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1.0 FINAL REPORT
1.1

Introduction and Background

The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) was established as a
separate administration within the U.S. Department of Transportation on January 1,
2000, pursuant to the Motor Carrier Safety Improvement Act of 1999. FMCSA’s primary
mission is to reduce crashes, injuries, and fatalities involving large trucks and buses.
FMCSA is headquartered in Washington, DC and employs more than 1,000 individuals,
in all 50 States and the District of Columbia, dedicated to improving bus and truck safety
and saving lives.
In August 2004, FMCSA embarked on CSA 2010 - a comprehensive review and
analysis of FMCSA's current commercial motor vehicle safety compliance and
enforcement programs. The goal of Comprehensive Safety Analysis (CSA 2010) is the
development and deployment of a new operational model - a new approach to using
FMCSA resources to identify drivers and operators that pose safety problems and to
intervene to address those problems. FMCSA understands how important it is to the
success of this initiative to obtain timely feedback from its partners and stakeholders.
The Agency held a series of public listening sessions on CSA 2010 in September and
October of 2004. These sessions were designed to collect public input regarding ways
FMCSA could improve its process of monitoring and assessing the safety performance
of the commercial motor carrier industry. Participants were a cross section of
individuals including industry executives, truck and bus drivers, insurance and safety
advocacy groups, State and local government officials, and enforcement professionals.
FMCSA was encouraged that the majority of participants supported the Agency's goal of
improving the current process through the CSA 2010 initiative.
During the 2004 listening sessions, the stakeholder community expressed many
different opinions regarding the various entities, activities, and environmental factors
that contribute to safety. The sessions highlighted that safety indicators can be difficult
to identify and measure. Participants also commented on the effectiveness of current
processes and offered creative ideas for FMCSA to consider when crafting new policies
and processes. For example, in almost every listening session, participants suggested
using incentives rather than penalties to encourage safe behavior. Participants
expressed a strong interest in comprehensive, consistent, relevant, and accurate data
that are easily accessible to all. Some participants expressed a willingness to selfdisclose data and to help keep safety data current.
FMCSA continues to develop a new operational model through its CSA 2010 initiative in
order to develop and implement more effective and efficient ways for FMCSA, its State
partners, and industry to reduce commercial motor vehicle crashes, fatalities, and
injuries. CSA 2010 is helping FMCSA and its State partners contact more carriers and
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drivers, use improved data to better identify high risk carriers and drivers, and apply a
wider range of interventions to correct high risk behavior.
Because FMCSA recognizes the importance of continuous stakeholder involvement in
the development of the new operational model, FMCSA held another public listening
session on November 16, 2006 [See Appendix B for Federal Register Notice].

1.2

Data Collection Methodology

Listening Session and Data Collection. The purpose of the 2006 listening session
was to inform the public on the conceptual direction and progress of CSA 2010, and to
obtain feedback from its partners and stakeholders. [For more specific information on
timing of the listening session, please refer to Appendix E.]
The listening session was attended by 92 participants [Appendix G], yielding 611
responses [Appendix A]. Participants came from four main categories: Federal
Agencies, State/Local Governments, Associations/Non-Profits, and the Private Sector.
Of the 42 participants from the Private Sector, a total of 22 participants represented
consulting/contracting firms, 15 participants represented carriers, two participants were
from law firms, two from the press, and one participant represented an insurance
company.

Exhibit 1.1
Participant Categories
Category

Participants

Federal Agency

9

State/Local Governments

11

Associations/Non-Profits

30

Private Sector:

42

Consulting/Contracting (22)
Carrier/Industry (15)
Law Firms (2)
Press (2)
Insurance (1)

TOTAL
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Included in the CSA 2010 Listening Session, were presentations by the FMCSA
Administrator John Hill and CSA 2010 Project Leader, Gary Woodford, describing the
progress to-date and conceptual design of the CSA 2010 operational model [see
Appendix C for Mr. Woodford’s presentation]. These presentations were followed by
facilitated breakout sessions on the following four topics [see Appendix D for the
process used for the breakout sessions]:


Topic 1: Measurements - The proposed Measurement Component will serve as
the focal point for assimilating, categorizing, analyzing and scoring safety data on
regulated entities. The Measurement Component will automatically categorize
data into seven behavioral areas, Behavioral Analysis and Safety Improvement
Categories or BASICs. The data will be used to ensure effectiveness of
measurement and intervention components. (21 participants; 180 responses)



Topic 2: Safety Fitness Determination - The proposed Safety Fitness
Determination Component will regularly determine the safety fitness of motor
carriers and drivers of commercial motor vehicles. This determination will be
based on performance-based data from the BASICs. (26 participants; 200
responses)



Topic 3: Intervention Selection and Entity Characteristics - The proposed
Intervention Selection and Entity Characteristics Component will identify
appropriate interventions for regulated entities with specific safety problems,
depending on the outcomes of the Safety Fitness Determination and Intervention
Components. It is the only component in the model that will directly contact a
motor carrier or driver. (13 participants; 123 responses)



Topic 4: Safety Data and Validation - The proposed Data and Validation
Component will support the three other components: Measurement, Safety
Fitness Determination, and Intervention Selection. The information systems
supporting CSA 2010 will track regulated entities and will associate them with the
relevant data collected by FMCSA. (32 participants; 107 responses)

Similar to the 2004 listening sessions, participants included a cross section of
individuals including industry executives, motor carriers, insurance and safety advocacy
groups, State and local government officials, and enforcement professionals.
Participants [Appendix G] were assigned to one of the breakout sessions (based on
his/her preference) and had the opportunity to comment on key questions - designated
by FMCSA - as well as hear the comments of other stakeholders assigned to the topic.
Participants, as well as the general public, could also post comments to the docket
according to the instructions in the Federal Register Notice. Nine docket comments
were received. The agency appreciates all input received from the listening sessions,
which are the first stage of a larger public involvement process. Because resolution of
many of the issues raised will require future rulemakings, interested parties should also
participate in the formal notice and comment rulemaking processes.
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As breakout sessions commenced, responses were recorded and projected on the wall,
in real time, for all participants to view and edit. Since breakout sessions were divided
based on topics, responses were tracked according to the designated questions for
each topic. [See Appendix D for the Moderator’s Guide.]
After the 2006 listening session concluded, responses were aggregated into one
database and numerically coded based on the topic of the breakout session, the
question asked, and the response given. This coding provides the ability to sort and
analyze the comments, as well as to trace a specific comment back to a specific
question and topic/breakout session in the order in which participants made the
comments [see Appendix A for Actual Data by Topic]. In each of the four designated
topics, there were three identical questions about the proposed Operational Model
designated to be addressed in each breakout session. For analytical and reporting
purposes, these questions are referred to as “Topic 5/Operational Model.” These
questions are coded such that they can be viewed either within the topic within which
they arose or as a set across topics in this “Topic 5/Operational Model.”
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1.3

Two Frames for Data Analysis

The comments of the participants, as well as the comments submitted to the docket,
may be considered from two perspectives, each of which frame the results somewhat
differently. The first perspective, or “frame”, emerges from analysis of participant
comments within-topic. The second frame emerges from analysis of participant
comments across topics.
Frame 1, analyzing the data within-topic, provides a sense of what was said relative to
the topic-specific questions for a particular part of the operational model. This is the
way the breakout sessions were designed. Thus, this perspective follows the flow of the
listening session.
However, many of the questions in each topic have some relationship to other parts of
the operational model. Further, the design of topics and questions purposely
overlapped parts of the model (see Exhibit 1.2). For example, answering a question
about Measurement also may include participant thinking about Safety Data, how it’s
collected, and how accurate the data is—a Tracking, Evaluation, and Data Validation
topic. Further, the model is a complete system which has inputs that flow from part of
the model to another and provides outputs and feedback used in preceding parts.
Participants were not limited in their responses to a particular within-topic question per
se. So, their comments often went beyond the particular part of the operational model.
Frame 2, analyzing the data across topics, provides a holistic perspective which can
help to understand the overall concerns, issues or ideas about the model as a system,
rather than its various parts. In analyzing the data from this overall perspective, it is
possible to “hear” the participants in another way, a more holistic way. Finally, frame 2
provides a more robust or statistically sound set of results as there are a larger number
of comments about key themes across topics.

1.4

Analysis and Results by Breakout Session/Topics (Frame 1)

As mentioned, the listening session was divided into
four breakout sessions – each associated with one
of the designated topics from the Federal Register
Notice. These topics were specifically related to
individual elements of the proposed Operational
Model.
Exhibit 1.2 is a depiction of the CSA 2010
operational model as of the date of the listening
session. This figure has overlapping ellipses, each
of which more or less encircles the parts of the
operational model covered by the questions in each
of the four topics. It can be seen from the figure that
the topics overlap by design.
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Exhibit 1.2
Proposed Operational Model with Topics Identified

Tracking,
Evaluation and
Data Validation
Unsafe Driving
Fatigued Driving
Driver Fitness
Drugs and Alcohol
Vehicle
Maintenance
Cargo Securement
Crash Experience

Measurement

Unfit

No
Intervention

Safety
Fitness
Determination

Continue
Operation

Intervention
Selection

Progressive
Interventions

Safety Data

Intervention
History

Data Request
Web-Site
Education
Warning Letter
Targeted Roadside
Offsite Review
Cooperative Safety
Plan
Notice of Violation
Onsite Review Focused
Onsite Review Comprehensive
Enforcement

Entity
Characteristics

Update

Update

LEGEND:
Topic 1 =
Topic 2 =
Topic 3 =
Topic 4 =

Data Analysis. Immediately after the listening session, to get a sense of the listening
session results, the facilitators and recorders for each breakout session formulated the
key ideas that emerged from their topic-specific breakout session. From a topical
perspective, each of the responses per topic and per question was reviewed.
Highlighted comments were pulled that best illustrate the meaning or “gist” of participant
input for each question, also trying to maintain topical homogeneity. Facilitators were
consulted to determine if the highlighted comments per question maintained their sense
of the “gist” of the session.
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Listed below are sections with results for each Breakout Session/Topic. Within each of
these topics, three key results are presented:
1) Total Number of Responses by Question – This chart summarizes how many
responses were received for each question in each topic. It also summarizes
how many participants attended and the percentage of the participants compared
to the total number of attendees.
2) Summarized Key Ideas By Topic – Within each topic, the key ideas that best
summarize that breakout room’s conversation are listed.
3) Most Relevant Quotes By Question – Each question received a variety of
responses. Some of those responses were in agreement and some were in
opposition. Nonetheless, a selection of the responses that best describe the
conversations are listed for each topic.
Results. While the results in the following sections well describe the nature and sense
of each topical breakout session, these summaries should not replace the careful
reading and understanding of all of the comments per question as listed in Appendix A.

1.4.1 Topic 1: Measurements
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 1. The following exhibit shows
the questions and number of responses for Topic 1: Measurements.
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Exhibit 1.3
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 1
Content Analysis
Question #
Question 1
Question 2
Question 3
Question 4

Question 5

Topic 1: Measurements - Comments
{The # in ( ) after each question represents the question # on the Federal Register Notice}

# of
Responses

Question 1: Are the seven BASICs sufficient for measuring the safety performance of commercial
motor carriers and drivers? If not, what other categories of data should be used? (1)
Question 2: What other issues should the Agency be considering with respect to the Measurement
Component? (6)
Question 3: What methodology should be used to quantify the relationship between crash causation
and a given BASIC? Please explain. (5)
Question 4: What data should be used in each of the BASICs to provide an objective measure of the
safety performance of CMV drivers and carriers, and from which sources should these data be obtained?
Please describe. (4)
Question 5: What is the appropriate historical timeframe to use when measuring the safety
performance of CMV drivers and carriers (how far to look back)? Should the timeframe for carriers be
different from the timeframe for drivers? Please explain. (3)

27
21
15
24

13

Question 6

Question 6: Should the BASICs be weighted and scored in determining an objective measure of the
safety performance of each commercial motor vehicle driver and carrier, if so, how? Please explain. (2)

13

Question 7

Question 7: What do you see as the critical success factors for implementing a measurement system
based on data from the BASICs? What are key potential obstacles to implementation? (7)

21

Question 8

Operational Model - Question 1: Please provide any additional comments or information you may
have on the CSA 2010 operational model. (3)

23

Question 9

Operational Model - Question 2: What approaches do you recommend FMCSA use to work closely
with its partners and stakeholders in building the CSA 2010 operational model? Please explain. (1)

11

Question 10

Operational Model - Question 3: Are there certain aspects of the CSA 2010 operational model that
could be implemented now? Please explain. (2)

TOTAL RESPONSES

12

180

Topic 1: Measurement
Total # of Attendees = 21
% of Total Participants = 23%

Summarized Key Ideas for Topic 1. Within Topic 1: Measurements, certain key ideas
emerged from reading and categorizing all of the comments for each question and
thinking across this particular topic. These key ideas are listed below:
•

Better Data - Need to implement a system based on better data - more industry
research, more discovery of what the problem actually is/what the carrier/driver is
actually doing or not doing. Determine more accurate crash causation – What is
really responsible? Need more research/better data. Additionally, the transfer of
data between locals, States and Federal entities is an issue. Need to set up a
reliable and accurate system (i.e., Roadside Inspections).

•

BASICs – There needs to be a difference between carriers’ and drivers’ BASICs.
If not a different set of BASICs – they need to be weighted differently between
carriers and drivers.

•

Measurement – There should be a separate category for Carrier Management
Behavior.
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•

Positive Measures – Need more positive weighted rewards – instead of just
discounting carriers/drivers.

•

Training/Education – Need more training/education for carriers and drivers in all
areas.

•

Operational Model – Involve stakeholders more frequently/pilot test.

Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 1. For each question some verbatim
comments from participants which highlight the gist of the responses across participants
are listed on the following two pages.
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Exhibit 1.4
Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 1
QUESTION*
Q1: Are the seven
BASICs sufficient for
measuring the safety
performance of
commercial motor
carriers and drivers? If
not, what other
categories of data should
be used? (1)
Q2: What other issues
should the Agency be
considering with respect
to the Measurement
Component? (6)

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE
 These BASICs are sufficient to monitor driver performance, but they are
not for measuring carriers.
 There is currently not a rule that says that carriers should train drivers.
We should have more meaningful mandatory entry level training.
 The seven basics are sufficient, provided that these are for drivers - not
necessarily for carriers - and that in order to execute these, other systems
will need to be developed for these to be sufficient. They are not valid
unless we drill down to the system that supports them.
 There should be a separate category for Carrier Management Behavior.
These management functions impact the driver-carrier relationship.
 Double dipping is an issue. (i.e., Based on compliance review, we find
critical violations in service regulations. We've hit for drivers, vehicles,
and inspection.) The roadside inspection - could be on the driver, the
vehicle and the inspection.
 Now, it's all negative data going into the system. We should add some
"positive" weighted factors.
 You must take action on preventability determination - could the driver
have prevented the crash? Or was he/she in the wrong place at the
wrong time? Currently, you are holding the driver accountable for
something he/she may have not been able to control.
 Should separate into two BASICs - Carriers and Drivers (possibly the
same, but using different roles). This would prevent the need for
weighting.
 Most of the current BASIC measures are absolutes - the measure should
focus on rates - they should be relative to the size.
 We need a better model than today, and we need better data.

Q3: What methodology  There needs to be some research done to show the relationship between
"faults.” Be sure to base on research and data. Right now, we may not
should be used to
have the data we need to make this determination.
quantify the relationship
between crash causation  The driver should be weighted heavier than the carrier, unless it's a carrier
responsibility (i.e., maintenance)
and a given BASIC?
Please explain. (5)
 Match weighting with area of responsibility.
 This question should be broken down into other areas also. More
specifically, is this being addressed in another work group? It's important
to break this out by sub-category. The weighting factors may impact the
type of vehicle, industry, etc.
 We should set up criteria and measurement system based on real
data/best practices. (University of Maryland, Dr. Corsey)
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QUESTION*
Q4: What data should
be used in each of the
BASICs to provide an
objective measure of the
safety performance of
CMV drivers and
carriers, and from which
sources should these
data be obtained?
Please describe. (4)

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE
 As we are moving forward, we need to consider what new data is
available and what new regulations are coming forward.
 There should be a standard for submission of data. Push States and
Locals to comply.
 Accuracy of the data is also an issue. Information needs to be correctly
entered and then validated. (data entry or collection problems.) It could
be as simple as defining "what is an accident?"
 More training is necessary - across the board. This training should include
what type of carrier it is (intra or inter). (Terminology and Identification)
 Immediate data would be very useful - even it takes time to implement.
 The health of the driver. Carriers need to be able to see if they passed
their medical exams. There needs to be a sharing of information - medical
information. What problems there are and what can be done.

Q5: What is the
appropriate historical
timeframe to use when
measuring the safety
performance of CMV
drivers and carriers (how
far to look back)?
Should the timeframe for
carriers be different from
the timeframe for
drivers? Please explain.
(3)
Q6: Should the BASICs
be weighted and scored
in determining an
objective measure of the
safety performance of
each commercial motor
vehicle driver and carrier,
if so, how? Please
explain. (2)
Q7: What do you see as
the critical success
factors for implementing
a measurement system
based on data from the
BASICs? What are key
potential obstacles to
implementation? (7)

 36 months for Drivers; 12 months for Carriers - Violations in the past 2
years should not be accounted for since improvements have been made.
 24 months for Drivers - some of their problems could be systemic.
 A compliance review could possibly reset the timeline. A "clean bill of
health" could reset the timeframe.
 Another approach, not base it on a timeframe, but on the frequency of
data collection (i.e., 20 inspections a year).

 Need to weight differently for carriers vs. drivers.
 Crash should be weighted more heavily. How is a crash defined? If it's
accurate - crashes should be weighted heavily.
 Compilation of violations - should be more weighted more heavily. (i.e.,
drugs with crash vs. maintenance strap loose)

 Accuracy of Data
 Applicability of Criteria to either group of driver or carrier.
 Availability - we need a database that can capture and make available.
 Timeliness
 Standardization of data.
 Context of Event/Context of Data
 Roadside Training
 Carriers who go "out of business"/Change names - needs to be
considered for whatever reason.
 Systems availability to measure - Mexican and Canadian carriers.
 Accidents that are intrastate by an interstate carrier.

* Note: # in ( ) is question # in the Federal Register Notice.
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1.4.2 Safety Fitness Determination
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 2. Exhibit 1.5 shows the
questions and number of responses for Topic 2: Safety Fitness Determination.

Exhibit 1.5
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 2
Content Analysis
Question #
Question 1

Question 2

Question 3

Question 4

Question 5

Question 6

Question 7
Question 8

Question 9

Question 10

Topic 2: Safety Fitness Determination - Comments
{The # in ( ) after each question represents the question # on the Federal Register Notice}
Question 1: Should FMCSA adopt a two-tiered rating system (Continue to Operate or
Unfit) instead of the current three-tiered rating system (Satisfactory, Conditional, and
Unsatisfactory)? Why or why not? (6)
Question 2: How often (e.g., monthly, quarterly, annually) should FMCSA assess
safety fitness and issue safety fitness determinations under the new operational
model? Please explain. (4)

# of
Responses

Question 3: What is the appropriate timeframe that FMCSA should use in assessing
safety fitness (e.g., the past 18 months, 24 months, 36 months)? Please explain. (3)
Question 4: Should some BASICs be weighted more heavily than others? If so,
which ones and why? (2)
Question 5: What other data or behavioral factors, beyond the BASICs referenced
above, should be considered in the safety fitness determination process for motor
carriers or drivers? What data or behavioral factors should not be considered and
why? (1)
Question 6: Should safety fitness determinations be more stringent for certain
industry groups such as passenger carriers or carriers of hazardous materials? Why
or why not? (5)
Question 7: What other issues should the Agency be considering with respect to the
Safety Fitness Determination Component? (7)
Operational Model - Question 1: Please provide any additional comments or
information you may have on the CSA 2010 operational model. (3)
Operational Model - Question 2: What approaches do you recommend FMCSA use
to work closely with its partners and stakeholders in building the CSA 2010 operational
model? Please explain. (1)
Operational Model - Question 3: Are there certain aspects of the CSA 2010
operational model that could be implemented now? Please explain. (2)
TOTAL RESPONSES

19

27

19

30

11

41

15
21

13

4

200

Topic 2: Safety Fitness Determination
Total # of Attendees = 26
% of Total Participants = 28%
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Summarized Key Ideas for Topic 2. Within Topic 2: Safety Fitness Determination,
certain key ideas emerged from reading and categorizing all of the comments for each
question and thinking across this particular topic. These key ideas are listed below:
•

Two Tier Construct – Participants favored the 2-tier construct in concept, but still
want some gradations in the “Continue to Operate” area. Need to clearly define
what “unfit” means (i.e. three strikes and you’re out).

•

The BASICs – as defined, seem right – but some of them only apply (or need to
be emphasized) in particular industries (motor coach, hazmat, inter-modal).
Need to define crash causation – which BASICS are responsible for causing
accidents? In addition, need to differentiate between carrier’s and driver’s
responsibility.

•

Shippers – Need to increase the responsibility/accountability of shippers in
intermodal situations.

•

Data – Data needs to be transparent for all drivers, so that carriers can make
informed decisions.

Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 2. For each question some verbatim
comments from participants which highlight the gist of the responses across participants
are listed on the following two pages.
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Exhibit 1.6
Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 2
QUESTION*
Q1: Should FMCSA
adopt a two-tiered
rating system
(Continue to Operate or
Unfit) instead of the
current three-tiered
rating system
(Satisfactory,
Conditional, and
Unsatisfactory)? Why
or why not? (6)
Q2: How often (e.g.,
monthly, quarterly,
annually) should
FMCSA assess safety
fitness and issue safety
fitness determinations
under the new
operational model?
Please explain. (4)
Q3: What is the
appropriate timeframe
that FMCSA should
use in assessing safety
fitness (e.g., the past
18 months, 24 months,
36 months)? Please
explain. (3)

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE
 [The] Two-tiered [model] must include a process which allows unfit
companies to make corrections and regain operational status.
 There is a need to understand the grades within the Continue to Operate
classification, [specifically] the tipping point of Unfitness.
 The public needs a (fairly simple) measure to determine the level of quality
of any carrier, [but the] data needs to be simple and transparent, so that the
public can make informed, accurate decisions.

 By using obtainable data, classifications can be updated in real time (almost
continuously). Continuous interventions will occur, in terms of measurement
and other elements.
 If a low end carrier has four accidents in a short period of time, it
could/should trigger a new review or classification.
 For new entrants, there must be a threshold for running a business.

 18 months [is the appropriate timeframe for assessing safety fitness], due to
changes in personnel, [as well as the fact that] one bad year, or a few bad
months, can adversely (and perhaps incorrectly) influence current ratings.
 Total time that a carrier has been open for business should also affect [the]
determination [of how often to perform a safety fitness review on a specific
carrier].
 Seasonality affects performance, [and] as a result, multiples of 12 months
should be used (12 vs. 24 vs. 36). [An] 18 month system can bias one
company against a different one.
 [There should be] minimum requirements in order to run a carrier, i.e. [an]
assessment prior to a company actually going into business.
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QUESTION*
Q4: Should some
BASICs be weighted
more heavily than
others? If so, which
ones and why? (2)

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE
 Weights should correlate with past experience: the factors most responsible
for accidents should receive the highest weights (80% [are] around driver
performance - [BASICs 1-4]).
 When the driver is at fault, a higher weight should be applied.
 BASICs 5 and 6 do not have a high correlation with accidents and therefore
should have a lower weight.
 Vehicle maintenance (#5) can influence the frequency of crashes, thus the
carrier must be held accountable for maintenance. In other words, post
crash investigations must include an analysis of the vehicle's
maintenance/performance.
 [There should be] industry-specific weightings for the BASICs. [For
example], inter-modal [transportation] might require a greater emphasis on
cargo securement. If you cannot differentiate by industry, then all weights
should be equal.

Q5: What other data or
behavioral factors,
beyond the BASICs
referenced above,
should be considered
in the safety fitness
determination process
for motor carriers or
drivers? What data or
behavioral factors
should not be
considered and why?
(1)
Q6: Should safety
fitness determinations
be more stringent for
certain industry groups
such as passenger
carriers or carriers of
hazardous materials?
Why or why not? (5)

 Shipper responsibility should be added [as another factor considered in the
safety fitness determination process, since there is] limited existing
regulation for shippers and receivers.
 Eating, changing CDs, and any number of other activities can also affect
driver performance; should FMCSA begin to monitor/collect data on all of
these activities?
 Safety management controls need a high emphasis, because they are one
factor that is monitored closely by industry groups, [and are] as important as
crash experience, driver performance, etc.

 There is general agreement that differentiation is important and necessary,
but over-complication must be avoided.
 Combined gross weight is one measure that can be used to differentiate
between types of operations. Small operations may not require the same
high standards of compliance.
 [FMCSA should] Identify the risk exposures for various carrier groups, and
create a risk management matrix.
 The urgency, frequency, and prioritization of inspections (e.g. safety fitness
determinations) should be higher for HAZMAT and passenger carriers

Q7: What other issues  Safety training of employees and/or companies should be encouraged,
[including] bonus points for proactive activities (like training, governors, 1should the Agency be
800 #s, automatic transmissions, remote GPS).
considering with
 [There should be] more significant barriers to entry [for] this industry,
respect to the Safety
[including] high standards for new carriers.
Fitness Determination
Component? (7)
 Tighten up the definition of "accident", [and use] the type of accident to
determine action.
* Note: # in ( ) is question # in the Federal Register Notice.
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1.4.3 Topic 3: Intervention Selection and Entity Characteristics
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 3. The exhibit below shows the
questions and number of responses for Topic 3: Intervention Selection and Entity
Characteristics.
Exhibit 1.7
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 3
Content Analysis
Question #
Question 1
Question 2
Question 3

Question 4

Question 5

Question 6

Question 7
Question 8

Question 9

Question 10

Topic 3: Intervention Selection & Entity Characteristics - Comments
{The # in ( ) after each question represents the question # on the Federal Register Notice}
Question 1: What other issues should the Agency be considering with respect to the
Interventions Selection Component? (6)
Question 2: Are there other types of driver and carrier interventions not described
above that would improve motor carrier safety? Please describe. (2)
Question 3: How should responses to FMCSA interventions be factored in to the
safety fitness determinations? (7)
Question 4: Would you support a system whereby FMCSA would declare CMV
drivers Unfit, if warranted, and the States would suspend their driver’s license
(commercial or other)? Please explain. (5)
Question 5: Would the larger set of compliance interventions under consideration
here be more effective than the interventions currently used by FMCSA? Please
explain. (1)
Question 6: Should FMCSA use different interventions and intervention thresholds
for certain carriers and drivers, such as those involved in the transport of passengers
or hazardous materials? Please explain. (4)
Question 7: Are there specific incentives that FMCSA could offer to encourage and
promote improved safety performance? Please describe. (3)
Operational Model - Question 1: Please provide any additional comments or
information you may have on the CSA 2010 operational model. (3)
Operational Model - Question 2: What approaches do you recommend FMCSA use
to work closely with its partners and stakeholders in building the CSA 2010 operational
model? Please explain. (1)
Operational Model - Question 3: Are there certain aspects of the CSA 2010
operational model that could be implemented now? Please explain. (2)
TOTAL RESPONSES

# of
Responses
25
8
16

12

14

14

13
11

5

5

123

Topic 3: Intervention Selection & Entity Characteristics
Total # of Attendees = 13
% of Total Participants = 14%

Summarized Key Ideas for Topic 3. Within Topic 3: Intervention Selection and Entity
Characteristics, certain key ideas emerged from reading and categorizing all of the
comments for each question and thinking across this particular topic. These key ideas
are listed below:
•

Intervention Benefit Cost – As new interventions are implemented, a concurrent
evaluation process should also be implemented to be able to report the
effectiveness, costs and benefits of the program.
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•

Pre-qualification Interventions – The bar for entry as a federally allowed carrier
should be raised. Specifically more requirements in training and safe behavior
should be required both before and shortly after a carrier is given a DOT number,
CDL number, etc. Something needs to “trigger” the intervention system sooner,
i.e., use thresholds in a variable way to help manage carriers that change name,
carriers that are exempt from regulations, new carriers, growing carriers, etc.

•

Outreach and Data Interchange – Interventions should require a response to the
intervention and the response should be tracked as part of the history to help
increase the strength of the safety relationship of FMCSA with an increased
number of carriers. Further, FMCSA needs to reach out to all carriers at least
annually. This is important for regulation changes, and to be visible to the
industry. Carriers should also be required to update/validate FMCSA data with
carrier information annually, to promote the importance of complete and accurate
data.

•

Entity Characteristics and Risk Mediation via Intervention – Interventions should
be standardized across entity types. But, thresholds should be differential based
on entity characteristics. Use an actuarial model to predict risk of various
circumstances (both carrier type and typical situation carrier operates within (i.e.,
typical amount of traffic, geography, weather, etc.) and vary thresholds for
intervention based on this more scientific and risk-based approach to
intervention.

Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 3. For each question some verbatim
comments from participants which highlight the gist of the responses across participants
are listed on the following two pages.

CSA 2010 Final Report: 2006 Listening Session

17
FMC-CSA-06-001

Exhibit 1.8
Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 3
QUESTION*

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE

Q1: What other issues  What needs to be considered is the entire penalty structure and this needs
to be refined. Once you get to the point of enforcement (3,000-3,500) there
should the Agency be
is no impact (cost) to the carriers. The new model has the capability and
considering with
factors established to increase the penalty structure and make a real impact.
respect to the
Interventions Selection  Proactive intervention factors: If we can get their attention BEFORE the
enforcement period. We need to focus on the driver.
Component? (6)
 There is language that addresses this concept (dual liability). There needs
to be liability falling on both the leadership of the company as well as the
drivers, depending on the situation.
 I would recommend training for the FMCSA staff and clarity of the new
procedures and triggers for interventions (encourage web-based training).
Provide flexibility and expertise in the field to ensure that there is
consistency and fairness among the different States- in a standard way and
consistently evaluated.
 The carrier needs stricter requirements when applying for authority. Make it
Q2: Are there other
harder for them to get in from the beginning. Carriers can get around this, or
types of driver and
carrier interventions not this can be ignored and carriers still operate... interventions need to be
considered prior to actually operating. Monitored pre-qualification process
described in the
with the appropriate consistent monitoring, possibly annually.
proposed interventions
 Key issue: the control point on un-authorized carriers should be the license
that would improve
plate. We can’t stop those who try to beat the system, but we can stop
motor carrier safety?
giving commercial vehicle plates to non-compliant carriers, without a prePlease describe. (2)
qualification.

 Automated enforcement- if you have documented violations, the system
should be able to determine what steps need to be taken. Many things
should be automated to determine the threshold for enforcement.
 From a passenger perspective: driver fatigue, alcohol, etc. There is not
Q3: How should
enough data collected on passenger vehicles at this time. We need to be
responses to FMCSA
able to gather data on these characteristics. One shoe does not fit all.
interventions be
factored in to the safety  If there is no tiered system, there are going to be carriers out there that are
fitness determinations? very close to unfit a will continue to operate. The data that is gathered
needs to be utilized in a good system as to how these carriers are rated…
(7)

take the license away. We need to actually shut down these carriers if they
are not compliant, not just fine them.

 It is very difficult to answer this question until you understand the impact
these interventions have on compliance. Recommend that a lot of attention
be paid to the before and after of these interventions and collect data on
performance. To continually evaluate the effectiveness.
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QUESTION*

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE

 The number of unfit drivers that a carrier hires (the % of the drivers is less
Q4: Would you
than safe) then an intervention should be implemented. If you choose to
support a system
whereby FMCSA would hire less than safe drivers- FMCSA should know about it and it should be
data that is gathered.
declare CMV drivers
Unfit, if warranted, and  This should be part of the process and data gathered, and each carrier
needs to provide this data on all of their drivers. We need to track them and
the States would
associate them with the carriers that they work for. Empower the carriers to
suspend their driver’s
have access to this data.
license (commercial or

Drivers
are the vital element. Drivers get hired with the driving record and
other)? Please
are
cross-checked
with the insurance carrier. Many carriers hire so many
explain. (5)
drivers without the proper management of the number of drivers.

Q5: Would the larger  Anything that increases the amount of contact is a positive thing. If you
know someone is watching- it shows that FMCSA is not under the radar
set of compliance
screen.
interventions under
consideration here be  Part of the problem now is that there is a lack of coordination/process
more effective than the involved until something goes horribly wrong. There needs to be a great
deal of process from the beginning, so that carriers are aware and they are
interventions currently
tracked (closely coordinated and managed).
used by FMCSA?
 We don’t really know the value of the compliance review program today?
Please explain. (1)
We need to evaluate whether or not we are saving lives- what is the actual
benefit/cost of these interventions and the effectiveness of the various
interventions. What is the "result" of these compliance reviews?
 We need to think about other characteristics- i.e. a fleet that operates in a
Q6: Should FMCSA
high crash corridor; we might want to treat that carrier differently. Not just
use different
the type of carrier. If you have a high % of non-CMV drivers, that should be
interventions and
part of the classification. Higher risk= higher interventions.
intervention thresholds
for certain carriers and  The data will allow FMCSA to look at factors more narrowly- the intervention
process should change to reflect that. With a predictive model, this can
drivers, such as those
change the timing and type of interventions. Can use the data to define the
involved in the
interventions at an earlier date.
transport of
 There are certain unsafe behaviors that carriers/drivers can demonstratepassengers or
how do we effectively identify those behaviors in a proactive way, rather
hazardous materials?
than reactive? We need to id these people in a more timely fashion.
Please explain. (4)
Tracking patterns and using the data to proactively enforce the regulations.
Safety issues that need to be addressed. The industry in general should be
held to the same standards, across the board.

Q7: Are there specific  If government plays a role in this- they are endorsing certain practices and in
incentives that FMCSA effect, endorsing certain businesses. The federal government can
participate and help to set the standards, but a non-government entity needs
could offer to
to manage that process, etc.
encourage and
 Its FMCSA's job to set the floor, but the industry's job to set the ceiling.
promote improved
safety performance?
 We need to make sure that States are part of this process and to provide
Please describe. (3)
good input- even things they are already doing. If we have a large range of
intervention opportunities, there are increased opportunities for States to
work closely with FMCSA and to engage them at a higher level. FMCSA
can use the data to help the States better allocate their resources and focus
their efforts.
* Note: # in ( ) is question # on the Federal Register Notice.
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1.4.4 Topic 4: Safety Data and Validation
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 4. The table below shows the
questions and number of responses for Topic 4: Safety Data and Validation.
Exhibit 1.9
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 4
Content Analysis
Question #
Question 1

Question 2

Question 3

Question 4
Question 5
Question 6

Question 7

Question 8

Question 9

Question 10

Topic 4: Safety Data and Validation - Comments
{The # in ( ) after each question represents the question # on the Federal Register Notice}
Question 1: How could FMCSA better incorporate data quality assurance processes
into CSA 2010? (3)

# of
Responses

Question 2: Are there any major obstacles that must be overcome to achieving
accurate and complete data for use in the new operational model? Please explain. (5)
Question 3: Are there safety data not available that are needed for this approach to
be equitable? If so, please describe and discuss any potential barriers to collecting
such data. (2)
Question 4: What safety data are available that are not currently being used to
measure the safety performance of drivers and carriers? (1)
Question 5: What unique identifiers should be used to tie drivers and carriers to their
safety performance data? (4)
Question 6: What other issues should the Agency be considering with respect to
Safety Data and Tracking, Evaluation and Data Validation? (6)
Question 7: Radio frequency identification device (RFID)-enabled license plates
could be used to identify commercial motor vehicles at highway speeds. This could
help focus inspection and traffic enforcement activities on unsafe or unregistered
entities. What barriers would there be to States’ issuing RFID enabled license plates?
(7)
Operational Model - Question 1: Please provide any additional comments or
information you may have on the CSA 2010 operational model. (3)
Operational Model - Question 2: What approaches do you recommend FMCSA use
to work closely with its partners and stakeholders in building the CSA 2010 operational
model? Please explain. (1)

16

Operational Model - Question 3: Are there certain aspects of the CSA 2010
operational model that could be implemented now? Please explain. (2)
TOTAL RESPONSES

20

16

2
17
7

10

6

11

2

107

Topic 4: Safety Data and Validation
Total # of Attendees = 32
of Total Participants = 35%
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Summarized Key Ideas for Topic 4. Within Topic 4: Safety Data and Validation,
certain key ideas emerged from reading and categorizing all of the comments for each
question and thinking across this particular topic. These key ideas are listed below:
•

A lot of inconsistency exists across States which makes safety data tracking and
analysis more difficult [license plates, identifying numbers, accident report forms
(injuries, property damage), standards, focal programs, administration of
sanctions, training].

•

Best practices, models, and technologies are currently available across States
and should be taken advantage of - FMCSA should study these to determine
best suggestions for ways to ensure greater uniformity and effectiveness across
States. (For example, automated reporting process, RFID, Nebraska's CVARS
program, DC's wireless handhelds, PRISM, Canada's Controlling Mind, Snyder's
auto transmission studies.)

•

Look for ways to involve more stakeholders (including carriers, drivers, State
associations, insurance companies, etc.) more frequently (more regular
communication of status and progress of the CSA 2010 Initiative – website
updates, existing conferences).

•

Consider diverse needs of large and small carriers (data burdens for small
carriers could easily put them out of business).

•

States need more funding to implement best practices, models,
and new technologies.

Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 4. For each question some verbatim
comments from participants which highlight the gist of the responses across participants
are presented in Exhibit 1.10.
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Exhibit 1.10
Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 4
QUESTION*
Q1: How could FMCSA
better incorporate data
quality assurance
processes into CSA
2010? (3)

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE
 Problem with FMCSA system: identifying number of carriers (FMCSA
says 600,000-700,000 carriers, but we have identified 345,000 carriers)
- this is a discrepancy we need to overcome ---one option: Uniform
carrier registration requirement (UCR).
 We don’t have a baseline currently, so how do we establish quality
assurance?
 We need to have the same standards for everyone. (ex: 10,000
pounds vs. over 10,000 pounds)
 Crash Data: University of Michigan is finding when they evaluate
States. Some of the data that needs to be captured isn't being
captured because it's not on the form. When looking at accident report
files, it differs by State. A simple thing the agency can do is to
encourage States to upgrade forms.

Q2: Are there any major
obstacles that must be
overcome to achieving
accurate and complete
data for use in the new
operational model?
Please explain. (5)

 Funding - We come up with ideas, but when it comes to
implementation, the money needs to be there.
 Lack of uniformity in accident reporting - States use different forms and
formats.
 Inconsistency not just in emphasis but in overall magnitude of reporting
of injuries and property damage. Touch-points that States have for
enforcement - more comprehensive coverage - need more data.

Q3: Are there safety data  If truck is in a crash, we want to know:
not available that are
− If the speed governor was set and what speed it was set on
needed for this approach
− How trucker was being paid; whether truck has a "1-800- how's my
to be equitable? If so,
driving?”
please describe and
− Automatic vs. manual transmission
discuss any potential
− Whether company is doing business with a shipper that imposes
penalties related to delivery
barriers to collecting such
−
Analysis
of basic carrier demographics: we are currently focused on
data. (2)
vehicles and drivers but it would be nice to know the demographics
of carriers
− Proportion of accidents that involve carriers by size - seem to focus
on large carriers. Is this a small vs. midsize vs. local carrier
problem?
− Whether or not accident involves carrier of State or nearby State - is
problem local?
− Description of carriers.
−
 We are missing the trees for the forest: only 25-30% of fatal accidents
involving trucks occur on interstates; 65% occur on state and US
routes. Interstates are very safe places to drive. Carriers who are
spending more time on those roads are more at risk. It is about the
quality of the road. We should map operational characteristics against
road type - we will find interesting information which may change our
focus.
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QUESTION*
Q4: What safety data are
available that are not
currently being used to
measure the safety
performance of drivers
and carriers? (1)

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE
N/A

 Create a national CDL instead of state by State.
Q5: What unique
identifiers should be used  Seems to question effectiveness of DOT number for carrier - DOT
to tie drivers and carriers
number is unique to carrier and ties to data. If this is working, why fix
it? How do you tie the driver to the carrier is the real question.
to their safety
performance data? (4)
 In Canada they have The Controlling Mind: If carrier shuts down and
opens again under a new name, they are automatically recognized.
Should check this system out.

Q6: What other issues
should the Agency be
considering with respect
to Safety Data and
Tracking, Evaluation and
Data Validation? (6)

 Privacy: drug and alcohol, medical etc. will prompt privacy issues.
Bring more people together who are experts a lot sooner to help solve
this issue.
 Public availability of data and FMCSA's overarching policy on this:
determine the scores and data and whether it is consistent with
departmental policy - don't have similar data for rail, etc.
 Is there any tracking of training methodology, minimums and standards
for getting CDL? I have heard it's all over the map. What is FMCSA
doing about this problem? They need to do something about it.

 RFID wouldn't be optional, but mandatory. States are moving towards
Q7: Radio frequency
incorporating RFID chips in stickers on vehicles. A lot of technology
identification device
can take advantage of this and gear it towards enforcement activities.
(RFID)-enabled license
Helps identify if driver took stickers from another truck. Rids are based
plates could be used to
on the concept that If you are more likely to get caught, you are less
identify commercial motor
likely to do it.
vehicles at highway
speeds. This could help  Brings up a lot of privacy issues - If I am an independent driver, and I
am on personal time, RFID will be able to track what I am doing. You
focus inspection and
will be able to read all my data and I don't think that's your right.
traffic enforcement

Barrier: every State has a different way of issuing license plates.
activities on unsafe or
Nebraska: picture taken of plate but licenses are different across
unregistered entities.
States and can be confused.
What barriers would there
be to States’ issuing RFID
enabled license plates?
(7)
* Note: # in ( ) is question # in the Federal Register Notice
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1.4.5 Topic 5: Operational Model
In addition to the questions in each of the four topics, there were also questions about
the overall Operational Model in each breakout session. For the purpose of looking at
these questions apart from the four distinct topics, the total number of responses
received on these questions, and the supporting quotes for these questions are listed
below.
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 5. The table below shows the
questions and number of responses for Topic 5: Operational Model.

Exhibit 1.11
Total Number of Responses by Question for Topic 5
Content Analysis
Question #
Question 8

Question 9

Question 10

Topic 5: Operational Model Questions
{The # in ( ) after each question represents the question # on the Federal Register Notice}
Operational Model - Question 1: Please provide any additional comments or
information you may have on the CSA 2010 operational model. (3)
Operational Model - Question 2: What approaches do you recommend FMCSA use
to work closely with its partners and stakeholders in building the CSA 2010 operational
model? Please explain. (1)
Operational Model - Question 3: Are there certain aspects of the CSA 2010
operational model that could be implemented now? Please explain. (2)
TOTAL RESPONSES

# of
Responses
61

40

23

124

Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 5. For each question some verbatim
comments from participants which highlight the gist of the responses across participants
are listed below.
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Exhibit 1.12
Most Relevant Quotes by Question for Topic 5
QUESTION

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE

 [This model] scares [me] - because it tries to do too much with unreliable and
Q8: Please provide
undefined data. The consequences of the data should work within the CR. I
any additional
am not comfortable if we prioritize the carriers and then just do a review based
comments or
on
data only. I have a concern with that. To make this a system that is just
information you may
based on numbers is not appropriate. The data should be baked into a
have on the CSA 2010
Compliance Review. The proposed data is based on factors that the carrier
operational model. (3) has no control over. The driver could do something that the carrier is opposed
to and then they are held accountable.
 There is nothing in the model to define what it takes to become "FIT" again.
We need to have a green light - how to get back into the system again.
 Fear that this will be an increase in workload with no new resources.
 Data (in any part of the proposed Operational Model) should be different
between carriers and drivers - there is not an absolute….even in interventions,
etc.
 Conducting compliance reviews vs. enforcement must be well-defined.
 Use of BASICs should lead to (more) streamlined compliance reviews.
 Commercial drivers’ logs (CDL) and past experience should be uniform for
drivers (not determined on a State by State basis).
 FMCSA should utilize 3rd parties to help support the existing operational model
(allow for voluntary assessments, with 3rd part verification).
 FMCSA should be able to share data with other agencies and use that data to
make determinations.
 States need to be incentivized to input the most accurate data (add incentives
for data quality and data improvements).
 Model to test it. Wouldn't want to have changes later.
 Use the available data to its fullest.
 The data that’s being supplied now is through a regulatory mechanism (official
government action) - there are a lot of unregulated behaviors, such as the
design of a roadway, weather, congestion, etc. Since this is a behavior-based
approach, what steps need to be taken to incorporate these factors?
 Look for red flags. How does insurance tie into CSA2010? Should be
integrated within the initiative. Integrated the FMCSA insurance filing
requirement into the safety characteristics- use as a piece of critical data. Can
raise a red flag for intervention selection and safety fitness. Re-registering of
carriers is also trigger.
 Shipper data is not being captured, particularly HAZMAT shippers. It has
relevancy because there may be opportunities to gather more data. I don't see
anything in the model and we haven't talked about it.
 [The] devil in the details in terms of how 7 BASICs get weighted. Take a crosssection of carriers and apply BASICs model to test it. Wouldn't want to have
changes later.
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QUESTION

CONTRIBUTING QUOTE

Q9: What approaches
do you recommend
FMCSA use to work
closely with its
partners and
stakeholders in
building the CSA 2010
operational model?
Please explain. (1)

 Work with stakeholders to build the confidence.
 Needs to build a response to how to become "fit" after being considered "unfit.”
 One idea - use stakeholders to pilot test - and possibly even demonstrate.
 The timeline - what gets put aside versus what is put into the system. Need to
start process sooner with stakeholders and piloting - talk about now (not in
2009).
 What is the agency's vision - so it can help in conversations with the States?
How are they going to be impacted based on the model? How are they
thinking about this - and what type of funding? We need clarification on this
vision.
 Docket and listening sessions are sufficient.
 FMCSA should consider a systematic out-brief or exit interview when a
problem area arises (e.g. add a post event, continuous improvement process).
 Consistent data reporting, with a single data form used.
 Usage of the data should also be consistent or uniform (enforcement is not
currently applied in a uniform fashion).
 Education and outreach for new carriers about the positive impacts of proactive
safety measures.
 New methods for assimilating compliance reviews (telephone, Internet, etc.).
 Associations
 Industry Partners (i.e. Education)
 Get in touch with motor carriers themselves - every State has a State trucking
association as well as the national trucking association.
 Another expert/stakeholders panel to bounce this model off of - we need a
good representation of carriers, insurance companies, and shippers.

 Start considering pilot testing progressive interventions. Testing the
Q 10: Are there
effectiveness and how much they cost.
certain aspects of the
CSA 2010 operational  Start implementing a targeted CR. There is no reason to not implement this
now. See more people, more often. Just don't use it as a rating tool now.
model that could be
implemented now?
 Most reasonable/responsible carriers have an invested interest in safety. Most
carriers are supportive of this. Proposed Model should focus on self interest of
Please explain. (2)
carriers for safety, not enforcement oriented.
 What are good predictors that will feed into the BASICs? This is important to
determine and define.
 Some elements of the progressive interventions could be implemented right
now (e.g. warning letter).
 Follow-up on letters that do go out.
 Outreach and Web-based education.
 Gathering all of the data available, better use of the data (analysis).
 Division administrators in the State- work collaboratively to identify barriers and
provide the knowledge to FMCSA (be proactive).
 Should be investigating now on the investigatory/regulatory front at the State
level (lay the State groundwork and identify barriers).
 Streamlined, focused review - ex: complaint situations.
* Note: # in ( ) is question # in the Federal Register Notice.
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1.5

Analysis and Results Across Topics/Themes (Frame 2)

Data Analysis. As described earlier, immediately
after the listening session, to get a sense of the
listening session results, the facilitators and
recorders for each breakout session formulated the
key ideas that emerged from their topic-specific
breakout session. These key ideas were used as
the initial set of categories to take into a content
analysis. Specifically, each participant comment or
“response” received was reviewed and categorized
into one or more of the key idea categories. Each
response would receive a value of “1” if it
contributed to that category of ideas.

Frame 2: Major
Messages to FMCSA
From Participants
(Themes Across Topics)




Great for understanding
the major overall
concerns of participants,
both with respect to the
proposed model, as well
as beyond it.
Breaks the set of the
listening session to hear
participants in another
way.
Provides a more
quantitative basis for
decision making.

As the across-topic content analysis-driven
categorization of each response proceeded, the key

idea categories evolved into across-topic overall
themes. The themes were refined to better fit this
across-topic perspective, rather than the facilitator’s
“within topic sense” of the responses. While some
responses fit into two, three, or four themes, most responses fit into only one theme.
Four responses were not relevant to any of the themes, and thus were categorized into
the final theme, “Other Unique Responses.” These four unique responses have little
relationship with other themes or responses. Sixteen themes resulted to most
succinctly categorize every comment. [See Appendix A for detailed content analysis.]
Next, a “definition” was developed for each Theme. This definition was developed as a
way to describe the many responses collected across topics. The purpose of the
definition is to capture the “gist” of the comments within that theme. These definitions
are not an attempt to summarize the comments that have been categorized as
belonging to any one theme. Rather these definitions are an attempt to help
provide a more concise framing of the issues contained in the range of comments
categorized as belonging to a theme.
For example, in Theme #1, most responses favored of a “Two-Tier Construct.”
However, most responses also included a recommendation to have different gradations
within “Continue to Operate”, as well as discussed the importance of clarifying “what the
steps are” to become “fit to operate” again. The definition for this theme helps to
capture these many responses. Some of the quotes that helped to define this
theme are as follows:
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¾ “[I’m] in favor of the two-tiered system for simplification purposes. It's easier for
FMCSA to make a simple, one or the other classification.” (coding=2,1,1, i.e. Topic
2 Question 1, Response 1)
¾ “The data needs to target the carriers on the low end of the Continue to Operate
classification (1-2%).” (2,2,9)
¾ “There is nothing in the model to define what it takes to become "FIT" again. We
need to have a green light - how to get back into the system again.” (1,8,2)
¾ “Continue to Operate will [should] exist on a grade, depending on the level of
deficiency.” (2,1,15)
¾ “If a carrier is "unfit" - is the carrier unable to operate? As of now its 30 days you are
out until you prove compliance (more of a suspension). If someone is "unfit" then
they should be suspended indefinitely until changes are made and compliance is
reached.” (3,3,9)
Note: A variety of responses contributed to the development of each theme. Within
each theme, there are typically responses “in favor” and “against” certain actions.
There are also responses that give greater detail into sub-points of a theme.
Nonetheless, these comments were categorized into a theme for which they best
contributed important messages. The quote below describes one of these examples for
Theme #1.
¾ “If there is no tiered system, there are going to be carriers out there that are very
close to unfit and will continue to operate. The data that is gathered needs to be
utilized in a good system as to how these carriers are rated… take the license
away.” (3,3,16)
Themes were re-worded from the facilitators’ original within-topic perspective to better fit
the across-topic perspective, representing the majority of the responses that spoke to a
particular theme. The finalized 2006 Listening Session Themes of the content
analysis and definitions that “capture the gist” of the themes are listed in the exhibit on
the following two pages. (These themes are listed in order of the highest number of
responses received - across all topics.)
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Exhibit 1.13
Themes and Operational Definitions
THEME
1. Two-Tier Construct
with Gradations for
"Continue to
Operate" (including
Frequency of
Assessment and
Timeline to Re-enter)
2. Quality of Data
(including Sufficient
Data/Crash Causation
Determination/Type of
Accident)
3. Difference Between
Carriers by
Industries, Types,
and Size (i.e.
HAZMAT, inter/intra
States, large/small, etc)
4. Consistent Data
Submission and
Enforcement Across
States

5. Difference Between
Carriers and
Drivers/Define
BASICs (by BASICs
list and/or by weighting
BASICs differently, by
Data Collection, and/or
by Interventions; also
includes defining
BASICs)
6. Data Immediately
Transparent/Visible

DEFINITION OF THEMES
A two-tiered construct of “Unfit” or “Continue to Operate” should be
implemented – assuming that different gradations within “Continue to
Operate” exist. This construct should include a clear description of the
frequency of assessment and the necessary steps/timeline to re-enter the
“Continue to Operate” status. (i.e., if I am deemed “Unfit”, how soon and
by what method can I get back into a “Continue to Operate” status?)
It is important to ensure quality data are used to make determinations. To
ensure this, it is necessary to define and determine the exact cause/fault of
crashes/accidents.
Likewise, it is important that the data is sufficient. Quality data ensures
accurate reporting. It is important to assess what is currently collected and
what should be collected, and make decisions accordingly.
Carriers should be distinguished by the many different industries, types and
sizes. It is very important when collecting and utilizing data to address
carriers differently based on these parameters. Often, the impact of data
collection or enforcement largely differs between these many types and
sizes of carriers.
Currently, data are not submitted consistently across the States or local
communities. Some States/local communities report electronically and
regularly, others report sporadically and outside of the prescribed format.
This makes it difficult for FMCSA to accurately address safety issues
because the data is often inconsistent. Clear guidelines about what data
should be collected and how it should be used/enforced, should be
developed and distributed to all.
Likewise, enforcement resulting from these data are not implemented
consistently. Across States/local communities, data collection and
enforcement should be implemented consistently – as to ensure FMCSA
has the important data to make the best decisions for safety.
Carriers and drivers have different responsibilities and should be
differentiated when defining BASICs or interventions. They should not be
held accountable to the same things. Some responsibilities are on the
carriers and others on the drivers. These differences could be
distinguished through a different list of BASICs or by weighting the BASICs
differently between carriers and drivers.
Likewise, a more detailed explanation and understanding is needed around
what the BASICs mean. Interventions should also be addressed differently
between carriers and drivers, based on their responsibility and
accountability.
Currently, after data are collected, it is not published immediately, and
sometimes never at all. These Data should be immediately transparent
and visible to all carriers and drivers. These data help carriers and drivers
make important decisions about safety, hiring, and enforcement. Making
data transparent also increases sharing of information across carriers and
drivers, so all parties can learn.
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THEME
7. Carrier
Responsibility and
Accountability

8. Stakeholders
Involvement and
Communication/Pilot
Test

9. Best Practices and
Technologies

10. Evaluation
Process for
Interventions

11. More
Training/Education

12. Positive
Incentives

13. More Funding and
Resources to States
14. Pre-Qualification
Process/Interventions
15. Unique Identifier Driver’s License or
License Plate
16. Other Unique
Responses

DEFINITION OF THEMES
Carriers should be held accountable for their actions. Often times, carriers
know about violations and do not address with their drivers. Other times,
carriers are unaware of a problem or violation until they are notified by
FMCSA. Carriers should be held responsible for intentional violations or
encouraging their drivers to violate FMCSA safety regulations in any way.
Carrier behavior must be managed.
Stakeholders appreciate frequent communications and opportunities to
provide input. During the development (and the implementation) of the
new Operational Model, FMCSA should regularly and more actively involve
and communicate with stakeholders. This is something that can be
implemented immediately and can help the overall development of the CSA
2010 initiative. Likewise, there should be frequent pilot testing of the
proposed Operational Model – in individual elements of the model or by
testing the model across certain States/regions.
FMCSA should study best practices in the industry and then apply those to
the proposed Operational Model. Technology is a very important element
in improving data collection, transparency, and quality, and should be
implemented to support FMCSA and the CSA 2010 Operational Model.
Important and new information from those studying best practices in the
industry should not be overlooked.
A process for evaluating interventions should be developed and
implemented. This is important to determine which interventions are
effectively changing behavior and which are not. First, it is important to
understand the impact interventions have on compliance. Then, FMCSA
should collect data on performance and to continually evaluate the
effectiveness of the interventions.
More training and education are needed across carriers, drivers, and
inspectors, both for the proposed Operational Model and for other safety
measures, data, and definitions. Currently, carriers are not required to train
drivers. We should have more meaningful mandatory entry level training.
(Within these responses, there were several other topics for
training/education recommended.)
The current system is a “debit” system, not a “credit” system. FMCSA
should implement positive incentives for compliance, quality data, data
improvements, etc. If carriers/drivers correct actions, they should be
rewarded. There should be some pro-active incentives to exceed
expectations. Certifications should be recognized and rewarded in some
way. Currently, the BASICs are defined as negative measures. Instead
there should be some positive elements that could impact scores.
One of the primary fears of the new Operational Model is that it will be too
complex requiring more work with little resources or support. States should
receive more funding and resources so they have the means to implement
current and future best practices, technology, and initiatives.
There should be more significant barriers for new entrant carriers. One
way to do this is to implement a “proactive intervention” or “prequalification” process. This pre-qualification would help reduce the number
of enforcements and/or interventions later in the process.
One of the main ways to identify a driver/carrier is by their driver’s license
or license plate. By using these numbers, it would reduce or eliminate the
need for another unique identifier. One of the challenges now with using
the DOT number is that a driver/carrier with a bad record may drop out,
move, and re-apply for a DOT number under another name.
A variety of unrelated or unrepeated responses.
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Results. Once the content analysis was complete, formulas and charts were compiled
to produce relevant and meaningful findings. The next few sections explain in more
detail some of the important findings of the data analysis. [For the detailed content
analysis, see Appendix A.]
1.5.1 Themes with the Most Responses
The table below lists the themes ranked by the frequency of responses. It shows the
percentages and number of total responses across all topics by theme. This data
describes the most popular themes - regardless of topic.
Exhibit 1.14
Themes with the Most Responses
% of Total
Responses

# of
Responses

17%

105

16%

99

15%

91

14%

85

11%

65

9%
9%

56
53

8. Stakeholders Involvement and Communication/Pilot Test

7%

44

9. Best Practices and Technologies
10. Evaluation Process for Interventions
11. More Training/Education
12. Positive Incentives

7%
4%
4%
4%

42
26
24
22

13. More Funding and Resources to States

2%

12

14. Pre-Qualification Process/Interventions

2%

11

15. Unique Identifier - Driver's License or License Plate

2%

10

16. Other Unique Responses

1%

4

THEME
1. Two-Tier Construct with Gradations for "Continue to
Operate" (including Frequency of Assessment and Timeline to Reenter)
2. Quality of Data (including Sufficient Data/Crash Causation
Determination)
3. Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Size
(e.g. HAZMAT, large/small)
4. Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States
5. Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs (by
BASICs list and/or by weighting BASICs differently, by Data
Collection, and/or by Interventions; also includes defining BASICs in
more detail)
6. Data Immediately Transparent/Visible
7. Carrier Responsibility and Accountability

NOTES:
1 - The total number of responses is 611. This is denominator for the percentages above. Because one
response may have contributed to multiple themes, the total number of responses for all topics totals 749.
Consequently, the percent of Total Responses is greater than 100%. [See Appendix A for actual data.]
2 - These numbers represent total responses, including the three Operational Model questions addressed
in every breakout session.
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1.5.2 Most Common Themes per Topic
Themes with Highest Percent of Responses per Topic. The chart below presents
responses totaled by topic across themes (i.e. the columns each sum to 100%). The
percentages in bold indicate the highest responses for each topic. This data indicates
that within each topic, certain themes were more relevant than other themes.
Exhibit 1.15
Most Common Themes per Topic

THEMES
1. Two-Tier Construct with Gradations for
"Continue to Operate" (including Frequency of
Assessment and Timeline to Re-enter)
2. Quality of Data (including Sufficient Data/Crash
Causation Determination/Type of Accident)
3. Difference Between Carriers by Industries,
Types, and Size (i.e. HAZMAT, inter/intra States,
large/small, etc)
4. Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement
Across States
5. Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define
BASICs (by BASICs list and/or by weighting
BASICs differently, by Data Collection, and/or by
Interventions; also includes defining BASICs in
more detail)
6. Data Immediately Transparent/Visible
7. Carrier Responsibility and Accountability
8. Stakeholders Involvement and
Communication/Pilot Test
9. Best Practices and Technologies
10. Evaluation Process for Interventions
11. More Training/Education
12. Positive Incentives
13. More Funding and Resources to States
14. Pre-Qualification Process/Interventions
15. Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License
Plate
16. Other Unique Responses
Number of Responses

Topic
1

Topic
2

Topic
3

Topic
4

Topic
5/
Ops
Model

7%

37%

9%

0%

9%

14%

15%

2%

26%

11%

12%

19%

13%

10%

5%

6%

1%

13%

26%

15%

26%

5%

3%

2%

9%

9%

9%

12%

3%
4%

17%

12%
0%

7%
2%

0%

0%

3%

2%

26%

4%
1%
6%
3%
1%
0%

1%
8%
1%
3%
0%
4%

5%
4%
5%
5%
2%
2%

16%
0%
2%
2%
3%
1%

5%
3%
3%
2%
3%
0%

0%

0%

7%

0%

0%

0%

0%

2%

0%

1%

139

185

151

125

149

Notes: Topic 1=Measurements, 2=Safety Fitness Determination, 3=Intervention Selection, 4=Safety Data & Validation, 5=Ops
Model.
Bold % = Highest number of responses for topic.
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This data indicates that certain topics addressed many themes, but had a few “major”
themes – which were most important and had the highest response rates for that topic’s
discussion.

In Topic 1 - Measurements, the most common themes were:
¾ 5. Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs (either by BASICs
list and/or by weighting BASICs differently, by Data Collection, and/or by
Interventions; also includes defining BASICs in more detail) (26%)
¾ 2. Quality of Data (including Sufficient Data/Crash Causation
Determination/Type of Accident) (14%)
¾ 3. Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Size (i.e. HAZMAT,
inter/intra States, large/small, etc.) (12%)
¾ 7. Carrier Responsibility and Accountability (12%)
In Topic 1, the four themes above represented 64% of the total responses. Eight other
themes accounted for the other 36%.

In Topic 2 – Safety Fitness Determination, the most common themes were:
¾ 1. Two-Tier Construct with Gradations for "Continue to Operate" (including
Frequency of Assessment and Timeline to Re-enter) (37%)
¾ 3. Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Size (i.e. HAZMAT,
inter/intra States, large/small, etc) (19%)
¾ 2. Quality of Data (including Sufficient Data/Crash Causation
Determination/Type of Accident) (15%)
In Topic 2, the three themes above represented 71% of the total responses. Eight other
themes represented 29%.

In Topic 3 – Intervention Selection and Entity Characteristics, the most common
themes were:
¾ 7. Carrier Responsibility and Accountability (17%)
¾ 3. Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Size (i.e. HAZMAT,
inter/intra States, large/small, etc) (13%)

CSA 2010 Final Report: 2006 Listening Session

33
FMC-CSA-06-001

¾ 4. Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States (13%)
¾ 15. Unique Identifier - Drivers License or License Plate (while this theme had
only 2% of the total responses for the topic, all 10 of the responses were uniquely
from topic 3 breakout session participants)
In Topic 3, the three themes above represented 43% of the total responses. Thirteen
other themes represented 57%. As such, Topic 3 had the most diverse set of
comments.

In Topic 4 – Safety Data and Validation, the most common themes were:
¾ 2. Quality of Data (including Sufficient Data/Crash Causation
Determination/Type of Accident) (26%)
¾ 4. Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States (26%)
¾ 9. Best Practices and Technologies (16%)
¾ 6. Data Immediately Transparent/Visible (across carriers and drivers) (12%)
In Topic 4, the four themes above represented 80% of the total responses. Seven other
themes represented 20%. As such, this topic had the most focused set of themes.

In Topic 5 (Operational Model), the most common themes were:
(Note: There were three questions in every topic-specific breakout session that pertain
to the proposed Operational Model. These were deemed as Topic 5/Operational
Model.)
¾ 8. Stakeholders – Involvement and Communication/Pilot Test (26%)
¾ 4. Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States (15%)
¾ 2. Quality of Data (including Sufficient Data/Crash Causation
Determination/Type of Accident) (11%)
In Topic 5/Operational Model, the three themes above represented 52% of the total
responses. Eleven other themes represented 48%. This topic was relatively diffused
across themes. This would be expected as the three questions about the operational
model that composed this topic were asked at the end of each of the four topic-specific
sessions. Consequently, comments that crossed topics and themes came up in these
close-out questions.
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Highest Percent of Responses per Theme. The chart on the following page presents
responses totaled by theme across topics (i.e. the rows sum to 100%). Since some
themes had relatively fewer responses overall, this table provides a different
perspective on key messages in each of the four topical breakout sessions. Those
percentages in bold indicate the highest responses for each theme. This data indicates
that within each theme, certain topics were more relevant than other topics.
This perspective is particularly useful when considering the lower frequency themes.
For example, Theme 15 - Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate, is
unique to Topic 3, Intervention Selection and Entity Characteristics, i.e. 100% of the
responses (n=10) relative to that theme came from participants who attended the topic 3
breakout session. Reading the specific responses to breakout session topic-specific
questions will provide clarity to each of the percentages below.
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Exhibit 1.16
Highest Percentage of Reponses per Theme

THEMES
1. Two-Tier Construct with
Gradations for "Continue to
Operate" (including Frequency of
Assessment and Timeline to Reenter)
2. Quality of Data (including
Sufficient Data/Crash Causation
Determination/Type of Accident)
3. Difference Between Carriers by
Industries, Types, and Size (i.e.
HAZMAT, inter/intra States,
large/small, etc)
4. Consistent Data Submission and
Enforcement Across States
5. Difference Between Carriers and
Drivers/Define BASICs (by BASICs
list and/or by weighting BASICs
differently, by Data Collection, and/or
by Interventions; also includes
defining BASICs in more detail)
6. Data Immediately
Transparent/Visible
7. Carrier Responsibility and
Accountability
8. Stakeholders – Involvement and
Communication/Pilot Test
9. Best Practices and Technologies
10. Evaluation Process for
Interventions
11. More Training/Education
12. Positive Incentives
13. More Funding and Resources to
States
14. Pre-Qualification
Process/Interventions
15. Unique Identifier - Driver’s
License or License Plate
16. Other Unique Responses

Topic
1

Topic
2

Topic
3

Topic
4

Topic
5/
Ops
Model

No. of
Responses

10%

66%

12%

0%

12%

105

19%

28%

3%

32%

17%

99

18%

40%

22%

13%

8%

91

11%

1%

24%

38%

27%

85

55%

14%

6%

5%

20%

65

23%

9%

23%

27%

18%

56

30%

15%

49%

0%

6%

53

0%

0%

9%

5%

86%

44

12%

5%

19%

48%

17%

42

4%

54%

23%

0%

19%

26

38%
18%

4%
23%

29%
36%

8%
9%

21%
14%

24
22

8%

0%

25%

33%

33%

12

0%

64%

27%

9%

0%

11

0%

0%

100%

0%

0%

10

0%

0%

75%

0%

25%

4

Notes: Topic 1=Measurements, 2=Safety Fitness Determination, 3=Intervention Selection, 4=Safety Data & Validation, 5=Ops
Model
Bold % = Highest number of responses for theme.
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1.5.3 “Hottest” Themes in Multiple Topics – Subtopics/Storylines
The topic-specific questions had purposeful overlap and interconnection, while at the
same time focusing general content on a specific topic. For example, a question about
BASICs was asked in both topical sessions 1 and 2, but each had a slightly different
focus. As such, to get a big picture sense of comments made by participants, both
across breakout sessions and within sessions, comments on each of the four topics
were coded into one of 16 general themes.
However, of the 16 themes, four of the themes both cut across multiple topics and had a
high percentage of responses for that topic. These are the important general themes
that a large percentage of the participants discussed no matter what topical session
they had attended. These themes portray an important set of messages across topics,
across questions, and across participants for FMCSA. The themes that cut across
multiple topics, and have a high percentage of responses for a respective topic, are
noted by shaded yellow boxes below:
Exhibit 1.17
“Hottest” Themes in Multiple Topics – Subtopics/Storylines

Topics

Theme 2:
Quality of Data
(including
Sufficient
Data/Crash
Causation
Determination/
Type of Accident)

Theme 3:
Difference
Between Carriers
by Industries,
Types, and Size
(i.e. HAZMAT,
inter/intra States,
large/small, etc.)

Theme 4:
Consistent Data
Submission and
Enforcement
Across States

Measurements

N/A

Safety Fitness
Determination

N/A

Intervention
Selection and
Entity
Characteristics

Theme 7:
Carrier
Responsibility
and
Accountability

N/A

N/A

Safety Data and
Validation

N/A

N/A

Operational
Model

N/A

N/A

* The 5th Topic represents the responses to the proposed Operational Model questions asked at the end of each
breakout session.
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Throughout the content analysis, it was discovered that there were more detailed
subtopics/storylines for some of the themes. These are important to understand, in
order to accurately connect themes with what actions might be taken by FMCSA. Listed
below are the subtopics/storylines for each of the four themes most common across
topics. Also included is a list of responses which best describes these themes. While
this summary is useful to get the big picture, familiarity with the detailed responses per
topic is still warranted for a full understanding of participant input.
In Theme 2, Quality of Data, one of the most important elements expressed was to first
ensure crashes are accurately assessed and responsibility is assigned accordingly.
Often times, that which is initially determined as the cause of a crash, is not always
accurate. Consequently, carriers and/or drivers are held responsible for actions outside
of their control (e.g. weather or bad car drivers). Some of the responses best
illustrating this are listed below:
¾ “The data that’s being supplied now is through a regulatory mechanism
(official government action) - there are a lot of unregulated behaviors, such as
the design of a roadway, weather, congestion, etc. Since this is a behaviorbased approach, what steps need to be taken to incorporate these factors?”
¾ “You must take action on preventability determination - could the driver have
prevented the crash? Or was he/she in the wrong place at the wrong time?
Currently, you are holding the driver accountable for something he/she may
have not been able to control.”
¾ “The law enforcement agency needs to be involved to make that [crash
causation] determination.”
¾ “Causation - who is at fault?”
Another subtopic of Theme 2 has to do with the quality and sufficiency of the data
received. This includes determining what data should be collected and what data are
currently collected versus what is currently used. Some of the responses that best
illustrate this follow:
¾ “There needs to be some research done to show the relationship between
"fault." FMCSA should be sure to base [decisions] on research and data.
Right now, we may not have the data we need to make this determination.”
¾ “There will be data coming in from other sources - it's not just safety data good inspection of data are necessary to prevent unnecessary
actions/burden.”
¾ “Some of the work is going to be tracking down a lot of the data. Suggestion
is that before the proposed model is implemented, we should plan for tracking
all of this data down.”
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¾ “Right now, our system is not based on scientific measures. We need to put
in a system that is based on a measuring system based on scientific data.”
¾ “Accuracy isn't just about what's in there - but also what is still needed/valid.”
¾ “The larger set of interventions would be more effective if/when the
technology does what it is supposed to do. It all must work and provide good
quality data for this to work.”
¾ “Clarification: collected but not used (i.e. drug and alcohol data, information
on convictions) ”
The main point of Theme 3, Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and
Size, is to treat carriers differently based on their different characteristics. Certain data
collection, regulations, and consequences affect carriers differently based on their
different industries, size, or types of materials. This should also address the difference
between interstate and intrastate carriers, and/or U.S., Canadian, and Mexican carriers.
Some of the responses that best illustrate this follow:
¾ “There needs to be a distinction between the dangerous goods and HAZMAT
carriers.”
¾ “Representing the firework carriers, a mechanism in place to consider a
different type of carrier is important. We don't always have a lot of data. We
should discuss further with more detail. We need to discuss more other
unique carriers. We may only drive 6 times a year. We have several drivers
that are also the display operators - so we need some exceptions.”
¾ “Most of the current BASIC measures are absolutes - the measure should
focus on rates - they should be relative to the size.”
¾ “[We need] systems availability to measure - Mexican and Canadian carriers.”
¾ “The current system does not have enough compliance reviews to assign an
accurate classification to each carrier.”
¾ “The type of company (or industry) will result in different types of weighting.”
¾ “Unfit threshold should be "easier to achieve" for HAZMAT carriers or
passenger carriers.”
¾ “Bus industry has become overrun by "phantom bus operations" which are
very hard to track ownership and leadership, due to constant changes. This
is a challenge for the industry and should be addressed.”
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¾ “We need to think about other characteristics (i.e. a fleet that operates in a
high crash corridor). We might want to treat that carrier differently…Not just
the type of carrier. If you have a high percent of non-CMV drivers, that should
be part of the classification. Higher risk equals higher interventions.”
¾ “Is FMCSA strictly tracking intrastate trucking? If so, what is going on with
interstate?”
Theme 4, Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States, has to do
with ensuring that data are submitted accurately and consistently by and across States,
and that the data are used to accurately and consistently enforce the regulations across
States. Currently, there is too much variation in how data are both submitted and used.
Participants expressed a strong concern in making things consistent across States.
Some of the responses that best illustrate this follow:
¾ “Enforcement is difficult because the review process is broad.”
¾ “Usage of the data should also be consistent or uniform.”
¾ “[There should be] consistent data fields used for and by everyone.”
¾ “Use the available data to its fullest.”
¾ “States need to enforce their own rules.”
¾ “Methodology should differentiate between intrastate and interstate
commerce. How do States address these problems?”
¾ “There should be a standard for submission of data. Push States and Locals
to comply.”
¾ “Lack of uniformity in accident reporting - States use different forms and
formats.”

Theme 7, Carrier Responsibility and Accountability, focuses on increasing carrier
responsibility and accountability based on the data known and received. Some of the
responses that best illustrate this follow:
¾ “Are there measures of carrier behavior in management that can be tracked
prior to and after a compliance review? There should be. Are there
indicators that are more directly related to the carrier behavior to hold them
accountable?”
¾ “There should be a separate category for Carrier Management Behavior.
These management functions impact the driver-carrier relationship.”
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¾ “Shippers who put pressure on the trucking industry to do things that are
unsafe need to be addressed.”
¾ “The issue is: What do the carriers do about violations?”
¾ “If a carrier is found to be promoting fatigue driving (in violation), more weight
should be placed on that. (Results of Crash Causation showed this.)”
¾ “On labor hour issues, the driver is responsible. The carrier needs to be held
accountable if he/she knows.”
¾ “Carriers who go "out of business"/Change names - need to be considered for
whatever reason.”
¾ “Vehicle maintenance can influence the frequency of crashes, thus the carrier
must be held accountable for maintenance.”
¾ “Some drivers are driven to do certain company policies to keep their jobs.”
¾ “Responding to warning letters: Carriers need to be required to respond to
warning letters in some fashion. This notifies the carriers that they are now
being monitored at a different level.”
1.5.4

Certain Themes Unique to Certain Topics – “Stand-Alones”

There are certain themes that are uniquely related to certain topics because of their
very high percentage of responses in that theme and minimal percentage of
responses in other themes. Because each topic had a set of specific key questions
(related to the topic) one theme may only be applicable to a specific topic because a
question was only addressed in that one breakout session.
Although most every topic is touched by most every theme in some way, certain themes
had high percentages of responses for certain topics and were recognized as being
primarily and uniquely related to that topic. For Topic 3, Theme 15 had only 10
responses. However, these responses were all made by participants during the Topic
3-Intervention Selection and Entity Characteristics breakout session. See the following
chart for what unique themes belong to these topics.
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Exhibit 1.18
Certain Themes Unique to Certain Topics
TOPIC 1

TOPIC 2

TOPIC 3

Theme 5 –
Difference
Between
Carriers and
Drivers/Define
BASICs

Theme 1 –
Two-Tier
Construct with
Gradations for
"Continue to
Operate"

Theme 15 –
Unique
Identifier Drivers
License or
License Plate

TOPIC 4

TOPIC 5/Ops
Model
Theme 9 –Best Theme 8 –
Practices and
Stakeholders
Technologies
Involvement
and
Theme 6 – Data Communication
Transparent and /Pilot Test
Immediately
Visible

Note: Topic 1=Measurements, 2=Safety Fitness Determination, 3=Intervention Selection, 4=Safety Data & Validation, 5=Ops Model.
[See Appendix A for more information.]

1.6

Docket Comments and Associated Topics

In addition to the data received during the breakout sessions, Appendix I includes
comments officially submitted through the DOT Docket Management System. Listed
below are the nine docket submissions and their associated themes. Not all of the
docket comments were in favor of the themes listed – but rather spoke on specific
points – supporting or not supporting these themes. The docket comments are over 65
pages long and cover every topic and question in the Federal Register Notice.
These comments cut across many topics. Because they contain relevant and important
comments – unique and unrelated to a specific theme – the theme, “Other Unique
Responses” was chosen for each docket comment.
Likewise, six of the nine docket comments were submitted by organizations which had
staff who attended the 2006 CSA 2010 Listening Session. In these cases, many of the
docket comments were also included in the comments made by the company’s
participant in the listening session and were included in the various analyses above.
From Trescott Intermodal Rail Service, the comments reflected the following themes:









Theme 2 – Quality Data
Theme 3 – Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Sizes
Theme 4 – Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States
Theme 6 – Data Transparent and Immediately Visible
Theme 7 – Carrier Responsibility and Accountability
Theme 13 – More Funding and Resources to States
Theme 15 – Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses
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From Oregon State Department of Transportation, the comments reflected the following
themes:







Theme 2 – Quality Data
Theme 3 – Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Sizes
Theme 5 – Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs
Theme 7 – Carrier Responsibility and Accountability
Theme 15 – Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses

From Greyhound Lines, Inc., the comments reflected the following themes:











Theme 1 – Two-Tier Construct with Different Gradations for “Continue to
Operate”
Theme 2 – Quality Data
Theme 3 – Difference Between Carrier by Industries, Types, and Sizes
Theme 5 – Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs
Theme 6 – Data Transparent and Immediately Visible
Theme 8 – Stakeholders Involvement and Communication/Pilot Test
Theme 11 – More Training/Education
Theme 14 – Pre-Qualification Process/Interventions
Theme 15 – Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses

From C.R. England, Inc., the comments reflected the following themes:











Theme 1 – Two-Tier Construct with Different Gradations for “Continue to
Operate”
Theme 2 – Quality Data
Theme 3 – Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Sizes
Theme 4 – Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States
Theme 5 – Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs
Theme 6 – Data Transparent and Immediately Visible
Theme 8 – Stakeholders Involvement and Communication/Pilot Test
Theme 12 – Positive Incentives
Theme 15 – Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses

From Maryland State Highway Administration, the comments reflected the following
themes:





Theme 1 – Two-Tier Construct with Different Gradations for “Continue to
Operate”
Theme 2 – Quality Data
Theme 3 – Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Sizes
Theme 4 – Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States
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Theme 5 – Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs
Theme 6 – Data Transparent and Immediately Visible
Theme 8 – Stakeholders Involvement and Communication/Pilot Test
Theme 11 – More Training/Education
Theme 12 – Positive Incentives
Theme 13 – More Funding and Resources to States
Theme 15 – Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses

From American Trucking Associations, the comments reflected the following themes:












Theme 1 – Two-Tier Construct with Different Gradations for “Continue to
Operate”
Theme 2 – Quality Data
Theme 3 – Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Sizes
Theme 4 – Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States
Theme 5 – Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs
Theme 6 – Data Transparent and Immediately Visible
Theme 8 – Stakeholders – Involvement and Communication/Pilot Test
Theme 11 – More Training/Education
Theme 12 – Positive Incentives
Theme 15 – Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses

From Road Safe America, the comments reflected the following themes:









Theme 1 – Two-Tier Construct with Different Gradations for “Continue to
Operate”
Theme 5 – Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs
Theme 6 – Data Transparent and Immediately Visible
Theme 7 – Carrier Responsibility and Accountability
Theme 9 – Best Practices and Technologies
Theme 11 – More Training/Education
Theme 15 – Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses

From Public Utilities Commission of Ohio, the comments reflected the following themes:








Theme 1 – Implement Two-Tier Construct with Different Gradations for
“Continue to Operate”
Theme 2 – Ensure Quality Data
Theme 3 – Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Sizes
Theme 4 – Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States
Theme 5 – Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs
Theme 6 – Data Transparent and Immediately Visible
Theme 7 – Carrier Responsibility and Accountability
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Theme 8 – Stakeholders – Involvement and Communication/Pilot Test
Theme 12 – Positive Incentives
Theme 13 – More Funding and Resources to States
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses

From Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety, the comments reflected the following
themes:

















Theme 1 – Implement Two-Tier Construct with Different Gradations for
“Continue to Operate”
Theme 2 – Ensure Quality Data
Theme 3 – Difference Between Carriers by Industries, Types, and Sizes
Theme 4 – Consistent Data Submission and Enforcement Across States
Theme 5 – Difference Between Carriers and Drivers/Define BASICs
Theme 6 – Data Transparent and Immediately Visible
Theme 7 – Carrier Responsibility and Accountability
Theme 8 – Stakeholders – Involvement and Communication/Pilot Test
Theme 9 – Best Practices and Technologies
Theme 10 – Evaluation Process for Interventions
Theme 11 – More Training/Education
Theme 12 – Positive Incentives
Theme 13 – More Funding and Resources to States
Theme 14 – Pre-Qualification Process/Interventions
Theme 15 – Unique Identifier - Driver’s License or License Plate
Theme 16 – Other Unique Responses.
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2.0 APPENDICES
A. Data By Topic

B. Federal Register Notice

C. Plenary Presentation

D. Moderator’s Guide Template

E. Program

F. Press Kit

G. List of Participants

H. List of Acronyms

I. Docket Comments
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