paee. AR 22 1998
of Inspector General’s (OIG) April 1999 Draft Report

on the Motor Carrier Safety Program

Reply to
Aftn. pl:

Anthony R. Kane™\; >~
Executive Director

Raymond J. DeCarli
Deputy Inspector Generat (JA-2)

We have reviewed the draft report and appreciate the opportunity to provide comments for
inclusion in your final report. We consider many of the recommendations to be constructive
and have actions underway to address them. In ather cases, we have proposed alternative
actions. However, we do have a different view of some of the analysis described in the
report and we believe you may have overlooked some pertinent facts. Our general
comments on the report are provided first, followed by specific comments on your findings
and recommendations,

The objective of this audit was “... to examine the effectiveness of the Office of Motor
Carriers (OMC) Safety Program, its impact on motor carner safety enforcement, and
whether motor carrier safety oversight would be more effective if OMC’s functions were
transferred from the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) to another agency, existing or
new, in the Department of Transportation (DOT).” The audit primarily addresses the
compliance review and sanctioning processes, data/information issues, and an opinion
survey of FHWA field staff regarding enforcement activities they perform. It does not
address several other aspects of the program such as the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance
Program (MCSAP), program analysis, research, or technology and their impact on safety.
More importantly, the report does little to acknowledge the Department’s efforts to obtain
major changes to the motor carrier safety prbgram during reauthorization. The
Department’s proposals, adopted by Congress in the Transporation Equity Act for the 21*
Century (TEA-21), address many of the program deficiencies you have identified. The
changes modified the motor carrier penalty provisions, provided new shutdown authority for
unfit carriers, provided funding for implementation of the Performance and Registration
Information Management System (PRISM), and improvement of FHW A information
systems. These provisions will have a substantial impact on program performance and
safety when fully implemented.

FHWA continues to recogmnize that not all motor carriers will voluntarily comply with the
safety regulations and that 2 strong enforcement program is necessary for these carmiers.
FHW A acknowledges and agrees with the OIG that the enforcement program can be
improved, more compliance reviews are needed, higher penalties can be used to induce
compliance, and data improvements are necessary. We recognize improvements are needed
and have taken steps towards this goal.
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L] Increags Compliance Reviews - e heve established a gual of four quality complisnce
tevigws prr month on Gie average for each aafery investigator. Thin wall cffetively
double the current levet of mvicws. Al Category aand B high-risk carriers will be
reviswred. Addidonal complisnce reviews will be conducted on aome propoctson o C
through G carmers.

. Incraase Penahtics - We wilt immadistely increase pur civil penally assessments 49
provided in (se transportstion Equity Act for the 21° Century (TEA-21). This will
inchice carriens to comply with Eafety raguladioas by making it finencially unacceptable
ignore them New penalty guiddlines to the Divisione, and the LTuftrm fne Ascegmmemt
tnodel will be updated by July 1992, Wi will now uas a penalty of up to 310,000 for
each separate violation without the need 1o astablish that a pattem of vinlations odsts or
2 violation is Lkely b0 lead o serons imjury of degih. Recard kecping viclations that
concaal B fart consttuniog & serions violation can lead up ko & $5,000 pooalty por

L] In addifion, wa plan an imterim finat rule on the “uofit cartier” provision of Section 4003
of TEA-21, and will e previding guidence oo penalty sstiomens i she tear future.

We belicve that 4 camprehensive saftty program most include strang Gifufcement,
technological mprovements, and educatenfoutreach. A “one gize fits sll” approach ta
enforcement and panaltics in inappropriate for the diverss motor carrier papuladon of e 217
century. The ractor carmiar populmion today is largely made wp of anall busineasca. Uur
program must satisfy both Congressional direction and Pregidential initiatives to sncourage
compEaes through reducedivwaived civil penaltics for small businesses. Our proyraim i
deeigned to encoursges voluntary compliance by the was mejority of curriers and ponalizs: thase
whe fail to improve. It is designed to prevent crasimy by reaching the majority of carriers with a
general compliance and detarrance measage, and punish thaose carriers und to violate
eegulations, We acknowledae (hat the pendubim has svuag (0o far towerds educatiod/oalresch
and oow must mtve lpwards songer edodcaizol, pardculardy for repeu cffendars.

There was an asseriion that FEPWA, is waing enforcetnent “contrary bo the mient of Congreas *
Wa urive to incorporate Congressional mandstes, particubarty as they relate 1o amall business,
tnto our programs. AS the report indicates in a footoote, The Motor Carrer Safety Act of 1984
MCS Ack of 1984) speaifically requires FHW A when pxscasing penaliies to take ™. anto
acGoUnE the nabure, circumstances, extent, and gravity of the violaton committed and, wilk
ragpect b the violator, the degree of cutpatility, history of prior ofitnscs, abiity to pay, effect
on ahility ko continee 10 do busmess, and such matters 23 justice and public safety may require.”
Tt addition, Rssessmema are to be celewated to "induce Ruther complisnce™. Furthermore the
Sinall Businzss Repulatory Enforcerment Friroess Act of 1996 requires Federsl apencis 1o
“gatablish a pobicy or program ... 10 provide for the reduction, and under approniaste
circumelances for the waiver, of civil penelies foc violationa of a stalutary ar teguatony
roquirernant by a small entity.” The Congressional direction is clear — FHWA should csmblish
an enforcement program which focuses pecalties on achicving compliance of individugl cartiers
ta improve safety. The use of meximum Goea, particularty for firsi-lime viclators, is

2

57



Exhibit F
Page 3 of 15

inappropriate. The penalty satute itsalf cheady provides that pennktics are 1o ba used o induce
comphiance, nel merely punish violators. Wik higher fincs will now ba implemented because
ofihe TEA-Z1 penalty pravisions, maximwm finca that disregard the Coogressionsel dicection
stated showve, retiakn ineppropriate.

FHWA has made sjmificant improwements to its data quabity 3nd timelmess over the past
several yrars and i taking action to improve it firther. Pries to 1952 mokor cariers scdf-
reparted crash information to FHWA  The FEIWA dixcocrionied that practce becatise of undar
reporting.  Since dhal time, crash datw has heen reported Som Stic and Jocal police reporta and
duia has staadily mproved. FHWA recognizes that oot all crashes are reported and the
incamplete data can hinder program sffectivencas. It should be recoumized, hovever, that
ubtaining local crash data is 2 kong-term objective becauss ingtimtional constraints and coste
asaociabed with obtaining iv can be prokabitive.

We are sepanding SAFETYWET to include driver citation mfarmation so that we can inchide
citations in our future data hese and thus vasty inorease the amout of dala we have of curlers.
The FHWA will confinue to werk through the Statea 1o oblain crash dats mad infarmirmion
relating 1o vinlations of bocel traffic laws. [mplamentation of comgulerized lapten sofiwane
roadaide inapeciors hes improved the acoracy of carsier idantification amd dete accurcy as edit
checks are performed right ot the roadside. Today, 42 States use ihe sofiware at the roadsids,
Thie aofiovare has aiso dramatically improved the timelinzss of submissen of inspeciion data,

. FITW A Was made major changes i the mansgement of the mator carrier safety peogram. MNew
mansgeoent in {he Office of Motor Cartier and Highway Safety abong with 3 major
restryenuring of FHWA, will incregse the visihility and importance of the aafety program and
extend the range of safety partoers. Safery is now one of fve core aaines umits i FHWA.
The Oifice of Metor Carrier and Highway Safety has doulde the sinfll resources. of any other
core business undl in FEWA The e organization will fseué on an intepratimg highway
infrastructure and motar cemmier zafrery, perfortance-barcd imitiatives ihal fomuy on resudts rathes
than eetivity Iovels, implermenting new sefety techiolowics, and stronger endbroement. With the:
implementation of the TEA-Z1 changes to stremgthen our caforcement program, inchading
higher penalties and revised stutdown sutharity, motor carvier safety will improve.  Combiving
these program initistives with new managament dirsction will yield mprovements to highway
and motor camiar aafety.

Findimg A - h ntar £y P

General Comments:  The report draws conclusions mgarding, enfrmement practives ohd
penahien thet, in some cases, &re nod substantiated by compreneneive analysi. The report refiag
heawily o individusl sxemples to bolater its conclusions. We believe this approach, while
making an overzll plavsible argument for prograin change, does not peovide & complete picture
of moutowr carries enforcemant, Uhe discueson provided m the repont Fails 1o explain the roasons
that eafarcement and penalties have been uged in the manner they have. [t showld be marde clear
te the reader that FHWA s discretion 1o use fines and penaltics is Limited by severa] statutes.
While the repert recogaizes this limitation in a foomote, further sxplanation i required.
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The FHWA™s authorily to imposs civil penalties fior vinlanons of the Federal Motor Carrier
Safety Regulations is derived principally rom 4% ULE.C. 521(b). The statuie expresaly prowides
thst, in assresing peoally amounts, the FITWA shall taloe into sccount the peture, dromtlances,
extent, abd gravity of (e violations commitled and, with respect ba the vialalor, the degres of
culpability, himtory of prior offenses, shility to pay, cffcet o sbilily to conime o di- buinees,
and much ciher matters as fustice aad public salsty may require. In sach case, the assesamest i3
calculated 1o indwee Rirther complipnce. Congress has erverubed Lhe trolar cadmier statnrtes
scworal bmea gince thess standards were inposed in 1924 and bae never amended these factomn.
In 1584 the Department roceived il penally authofity for mem-recordkaeping and non-
hazardous msterials viclatsna. Pegalties, powever, wane Imited po those that presssted
gignificant riek of serious injury or death or thoaz insdances whon thers was a pattern of
vialutiong, In the laiter case, 1t is maportam 10 noe that the Agency wan deied sl ponalty
authngity for single viclatiors and that, even m the casa of partams of violstions, the Agency's
authority was capped al $10.000 regardiess of gther factoe.

The nine Factors impasa limitalions oo the levet of Boes we ca impose and wers built inks cur
Uniforrs Fine Asseasiment (UFA) hodal in 1956, The UFA in uscd by molor carsier safaty
speciakists to dobermine fine bevels naniomwwids. As the repon indicatzs the made] includes a fine
Boore for violations, Abeent these admindstrative nnutwrng or panslty floor, penatties ceuld fal
babooe Currenil Eeveds when the nine liniting factors described ebove ore used,

FHW A is further directed by The Small Busineax Regulatory Enforcament Faimess Act
(SBREFA) (Pub. L. 104-1E1, L34 Siat. 847 af 857, Mar. 29, 1995) bo establish s poficy or
program try March 29, 1997, providing for the ceduction, and under appropriats ciroumatances
Fire the waiver, of wvil pengliies for viclations of a statubary or regalsbony vedquiranent by 8
sruall entity. (Sec. 223(a).} Apstcies were required to report to Congrnss by March 29, 1996,
0@ the scope of their program or palicy, the number of solfccetvent actions egainat amell
eratities Ihat qualifiesd or fuled to qualify for the pmgram or policy, and the tatal amot of
ponalty mdwctiong or waivers.

The SBREFA alse amended the Equal Access to Justice Act to provide that small entities may,
in certain casea, e swarded stiomeys e ad olber expenses if zn adpdicave officer reducea
a ponalty and the sdiudicative cificer determings thet the agency demand was substact@lly in
exeess af the decizsion of the adjudicadive officer and was wireasonable when conupared with tha
adjudicative: officer' s decisicn, under tie facts and circumstances of the cese. {Sec. 231.)

The: SBEEFA alac pmended the Small Business Act 1o provide for the oversight of regulptary
enforcament (Sec. 222.). The Admimateator of the Smzll Business Administrgtion (3HA4) ix
required to despnete a Sroall Business and Agriculture Regulatory Enforerment Ombudsman
{Ombudsmun). The SBA Administealor is also required bo establish Regional Small Buases
Foesrulavory Fainess Hoards te provide the Omwbudsman with advice on amall business concerns
abuoul agency shfbrcement activity aud to report “on subgtentiabed instances” of excessive
agency enforcament aclichs against small businesses. The Ombudsman is reywired to report
acumsaliy 10 Congress and the affected agencics on the enfircement acbivities of agedy
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perzonndl, including » reting of the mgency’s rotpotsivensa8 to small businesses, based on
substantinted comments recsived Som maall businesses and the Regional Boards.

Tnaddition, on April 21, 1995, the Preddem wrote (o the ieads of Execulive agencica
coocerring "Regulatory reform - Waiver of Pevalties and Baduction of Repora® (Sec 60 FR
20621, Apr. 26, 199%)x In this memworendum, the President directed apencies, (0 the extent
peritted by law, 1o wse their discretion bo waive of reduce penalties againgt smpll busineases
when the violafion is correctsd within an sppropriate tma period.

Ohver 89 percent of the motor cmriers regalated by FHWA falk into che cstegory of & amall
buzigess A8 guch, the stanrtary Emstations iscorperates i the UF A meet Congresgonal intent
a3 descnibed above,

It 35 iroproniant w nots that Congress smended the motor carmer salety penaliies in TEA-21 at
tha raquest of the Departmens. Fines for sty violaions can now range gt 510,000 per
viclation. Recordkeseping violstions that wers knwwingly falsifisd can pow range wp bo 35,000,
The Degartroenl pursued thess changss based, in part, on recommendations wada in a 1997
OIG meter carrier safety sudit. [neluding the new prosisione in the LFA should i ovenadl
Finvea By 100 paccent.

Figure 2 on page B describes tretida in settbement ceses for a four-year pedad 1995 Lo 1998,
The report aratag that both assesaments and setilemests have declined gnd that eettlements 83 8
pocentage of sssessments heve declined sharply, We believa that when cvalusling thess
Figures, it is impoctant to use dosed cases with endorcement for the calculstion.  Table L
contnins this esgumption, Ferfher, we have included all motor cammers, tather than a subeet of
carTiers. in this table. Cur examdeation of dats From the Motor Carmer Information Bystam
(WMCHS) Bl reval differoces from the iofsrmation contained in the repart wwhen these
dnumpliong are usedl.

According 0 our svaluation, both assassments and settlements declined proportionally and the
percesiage of agapsaments has changed vey litthe.

Tabte 1
Assessmetits and Sedtlemems FYV 1995 to 1938
FY Asseaaments Sctttements Y of Asgessmonin
% mullicae) (% millions}
1595 119 9.4 79.0%
155G 10.5 g4 77 1%
137 T.E 59 T5.6%
1905 79 Gl TT2%

On Mage &, the OIF provides a disguasion of the Agency’s imminent hazard shaldowts aulharity.
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The repodi urged thal "fagraol violators™ be st dewm, sates that the Ageney I=t motar
+armiers with multiple soforcement gedions coriitue to oporte, and recomnend 2 thar the
Agency exgreiza itg abiliey t0 place motor carders oul of senvice when it linds repeat viokiors.
We belizve it i necessary 1o clanfy the Agency's “imminent harard™ shobdown anthosity.

The mobor carrier statute reads:

{4} If upon mapeciion ar inverdgation, tie Secraary detarmines thal n
violation of a provision of subchapter I of chapter 311 {exoept sectons 31138
and 31139 or section 31302, 31303, 31304, 3 1305(b), or 31502 of this tifla or &
regulation isnued under ay ol these préevisions, ar combination of such
viclationa, poecs an imminent hexerd o zafery, the Secraary shal orger g vehicle
ar ematoyes operaling such vehscde aut oF service, or ooder an eroployer W ceass
nll or part of the employer's commersal motor vehicla operwidons. In making
amy soch order, the Secretary shall impose ne resriclion on any employes or
employer beyand that required 1o abate the bazad  Subscguent to the issusmce
of the order, apportunicy For revicw shall be provided in accondance with secticn
534 of title 5, except that such raview shall pocur not lser than 10 days after
isswance of such order.

(B} Tnchis paragraph, “imnicent bazawd” sats any coddition of vehicls,
Emliu;r::, Ur:mm:mlmutu:vduul:upu'utmmwhchuhkﬁymmmdtm
serimas injury or desih if not disconimed] emmediataly.

49 T.8.C. S21{bY5HA)-(B).

Only cranhes are “likely to resulbt in serioms infury or desth™ Yiolathone of the regulations igked
an the snhority of the statues listed in § 52105 MA} would comatitute at “inonineil hazard"
il the Agenicy ould prove that thoss violations wers Likely to rosult in crashes i ot
digrontimied irmmediptaly,” This requires meeting a two-part test: (1) the violations must be
bikely to cause crasbes “seripus infury or death™), and {2) the crashes most be *likely™ to
happen in the near fiure (“imminent’™ tazand). The defniicn of immment bazard has nothing
to do with repest violationa or Aagrent violators, - The lsvel of prool respuired try the stafune is
therefore high. The QI has the mustaken impression thet o slutdown ander is smply 8 penalty
for repeat violations. Itin nel  Fucthermore, gy carrier operation (or partion of their
operation) found to be i “imminem bazard” mmust be ceinotated the moment that the hazerg has
becn shated — meaning tha shurdown will lkely be short-Inved. o was for thos reason the
Departtrienil purmued changes in TEA-2 | that would allow the Agency broader suthority o
shuldowt carriers that were determined to beuniit. When this provision is fully implomented,
shutdown arders will incsease if carners do not impravs ther zafety of operations.

m page 9, and in other places, e reporl siales thae siandards for admustranwe collection of
penalties allow the Agency to "reviolke operating suthonty B nonpayient of Goes. The QLG
doss nat offer & stetutory reference for this authority. There are no existing proviskons o
revike 2 LA DT number or the suthority of @ carrier subject tn the Ageney' s jurisdiction foc

donjyment of fines.
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For-bire: motor carmers arg required to regigter with INOT before paforming ranspartaiion
subject 1o the Secretary's jurisdiction under 49 ST 13501 et seq. {42 UST 139013 The
registration procass is prescribed in 49 USC 13902 and culmingtes with issuance of opersting
authonity to the cemrier. The gtanue reguire the Secoetyry bo register a carmiar & the cargisr is
willing end abde 10 comply with applicable commercial statutes and regulations, the FRMCSRa
and aafety Fyness regulitions under 4% USC 31144, end tha ingurange requirements under 49
USC 13906 and 31138, Registration is taandstory if the motor carmer mests thesa standards,
Thug the Secrelary has oo discretion to withhold registration for & renson unrelaied w the
statubory registration criteria, like the covisr's aihue to pay 2 civil peoalty.

Revecation o sispenainn of 5 for-hire molor carmier’s existing operating muhority ia aly
governed by statutary citeria. The FEWA may muspend or revoka regigration if s gurde
willfully fails to comply with statutes and regulations goverting its operations o with
conditica of its regiaration (49 USC 13905c)). It may suspend regismston For failurs to
comply with the safity seyuiraments, the safety fitnass requirements, the insurance
tequorcmenits, or an order jaRwed under the inmmance or saisty fitness regulations (49 (S0
IEIDIJS{EJ{I}] The opersting suthonty of mator pagsanger carriers can be suspended ifhe
GATIET S Operations congtnate an inwminey hazard (42 USC 13905(e}Z]). Failng to pey o eivil
proalty i not embraced within any oF theas provisions.

Pl'i-"ﬂ‘tﬂ(lhﬂpred:mﬁmt:typlufimmnpmhm]andfmﬁr:mnptmﬂWrmniuldumt
hold bperating suthority. They, as well as for-bire regulaied camiers, must ke an WS- S0
Identificption Report, wod abin a DO mumber within 90 days of beginning operalions (49
CFR 385 21). The DOT mumber onables the Agency to tack camien for census purpoeas g
to momitar their safety fithcas to oporate.  As this registraton system i3 fr idenification
purposes, noi liconsing muposce, private Aod For-hire exem camriers have no operating
autharity to be removed Ear - paymeat of civil penakties

O page 30, Figare 3 doseribag the number of viclations discovered compared o violetions
coferoed. Thers are several reascos wity the mumber of violations dls:mrucd comparsd to
ariforcad 18 aL this level:

] All af the vialations discovered ey oot medt the proseculicn noncomplisnce standard
apphied by the ficld staff.

- Pre-TEA-2] statulory peoalty authority, in practics, lindes the number of vidalions Lhat
itdy be cied in 'saricus pattern™ and in recordkeepmg cases.

L The number of violstions inchuded in & case may be limited 6o Ihe mininwm required ko
achizve the appropriste penally specificd in the Unitarm Fine Assecgment {TTFA)
soflware. Tavestigators do not spend it documenting violations which they believe
will ot b used in fhe cage. Pre-TEA-2! statutory peoatty bimite (e.g., hours of service
violatinng - $10,000 per pattern) and the UFA leads to fewer counts being docamented.
These limits will change when the TEA-2| penaley provisione ars implemented
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It shotdd be notsd that the percent of violatinne proseonied shoubd be replaced by a belber
measurs of enforcement activity ince Lhe degree of toncoopliance variss significantty among
cariers. We believe the percentpge of carriens proascubed g 2 cemult of & compliance réevitw is
& bester oversll meamue of cur compliance and coforeement progats.  This percentege hag
conxstzthy besn whone 30 percent and has beon mcressing since tha SyfSiat methodology to
idendify high-risk carmiars wa intrgehiced in 1997,

On pages 15 and 12, 1he QLG states that the safety fitnces mting process is inefecive becguse
mwtor carmicrs with less than satisfctory ratngs (conditional or utsatisfactony) cominue bo
operate and some of those carmiers wers invalved in crashes and fatal cranhes.

The Agency has never claimed that @ compliance meview/ratimy will grewel ji crashey, bart
rather thal e majorily of sarrrs will improws their safity of operations after & review. Llsigg
imformation from the Motoe Carrier Mansaement Information System, FHW A compared the FY
1997 cragh activity of carmier receiving rmtings in FY 1957 1o ther crash setivity in FY 1392,
The resulta sberwn bedorwr m Table 3 show thet the majority of carmiars receiving & ratitg
improved thetr crash mcidence the nod yrar following the rating.  The grestest gain in coash
reshicdiog was made by those camiers recabving a unsatigfactory rating,

Toable2
Crash Aclivity - FY 1397 v.= FY'T1598
For Motor Carriers Reviewed in

FY1957 By Rating
Rating Decreascd focreancd Crashes | o Changs Total
Crashes . Carriers
#Curticrs | % |dCwien | % | ¥ "
5 E Bl A% 185 i1 4% L41 17.1% 124
c 22 |essw| w0 1Al m | 1ran 421
L1) 19 B9, 7% i} 17 k% 18 1T.74%% 142
Graod | 867 [623%| 209 | z:1% | 22 | 160w 1394

Cnpawe 12, il shows thul 15 percent of laghensk carners (defined as A and B carmicrs) were nok
reyiewed six months following e March 15998 SafeStat st FHWA amveyed each division
offic to identify the reasons for not perfamuing reviges on 4 and B camriers and ta detenmioe
whether it wes within Decamber 1997 policy puidebines

#
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Soine of the vali ceasons (he reviews were rot parformed ingluds: 2 noview was complatad
within tha previous |2 month period; the metor carmier wes dedobed from censud adfor out of
tusinesy; there wad 2 pinwding enforcement Action spaingt the carrier; the carmisr was comtained
in the Parformance Regisiration Infarmation System Management (FRISM) pool mod subisct to
a different review cytle the review war completed bul oot shown a3 completed in MOMIS,

Alsn on paga 13, the O provides information oo opes enforoeent Sazes.

Thete ara nsany r2asons why a bacldog of sforcemsnt casca mosts. The adominishratig process
itsedf doea not provide for quick clomrs to dyil Fotfeiure Goges, A camier wha in sorved with a
hitice of claim (WNOHC) has & due process dght to comear the charges sgamst it and fo proceed
thwough the admimstrative process. That poocess itsell can take yaars to resalye beoause of
waripus begal procedunes thal mey be telen on beheif of the carner atd becauses of scarce

FHWA Tegal rasourc=s

If 8 carmier dwfanits by not meponding to the NOC, or refuses 1o pay o penalry after adjudication
it comnpbtted cobection slforts require thres notificationg W the carrier that the debt is due. IE
callsctian s unsuccezstil the matier is asspned to the Departmionit of Treasury. Onee & matter
it assigned o Treasay, all FHWA collection efforts rmust ceace. Theoe coses remiain open in
parr tracking pysém umtil Treamiry potifies ws of the oulgome ofits collection ciferts.

O page 14, & discussion is providad on the wse of fatality rate versue mumber of Ginkitiss ds o
oxadure of program progress. The OIG criticizes the use of fatality rotr a3 & aafety
performancs mesnus and advocates the wse of the number of Guakees ioatead,  Falality ratea
end crash rateg are valid and penerally accemtad meamres of safety performance. o all modes
of ransportation, the crashifatabity rate is ofien used beCzuza it inchideas en oxposure factor.
The QLG implicitly racognizes that crash race is & vald ooiture of ssfety parformance, On
Page 21, m the context of SafeSiat, the report recopnizes that Aeet YMT data wre necded Lo
provige valed statisics on carrier crash rate. Impiicitly, the report recopmzezy that crash rate
would be the best way 10 compare cargiers. IF the cresh rabe ig & valid mesmune of carrier safity
performance; why i3 it not 2 valkd mensure of the safety performasnce of all carriers combined?
FINW A recoumixes that both the rate and absohate mumber of cresher pnd ftaliies are needed bo
asgass program prograss and hes iocleded thass two measuces mits FY 1999 Perlortnance Plan
published o Februsry 1998,

" Recommendations and Respenses:  The QI recommends that FHWA:

Recommendation 1. Oblam Departroeotal approval W cevige (he motor carner safsty
goal 1o substaniially reduce (he absolube number of deaths per year.

FHWA Respouse. Carcyr. The FHWA FY 199% Performance Flan published in
Fobruary 1998 conlained & geal to reduce bath the rate and abschite oumber of
fatalities. The FH A has requested thet the mator carrier 2afety goala o the
Depastmental Performance Plan and the FHWA Perfformancs Plen be consistent. On
Aprd 14 the Assistant Secretary for Budged aod Projmame approwed a change Lo the xoal

o
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by rdding 2 measurs of the mumber of Ratalites. A revised plan will be pubbised within
30 daya after FY 2000 eppropaations are enacied,

Rersmmendatios X Suetgihen its enforcenent policy by cotahlahitg written policy
and operatitg procedurss 0 ke snformement acton sgainat mobor Garriers with repeat
winlations of the eame zoute ar criticel regulation. Sirong enforcomeet 2ctions would
include sasessing Ares 2l the stabotory maximum smourt, the lwuance of complipne:
orders, not negotisting Teduced aseeasments, and when necessary, placing moter carricr
cul of scrvice.

FH'WA Feapoase, Civicor, i porr. The FHW A will inoreass enforcement asticns
againgt carriers with repeat violabiona. Progressive sancions will be instituted by
incrensing fknes and 1gng te new dwitonn authority s provddsd i TRA-2T.
However, asscsring manomns flnes i alk cases would violata strhitery ruirements.

Recommwemdation 3: Remove all adiindsurative minimom fines placed in the Unilirm Fine
Adasgrtnant progrem and increase de macdnaim Gose to the leved suthorizad by tho
Transportation Equity Act for the 21 Cepury,

FHWA Responae, Corowr i perd. The FEHWA will incresae the maximum fines to Lhe
levet authorized in TEA-21 s includs the Ane levels in the DFA This wil crease
cwergll fines by 100 parcen:. Removing the munsroum fins Jevels ar floor in UFA as
raconurwendad here wilt allony fines 10 fal, powentialby to zzro, when (e nipe staartony
factars ere wsed in the model.  This would be counterproductive to s progressve

sanciinn epproach.

Recsmmendatiog 4. Estabfsh stiffer fines that cannat be considered a co3i of doing
buginags and, of neccsaary, seck appropdate legislation raising statory penabry colings.

FHWA Responee: Corowe jn pard. FHWA will implemeat the penalty provigions
comtained in TEA-21. Heowever, it s prematurs B the Agency 10 2esk additional
Ieganlative wction to raise the penalty ceilivg writil the TEA-21 changes are impletened
and evalusied.

Recommendation & Tmplement 8 procedure that cemoves the operating autharity From
mictor cammiers tat il to pay cvil penalitica within 540 days afler final orders are issued
or scttlement agroements are completed.

FHWA Response: Nonloacer, Such authority does nol curmently exist. Mew
lewsialation witl be required ba cevoke: operatitg authority, {ismed curently only to for-
hire camers), for noopaymoent of Bt
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Recoromendatisn & Esablish critenia for determingng when a motor carmier poses an
mmminent hazard

FHWA Reapoase: Crvpenr, i part. FHWA will izoue 2 milemaling fo implamant the
new shutdown authosity contained in TEA-ZI. As stated in the text of this response, &
Lwo-part test for mminent hazard already sxists,

Recommendation 7. Kequir follow up visit and monitoring of those motor caerisrs
with a beas-than satisfactory safety rafing, at varying intervals, (o onaure that safsty
improvetments ate sustsined or if safety hes deteriorarad thae sppropriate sanctiong ars
invoked.

FHWA Respomse: Comns inpart A Key Featurs of the netiotiwits moploaneniaticn of
tha PRISM program, is the Motor Camie Safety Improvement Process (MOS0 This
procees adapeed, and a8 FRISHM Staves and their companbon Division offces inchides, o
menitoing program id ogresve sanction program.  The BOSIP tracks high-risk
carriens Uirough compliasnce revicwa and appBies progreseive sanctbona if safity
tprovement i3 mot mada.

Rerommendation 8. Establish & control meshardism thal requires writben justification
by the OMC State Dircctor when compliance reviews of high-riak carriers are not
performed.

FHWA Revpomee: Concar in parid. FHW A, atready requires Stale Dicectors (o
document the somplation of cotmplistee reviews oo high-risk carrers,

Recommewdation %, Establieh a woitten pelicy and pperating prosechires that identify
cntenia and time frames for clodiog all cafrcement cages, inchiding the oorent baclkdog,

FHWA Fmopeose: Concwr, in pare FHW A ackmovdediges & backlog of cises awartig
decisions and has takes £teps o improve it The corcent hacklog of enforcement cases
unides review in Headquarters is now leze than 500 The FEIWA will instruct the Geld &
ensure thal when enforcement ceses ars cioaed the fila 35 propary mainEined o cefect
it. FHWA will resffirm exdsling writien pelicy rmgerding the fimety completion of
enfiresment cages.

Finding B - Insuffigient Dute. Impacts the Maior Carvier Safely Fropram

Gencral Commenty: The FHWA agrecs Lbat Improvemants are noeded to both carrier
infarmation and crash dats, FHWA sind 1he States have mede maoy drematic improvenerus o
the quality and timelinees of carrier and crash data. The Department, in its resathgrization

11
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proposad, smight end received additionel hmding to make improvetiknts to motor aemio
infinmation systems and dete  In FY 38 special grants were provided to eight States to solve
problems associnted with ther cresh data, FHWA has actions planned to address cument
deficiencies. The FHWA has placsed a cooperative effort with the Metional Higheay Trffic
Safety Adminigtration (NHTSA) to colleel detailed information sbout causes of large truck
crishes. o sddition, if fuods are availabla, FEPWA hes proposed 2 second capperative effort to
coliect date oo 6l truck and trs ciashen that must be reported to DOT (tewanay, mpry, and
Ginal), spproximately 150,000 per yaar, in 3 manner vary similar i3 (heir PARS collaaion
procedures.  Anglyais in each State would code the toctasary infirrnation for cach crash and
upload the dete. Edit cheoks and quality control rapore, mich s the ooes cumranihy in placs in
the FARS mymtess, would b run on the tuck and bur crash date.

EHWA will also improwe itg census databage. [T inds are available, FEDWA will inifially venfy
all eansus recards. The Ageacy will coottmie to implement the Performance and Regixtration
infwiration System Management (PRISMY} program which ensares anmaal census updates a8
part of the State commercial vehle acmal eyutmanon aod enewal procesa. Finally, FHWA
will combine the current Statz licenzing and inmurance systom, the Frderal licansing: wod
insuranes gystemn, and the Fadarcel carrier cenaues decy aystem i o single Umfed Carber
Regiatration syctam thet #niess the data bk all tres opévations st one licze.  This will reduce the
administration Burded on camiers and provide more accurale census information.

Concurrently, with thesa actions, the FEIWA will examine the mopediments to State uplosds of
crash aod carrier infirmation eod design methody to improve it. FHWA will 1o eveluate new
date collestion procedhuras to determine whether otber siate-of-the-ar procedures could he
empleyad 1o obiain more Wtely and accurate crash dats. Far exeeople, direct accesy o Stase
cresh Gles to obiain the trick and bus crachas will ha exarmined.

While we agrea with the need to improve the deta as stated in He reporl wa ara concamed thal
therg are pueierenia techmical esrom im tha report, Specifically on page @ te report states: “For
the aceidert evaluation area the molor carrier s perfarmance is comparcd bo othar mator
carriers with comperabde fleet sizs, For exampde, a medium motor camier will be compared to
other medwim {21 b0 190 wehicles) motor amrbers,™ This seatement i3 incomect. Molor carriers
are not compared to other molor caners with comparabls flest gze. They are coropared witn

other ciotor carriers with 8 comparghle number of accidenty

With respect to crashes, carriers with two or mors accidents are placed into oae of the
fatowing proups.

Group | = 2 o 3 Accidents Group 2 =4 to & Accidens
Group 3= 9o 20 Accsdcots Group 4 = 21 1o 58 Accidents
Group 5 = B2 or Muee Accidends
Carriers with simitar gumbers of crudhes are grovped, compared ta coe another by their crash
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[EtE per poswer Unit, end then ranked on p pooontile basie,

O pagres 20 the repomt stabes: “Category A motor camiers bave an unacceptable scove in alk
enzhiation areas, Category B motor camiem have an snacceptable scors in thre: envghaakien
arzas one of which may e the Accidenl cvaluation ares.” This statement is inpomect. Catcgory
A motzr carriers have an unaccesiable seore in 2l evalustion areas O the Acodenit arés phas
two additional areas, Caregory B motar camicrs bave an unaccoptable 5601¢ in the Accident
arca phua oo additional ares or three areas with 20 meseparhle Accident area

On pege 21 the repart statee: “The mumber of comorial vehizles and drivers is used in
SafeSiat to determine the si2g of the mabor carmiar or conpansan pArpoaes, Snce moter
carmers ere compared to other motor sarrier in the same feat size ™ This stetamet is
tachmicalty incorrect  The number of commermal vehicles i uscd o SafeSim to detmminn &
cruth b per power urch. [t i Aol used 1o compare mobar cartiers of the same deet size, Tn
pdditien, the mumber of drivers is only osed to poemalize deiver moving wolation data from
romdside inspections for one of threa polential driver evalustion aes udicalors,

Elsewhera ar: paga 21 the report stetes: “When mwdor cacriers apply for opereting sutharity amd
receive their U5 DOT identification mumber and operating Ecense, they sheld submit iha
number of commercial wehiches and deivers, and be raquired to provide perodic updares of this
information inchuding the vahicle milcs traveled. Cutrently fhis 13 ol Faquired ™ This ot
entirely cormect. In e PRISM States of OF, OO0, MM, 1A, and [N 8 medur caner’s nysaber of
commercial motar velickes and drivers in updated annoally by tha States g part of the
comercial nebor vehicks regisiration process. The Slates of PA, ME, CT, GA, TH, and KY
have alio resenthy enlered inle grant agreements o become fully fuoctosing FRISM States.
PRISM will provide aonuel updetes of the critesal driver and wehicle data.

Recommendations nod Resppases:  Tha OIG recormmends Uial the FFTA A, Administrator
aparesnively pursue chinining quabity performunce data to idantify high-risk motor camien end
ie develop crash safety improvements be decrease the amber of fetalities.  Bpecifically, we
racanumend to:

Eecommendailen §. Require applicanis requesting opersting awthosity (o provids Hhe
mumber of commescial velides they operete and ihe mumber of drivess they employ end
require ail matar catriers b paridically updale this information

FEW.A Responae. Comcur, i parr. FHW A hos 3 pending rulemeaking that emong
other things proposes to mequirs applicacts for operating suthority to subont an MCS-
150 with the eppitcalion to capture vehicle and driver data, An NPRB was published in

. bchruary of last year and & Final Rule is expected October 2000 To ensure that the:
information is updated periodically, wve FHWA i elso implementimg the PRISK
progiam. States participating in PRISM require carriers to uprate their RIC- 130
anmiually when their commareial wehiclos ers registered.
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Retvmmeodution & Fevise the ant Froula and provade: incetives theough the
Motor Carrier Safely Assisance Program prants B those States that continue to mport
acourata, camphats aod Gmaly commercial yehicla crash daca, vebicke and driver

inspection data and traffic violation data within & reasonable notification periad mech aa
CTE YCar.

FAWA Respomsr Comiowr. The FHWA has produced the Margh 1999 MUSAP Molice
of Proposed Rulensking en inceative funding to eocoorage States b meed the target
deadlines for reperting acoyrats, complete, and timety data.,

Recommendation 3. Withhold fmids from the Motor Camer Safety Asgaiaocs Progrem grants
fior those Stakes that contime to repoart nacoursts, noomplete, and udimely commerdal velncle
crosh dala, vehicle and driver ispection dots, and traffic violtion date within & raasonahle
notificatien pertod mich as one yoar,

FEWA Respomae: Nom-Concwr. Aerneiive Action Proposed. Withnolding Stesa
enforcamant funding becanse of deta collction problems will be counterproductive. In
armwe cases, the lesd enforcement agency which receives the MCSAP funding is oot Lhe
game Stabe agency that collects the data:  In such cases it can be difficult for the Stats
agencies ko correct data problems. Alematively, FHWA is taling tepa to amend the
MESAP Fortiubs to provide moentives for better data.  Thos will avoikd the pogaibls
conscquence af reducing coforcemert

Rerommendation 4. Initiabe a program to train Jocal aoforcamernt agencles Goc
repoting of crazh, roadside inmpectron data mcluding assisaated raffc violations.

FHEWA Reapanee: Comcor FHWA has been working with the State of Minnesota to
creale o crash myvestigation couras fow polics (0 improwe crash investigadon dam
collectinn. {pursa develppment and pilot teating wilt be compicted m FY 1999 FHWA
will affer the course moee broadly in FY 2000, FIIWA aleo has planned a sdy to
idamify thoze Statea with the werst data reporting rerformancs and provide methods 1o
gt them in improving. :
Recommendation 5 Standardize OMC and NHTSA crash data requirsnents, crash
data tollecficn procedures, end repontz.

FHWA Respomde: Tomcur. FHWA and MHTSA have been wacking together far
several yeard to standacdize & cooe set of daila clemente that zach State would imchuds on

(heir pobice crash repons. This efloet, the hodsl Minimum Uniform Crash Criteris,
would anhance bath Agencies crash dats .
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Reconsmesdatlan 6. Oblain and analyze crash canars end fuk date a3 & result of
gomprehenyive crash evaluations to identify safety Mmprovemedts.

FAWA Weposse: Concar. FHWA and NHTSA Bawe an imeragency agresment bo
conduct a lasge truck cevpation shody within e famewack of the NETSA Natiorel
Automalive Sarpling Systemn. This cocl will eollect detailed tuck crash data atid
build & heasy truck crash data bags beginning FY 1999, Cresh dats inwestigations wilt
begin in piloet Stetes oo later than Tune 20460,
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