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Perceptions of the MCSAP:
Motor Carrier Management and State Administrators

Introduction

Highway safety is an important socioeconomic issue in the United States. Highway accidents
involving all types of vehicles result in billions of dollars in economic losses as well as untold
emotional suffering and anguish. There were 40,115 highway accident fatalities and thousands
more injuries in 1993.! The cost of all highway accidents has been estimated at $72.2 billion.?
This estimate only includes lost wages, medical expenses, insurance administrative costs and
insured property damage. Thus, it is probably substantially underestimated.

Commercial trucks are one type of traffic contributing to this safety issue. In 1993, medium and
heavy trucks were involved in accidents resulting in 4,849 fatalities.® Furthermore, many more
accidents involving medium and heavy trucks occurred during the same year resulting in
substantial property damage and economic loss. It is safe to say that the economic loss from
commetcial truck accidents is in the billions of dollars annually. This says nothing of the
emotional pain endured by people directly affected by these accidents.

The Motor Cartier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) was created by Congress in 1983 as part
of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 to improve motor carrier safety and reduce
motor carrier accidents on the nation’s roads and highways. More specifically, “the objective of
the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) is to reduce the number and severity of
accidents and hazardous materials incidents involving commercial motor vehicles by
substantially increasing the level and effectiveness of enforcement activity and the likelihood that
safety defects, driver deficiencies and unsafe carrier practices will be detected and corrected.”™
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), through the Office of Motor Carriers (OMC)
provides the States with matching annual grants to carry out this program and achieve its
objectives. Thus, there are three primary groups involved in the program: (1) FHWA, Office of
Motor Carriers, (2) the State agencies responsible for administrating the program, and (3) the
motor carrier industry.

! Our Nation’s Highways, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Highway Information Management,
Publication No. FHWA-PL-95-028, May 1995,

2 Accident Facts, 1990 Edition, National Safety Council, pp. 2-3.

3 Qur Nation’s Highways, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Highway Information Management,
Publication No. FHWA-PL-95-028, May 1995.

449 CFR Ch. III (10-1-92 Edition), p. 478.




The MCSAP provides a significant opportunity to improve motor carrier safety. One goal of the
program is to achieve the best possible performance, improved motor carrier safety, from the
limited available funds. This goal is justified by an altruistic desire to improve safety and
correspondingly reduce associated suffering and cost, as well as the obligation to be good
stewards of public resources. One strategy to maximize program performance is the development
of a strong partnership among the three parties fundamental to the program. Effectiveness of the
program depends on how receptive the States are to the program and their willingness to
administer it. Furthermore, acceptance of the program by the motor carrier industry will also
impact program performance. Therefore, it is important for the initiators of the program,
FHWA/OMC, to understand how the other two partners perceive the program in order to
capitalize on this partnership strategy. The purpose of the present study is to identify and
document the perceptions of state administrators and motor carrier management of the MCSAP.

Objectives, Methodology and Procedures

The general objective of this project is to establish a better understanding of how State agencies
responsible for carrying out the program and the motor carrier industry relate to the MCSAP.
Specific objectives include:

(1) Identify how state administrators and motor carrier management perceive the
MCSAP.

(2) Solicit suggestions for improvement of the MCSAP from these two groups.

(3) Determine the degree of partnershipping that the related parties perceive currently
exists and what degree they would like among the three groups.

(4) Determine how familiar motor carrier management is with the Intelligent
Transportation Systems for Commercial Vehicle Operations (ITS/CVO) concept.

The first three objectives pertain to the main focus of the study. The fourth objective was added
as a side issue of interest to the research team. Each group was individually surveyed to obtain
the necessary information to successfully achieve the four project objectives.

The geographic scope of the study was nationwide. All the contiguous States and Washington,
D.C. were included in the part of the study pertaining to State agencies, with the exception of
South Dakota which was not participating in the MCSAP at the time of the study. The
geographic representation of the motor carrier industry was developed as broad as possible given
the problems associated with sampling the trucking industry.

Sample frames, necessary for the survey process, were developed separately for the MCSAP
state administrators and motor carrier management. The sample frame for state administrators of
the MCSAP was simply a matter of obtaining their identity, and thus consisted of the entire
population.




The sample frame for motor carrier management was a much more difficult issue. It is virtually
impossible to draw a random sample of the industry.® Furthermore, defining the industry to
sample is an issue in itself.* A representative sample frame of the industry was developed to
overcome this problem. The motor carrier sample frame consisted of the members of the
following four major trucking industry association groups:

(1) The Interstate Truckload Carriers Conference (ITCC),

(2) The Regular Common Carriers Conference (RCCC),

(3) The Specialized Carriers and Riggers Association (SCRA), and
(4) The National Private Truck Council (NPTC).

The carriers belonging to these associations would have exposure to and experience with the
MCSAP because of the natute of their operations. Therefore, even though they do not represent
every segment of the trucking industry, they should provide a more than adequate representation
of the industry’s perceptions of the program.

The method used for obtaining the data for this project was a mail questionnaire. A separate
survey instrument was developed for each of the two groups, state administrators and motor
carrier management. The questionnaire was based on the two main MCSAP operational program
activities, roadside inspections and compliance reviews. There were two general types of
questions asked, forced answer and open-ended. The forced answer questions were generally
presented with a seven point scale. The questionnaire ranged in size from 15 to 20 pages for the
state administrators and motor carrier management, respectively. The survey was printed in
booklet form to decrease the intimidation to the survey recipient and make it more user friendly.
The specific questions asked can be found in Appendices C and D which contain a complete
copy of the surveys.

The survey was mailed to each of the potential respondents in the sample frame along with a
cover letter and an Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute business reply return envelope. In
addition, a reminder postcard was sent out a few weeks later to try to generate a higher response
rate. The number surveyed and returned and the corresponding response rates are given in

Table 1. The ITCC had the greatest response rate among motor carrier management at 21.9
percent which is considered very good for this type of survey. The response rate for state
administrators was extremely high at 66.7 percent. The overall response rate was high enough for
both groups to provide confidence in the results. All responses for the motor carrier industry
were anonymous, thus it was not possible to determine which company or person within the
company returned the survey. Respondents from the state administrator survey could be
determined because there was only one response from each State participating. Additionally, the

5 There is no known source or listing of all the motor carriers operating in the United States.

6 T some, the motor carrier industry is a large industry made up of many small firms and a few large firms
that operate trucks. To others, it is a set of varying specialized types of truck transportation, any one of
which could be considered an industry in itself.



respondents identified themselves by their position. However, this information has been kept
confidential and was only asked to provide insight into the type of position of those responding
to the survey.

Table 1. Sample Frame Size and Response Rates for Survey Groups and Subgroups.

Sample Number  Response

Survey Group Frame Size Returned Rate
Motor Carrier Management Overall 2114 321 15.2%
Interstate Truckload Carriers Conference 602 129 21.9%
National Private Truck Council 952 129 13.6%
Regular Common Carriers Conference 250 31 12.4%
Specialized Carriers and Riggers Association 310 29 9.4%
State Administrators of the MCSAP 48 32 66.7%

The state administrators responding represented States spread throughout the United States
(Figure 1). The state administrator respondents had an average of eight years experience with the
MCSAP and had been involved with truck safety regulatory programs for an additional six years
on average. Thus, the respondents had an average total of 14 years experience in truck safety.

Figure 1. Shaded States Represent Responses by State Administrators in the Study.



The demographics of the motor carrier management respondents were more complex. Carriers
from 41 different States responded to the survey (Figure 2). Each firm had an average of 564
power units consisting of an average of 291 tractors and 352 straight trucks.” The firms employed
an average of 291 company drivers and 123 owner-operators. Ninety-eight of the firms, roughly
33 percent, reported that they owned over 100 tractors. The firms were mostly regional, 49
percent, or national, 43 percent, in their scope of operation. The average age of the firm was 34
years. Eighty-one percent of the respondent firms were truckload carriers and 18 percent were
fess-than-truckload. A majority of the firms, 62 percent were for-hire with the remaining firms
identifying themselves as private carriers. The respondents operated a variety of equipment
including dry van, reefer, flatbed, tanker, intermodal, and hopper bottom. The demographics of
the carrier respondents appear to be very consistent with the perception of the industry
organization and thus provide confidence in the survey results.

Figure 2. Shaded States Represent Responses from Motor Carriers in the Study.

Results

A brief explanation of how to interpret the results presented in tabular form in Appendices A and
B is provided at this point for the convenience of the reader. Please refer to Table 2 as an

example.

The tables in Appendices A and B give the basic results (means and percentages) for each forced-
answer question asked. A verbatim listing of the essay responses to the open-ended questions

7 The sum of the average of the tractor and straight trucks will not equal the average power units.
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will be provided upon request. A summary of these responses for both the motor carrier
management and the state administrators is incorporated in the following.

In order to interpret the tables of results, each question with more than one item is sorted from
the highest mean to the lowest mean. Thus, one can see at a glance which items of a particular
list the respondents most strongly agreed with, thought were most effective, etc. down to the
items they most strongly disagreed with, thought were least effective, etc. For example,
examining Table 2, which illustrates the results for Question 2 from the state administrators
survey, state administrators on average most strongly agreed with the statement that roadside
inspections are worthwhile (a mean of 6.47 on a scale of 1-7, 1 being strongly disagree and 7
being strongly agree). Conversely, out of the five items listed, they most disagreed with on
average the statement that roadside inspections are thorough regarding the driver (a mean of 5.75
on the same 1-7 scale). However, a mean of 5.75 is still notably higher than an average score of
4.00, so the administrators do feel that inspections are thorough regarding the driver, they just do
not feel this as strongly as the other items in the list.

In addition, directly to the right of the item is the number of administrators responding to that
particular item. For example, n=32 (i.., all the administrators) responded to the item asking if
they agreed with the statement that inspections are worthwhile, One will notice that for some
items, not every respondent answered.

An additional way to interpret these tables is to examine the percentages to the right of the
means. The middle columns (labeled 1 through 7) give the percent of respondents choosing that
particular number on the scale. For example, 59.4 percent of the administrators (19 out of 32)
circled 7 as a response, 28.1 percent circled 6, and 12.5 percent circled 5. No one circled 1
through 4. In addition, the far right column adds up the percent of respondents who generally
agreed with the statement and circled 5, 6, or 7 (in this case, these add up to 100.0 percent), and
the column directly to the right of the mean adds up the percent of respondents who generally
disagreed with the statement and circled 1, 2, or 3 (in this case, these add up to 0.0 percent).

Table 2. Example with Results of Question 2 from the State Administrators Survey.

Q-2. DO YOU FEEL THAT ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS ARE

Percentages
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
Item Mean F-+2+3 | 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
I, Worthwhile (n=32) 6.47 00 | 00 00 00 0.0 i25 28.1 594 100.0
2. Improve safety for the industry (n=32) 6.25 00 |00 00 00 3.1 24 469 406 96.9
3.  Conducted fairly (n=31[} 6.19 00 |00 00 00 0.0 16.{ 484 355 100.0
4, Thorough regarding the equipment (n=32) 5.97 00 |00 00 00 63 250 344 344 93.8
5.  Thorough regarding the driver (n=32) 5.75 63 | 00 00 63 125 156 313 344 81.3




The majority of the tables are organized in this way and are interpreted similarly. Other tables are
straightforward in their interpretation. The open-ended questions provided some informative
answers and are simply ordered by the code number assigned to the survey as it came in.
Comparing state administrator responses to motor carrier management responses is especially
enlightening.

Motor carrier management and state administrators perceive the MCSAP as a beneficial program
which makes a positive contribution to motor carrier safety. State administrators felt more
strongly about the program than motor carrier management in all instances; however, both
viewed the program very favorably. Also, both groups were in favor of improving the program
and offered several suggestions on how to accomplish this.

Sixty-two percent of the motor carrier management surveyed thought that the prograni improved
safety somewhat to very much for the industry (Appendix A, Q-1). Only 17 percent of motor
carrier management concluded that the program did not improve safety. In contrast, 97 percent of
the state administrator respondents thought that the program improved safety somewhat to very
much for the industry (Appendix B, Q-1). It is interesting to note that carrier management felt
that the program improved safety more for the industry than for their firm. Forty-one percent of
the managers perceived that the program tmproved safety for their firm compared to the 62
percent that thought it improved safety for the industry.

Similar attitudes prevailed in managers’ opinion of roadside inspections. Seventy percent of the
managers indicated that they thought that roadside inspections improved safety for the industry
(Appendix A, Q-2). A majority of managers also thought that they were worthwhile and
thorough regarding both the equipment and the driver. However, managers did exhibit concern
about the fairness with which the roadside inspections were conducted. Thirty-two percent did
not think they were conducted fairly in contrast to 40 percent who did. This may be a perception
issue and/or the reality of the situation depending on the state. Regardless, it does indicate a
concern by carrier managers that should be addressed through information or education at the
least. It also may require a review of practices and adjustment where necessary.

Nearly all of the firms had experienced a roadside inspection in the past three years (Appendix A,
Q-4). Managers were nearly evenly split on the issue of the frequency of inspections. Roughly
one-third of them thought that there should be fewer inspections, one third felt that there was
about the right amount, and one-third thought that there should be more (Appendix A, Q-3). One
might conclude that the frequency is about right on average froni their perspective. This is in
contrast to the state administrators perspective. A slight majority, 53 percent, thought that
roadside inspections should be more frequent. Forty-seven percent thought the frequency was
about right and none of the state administrators thought there should be fewer inspections.

Fifty-eight percent of the firms responding had drivers that were placed out-of-service in the past
year prior to the survey. Additionally, 69 percent had vehicles placed out-of-service as a result of
roadside inspections (Appendix A, Q-5). A majority of the managers responding perceived that
the out-of-service orders for drivers were justified. Fifty-seven percent indicated that they were



justified 100 percent of the time, and an additional 15 percent felt that they were justified in 50
percent of the cases (Appendix A, Q-6). Managers were not quite as convinced about the out-of-
service orders for equipment. A total of 65 percent of the respondents perceived that the out-of-
service orders for equipment were appropriate 50 to 100 percent of the time. This contrasts with
72 percent for out-of-service orders for drivers. Approximately one-third of the managers were
not as convinced of the appropriateness of the out-of-service orders. This group thought that
either none of the out-of-service orders were appropriate or only 25 percent. This would seem to
indicate an opportunity to educate carriers and/or reexamine the out-of-service criteria.

Only 36 percent of the carrier management respondents indicated that they were familiar with the
roadside inspection selection process. This would seem to indicate a tremendous opportunity for
state and federal program personnel to acquaint motor carriers with the selection process.

Although most motor carrier manager respondents were not familiar with the roadside selection
process neatly every one of them provided their perception of how vehicles were selected for
inspection. They provided a broad variety of opinions including that vehicles were selected
randomly, based on vehicle and/or driver appearance, and based on inspector’s historical safety
experience with a carrier. Although state administrators responded similarly, there were notable
differences. State administrators generally responded that vehicles were selected based on
inspector availability, probable cause, inspector’s knowledge of the carriers, and randomness.
The notable difference was the degree of emphasis placed on the notion of random selection.
State administrators placed markedly less emphasis in their responses than industry respondents
concerning whether vehicles were selected randomtly for inspection.

Managers’ perception of the fairness of the selection process ranges from unfair to fair with a
large segment unsure. Forty-two percent were neutral on the question and an additional 31
percent thought it was somewhat to very fair (Table 3). Twenty-seven percent perceived the
process to be unfair.

Table 3. Q-9. Opinion of the Fairness of the Selection Process for Roadside Inspections.

Percenfages
Yery Unfair Very Fair
Ttem 1+2+3 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 5+6+7
I.  Inspection selection fairness (n=298) 272 74 74 124 423 151 104 5.0 30.5

When the responses to the fairness question were analyzed by whether or not they were familiar
with the selection process, the results were quite different. The same percentage of respondents
for both those that indicated that they were familiar and not familiar with the selection process
thought the selection process was unfair, 27 percent (Table 4). However, a significant difference
was observed between those that were not familiar and those that were in the indifferent
category. Fifty percent of those that were unfamiliar with the selection process were undecided
about the fairmess. This compares with 30 percent of those that were familiar, The 20 percent
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difference shifted to the fairness side. This would seem to indicate a strong need for and the }
possible effectiveness of an educational program. |

Table 4. Q-9 by Q-7. Opinion of Roadside Inspection Selection Process Fairness by Familiarity with the
Selection Process.

Opinion of Roadside Inspection Seleetion Proeess Percentages
Very Unfair Very Fair
Tiem Mean | 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | s617
1. NOT familiar with the selection 383 274 8.8 7.1 11,5 495 132 7.7 2.2 231 ‘
process for roadside inspections
(n=182})
2, Famiiiar with the selection process 430 275 5.3 8.0 142 301 18.6 142 Q.7 42.5
for roadside inspections (=113}

Managers and state administrators were both asked to offer three suggestions to improve the
MCSAP. Again a majority of the respondents in both categories answered the question, and there
was a wide range and variety of responses. The following suggestions summarize those provided
by motor carriers:

Improve consistency between states and inspectors,

Use technology for selecting carriers based on past history and previous inspections,
Increase funding for more officers and more inspections,

Decrease time required or extent of inspections,

Perform drug and alcohol testing at the roadside as opposed to by the carrier, and
Send copies of inspection reports to the carrier.

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

Among motor carriers, however, some contradiction existed with some desiring more
“statistically” random vehicle selections and others suggesting eliminating “randomness” and
concentrating on higher risk vehicles. There also were suggestions that the process should focus
more on safety and less on revenue generation and that more inspections should occur on non-
interstate highway routes.

State administrator responses were surprisingly similar to those from the motor carrier industry.
Their responses could be summarized as deploying technology such as the Inspection Selection
System (ISS)* for pre-screening, and increasing the use of technology for driver logs and general
information gathering and dissemination. Other responses included more inspectors and
facilities, increase emphasis on probable cause and decrease emphasis on randomness, and to
educate drivers better about the process and information requirements. There also were
suggestions to limit inspection criteria to critical items identified as accident causers and to
reduce the out-of-service criteria.

% A description of this project can be obtained by contacting the Upper Great Plains Transportation
Institute, North Dakota State University (701-231-7767).
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A similar set of questions were asked regarding the compliance review process. A strong
majority, 89 percent, of managers indicated they were familiar with the MCSAP compliance
review process (Appendix A, Q-11). A significant majority of respondent firms had experienced
a safety/compliance review, 85 percent (Appendix A, Q-12). A majority of the reviews, 92
percent were not requested by the firm being reviewed (Appendix A, Q-15). Interestingly,
however, a majority of the firms, 60 percent (Appendix A, Q-16), reported that they were not
aware why the firm was being reviewed. This may be that the respondent was not that intimate
with the details of the review or that there was a lack of communication. Regardless, it appears as
though there is another good opportunity to improve the program and the sense of partnership
through better communication.

Those firms that requested a review were asked why, and a limited number of responses were
given. Generally, for those carriers who requested their most recent review, their reasons were to
improve their current rating, that they were new, or that the firm was seeking additional
operating authority.

More responses were received for the question of why a firm was selected for review, when it
was not requested by the carrier, than for the previous question. Motor carriers felt that they were
selected for review due to complaints, randomly, being involved in a fatal accident, or past
compliance problems. It seems, from the responses, that catriers are not sure why they are being
reviewed and are not aware of any selection criteria. Again, this seems to point to the need for an
educational effort.

Of those firms receiving a review, 89 percent were rated satisfactory, 10 percent were conditional
and one percent unsatisfactory (Appendix A, Q-18). Interestingly, this distribution nearly mirrors
the perception of the fairness in assigning the rating. Ten percent of the firms thought the
assignment of the rating was somewhat to very unfair, 83 percent thought it was somewhat to
very fair and 8 percent were neutral (Appendix A, Q-19). A more detailed analysis indicates that
a large percentage, 67 percent, of those firms who received a conditional or unsatisfactory rating
also thought the rating was unfairly assigned (Table 5). This is similar to the 91 percent who
received a satisfactory rating that thought the rating assignment was fair.

Table 5. Q-19 by Q-18. Opinion of Fairness of Rating by what Rating was Most Recently Assigned.

Opinion of Rating Percentages
Very Unfair Very Fair
Item Mean 1+2+3 1 2 k] 4 5 6 7 h+6+7
1. Satisfactory Rating (n=241} 6.16 2.0 0.4 04 1.2 6.6 15.8 23.2 52.3 91.3
2. Conditional or Unsatisfactory Rating (n=30) 273 86.7 36.7 20.0 100 167 33 100 33 16.6
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Motor carriers who felt their ratings were unfairly assigned generally did so for two reasons.
They thought that minor infractions in hours-of-service rules are weighted too heavily and that
the carrier profile is given more weight than actual review results.

The inspectors who conducted the review were judged positively in several areas by the motor
carrier management respondents (Appendix A, Q-21). Eighty-four percent of the managers
thought they were knowledgeable of the regulations as opposed to four percent who thought they
were not knowledgeable. Eighty-two percent said they were courteous, 81 percent indicated they
were cooperative, 76 percent said they explained the procedures clearly, 75 percent said they
were objective, and 70 percent thought they were knowledgeable about truck operations. Only a
small percent of the respondents, 14 percent or less had negative perceptions in these six areas.

A more detailed question regarding the fairness and objectivity of the inspector in evaluating the
various parts of the review corroborates the positive perception of inspectors by motor carrier
management (Appendix A, Q-22). Seventy-five percent or more of the carrier managers thought
the inspectors were somewhat to very fair in all nine distinct aspects of the review. The lowest
fairness rating was given to Part 395, Ensuring Compliance with the Hours of Service of Drivers
with 75 percent. Even in this category only 11 percent thought they were unfair. Interestingly,
these results are nearly exactly the same as those of the state administrators (Appendix B, Q-8).
The only distinction is a slight difference in degree. The fairness and objectivity surrounding the
review process is perceived very positively by both survey groups. This is in contrast to the
roadside inspection process where 28-35 percent of the carrier respondents thought the out-of-
service orders, for drivers and equipment respectively, were inappropriate,

Motor carrier management also thought that the individual components of the review process
improved safety (Appendix A, Q-23). Sixty-one to 71 percent of the respondents indicated that
the nine different components of the review improved the safety of their firm. However there was
a notable percentage of managers who thought certain aspects of the review were ineffectual
including Ensuring compliance with hours of service, 20 percent, Ensuring compliance with
commercial drivers license standards, 21 percent, and Ensuring the company meets the minimum
levels of financial responsibility, 24 percent. It appears that some follow up investigation by
FHWA or state employees may be useful to determine how the effectiveness of the compliance
reviews could further improve the safety of the individual firm, especially in the areas noted.

The overall impression of the review process by motor carrier managers was generally favorable
(Appendix A, Q-24). However, there was a mixed view on how often the reviews should take
place. Thirty-eight percent thought they should take place more frequently for the industry, and
27 percent thought they should be less frequent.

Only 38 percent of the motor carrier managers indicated they were familiar with the selection
process for review, 62 percent indicated they were not. This is similar to the outcome of the same
question on roadside inspections. The results would seem to indicate a strong need for a better
informational/educational effort by state and federal agencies.

11




A detailed analysis of the managers’ perception of the fairness of the compliance review
selection process resulted in mixed outcomes. As a group, 21 percent of the managers thought
the selection process was unfair, 42 percent were ambivalent and 38 percent thought the selection
process was fair (Appendix A, Q-28). When this question was analyzed by the managers’
familiarity with the selection process the results were interesting (Table 6). Although a greater
percentage of managers that were familiar with the selection process thought the process was

fair, 41 versus 34 percent, more of the same group also thought it was unfair, 25 versus 18
percent. This would seem to suggest that a examination of the selection process be undertaken as
well as the development of an educational program.

Table 6. Q-28 by Q-26. Opinion of Compliance Review Selection Process Fairness by Familiarity with the
Selection Process.

Opinion of Review Selection Process Percentages
Very Unfair Very Fair
Ftem Mean 1+2+3 1 2 3 4 5 0 7 5+6+7
1. NOT familiar with the selection 420 18.0 4.3 4.3 94 482 201 10 3.6 33.8
process for compliance reviews
(n=139)
2. Familiar with the selection process 4.11 24.8 9.4 7.7 77 342 248 1Ll 5.1 41.0
for compliance reviews (n=117)

When asked on what basis they think carriers are selected for review, managers thought firms
were selected for reviews based on complaints, safety inspection history, accident history, a
random or periodic selection, or as a result of being an unrated carrier. Additionally, a number of
carriers were unsure of how firms were selected for review. State administrators were asked the
same question, and they indicated that carriers are selected for review based on rating schemes
(federal and their own), complaints (some indicated they must be written with verifiable
violations), accident reports from OMC, periodic, or as requested.

Motor carrier managers and state administrators were asked to offer three suggestions on how the
review process could be improved. Some common themes in the responses from motor carriers
included educating and assisting carriers rather than punishing, and reducing paperwork
requirements. Motor carriers also suggested that the MCSAP should recognize the success of
internal policies and procedures for dealing with violations and allow carriers to perform self-
audits using similar software used in the review. Other responses include placing greater
emphasis on audits for pre-screening carriers for review, provide more advance warning so the
carrier can assemble appropriate records, and use a more objective process for selecting driver
and shipment records,

State administrators also had a wide range of suggestions on improvenients to the review
process. Their ideas include to emphasize problem carriers, emphasize driver citations as
opposed to carrier citations, stiffer penalties, identify problems and solutions as opposed to
violations and penalties, apply penalties equally across the U.S., and include all carriers “not just

12



large ones because they have more paper to follow.” Other responses included increasing
technology, software, and personnel; getting out of a formal rating process; reducing the
confusion of the rating process; having all agencies use FHWA training to improve uniformity;
and increasing the federal role to eliminate non-uniformity. There were also responses indicating
that more training was needed for the industry regarding the FMCSR.

Twenty-five percent of the motor carrier managers considered themselves not very informed
about the MCSAP prior to receiving the survey (Appendix A, Q-30). In contrast, 49 percent
thought that they were informed and 26 percent were neutral on the subject. Slightly over half of
the motor carrier respondents indicated that they had heard a presentation on the MCSAP from a
variety of groups. These statistics would also indicate a need for a more aggressive educational
effort,

Motor carrier managers generally described their relationship with MCSAP inspectors positive
(Appendix A, Q-33). Fifty-eight percent indicated they had a positive relationship with
inspectors conducting safety and compliance reviews and 56 percent said the same about
roadside inspectors, Furthermore, 31 and 29 percent of the managers indicated a neutral
relationship with those same inspectors respectively. Only 11 to 15 percent of the respondents
felt they had a negative relationship. It appears there is a substantial opportunity to improve the
relationship by shifting that notable portion in the neutral range to the positive column.

Managers revealed some opportunities to achieve this shift in their responses to how they felt
about what inspectors were concerned about {(Appendix A, Q-34). A significant majority thought
that inspectors were only interested in discovering violations and only trying to identify
problems, 67 and 60 percent respectively. Alternatively, only 39 percent of the motor carrier
managers thought that the inspectors were genuinely concerned about improving their firm’s
safety. Similarly, only 37 percent of them thought that inspectors try to identify problems and
offer solutions. These responses seem to indicate that if inspectors were viewed more as being
there to help carriers improve safety it would enhance the carrier’s sense of partnership.

A slight majority of carrier managers, 52 percent, had experience with the MCSAP in other
states. Managers were asked to describe or indicate any differences between states and/or regions
that they have noticed regarding the MCSAP, and a wide range of responses were received.
Motor carriers feel there are a great deal of differences between states and regions. Some of the
differences noted include inspector professionalism, the degree of enforcement effort and
leniency, interest in safety as opposed to revenue, and federal inspectors being more professional
and safety conscious than state inspectors. Other responses included differences in interpretation
of rules (e.g., HazMat); training, competence, and knowledge of the inspectors; priority given to
out-of-state carriers; and respect (or lack of) given other states’ inspections.

State administrators were asked the same question. Similar to motor carriers, state administrators
recognize or perceive a wide range of differences between their states and regions regarding the
MCSAP. Some of these differences include how the program is managed; funding, personnel,
equipment, and facilities; differences in congestion create differences in the use of fixed facilities

13




and random efforts; lack of industry education effort by some; program criteria applied
differently between states and state program specialists; enforcement effort and fines; and
authority, orgamzation, and priorities.

Motor carrier managers were asked if they thought that a partnership existed between the
trucking industry and the MCSAP (Appendix A, Q-37). Forty-nine percent of the manager
respondents did not think much of one existed. Twenty-six percent were unsure, and 25 percent
thought a partnership did exist. A significant majority of state administrators, 72 percent, on the
other hand, thought that a partnership did exist (Appendix B, Q-20). Twenty-two percent of the
administrators were unsure and only six percent thought a pattnership did not exist.

A strong majority of motor carrier managers, 81 percent, did feel that it would be to their firm’s
advantage to improve the partnership between their firm and the MCSAP (Appendix A, Q-38).
An overwhelming majority of sate administrators, 94 percent, also felt that it would be in their
state’s best interest to improve the partnership (Appendix B, Q-21). This appears to provide the
program with an excellent opportunity, especially given the perception that it would be
advantageous for such a partnership to exist by both survey groups. A problem of perception or
reality must be addressed to achieve such a partnership given the difference between motor
carrier managers and state administrators on whether or not a partnership currently exists. If it is
a perceptional problem, an effective educational progam must be developed. However, if the
reality is that a partnership indeed does not exist, then the two groups must jointly determine how
to establish such a relationship and develop a process for it to take place.

Regarding safety, fifty percent of the motor carrier managers indicated that they thought safety is
a problem for the trucking industry (Appendix A, Q-39). Twenty-eight percent did not think it
was much of a problem and 22 percent were undecided. Conversely, 88 percent of the state
administrators perceived safety to be a problem in the trucking industry (Appendix B, Q-22).

Managers were in favor of allocating more MCSAP funding to roadside inspections as opposed
to compliance reviews (Appendix A, Q-40). Statc administrators indicated a similar preference
but to a much less degree (Appendix B, Q-23). Motor carrier managers were asked if there were
other areas that MCSAP funds should be used, and they felt that MCSAP funds should also be
prioritized for education of both drivers and the general public, assigning ratings to carriers who
do not have one, alcohol enforcement, research, and inspection/weigh facilities.

Forty percent of the motor carrier respondents felt that more highway trust funds should be
devoted to the MCSAP (Appendix A, Q-41). Thirty-three percent thought less funds should be
used for the MCSAP and 27 percent were unsure. An overwhelming majority of state
administrators thought that more highway trust funds should be committed to the MCSAP
(Appendix B, Q-24).

Both motor carrier managers and state administrators were asked to provide suggestions for

improving motor carrier safety. It was difficult to summarize the wide range of responses
received for this question. Some of the ideas put forth by motor carrier managers include:
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Reevaluate the cwrrent hours-of-service rules,

More public education and training,

Higher fines,

Concentrate limited enforcement resources on the most unsafe carriers,
More random checks / inspections (but not on same vehicles),
Incentives for safe drivers and carriers,

Eliminate exemptions for certain carriers, and

More emphasis on smaller carriers.

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

The motor carrier industry also provided some innovative ideas including mandatory electronic
logs and on-board computers; more partnership between carriers, inspectors, and drivers;
information number to call for questions; and speed control devices by OEM. Other responses
include consider cost/benefit of regulations, get carriers to practice safety not compliance, and
shift some responsibility to shippers who insist on illegal actions or find carriers who will.
Research especially for fatigue, driver training requirements, and increased requirements to stay
in business also were mentioned by motor carriers as ways to improve safety.

State administrators also had a wide range of ideas on methods for improving motor carrier
safety, Many of their responses, however, were very similar to those from the motor carries.
These include reevaluate hours-of-service rules, reduce regulatory complexity, educate drivers
and general public, perform roadside drug and alcohol testing as opposed to at carriers, evaluate
the role that shippers play in safety, implement electronic logs and on-board computers, increase
partnership with industry, and increase uniformity across industry segments either by eliminating
exceptions or expand exceptions to all carriers, Additional ideas from state administrators
include collect and analyze empirical data so OOS criteria match safety problems, deploy ITS
strategies, and increase CVSA support. There were also suggestions to increase the number of
roadside inspections, increase fines, improve and enhance training, and review all regulations and
eliminate those that are unnecessary.

Both motor carrier managers and state administrators were asked how familiar they were with the
Intelligent Transportation System - Commercial Vehicle Operations (ITS-CVO) concepts. A
majotity of mtor carrier respondents indicated they were not very familar with several ITS-CVO
concepts (Appendix A, Q-43). Fifty-two percent said they were not very familiar with Electronic
regulatory clearance, 62 percent with the General ITS-CVO concept, 66 percent with Automated
roadside safety inspection, and 66 percent with Electronic credential acquisition and report
filing. State administrators, on the other hand, reported being quite familiar with these concepts
(Appendix B, Q-26). Quite a gap cxists between the two survey groups and provides yet another
opportunity to partner through education and information dissemination.

Motor carrier managers and state administrators were asked what their general perceptions of
ITS-CVO were. A range of responses from the motor carrier industry were given from no benefit
to positive step for safety, efficiency, and fairness in taxation. A number of responses indicated
the concept was good for the industry; however, several motor catriers were unfamiliar or had a
cautious, wait and see attitude. Motor carriers also expressed concern for compatibility.
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State admimistrators felt similar, albeit less optimistic than motor carriers. Their perceptions
could probably be summarized by a good idea but moving too fast. Additionally, many responses
indicated a concern about the program’s cost.

Both survey groups were also asked how they thought ITS-CVO would benefit the trucking
industry and truck safety programs. Motor carriers felt that ITS-CVO technologies will improve
the accuracy of their filings and reporting as well as make it easier to certify compliance. They
also felt that it would reduce delays, provide a reward or incentive for compliant carriers, and
improve the fairness of taxation between carriers and provide states with their fair share. Other
benefits included improved safety, lower costs, better service, and more accountability. Some
respondents did not think ITS-CVQ would benefit the trucking industry.

Again, state administrators felt similarly, but much less optimistic, about the benefits of ITS-
CVQ as motor carriers did. Many respondents indicated that it will allow states to improve the
use of their scarce safety resources (especially with inspection through technologies like ISS),
improve the collection and analysis of safety data, decrease the burden of compliance for the
industry, and allow states to focus on problem carriers. Some state administrators did not feel
ITS-CVO will benefit their state regulatory program.

Summary and Conclusions

Motor carrier management and state administrators perceive the MCSAP as a beneficial program
which makes a positive contribution to motor carrier safety. State administrators felt more
strongly about the program than motor carrier management in all instances, however, both
viewed the program very favorably. Also, both groups were in favor of improving the program
and offered several suggestions on how to accomplish this.

Sixty-two percent of the motor carrier management surveyed thought that the program intproved
safety somewhat to very much for the industry. Similar attitudes prevailed in managers’ opinion
of roadside inspections. Seventy percent of the managers indicated that they thought that
roadside inspections improved safety for the industry. However, managers did exhibit concern
about the fairness with which the roadside inspections were conducted. This concern may be
perception or the reality of the situation, regardless it should be addressed.

Managers were nearly evenly split on the issue of the frequency of inspections. Roughly one-
third of them thought that there should be fewer inspections, one third felt that there was about
the right amount, and one-third thought that there should be more. This is in contrast to the state
administrators perspective. A slight majority, 53 percent, thought that roadside inspections
should be more frequent. Forty-seven percent thought the frequency was about right and none of
the state administrators thought there should be fewer inspections.

16




Managers generally thought the out-of-service orders were justified, but there were a substantive
number who questioned this. This would seem to indicate an opportunity to educate carriers
and/or reexamine the out-of-service criteria.

Only 36 percent of the carrier management respondents indicated that they were familiar with the
roadside inspection selection process. This would seem to indicate a tremendous opportunity for
state and federal program personnel to acquaint motor carriers with the selection process.
Managers’ perception of the fairness of the selection process ranges from unfair to fair with a
large segment unsure, When their perceptions were analyzed on the basis of the familiarity of the
program a majority of managers who were not familiar with the selection process thought it to be
unfair. This would seem to indicate a strong need for and the possible effectiveness of an
educational program.

The overall impression of the compliance review process by motor carrier managers was
generally favorable. Furthermore, they also had a positive impression of the inspectors. However,
there were certain areas of concern including the hours-of-service and other review elements.
Also, there was a mixed view on how often the reviews should take place. Additionally, there
was also some concern exhibited on the fairness of the selection process for reviews.

Motor carrier managers did not feel that a partnership existed between the industry and the
program. However, they felt strongly that such a partnership would benefit the industry. This
presents a tremendous opportunity for the program and the industry. It also appears that from the
results of the study that there is an opportunity to educate the industry on ITS - CVO.,

In summary, the program is perceived as beneficial by both the motor carrier management and
state administrators, They both feel that more resources should be devoted to the program and
managers have a positive perception of the people admimstering the program. However there are
several opportumities to improve the program through education, and review of selection
processes for both roadside inspection and compliance review. These actions, if taken, will most
likely strengthen an already effective program: in the eyes of motor carrier managers and state
admimstrators.
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Appendix A

Results Tables of Motor Carrier Management Perceptions of the MCSAP
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Q-1. OVERALL, DO YOU FEEL THE MCSAP IMPROVES SAFETY?

Percentages
Not at All Very Much
[tem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 54647
1. Forthe industry (n=313) 489 16.6 1.0 3.2 12,6 21.7 26.8 204 14.4 61.7
2. Foryour firm (n=317) 394 394 8.8 16.7 139 19.9 218 10.7 8.2 407
Q-2. DO YOU FEEL THAT ROADSIDE INSPEGTIONS ARE:
Percentages
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
ltem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. Improve safety for the industry (n=321) 512 121 0.0 34 87 18.4 6.2 290 14.3 69.5
2. Worthwhile {n=320) 502 156 28 44 84 18.8 25 241 19.1 65.6
3. Thorough regarding the driver (n=317) 4.80 180 22 5.7 10.1 224 24.3 224 129 59,6
4, Thorough regarding the equipment 4.74 17.2 28 5.3 9.4 248 248 229 10.3 58.0
(n=319) '
5. Improve safety for your firm {n=320} 413 350 7.2 14.1 138 216 20,3 13.1 10.0 434
6. Conducted fairly (n=320) 412 318 50 94 172 288 219 12.8 5.0 39.7
Q-3. DO YOU BELIEVE ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS SHOULD OCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY?
Percentages
Less Frequent More Frequent
ftem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 54647
1. Frequency of roadside inspections 3.90 318 9.2 9.9 127 357 19.1 8.9 45 325
(n=314)
Q-4. APPROXIMATELY, HOW MANY ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS HAS YOUR COMPANY HAD:
[tem Mean Median Range
1. In the last year? {n=304) 201.64 a0 0-8,000
2. In the last three years? (if appficable) (n=250} 64132 106 0-20,000
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Q-4N1. APPROXIMATELY, HOW MANY ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS HAS YOUR COMPANY HAD IN THE LAST YEAR?
item (n=304) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 - 4 roadside inspections 33 109 10.9
4 - 40 roadside inspections 40 131 240
11 - 20 roadside inspections 41 i34 375
21 - 40 roadside inspections 42 13.8 51.3
41 - 60 roadside inspactions 29 9.6 60.9
61 - 100 roadside inspections kY 12.4 730
104 - 200 roadside Inspections _ 3z 10.6 836
201 - 500 roadside inspections 25 8.2 9t.8
More than 500 roadside inspections 25 a2 100.0

Q-4N2, APPROXIMATELY, HOW MANY ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS HAS YOUR COMPANY HAD IN THE LAST THREE YEARS?

Item (n=250} Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 - 4 roadside inspections 1 4.4 44
5 - 10 roadside inspections 17 6.3 1.2
11 - 20 roadside inspections 15 6.0 172
2% - 40 roadside inspections 34 13.6 308
41 - 60 roadside Inspactions i 6.8 376
61 - 100 roadside inspections 30 12.0 49.6
101 - 200 roadside inspeciions 35 14.0 63.6
201 - 500 roadside inspections 44 176 8t.2
501 - 1000 yoadside inspections 18 7.2 85.4
More than %000 roadside inspeciions 29 11.8 100.0

Q-5. HOW MANY OF YOUR FIRM’S DRIVERS AND VEHICLES HAVE BEEN PLACED OUT-OF-SERVICE
i THE LAST YEAR AS A RESULT OF A ROADSIDE INSPECTION?

ltem Mean Median Range
1. Drivers (n=261) 577 1 0-265
2. Vehicles (n=260} 14.65 2 0-800
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Q-5N1, HOw MANY OF YOUR FIRM'S DRIVERS HAVE BEEN PLACED OUT-OF-SERVICE
IN THE LAST YEAR AS A RESULT OF A ROADSIDE INSPECTION?

item (n=261} Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 drivers 109 418 418
1 driver 51 19.5 61.3
2 drivers 22 B4 69.8
3-5 drivers H 1.9 816
6 - 10 drivers 18 6.9 88.5
1 - 20 drivers 16 6.1 LN
21 - 50 drivers 10 38 98.5
More than 50 drivers 4 15 100.0

Q-5N2. HOW MANY OF YOUR FIRM'S VEHICLES HAVE BEEN PLACED OUT-OF-SERVICE
IN THE LAST YEAR AS A RESULT OF A ROADSIDE INSPECTION?

Item (n=260} Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 vehicles 81 3.2 3.2
1 vehicle 48 18.5 49.7
2 vehicles kY| 118 61.6
3 -5 vehicles 35 13.5 75.0
6 - 10 vehicles 26 0.0 85.0
11 - 20 vehicies 17 6.5 91.6
21 - 50 vehicles 13 50 96.6
More than 50 vehicles 9 35 100.0

DrivER AND VEHICLE QUT-QF-SERVICE (OOS) RATES:
(ONLY DETERMINED iF THE RESPONDENT HAD AT LEAST THREE ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS IN THE LAST YEAR)

ltem Mean Median Range
Driver QOS Rate (n=242) 4,10 percent 1.67 percent 0.00 - 76,92 percent
Vehicle Q0S Rate (n=241) 6.98 percent 4.00 percent 0.00 - 66.67 percent
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DRIVER QUT-OF-SERVICE (OOS) RATES (@5

N1/Q4N1):

Itam {n=242) Neumber Responding Percent Gumulative Percent
0.000 percent Driver OOS Rate 93 384 38.4
0.001 percent - 1.000 percent Driver OOS Rate 20 8.3 46,7
1,001 percent - 3.125 percent Driver OOS Rate 28 11.6 58.2
3,126 percen - 4.000 percent Driver OOS Raie 22 9.1 67.3
4,001 percent - 6.250 percent Driver OOS Rate 22 9.1 76.4
8,251 percent - 10,000 percent Driver 00S Rate 30 124 884
10.001 percent - 20.000 percent Driver 005 Rate 23 95 98,3
More than 20,000 percent Driver 0OS Rale 4 17 100.0

VEHICLE QUT-0F-SERVICE {00S) RATES (QEN2IQ4AN1):

tem (n=241) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0.000 percent Vehicle 0O0S Rate 67 278 27.8
0,001 percent - 2,000 percent Vehicle 005 Rate 29 120 398
2.001 percent - 3.125 percent Vehicle OOS Rate 13 5.4 45.2
3.126 percent - 5.000 percent Vehicle 0OS Rale 32 13.3 58.5
5.001 percent - 8.000 percent Vehicle OOS Rate 22 9.1 67.6
8,001 percent - 10,000 percent Vehicle ©OS Rate 24 10.0 776
10.001 percent - 15,000 percent Vehicle 008 Rale 26 1.8 884
15.001 percent - 24.000 percent Vehicle 00S Rate 16 66 95,0
Mora than 24.000 percent Vehicle O0S Rate 12 50 1000

Q-6. APPROXIMATELY WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THESE OUT-OF-SERVIGE ORDERS DO YOU FEEL WERE APPROPRIATE?

Perceniages
0 Percent 25 Percent 50 Percent 100 Percent
ltem Mean 142 1 Y3 3 4 344
1. Drivers (n=201) 313 279 164 1.4 14.9 57.2 7241
2. Vehicles (n=221) 2.84 34.8 18.6 16.3 276 376 65.2
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Q-7. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS?

item {n=316) Number Responding Percent

1. No 202 63.9

2, Yes 114 36.1

Q-9. IN YOUR OPINION, HOW FAIR 1S THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS?
Percentages
Very Unfalr Very Fair
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 § 6 7 5+647
1, Inspection selection faimess (n=298) 4.02 272 74 74 12.4 42.3 15.1 10.4 50 305

Q-11. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION'S SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEW PROCESS?

item {n=319) Number Responding Percent
1. No 35 11.0
2. Yes 284 89.0
Q-12. HAS YOUR COMPANY EVER HAD A SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEW?
item {n=319} Number Responding Percent
1. No (go to question 25) 48 15.0
2. Yas 27 850
Q-13. IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS, HOW MANY REVIEWS HAS YOUR FIRM HAD?
ltem Mean Median Range
1, Reviews in the last five years (n=277) 1.66 1 0-28
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Q-13. IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS, HOW MANY REVIEWS HAS YOUR FIRM HAD?

ltem (n=277) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent

0 reviews 55 199 19.9 j
1 review 115 415 61.4

2 reviews 52 18.8 80.2

3 reviews 3 11,2 914

4 reviews 12 43 957

5 reviews . 3 1.1 96.8 |
6 reviews 5 18 98.6
7 reviews 1 0.4 99.0

8 reviews 1 0.4 99.3

12 reviews 1 04 99.7

28 reviews 1 04 100.0

Q-14. IN WHAT YEAR DID THE MOST RECENT REVIEW OF YOUR FIRM TAKE PLACE?

Item (n=269) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
1995 25 9.3 9.3
1994 64 238 33,
1993 48 17.8 50.9
1992 26 9.7 60.6
1991 16 5.9 66.5
1990 : 30 11.2 7
1989 17 6.3 84.0
1988 15 5.6 89.6
1987 7 26 92.2
1966 4 15 93.7
1981-1985 13 43 98.5
1976-1980 4 1.5 100.0
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Q-15. REGARDING THE MOST RECENT REVIEW OF YOUR FIRM, WAS IT REQUESTED BY YOUR COMPANY?

item {n=277) Number Responding Percent
(3 No 254 917
2. Yes 23 8.3

Q-16. IF THIS REVIEW WAS NOT REQUESTED BY YCUR FIRM, DO YOU KNOW WHY YOUR FIRM WAS REVIEWED?
item (n=252} Number Responding Percent
1, No 151 59.9
2 Yes 101 40.1

Q-17. WAS YOUR MOST RECENT REVIEW A SAFETY OR COMPLIANGE REVIEW?
ltem (n=251) Number Responding Percent
1. Safety Review 82 327
2, Compliance Review i69 67.3
Q-18, WHAT RATING WAS YOUR FIRM GIVEN AFTER ITS MOST RECENT REVIEW?
Item (n=272) Number Responding Percent
1. Satisfactory 242 89.0
2 Conditional 28 103
3. Unsatisfactory 2 0.7
Q-19. DO YOU BELIEVE THIS RATING WAS FAIRLY ASSIGNED?
Percentages
Very Unfair Very Fair
Item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 St6+7
1. Faimess of rating (n=271) 578 9.2 4.4 286 2.2 7 14.4 218 489 83.0
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Q-21, PLEASE RATE THE INSPECTOR WHO CONDUCTED THE MOST RECENT REVIEW!

Percentages
Not at All Very Much
item Mean 14243 1 2 ki 4 3 6 7 5+6+7

1. Was hefshe knowledgeable of the 5.78 43 0.4 16 23 117 175 327 3349 84.0
regulations {n=257)

2. Was halshe courtecus (n=257} 567 54 08 19 2.7 121 19.5 27 304 825

3. Was he/she cooperative (n=257) 552 54 04 2.7 23 136 27.2 27.2 265 8049

4, Did hefshe explain the procedures 547 9.0 1.6 2.3 5,1 15.2 19.9 26.2 29.7 75.8
cleasly {n=258)

5. Was he/she chiectiveffair (n=257) 539 10.5 149 35 5.1 14.4 19.8 28.8 26.5 751

6. Was hefshe knowledgeable about truck 523 136 23 5.1 6.2 16.3 195 25.3 253 700
operations (n=257}

Q-22. HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE FAIRNESS AND OBJECTIVITY OF THE INSPECTOR IN EVALUATING EACH AREA OF THE REVIEW?
Percentages
Very Unfair Very Fair
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 54647

1, Part 387 - Ensuring that the company meets 5.82 32 0.4 04 24 126 18.0 28.5 36.8 84.2
the minimum levels of financial responsibility
{e.g., insurance requirements} (n=2563)

2. Part 383 - Ensuring compliance with 570 24 0.0 0.8 186 14.8 19.8 16.0 271 83.0
Commercial Driver's License standards
{n=247)

3. Part391 - Meefing the other minimum 5.68 47 0.0 08 39 145 18.0 325 30.2 80.8
prescribed driver quatficalions (e.g., age
and health) (n=255)

4, Part 391 - Compliance with drug andfor 565 a7 0.9 1.3 26 14.9 9.1 30.2 341 804
aicohel festing requirements (n=235}

5. Part 393 - Meeting the specific equipment 562 44 0.4 16 24 14.7 215 3 28.3 80.9
requirements for safe operation (n=251)

6. Part 396 - Ensuring regular inspection, 5.62 6.3 08 0.8 48 135 18.7 321 294 80.2
repair and maintenance of vehicles
requirements are met {n=262)

7. Part 397 - Ensuring compliance wiih 5.61 28 0.0 0.0 26 207 17.6 e 275 76.7
hazardous materials transportation
reguiations (if applicable) {n=193)

8. Parl392 - Understanding basic rules for the 5.57 39 0.4 0.8 2.7 16.1 234 31.0 259 80.0
driving of commercial mator vehicles
{n=255)

9, Part 395 - Ensuring compliance with the 543 106 20 35 5.1 14.1 16.8 271 29.4 75.3
hours-of-service of drivers (n=255)
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Q-23. [N YOUR OPINION, HOW EFFECTIVE ARE THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS OF THE REVIEW IN IMPROVING THE SAFETY OF YOUR FIRM?

Percentages
Not at All Effective Very Effective
ltem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+647

1. Part 391 - Complianca with drug and/or 5.21 16.7 4.0 6.0 68 151 131 267 283 68.1
alcohof testing requirements (n=251)

2. Parl 386 - Ensuring regular inspection, 5.19 15.2 35 6.2 54 140 202 2441 265 708
repair and maintenance of vehicles
requirements are met (n=257)

3. Part 397 - Ensuring compliance with 5.19 13.0 5 4.0 55 185 190 250 245 68.5
hezardous materials transporiation
regulations (if apptcable} (n=200}

4. Part 391 - Meeting the other minimum 5.16 144 43 54 43 7% 7% 295 225 69.0
prescribed driver qualifications {e.g., age
and health) (n=258)

5. Part 393 - Meeting the specific equipment 507 16.7 43 7.0 54 156 191 253 233 67.7
requirements for safe operation (n=257)

6. Part 395 - Ensuring compliance with the 493 19.8 6.2 7.8 58 148 202 222 230 65.4
hours-of-service of drivers {n=257)

7. Part 392 - Understanding basic rules for 4.99 179 1.9 5.8 82 195 222 206 198 626
ihe driving of commercial motor vehicles
(n=257}

8. Part 383 - Ensuring compliance with 4.83 208 8.7 9.0 51 168 204 200 220 62.4
Commarcial Driver's License standards
{n=2585)

9,  Part 387 - Ensuring that the company 477 242 9.0 8.6 66 148 168 215 227 60.9
meets the minimum levels of financial
responsibility {e.g., insurance
requirements) (n=256)

Q-24. WHAT WAS YOUR OVERALL IMPRESSICN OF THE REVIEW PROCESS?
Percentages
Very Negative Very Positive
ltem Mean 1+2+3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 54647
1. Impression of review {n=261) 4.84 18.8 4.6 4.2 100 169 249 276 119 64.4
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Q-25. DO YOU BELIEVE REVIEWS SHOULD OCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY?

i Percentages
Much Less Frequent Much More Fraquent
Item Mean 1+2+3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. For entire industry (n=302) 4,20 27.2 58 7.6 139 351 18.9 99 8.9 a7
2. Per carler (n=286) 3.81 36.4 7.7 108 178 357 1641 8.0 38 28.0
Q-26. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR REVIEWS?
item {n=308} Number Responding Percent
1, Ne 190 61.7
2, Yes 118 383
Q-28. IN YOUR OPINION, HOW FAIR |S THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEWS?
Percentages
Very Unfair Very Fair
Item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 54547
1. Safety/compliance review selaction 418 20.7 6.5 5.7 84 4.8 222 103 50 375

faimess (n=261}

Q-30. How INFORMED OF THE MCSAP, AS EXPLAINED ON THE FIRST PAGE, WERE YOU BEFORE RECEIVING THIS SURVEY?

Percentages
Not at All Informed Very Informed
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+5+7
1. Faniliarity with the MCSAP (n=315) 4.48 25,1 5.7 60 133 263 194 181 111 486

30




Q-31, HAVE YOU EVER HEARD A PRESENTATION CONCERNING THE FOLLOWING?

Percent
ltem Yes No
1 MCSAP (n=318} 156 54.4
2 Roadside inspections (n=319) 577 423
3 Safefylcompliance reviews (n=320) 67.8 322

Q-32. IF YOU HAVE HAD DISCUSSIONS REGARDING THE MCSAP WITH INDIVIDUALS AFFILIATED WiTH THE FOLLOWING GROUPS, INDICATE

HOW INFORMATIVE THEY WERE TO YOU.

Percentages
Not at All Informative Very Informative
ttem Mean 142+3 1 2 3 4 L 6 7 5+6+7

1. Professional Associations (n=209) 511 1.0 53 1.0 48 187 245 39 138 70.3
2. FHWA's Office of Molor Carriers 4.85 18.9 6.5 49 76 148 258 254 151 66.5

(n=185)
3. State DOT or Public Service/Ufilities 4.57 247 6.8 9.5 B4 174 216 258 105 519

Commission {n=130)
4, Othertrucking firms (n=184) 4,52 234 6.5 43 125 228 223 239 18 53.8
5. Highway Palrol/ State Police (n=167) 447 289 9.1 86 112 155 198 251 107 556
6. Insurance industry (n=180} 4.36 KA 7.8 100 133 187 217 211 94 52.2

(3-33, PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR STATE'S MCSAP INSPECTORS REGARDING THE FOLLOWING SUBJECTS,

Percentages
Very Negative Very Positive
[tem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+T
1. Safely and compliance reviews (n=259) 492 11.2 2.7 31 54 313 197 220 158 57.5
2. Roadside inspactions (n=270) 479 4.8 2.2 44 81 293 233 185 141 55.9
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Q-34, DO YOU FEEL THAT MCSAP PERSONNEL:

Percentages
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S+6+7
1. Are only interested in discovering violations 512 20.9 29 104 76 122 1541 216 302 66.9
(n=278)
2. Only by to identify problems (n=277) 4.83 20.2 4.0 8.3 7% 995 195 224 184 60.3
3. Aregenuinely concerned about improving your 4.0 386 | 118 121 146 221 132 157 104 393
firm's safety {n=280}
4, Try to idenfify prehlems and offer solutions 3.83 428 | 142 129 187 201 162 173 3.6 3741
(n=278)
Q-35. HAVE YOU HAD ANY EXPERIENCE WITH THE MCSAP IN OTHER STATES?
item (n=297) Number Responding Percent
1. No 141 475
2, Yes 158 52,5
Q-37. DO YOU THINK A PARTNERSHIP EXISTS BETWEEN THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY AND THE MCSAP?
Percentages
Not at All Very Much
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+647
1. Parnership exists between industry and 340 493 | 1565 18.1 158 257 158 49 43 250

MCSAP (n=304)

Q-38. DO YOU THINK IT WOULD BE TO YOUR FIRM'S ADVANTAGE TO IMPROVE THE PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN YOUR FIRM AND THE

MCSAP?
Percentages
Not at All Very Much
lfem Mean 1+2+3 1 2 3 4 5 6 T 54647
1. .(Adv;né?geous to improve partnership 5.66 7.7 2.9 1.6 32 113 148 319 342 81.0
n=
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Q-39. DO YOU PERCEIVE THAT SAFETY 1S A PROBLEM IN THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY?

Percentages
Not at All Very Much
ltem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1, Safety a problem for trucking industry 445 28.0 26 6.4 19.0 225 248 141 10.6 495
{n=311}
Q-40. REGARDING THE MCSAP, PLEASE INDICATE HOW YOU FEEL FUNDS SHOULD BE PRIORITIZED.
Percentages
Much Less Much More
Item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. Roadside inspections (n=304) 477 194 36 6.9 89 230 207 27 161 576
2. Safetylcompliance reviews (n=300} 392 370 6.0 00 210 327 167 9.0 57 303
Q-41. DO YOU THINK MORE OR LESS HIGHWAY TRUST FUNDS SHOULD BE DEVOTED TO THE MCSAP?
Percentages
Much Less Much More
{tem Mean 1#243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. MCSAP funding {n=312) 3.94 33.0 109 80 131 272 260 112 3.5 39.7
Q-43. HOW FAMILIAR ARE YOU WITH THE FOLLOWING INTELLIGENT VEHIGLE/HIGHWAY SYSTEM FOR COMMERCIAL VEHICLE
OPERATIONS (IVHS-CVO) CONCEPTS?
Percentages
Very Unfamiliar Very Familiar
Item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 § 6 7 5+647
1. Electronic regulatory clearance (e.g., 3.37 52.5 211 15.8 58 175 172 8.3 48 30.0
weight, registration) {n=303)
2. General IVHS-CVO concept {n=304) 3.01 618 303 168 148 138 15 5.9 49 243
3. Automated roadside safety inspection 285 66.2 28.1 20.2 179 169 a9 5.0 30 16.9
{n=302)
4, Electronic credeniial acquisition and 2.64 65.9 315 202 142 132 119 6.0 3.0 209
report filling {n=302)
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Q-45. DO You BELIEVE IVHS-CVO WILL BENEFIT THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY?

Percentages
Not at All Very Much
ltem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. Industry benefits of {¥HS-CVC (n=231) 4.23 28,6 a7 a7 113 260 21.6 15.6 8.2 45.5
Q-48. IN WHICH STATE ARE YOUR FiRM'S HEADQUARTERS LOCATED?
Region State Number Responding Percent
Region 1
Connecticut 5 1.6
Maine 0 0.0
Massachuseits 0 00
New Hampshire 6 19
New Jarsey 9 2.8
New York 0 00
Rhade Isiand 0 0.0
Vermont 1 0.3
Total for Region 1 21 6.5
Region 3
Delaware 0 0.0
Maryland 7 2.2
Pennsylvania 17 53
Virginia 6 19
Washington, D.C. 0 0.0
West Virginia 1 0.3
Total for Region 3 31 9.7
Region 4
Atabama 7 22
Florida 8 25
Georgia 3 0.9
Kentucky 3 0.9
Mississippi 0 0.0
North Carolina 13 4.1
Sauth Carolina 3 0.9
Tennessee 10 34
Total for Ragion 4 47 14.8
Region 5
Hllinols 28 8.7
Indiana 16 5.0
Michigan 14 44
Minnesota 13 4.1
Chio 21 6.5
Wisconsin 13 4.1
Total for Region 5 105 327
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Q-48. IN WHICH STATE ARE YOUR FIRM'S HEADQUARTERS LOCATED?

Region State Numbar Responding Percent
Region 6
Arkansas 5 1.6
Louisiana 3 0.9
New Mexico 2 0.6
Okiahoma 7 22
Texas 7 22
Tofal for Region 6 24 7.5
Region7
lowa 4 44
Kansas ] 19
Missouri 9 2.8
Nebraska 12 37
Tatal for Region 7 H 12.8
Region 8
Colorado 4 1.2
Montana 1 0.3
North Dakota 3 0.9
South Dakota 3 0.9
Utah 4 1.2
Wyoming 0 0.0
Total for Region 8 15 47
Region 9
Arizona 3 09
California 6 19
Hawali 0 00
Nevada 0 0.0
) Tota! for Region 9 9 2,8
Region 10
Alaska 1 0.3
idaho ? 0.6
Oregon 2 0.6
Washington 4 12
Total for Region 10 9 28
No Response 19 59
"~ Total 321 100.0

35




Q-49. APPROXIMATELY, HOW MANY POWER UNITS AND DRIVERS DOES YOUR FIRM HAVE?

ltem Mean Median Range
1. Power units (company and contract):
Tractors {n=297) 291.27 59 0-10,200
Straight-trucks {n=230} 351.57 2 {-70,000
2. Employee drivers (=289} 291.30 50 0-12,000
3, Owner-operatars {if applicable) (n=214) 123.29 3 0-9,000
Q-49N1A. APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY TRACTORS (COMPANY AND CONTRACT) DOES YOUR FIRM HAVE?

item (n=297) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 tractors 1 03 03
1 tractor 5 17 20
2 - 6 tractors 21 71 9.1
7 - 15 traclors ¥ 125 215
16 - 25 tractors 28 94 310
26 - 40 fractors 34 11.4 424
41 - 63 tractors 35 1.8 54,2
64 - 100 tractors 38 128 67.0
101 - 200 tractors 3B 12.8 79.8
201 - 500 fractors 36 121 919
501 - 1,000 traciors 11 ar 95,6
More than 1,000 fractors 13 44 100.0
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Q-49N18. APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY STRAIGHT-TRUCKS (COMPANY AND CONTRACT ). DOES YOUR FIRM HAVE?

ltem (n=230) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 straight-trucks 88 383 383
1 straight-truck 23 10.0 48.3
2 - 6 slraight-trucks 55 239 722
7 - 15 straight-lrucks 19 8.3 80.5
16 - 25 siraight-trucks 8 15 84.0
26 - 40 straight-trucks 7 30 87.0
41 - 83 siraight-trucks g 39 509
64 - 100 straighi-trucks i 286 935
101 - 200 straight-trucks 7 3.0 96.6
201 - 500 straight-frucks 4 1.7 98.3
501 - 1,000 siraight-trucks 1 04 9g.7
Moare than 1,000 straight-trucks a 13 100.0

Q-49N2. APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY EMPLOYEE DRIVERS DOES YOUR FIRM HAVE?

item (n=289) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 employee drivers 4 14 14

1 employee driver 1 03 1.7
2 -5 employee drivers 1 38 55
6 - 15 employee drivers 36 125 18.0
16 - 25 employee drivers 24 83 26.3
26 - 40 employee drivers 45 15.6 418
41 - 71 employee drivers 50 173 59.1
72 - 100 employee drivers 2 8.3 67.4
101 - 200 employee drivers 34 1.8 79.2
201 - 500 employee drivers 29 10.0 89.2
501 - 1,000 employea drivers 20 69 96.2
More than 1,000 employee drivers 1 38 1000
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Q-49N3. APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY CWNER-OPERATORS DOES YOUR FIRM HAVE?

ftem {n=214) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 owner-operators 89 416 41,6
1 owner-operator 11 5.9 467
2 -5 owner-operafors 21 9.8 56.5
6 - 15 owner-operafors ' 19 8.9 65.4
16 - 25 owner-operators 20 9.3 74.7
26 - 40 owner-operaiors 11 5.1 799
41 -71 owner-operators 12 56 85.5
72 - 100 owner-operators 12 5.6 911
101 - 200 pwner-operators 4 19 93.0
201 - 500 owner-operators 9 42 97.2
501 - 1,000 cwner-operators 2 09 981
More than 1,000 owner-operators q 19 100.0

Q-49, TOTAL POWER UNITS (Q49N1A+Q49N1B) AND DRIVERS (Q49N2+Q49N3}):

ltem Mean Median Range
1, Total power unils (fractors+straight-trucks) (n=297) 563.53 65 1-70,000
2. Total drivers (employee drivers+owner-operators} (n=297) 372.28 65 1-12,000
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Q-49. TOTAL POWER UNITS [TRACTORSTSTRAIGHT-TRUCKS):

ltem (n=297}) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
1 power unit 2 0.7 0.7
2 - 6 power units 14 4.7 54
7 - 15 power units 31 104 15.9
16 - 25 power units 27 9.1 248
26 - 40 power units 3 104 354
41 - 63 power units 39 13.1 48.5
64 - 100 power unifs 44 14.8 63.3
101 - 200 power unils 44 148 78.1
201 - 500 power units 34 114 89.6
501 - 1,000 power units 16 54 95.0
More than 1,000 power units 15 541 100.0

Q-49. TOTAL DRIVERS (EMPLOYEE DRIVERS+OWNER-OPERATORS):

Item (n=297} Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
1 driver 2 07 0.7
2 -5 drivers 11 7 44
6 - 15 drivers 37 12.5 16.9
16 - 25 drivers 2 74 239
26 - 40 drivers 28 9.4 334
4% - 71 drivers 58 19.5 529
72 - 100 drivers 29 938 62.7
101 - 200 drivers 38 128 75.4
201 - 500 drivers 36 1241 §7.6
501 - 1,000 drivers 21 741 94.6
Mora than 1,000 drivers 16 54 100.0
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Q-50. WHICH CATEGORY BEST DESCRIBES THE SCOPE OF YOUR FIRM'S U.S.

OPERATIONS?

item {n=302) Number Responding Percent

1, Locat 25 8.3

2. Regional 148 490

3 Nationwide 129 427

Q-51. WHICH CATEGORY BEST REPRESENTS THE GEOGRAPHIC RANGE OF YOUR FIRM’S U.S. OPERATIONS?

Item {n=296) Number Responding Percent

1 Less than 100 miles 16 54

2. 100 to 500 miles 117 385

XN Mere than 500 miles 163 55.1

Q-52. DOES YOUR FIRM ALSO CONDUCT BUSINESS IN !

Item (n=321} Frequency Percent

1. Canada 130 40.5

2, Mexico 48 15.0

Q-53, HOW MANY YEARS HAS YOUR FIRM BEEN INVOLVED IN THE TRUCKING BUSINESS?

ltem Mean Median Range
1. Years involved in irucking {n=298) 3440 3o 2-148
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3-53. HOW MANY YEARS HAS YOUR FIRM BEEN INVOLVED IN THE TRUCKING BUSINESS?

item {n=298) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent

1-5years 8 2.7 2.7 1
6- 10 years 21 70 9.7
14 - 15 years 36 121 218 %
16 - 20 years 27 9.1 309

21 -25years 36 121 430

26 - 30 years 40 134 56.4

31-40 years 44 14.8 71.2

4% - B0 years 3 124 836

51 -75 years 38 128 96.3

More than 75 years 11 a7 100.0

Q-54, WHICH CATEGORY BEST DESCRIBES THE SHIPMENTS HANDLED BY YOUR FIRM?

Item (n=284) Number Responding Percent
1. Truckload 230 8.0
2. Less-than-truckload 52 8.3
3 Package 2 0.7 |

Q-55. WHICH CATEGORY BEST DESCRIBES THE SERVICES PROVIDED BY YOUR FIRM?

lfem {n=298) Number Responding Percent
1. Private 114 383
2. For-hire 184 617 ‘
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Q-57. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING TRAILER TYPES DOES YOUR FIRM OPERATE?

tem {n=321) Frequency Percent
1. Dry Van 220 68.5
2, Refrigerated Van 98 30.5
3 Flatbed 9 299
4. Tanker 49 15.3
5, Other 33 10.3
6. Intermodat Al 6.5
7. Hopper Boflom 14 44
8. Household Goods § 1.6
9. Auto Carrier 1 0.3
DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEYS RECEIVED FROM ITCC, NPTC, RCCC, OR SCRA:
item Number of Surveys Percent
1, ITCC (interstate Truckload Carriers Canference) 132 4.1
2. NPTC (National Private Truck Council} 129 40.2
3 RCCC (Regular Commoﬁ Carriers Conference} 3 97
4. SCRA (Specializad Carriers and Riggers Association) 29 9.0 .
Total 321 100.0
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Appendix B

Results Tables of State Administrator Perceptions of the MCSAP
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-1, OVERALL, DO YOU FEEL THE MCSAP IMPROVES SAFETY FOR THE MOTOR CARRIER INDUSTRY?
Percentages
Not at All Very Much
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+647
1. MCSAP improves safely for the industry 6.25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 a1 188 281 500 96.9
(n=32)
Q-2. Do YOU FEEL THAT ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS ARE:
Percentages
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. Worthwhile {n=32) 6.47 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 125 281 594 1000
2. Improve safety for the industry (n=32) 6.25 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 3.1 94 469 406 96.9
3. Conducted fairly (n=31) 6.19 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 161 434 355 100.0
4, Thorough regarding the equipment 597 {eX1] 0.0 0.0 0.0 683 250 344 344 938
{n=32)
5. Thorough regarding the driver (n=32) 575 6.3 0.0 0.0 63 125 156 313 344 813
Q-3. DO YOU BELIEVE ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS SHOULD OCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY?
Percentages
Much Less Frequent Much More Frequent
Item Mean 142+3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 54647
1. Freguency of roadside inspecfians 4,84 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 469 250 250 31 53.%
{n=32)
Q-5. IN YOUR OPINION, HOW FAIR IS THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS?
Percentages
Very Unfair Very Falr
ltem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1, Inspection selection faimess (n=32) 581 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 3.1 438 219 33 96.9
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Q-7. PLEASE RATE THE INSPECTORS WHO CONDUCT YOUR SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEWS :

Percentages
Not at All Very Much
item Mean 1+2+3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. Are they courieous {n=29) 6.31 0.0 00 00 0.0 34 6.9 448 448 96.6
2. Are they objective/fair (n=20) 6.24 0.0 00 00 0.0 34 a4 586 345 96.6
3. Are they knowledgeable of the regulations 6.24 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 69 103 345 483 93.1
{n=29)
4, Are they cooperafive (n=29) 6.21 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 103 483 3718 96.6
5. Dothey explain the procedures clearly (n=28} 5.93 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 71 143 571 214 952.9
6.  Are they knowledgeable about truck 579 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 103 24t 414 244 89.7
operations (n=29}
Q-8, How WOULD YOU RATE THE FAIRNESS AND OBJECTIVITY OF THE CRITERIA USED
IN EVALUATING THE MOTOR CARRIER [N EAGH AREA OF THE REVIEW?
Percentages
Very Unfair Very Fair
Hem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 5+647
1. Part 395 - Ensuring compliance with the 6.07 6.9 0.0 0.0 6.9 00 172 30 448 931
hours-of-service of drivers {n=29)
2, Part 387 - Ensuring that the company 597 34 0.0 0.0 34 69 172 345 378 897
meets the minimum levels of financial
responsibility (e.g., insurance
requirements) (n=29}
3. Part 393 - Meeting the specific equipment 593 6.9 0.0 0.0 6.9 00 103 586 244 93.1
requirements for safe operation (n=29}
4,  Part 383 - Ensuring compliance wilh 593 6.9 0.0 0.0 6.9 6.9 69 448 345 86.2
Commergial Driver's License standards
(n=29)
5. Part 391 - Meeting the other minimum 5.86 34 0.0 0.0 34 00 241 517 207 96.6
prescribed driver qualifications (e.g., age
and health} {(n=28)
6. Part 396 - Ensuring regular inspection, 5.86 34 0.0 0.0 34 69 172 A8 2786 89.7
repair and maintenance of vehicles
requirements are met {n=29}
7. Part 397 - Ensuring compliance with 572 34 0.0 0.0 a4 34 Mo 414 207 93.1
hazardous materials transportation
regutaions {if applicable} (n=29)
8. Part 392 - Understanding basic rules for 5.66 34 0.0 0.0 a4 69 276 448 172 89.7
the driving of commercial moior vehicles
{n=29)
9. Part 331 - Compliance with drug andfor 5.41% 6.9 0.0 0.0 B9 103 379 244 207 82.8
alcohol testing requirements {n=29)
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Q-9. IN YOUR OPINION, HOW EFFECTIVE ARE THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS OF THE REVIEW
IN IMPROVING THE SAFETY OF THE MOTOR CARRIER INDUSTRY?

Percentages
Not at All Effective Very Effective
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 54647
1. Par391 - Meefing the other minimum 552 34 34 00 0.0 34 M4 M5 172 93.1
prescribed driver qualifications {e.g., age
and health} (n=29)
2. Part397 - Ensuring compliance with 548 34 34 0.0 00 138 276 345 207 a28
hazardous materials franspartation
regulations (if applicabla) (n=28)
3. Part 396 - Ensuring regutar inspection, 54 C10.3 34 34 34 649 276 378 17.2 828
repair and maintenance of vehicles
raquirements are met (n=29)
4, Part 383 - Ensuring compliance with 5.34 8.9 34 00 34 103 345 MO 17.2 828
Commercial Driver's License standards
(n=29)
5. Part391 - Compliance with drug and/or 53 6.9 34 34 00 138 30 246 207 79.3
alcohal testing requirements (n=29)
6. Pan 387 - Ensuring that the company meets 531 10.3 14 34 34 17.2 172 30 24.1 724
the minimum levels of financial responsibility '
(e.g., insurance requirements) (n=29)
7. Part 393 - Meeting the specific equipment 5.24 8.9 34 34 00 103 414 241 172 828
requirements for safe operation {n=29}
8. Part 395 - Ensuring compliance with the 5.14 10.3 34 34 34 207 241 241 207 69.0
hours-of-service of drivers {n=29)
9, Part 392 - Understanding basic rules for the 500 6.9 34 34 00 27 414 172 138 724
driving of commercial mofor vehicles (n=28)
Q-10. WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL IMPRESSION OF THE REVIEW PROCESS?
Percentages
Very Negative Very Positive
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. Impression of review (n=29) 576 8.9 34 34 0.0 34 72 414 N0 89.7
Q-11. Do YoU BELIEVE REVIEWS SHOULD OCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY?
Percentages
Much Less Frequent Much More Frequent
ltem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 5+6+7
1. For entire- moter carrer industry (n=28) 518 KES] 35 0.0 040 321 214 244 214 64.3

47




Q-11. DO YOU BELIEVE REVIEWS SHOULD OCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY?

Percentages

Much Less Frequent

Much More Frequent

ftem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5647

2, Percarrer (n=27) 474 74 37 0.0 37 3133 B3 222 7 59.3

Q-13. [N YOUR OPINION, HOW FAIR IS THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEWS?
Percentages
Very Unfair Very Fair

Item Mean H243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 54647

1. Safety/compliance review selection faimess 541 34 0.0 0.0 34 138 345 345 138 82.8

{n=29)
Q-15. DO YOUR INSPECTORS PROVIDE PRESENTATIONS TO THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY CONCERNING THE FOLLOWING?
Percent -

item Yes No
1. MCSAP (n=32) 538 6.3
2, Roadside inspections (n=32) 100,0 0.0
1 Safety/compliance reviews {(n=30) 86.7 133

Q-16. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN YOUR STATE'S MCSAP INSPECTORS AND THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY REGARDING

THE FOLLOWING SUBJECTS.
Percentages -
Very Negative Very Positive
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 51647
1. Roadside inspactions (n=32) 572 31 0.0 0.0 31 125 188 406 250 84.4
2. Safely and compliance raviews (n=27} 5.56 37 0.0 a7 00 185 148 407 222 7748
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Q-17. Do YOU FEEL THAT MCSAP PERSONNEL:

Percentages
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
ltem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 i 7 5+647
1. - Are genuinely concerned about improving your 6.28 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 94 531 375 100.0
firm's safety {(n=32)
2. Try toidentify problems and offer solutions 5.59 KN 0.0 0.0 a1 156 125 563 125 813
{n=32)
3. Only try fo identify problems {p=32) 3.25 563 | 156 281 125 125 219 9.4 0.0 313
4, ;(l\rescgr;ly interested in discovering violations 325 594 | 188 219 188 156 94 125 31 25.0
n=
|
Q-18, HAVE YOU HAD ANY EXPERIENCE WITH THE MCSAP IN OTHER STATES? |
item {n=30) Number Respending Percent ‘
1. No B 26.7 |
2. Yes 2 733 [
Q-20. DO YOU THINK A PARTNERSHIP EXISTS BETWEEN THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY AND THE MCSAP? |
Percentages 5
Not at All Very Much |
[tem Mean 1423 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. Partnership exists between industry and MCSAP 5.09 63 |00 00 63 219 344 313 6.3 71.9
(n=32)
Q-21. DO YOU THINK IT WOULD BE TO YOUR STATE’S ADVANTAGE TO IMPROVE THE PARTNERSHIP
BETWEEN THE MC SAP AND THE TRUCKING iNDUSTRY ?
Percentages )
Not at All Very Much
Item Mean 1243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S+6+7
1 ?d\gazqtageous to improve parinership 6.06 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 63 188 375 378 938
n=
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Q-22. Do YOU PERCEIVE THAT SAFETY IS A PROBLEM IN THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY?

Percentages
Not at All Very Much
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. (Safg;y) a probfem for trucking industry 5,59 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 125 281 468 125 87.5
h=
|
Q-23. REGARDING THE MCSAP, PLEASE INDICATE HOW YOU FEEL FUNDS SHOULD BE PRIORITIZED,
Percentages
Much Less Much More
item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1, Roadside inspections (n=31} 5.55 3.2 0.0 0.0 32 1841 194 452 161 806
2. Safely/compliance reviews {n=31) 5.10 9.7 0.0 32 65 181 387 228 129 742
Q-24. DO YOU THINK MORE OR LESS HIGHWAY TRUST FUNDS SHOULD BE DEVOTED T0 THE MCSAP?
Percentages
Much Less Much More
Item Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S5+647
1. MCSAP funding (n=31) 6.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.7 97 516 290 903
Q-26. HOW FAMILIAR ARE YOU WITH THE FOLLOWING INTELLIGENT VEHICLE/HIGHWAY SYSTEM
FOR COMMERGIAL VEHICLE OPERATIONS (IVHS-CVO) CONCEPTS?
Percentages
Very Unfamiliar Very Familiar
tem Mean i+2+3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. Automated roadside safety inspaction 481 16.1 3.2 8.5 685 194 280 258 9.7 64.5
{n=31)
2. General IVHS-CVO concept (n=32} 4.78 9.4 31 0.0 63 281 3375 188 6.3 62.5
3. Elecironic regulatory clearance {e.g., 472 156 3.1 31 94 188 4086 188 6.3 656
weight, registration) {n=32)
4. Eleclronic credential acquisition and report 4.58 25.8 3.2 6.5 164 129 323 228 8.5 81,3

filling {n=31)
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Q-28. Do You BELIEVE IVHS-CVO wiLL éENEFn:

Percentages
Not at Al Very Much
ftem Mean 14243 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5+6+7
1. The trucking industry {n=31} 5.90 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 65 258 387 290 935
2. (Sla:ije1 ;ruck safely regulatory programs 5.39 8.5 0.0 8.5 00 184 226 258 258 74.2
=
Q-30. PLEASE IDENTIFY YOUR STATE:
Region State Numher Responding Percent
Region 1
Connecticut 0 0.0
Maine 0 0.0
Massachusetls 0 0.0
New Hampshire 1 31
Mew Jersey 1 3.1
New York 0 0.0
Rhode Island 1 3.1
Vermant 1 KN
Total for Region 1 4 12.5
Region 3
Delaware i KNl
Maryland 1 KR
Pennsylvania 1 3.1
Virginia 1 3.1
Washington, D.C, Q 0.0
West Virginia 1 34
Tota! for Region 3 5 15.6
Region 4
Alabama 1 31
Florida 0 0.0
Georgia 0 0.0
Keniucky 0 0.0
Mississippl 0 0.0
Norlh Carolina 0 0.0
South Carofina 0 04
Tennessee 1 31
Tota! for Region 4 2 6.3
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-30. PLEASE IDENTIFY YOUR STATE:

Reglon State Number Responding Percent
Region §
illincis 1 a
Indiana 1 a3t
ichigan 1 34
Minnesota 0 0.0
Ohio 0 0.0
Wisconsin 1 3.1
Total for Region 5 4 125
Region 6
Arkansas 0 0.0
Louisiana 0 0.0
New Mexico 1 3.1
Oklahoma 0 0.0
Texas 1 34
Total for Region 6 2 6.3
Region 7
lowa 1 KN
Kansas 1 31
Missouri 0 0.0
Nebraska 1 a1
Total for Region 7 3 94
Region §
Colorado 1 al
Montana 1 34
Narth Dakota 1 31
South Dakoia 0 0.0
Utah i 31
Wyoming 1 31
Total for Region B 5 15.6
Region 9
Arzona 0 0.0
California 1 31
Hawaii 0 0.0
Nevada 1 a1
Total for Region @ 2 6.3
Region 10
Alaska 0 0.0
|daho 1 31
Oregon 1 31
Washingion 1 34
Total for Region 10 3 9.4
No Response 2 6.3
Total 32 100.0
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Q-31. HOW MANY SAFETY INVESTIGATORS DOES YOUR STATE EMPLOY?

lfem Mean Median Range

1. Safety investigators (n=31) B6.94 28 0-857

Q-31. HoW MANY SAFETY INVESTIGATORS DOES YOUR STATE EMPLOY?

Item (n=31) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 safefy investigators 2 6.5 6.5
1 -5 safely investigalors 5 16.1 22.6
6 - 10 safely investigators 1 32 259
11 - 20 safely investigators 4 128 388
21 - 30 safety investigators 4 123 517
31 - 50 safety investigators 5 161 67.8
51 - 100 safely investigators 3 a7 77.5
101 - 200 safety investigators 4 12.9 90.4
201 - 500 safety investigators 2 6.5 96.8
More than 500 safety investigators 1 3.2 100.0

Q3-32. PLEASE ALLOCATE, BY FTE, YOUR STATE'S EMPLOYMENT DEVOTED TO:

item Mean Median Range
1, Roadside inspecticns (n=25} 428,28 30 4-8,500
2. Safety/Caompliance Reviews {n=25) 19.12 4 0-245
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Q-32N1. PLEASE ALLOCATE, BY FTE, YOUR STATE’S EMPLOYMENT DEVOTED TO ROADSIDE INS

PECTIONS:

ltem (n=25) Number Respending Percent Cumulative Percent
0 FTEs for roadsida inspactions 0 0.0 0.0
1 -5 FTEs for roadside inspections 2 8.0 8.0
6 - 10 FTEs for roadside inspections 1 4.0 12.0
1 - 20 FTEs for roadside inspections 5 200 320
21 - 30 FTEs for roadside inspections ) 20,0 520
31 - 50 FTEs for yoadside inspectons 4 16.0 66.0
51 - 100 FTEs for roadside inspections H 40 720
101 - 200 FTEs for roadside inspections 2 8.0 80.0
201 - 500 FTEs for roadside inspections 3 12.0 92.0
tMare than 500 FTEs for readside inspsefions 2 8.0 100.0

Q-32N2. PLEASE ALLOCATE, BY FTE, YOUR STATE'S EMPLOYMENT DEVOTED TO SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEWS:

item {n=25) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
0 FTEs for safety/compiiance reviews 2 8.0 an

1 FTE for safety/compliance reviews 2 8.0 16.0
2 FTEs for safety/compliance reviews 3 12,0 28.0
3 FTEs for safety/compliance reviews 5 200 48.0
4 FTEs for safety/compliance reviews 4 16,0 64.0
5- 10 FTEs for safety/compliance reviews 4 16.0 80.0
11 - 25 FTEs {or safety/compliance reviews 3 120 92.0
More than 25 FTES for safety/compliance reviews 2 8.0 100.0

Q-33. How MANY YEARS HAVE YOU (PERSONALLY) BEEN INVOLVED IN THE MCSAP?

[tem Mean Median Range
1. Years involved in the MCSAP {n=29) 8.14 8 2-15
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Q-33. How MANY YEARS HAVE YOU (PERSONALLY) BEEN INVOLVED IN THE MCSAP?
item (n=29} Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
1 - 5 years involved in MCSAP 5 i7.2 17.2
6 - 10 years invcived in MCSAP 17 58.6 758
11 - 15 years involved in MCSAP 7 241 100.0

Q-34. HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU (PERSONALLY) BEEN INVOLVED WITH TRUCK SAFETY REGULATORY PROGRAMS?

ltem Mean Median Range

1. Years involved with truck safety regulatory programs {n=29) 1441 i 4-32

Q-34, HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU (PERSONALLY} BEEN INVOLVED WITH TRUCK SAFETY REGULATORY PROGRAMS?

ltem (n=29) Number Responding Percent Cumulative Percent
1 - 5 years involved with fruck safety regulatory programs 2 6.9 6.9

6 - 10 years involved with truck safety regulatory programs 7 24.1 310

11 - 15 years involved with fruck safety regulatory programs 10 34.5 65.5

16 - 20 years involved with fruck safety regulatory programs 6 207 86.2

More than 20 years involved with truck safety regufatory 4 138 100.0
programs
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Appendix C

Motor Carrier Management Survey
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A SURVEY OF THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY’S
PERCEPTIONS OF THE MOTOR CARRIER
SAFETY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

February 1995




Instructions

Please read and answer all questions carefully,

Select the response that best represents your feelings. There is no right or wrong answer.

Do not put your name on this survey to ensure anonymity.

When you have finished, place this survey In the business reply envelope, You do not need a stamp to mall this.
Piease return this survey as soon as possible.

Feel free to use any white space as well as the back of this survey for any comments you may have.

ALL RESPONSES AND COMMENTS ARE ANONYMOUS

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP

If yau have any questions or concerns regarding this survey, please call Brenda Lantz with the Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute at
(701} 231-7767.




OVERVIEVY
0

The Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) was established by the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act of 1982 and is sponsored by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The MCSAP provides federal funds
to the states in order for them to conduct commercial motor vehicle safety activities, such as roadside inspections
and safety/compliance reviews of carriers,

Q-1.  OVERALL, DO YOU FEEL THE MCSAP IMPROVES SAFETY? (circle number)

Not Very

1 Foryourfirm ool g g g s 6T
2.  For the industry | 2 3 4 5 6 7

ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS
0

Roadside inspections of the driver and/or vehicle are conducted en route either at a weigh station or along the
roadside. If any serious violations of the safety regulations are found the driver and/or vehicle is placed out-of-
service until the violation(s) are corrected.

Q-2. DO YOU FEEL THAT ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS ARE: (circle number)

Strongly Strongly
_ Disagree Agree

YR

1 Conuseafany -
Improve safety for the industry I

“Improve séfet)".:fo.r-)roﬁr. firm oo

2
2

Worthwhile U

Thorough:regarding the equipment e

W oWhwW wWiw W
o Riion oo ow

7
7
7

o Uih W

Thorough regarding the driver I 2
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Q-3. DO YOU BELIEVE RCADSIDE INSPECTIONS SHOULD QCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY? {circle number)
Less More
Frequent Frequent
1.7 Frequency of roadside inspection - S 6. 7"
Q-4.  APPROXIMATELY, HOW MANY ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS HAS YOUR COMPANY HAD:
I IN THE LAST YEAR?
2, IN THE LAST THREE YEARS? (If applicable)
Q-5. How MANY OF YOUR FIRM'S DRIVERS AND VEHICLES HAVE BEEN PLACED QUT-OF-SFRVICE IN THE LAST YEAR AS A
RESULT OF A ROADSIDE INSPECTION?
l. Drivers:
2. Vehicles:
Q-6.  APPROXIMATELY WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THESE OUT-OF-SERVICE ORDERS DO YOU FEEL WERE APPROPRIATE! (circle
number)
0 percent 25 percent 50 percent 100 percent
Q. Drivers e B 4
2. Vehicles I 2 3 4
Q-7.  ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS! (circle number)

| No
2. Yes
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Q-8. ON WHAT BASIS DO YOU THINK VEHICLES ARE SELECTED FOR INSPECTION AT THE ROADSIDE!

|
i
[
i
|

Q-9. IN YOUR OPINION, HOW FAIR IS THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR. ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS? {circle number)

Very Very
Unfair _ Fai_r__

R In.szpé':ct.ion selection fairfiess. - -k i ) g g g e g g

|
1
|
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Q-10.  PLEASE OFFER THREE (3} SUGGESTIONS ON HOW THE ROADSIDE INSPECTION PROCESS COULD BE IMPROVED.
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SAFETY / COMPLIANCE REVIEWS

Although safety reviews are no longer in existence {they have recently been replaced with educational contacts
and no safety rating is assigned), they were defined as an overview of a motor carrier's knowledge of the Federal
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations, It was both a rating and monitoring Instrument designed to provide field staff
with a broad over-view of the motor carrier's safety operation. A substantial part of the rating was based on an
interview with management. The carrier was left with questions and answers from the interview. The main
purpose was to provide educational and technical assistance to motor carriers.

A compliance review is defined as an audit of required records to measure a carrier's compliance with the Federal
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations and apparent risk to highway safety. A detailed review of records is made to
check various categories of drivers, vehicles, and trips. The compliance status determination is based on violations

discovered and may involve changing the carrier's rating, enforcement action, or placing the carrter in a selective
monitoring program.

Q-tl. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION'S SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEW PROCESS!
(circle number)

Q-12.  HAS YOUR COMPANY EVER HAD A SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEW! {circle number)
I No (please continue to question 25)
2, Yes

Q-13.  IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS, HOW MANY REVIEWS HAS YOUR FIRM HAD?

Q-14.  IN WHAT YEAR DID THE MOST RECENT REVIEW OF YOUR FIRM TAKE PLACE!
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Q-15. REGARDING THE MOST RECENT REVIEW OF YOUR FIRM, WAS IT REQUESTED BY YOUR COMPANY?! {circle number)
I No
2, Yes, why!
Q-16.  iF THIS REVIEW WAS NOT REQUESTED BY YOUR FIRM, DO YOU KNOW WHY YOUR FIRM WAS REVIEWED? (circle
number)
i No |
2 Yes, why! |
Q-17.  WWAS YOUR MOST RECENT REVIEW A SAFETY OR COMPLIANCE REVIEW! (circle number)
[ Safety Review
2. Compliance Review
Q-18.  WHAT RATING WAS YOUR FIRM GIVEN AFTER ITS MOST RECENT REVIEW! (circle number)
I Satisfactory
2. Conditional
3. Unsatisfactory
Q-19. DO YOU BELIEVE THIS RATING WAS FAIRLY ASSIGNED! {circle number)
Very
Unfair
| Fairness of pating s s g e g




Q-20.

IF YOU FEFL THE RATING WAS UNFAIRLY ASSIGNED, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY.

Q-21.

PLEASE RATE THE INSPECTOR WHO CONDUCTED THE MOST RECENT REVIEWY: (circle number)

Not

B N ol

:Wa"s helshe coépéréi‘:i\}e_f R
_ Was hefshe courteous
' 'Was hefshe objectiveffair .- <

Did hefshe explain the procedures clearly

"'Was hefshe knowledgeable of the regufations

Was he/she knowledgeable about truck operations

B G

v AT o e
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Q-22. HOw WOULD YOU RATE THE FAIRNESS AND OBJECTIVITY OF THE INSPECTOR IN EVYALUATING EACH AREA OF THE
REVIEVY! (circle number)
Very
_Fair
) ':i'fPart 383 Ensurmg compliance wzth Commermal Drwers - P S .:._: 7
2. Part 392 - Understanding basic rules for the driving of
I 2 3 4 5 6 7
. commermal motor vehlcles N _ o
3. _"Part 387 Ensurlng that the company meets the mmimum . o
“ " levels of financial responsnbﬂ:ty (eg ;nsurance [
"‘requirements) -’ fet
4. Part 39! - Compliance with drug and/or alcohol testing I 2 3 4 5 & 7
. requlrements _
E 5 _Part 39I - Meetmg the other mlmmum prescrlbed drwer
=i qualifications (e.g., age and health)
6.  Part 393 - Meeting the specific equipment requirements for | 2 3 45 6 7
... safe °Pemt'°" e : ..
; 7 ‘Part 395 - Ensurlng comphance w1th the hours of~serwce of I .'I.: oy 5 j":"'é' 7
'drlvers : : : : L A e T R e B R "
8.  Part 396 - Ensuring regular inspection, repair and | 2 3 4 5 6 7

i ;"_:Part 397 Ensurmg comphance w;th hazardous matena!s
. transportation regulations (if appiicable) e

mamtenance of vehlcles requarements aremet
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Q-23.  IN YOUR OPINION, HOW EFFECTIVE ARE THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS OF THE REVIEW IN IMPROVING THE SAFETY
OF YOUR FIRM? (circle number)

Not at all Very

_ Effective Effective

L -'Part 383 Ensurlng compliance Wlth Commerclal Drlve_ s ; 4 s
17 Licensestandards P S S S

2. Part 392 - Understanding basic rules for the driving of
g g I 2 3 4 5 6 7

: i_:'_ Part 387 Ensurlng that the company meets the mmlmu n-
oo levels ‘of financial responsiblhty (eg msurance :

commerclal motor vehlcies

“ requirements)
4, Part 39! - Compliance with drug and/or alcohol testing
- ___requ;rements _ I
5 ._Part 39I Meetlng the.b.ﬁher mmimum prescrlbed drlver .
© " qualifications (e.g., age and health) = &
6.  Part 393 - Meeting the specific equipment requirements for | 2 3 4 5 & 7
_ _safe0peratlon L N
B 7. Part 395 Ensurlng comp]iance W|th the hours of—servlce of-'
o drivers : R :
8. Part 396 - Ensuring regular inspection, repair and
I 2 3 4 5 6 7
o malntenance_of_\_fehlcles requwements aremet
"9, Part 397 - Ensuring comphance with hazardous mater;als
L7 pransportation régulations (if applicable) : - o
Q-24.  VVHAT WAS YOUR OVERALL IMPRESSION OF THE REVIEYY PROCESS? (ctrele number)
Very Very
Negative Positive
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Q-25. DO YOU BELIEVE REVIEWS SHOULD OCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY? (circle number)

Much Less Much More
_Frequent _Frequent

1. For entireindustry

2, Per carrier ] 2 3 4 5 [ 7

Q-26.  ARE YOU FAMILAR WITH THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR REVIEWS! (circle number)

|, No
2. Yes

Q-27.  ON WHAT BASIS DO YOU THINK COMPANIES ARE SELECTED FOR REVIEW!

Q-28.  IN YOUR OPINION, HOW FAIR IS THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEWS! {circle number)

Very Very
Unfair_ . Fair

UL Safetylcompliance review selection falrness i

70



Q-29.

PLEASE OFFER THREE {3) SUGGESTIONS ON HOW THE REVIEW PROCESS COULD BE IMPROVED.
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PARTNERSHIPPING

Q-30.

HOW INFORMED OF THE MCSAP, AS EXPLAINED ON THE FIRST PAGE, WERE YQU BEFORE RECEIVING THIS SURVEY!
{circle number)

Not at all Very

[nformed Informed

Q-31.

HAVE YOU EVER HEARD A PRESENTATION CONCERNING THE FOLLOWING!?

CYes . Ne o

Roadstde Inspectlons Yes No

e ;-SafetYfComPhance REVEEWS i Yes NO

Q-32.

IF YOU HAVE HAD DISCUSSIONS REGARDING MCSAP WITH INDIVIDUALS AFFILIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING
GROUPS, INDICATE HOW INFORMATIVE THEY WERE TO YOU. (circle number, if not applicable, please skip that
category).

Not at all Very
Informative Informative

Noon s we

" EHWA's Office of Motor Cartiers -
) __H;ghway Patrol / State Police b2 034
State DOT or Publ:c Serwce/Utlhtles Comm:ssmn ::i: B I |
Insurance indusery |

“Other trucking firms s

i Others e e e ey

R R e

Professional Associations o

Gt o Ln v~ Th
S - - S, -

NN NN DN

4
i

RN R
W W wiiw
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(Q-33.  PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR RELATIONSHIP WITH YOUR STATE'S MCSAP INSPECTORS REGARDING THF FOLLOWING
SUBJECTS. {circle number)

Very VYery
_ Ne_g_at_ive _ _ Posi_tive

2. Roadside Inspection i 2 3 4 5 6 7

Q-34. Do yOU FEEL THAT MCSAP PERSONNEL: (circle number)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

Try to identify problems and offer solutions | 2 3 4 5 6 7

Are .b.nnly 'intere.st'e_d in dlscoverlng violations 15 2. 3400506 7

2 wWiN

Are genuinely concerned about improving your firm's L 2 3 4 5 & 7
safety

Q-35.  HAVE YOU HAD ANY EXPERIENCE WITH THE MCSAP IN OTHER STATES! (circle number)

L No {please continue to question 37)
2. Yes

Q-36. COULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE OR INDICATE ANY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STATES AND/OR REGIONS YOU HAVE
NOTICED REGARDING THE MCSAP,
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Q-37.

DO YOU THINK A PARTNERSHIP EXISTS BETWEEN THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY AND THE MCSAP? {circle number)

Not Very

Partnership exists between industry and MCSAP

At Ali Much
e T

Q-38.

DO YOU THINK IT WOLLD BE TO YOUR FIRM'S ADVANTAGE TO IMPROVE THE PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN YOUR FIRM
AND THE MCSAP? (circle number)

Not Very
At All .

" Advantageous to improve partnership i T gl g g

Q-39.

DO YOU PERCEIVE THAT SAFETY 1S A PROBLEM IN THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY? (circie number)

Not Very
__AtAl _ Much_

Safetya probléfn for trucklng mdustry e R g g e e
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Q-40.

REGARDING THE MCSAP, PLEASE INDICATE HOW YOU FEFL FUNDS SHOULD BE PRIORITIZED, (circle number)

Much Much

"’ Roadside Inspections " S

Other R I O ) o 2 3 :

Less _ More

Safety/Compliance Reviews 1 2 3 4 5 !

Q-41.

DO YOU THINK MORE OR LESS HIGHWAY TRUST FUNDS SHOULD BE DEVOTED TO THE MCSAP? (circle number}

Much Much

Less Mo_r'e

MCSAP fundmg R S i 23 : 4 56 Lgl

Q-42.

DO YOU HAVE ANY SUGGESTIONS FOR BETTER METHODS OF IMPROVING MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY (FOR EXAMPLE,
MORE ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS, DRIVER TRAINING, DRIVER INCENTIVES, HOURS-OF-SERVICE CHANGES, ETC.)!
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0-43.  HOW FAMILIAR ARE YOU WiTH THE FOLLOWING INTELLIGENT VEHICLE/HIGHWAY SYSTEM FOR COMMERCIAL
VEHICLE OPERATIONS (IVHS-CVO) CONCEPTS! (circle number)
Very Very
Unfamiliar Familiar

) Gemeral VHS-CVO concept . 12 3 4506 7 ;

2 Ele?tron.:c regulatory clearance {(e.g., weight, [ 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7
_registration)

Automated roadside safety inspection 2 3 4 s e 7 |

4. Electronic credential acquisition and report filling [ 2 3 4 5 6 7 |

O-44.  WHAT ARE YOUR PERCEPTIONS OF IVHS-CVO AND ATTITUDES TOWARD IT?

Q-45. DO YOU BELIEVE IVHS-CVO WILL BENERIT THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY? {circle number) |

Not Very

1 Industry benefits G IVHS-CYO ot piigiiig gt g g
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Q-46. INWHAT WAYS DO YOU BELIEVE [VHS-CVO wiLL BENEFT THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY!

DEMOGRAPHICS

Q-47.  PLEASE IDENTIFY YOUR
Pasition:

Department:

Q-48.  IN WHICH STATE ARE YOUR FIRM'S HEADQUARTERS LOCATED?

Location:
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Q-49.

Q-50.

Q-51.

Q-52.

Q-53.

APPROXIMATELY HOW MANY POWER UNITS AND DRIVERS DOES YOUR FIRM HAVE!
Power units {company and contract) Tractors:
Straight-trucis:
Employee drivers:
Owner-gperators (if applicable):

WHICH CATEGORY BEST DESCRIBES THE SCOPE OF YOUR FIRM'S U.S. OPERATIONS! {circle number)

l. Local
2, Regional
3. Nationwide

WHICH CATEGORY BEST REPRESENTS THE GEOGRAPHIC RANGE OF YOUR FIRM'S LS. OPERATIONS! (circle
number)

L Less than 100 miles

2. 100 to 500 miles

3. More than 500 miles

DOES YOUR FIRM ALSO CONDUCT BUSINESS IN; (circle all that apply)
i Canada

2. Mexico

HOW MANY YEARS HAS YOUR FIRM BEEN INVOLVED IN THE TRUCKING BUSINESS?
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Q-54.  WHICH CATEGORY BEST DESCRIBES THE SHIPMENTS HANDLED BY YOUR FIRM? (circle number)

. Truckload (Shipments greater than 10,000 ibs. that do not require a terminal or
break-bulk operation)

2. Less-than-truckload (Terminal or break-bulk operation required)
3. Package (Shipments under 100 Ibs. that require a terminal or break-bulk
operation)

Q-55.  VVHICH CATEGORY BEST DESCRIBES THE SERVICES PROVIDED BY YOUR FIRM? (circle number)

1. Private
2, For-hire (provide services for a fee to practically any shipper)

Q-56.  WWHAT ARE YOUR THREE (3) MOST PREDOMINANT CARGO TYPES!

Q-57.  VVHICH OF THE FOLLOWING TRAILER TYPES DOES YOUR FIRM OPERATE! (circle all that apply)
1. Dry Van 2. Refrigerated Van 3. Hopper Bottom
4. Tanker 5. Flatbed 6. Household Goods

7. Auto Carrier 8. Intermodal

9. Other (specify):
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Do you have any other comments or recommendations about the MCSAP?

;
1
]
]
7
i
x
§

THANK YOU!
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State Administrator Survey
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A SURVEY OF PERCEPTIONS OF STATE
ADMINISTRATORS OF THE MOTOR CARRIER
SAFETY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

February 1995




Instructions

Please read and answer all questions carefully.

Select the response that best represents your feelings. There is no right or wrong answer,

Do not put your name on this survey to ensure anonymity.

WWhen you have finished, place this survey In the business reply envelope, You do not need a stamp to mail this.
Please return this survey as soon as possible.,

Feel free to use any white space as well as the back of this survey for any comments you may have.

ALL RESPONSES AND COMMENTS ARE ANONYMOUS

THANK YGU FOR YOUR HELP

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this survey, please call Brenda Lantz with the Upper Great Plains Transportation Institute at
(701) 231-7767.

\/

%
]




OVERVIEW

<A e
The Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program (MCSAP) was established by the Surface Transportation Assistance
Act of 1982 and is sponsored by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The MCSAP provides federal funds
to the states in order for them to conduct commercial motor vehicle safety activities, such as roadside inspections
and safety/compliance reviews of carriers.

Q-I.  OVERALL, DO YOU FEEL THE MCSAP IMPROVES SAFETY FOR THE MOTOR CARRIER INDUSTRY? (circle number)

Not Very
At All Mu_ch _

S .Fcr;':thé'r.r.iotdr:ca'ri"iér 'rn'd.l..l:s.try:: R [y g g g g

ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS
[T e e

Roadside inspections of the driver and/or vehicle are conducted en route either at a weigh station or along the
roadside. [f any serious violations of the safety regulations are found the driver and/or vehicle is placed out-of-
service until the violation(s) are corrected.

Q-2. DO YOU FEEL THAT ROADSIDF INSPECTIONS ARE: (circle number)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

_ Improve safety for the industry

3 Worthwhile =
4
5

6

.6.:_._ o

t 6T
Thorough regarding the equipment | 2 6
6

7
7
7

Wil W W Wl
Gt G

Thorough regarding the driver . . T
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DO YOU BELIEVE ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS SHOULD OCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY? (circle number)

Much Less Much More
Frequent Frequent

w Fr'e'dl;lehcy. of roadside inspection - e

HOw ARE VEHICLES SELECTED FOR INSPECTION AT THE ROADSIDE!

Q-5.

IN YOUR OPINION, HOW FAIR IS THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS! (circle number)

Very Very

“Inspection selection fairness .-

__Unfair _ _ Fai_r
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J
J
s

Q-6.  PLEASE OFFER THREE (3) SUGGESTIONS ON HOW THE ROADSIDE INSPECTION PROCESS COULD BE IMPROVED.
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SAFETY / COMPLIANCE REVIEWS

Although safety reviews are no longer in existence (they have recently been replaced with educational contacts
and no safety rating is assigned), they were defined as an overview of a motor carrier's knowledge of the Federal
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations, It was both a rating and monitoring instrument designed to provide field staff
with a broad over-view of the motar carrier's safety operation, A substantial part of the rating was based on an
interview with management. The carrier was left with questions and answers from the interview. The main
purpose was to provide educational and technical assistance to motor carriers.

A compliance review is defined as an audit of required records to measure a carrier's compliance with the Federal
Motor Carrier Safety Regulations and apparent risk to highway safety. A detailed review of records is made to
check various categories of drivers, vehicles, and trips. The compliance status determination is based on violations
discovered and may involve changing the carrier's rating, enforcement action, or placing the carrier in a selective
monitoring program.

Q-7.  PLEASE RATE THE INSPECTORS WHO CONDUCT YOUR SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEWS: (circle number)

Not

| AtAll_
N Are gh-é;.cogpgr*a'ﬂvgé_ e e

2. Are they courteous U Y
3. Are they objectivelfair e g
4. Dothey explain the procedures clearly 1 2
"5 Are they knowlsdgeable of the regulations [

6.  Are they knowledgeable about truck operations | 2
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Q-8. HOw WOULD YOU RATE THE FAIRNESS AND OBJECTIVITY OF THE CRITERIA USED IN EVALUATING THE MOTOR
CARRIER IN EACH AREA OF THE REVIEW? (circle number)
Very Very
Unfair Fair
. | I :"_'_Part 383 En5ur|ng comp!iance W|th Commercnal Drlvers : 2 - e
o2 License 'standards B R ER
2. Part 392 - Understanding basic rules for the driving of

commercral motor vehlcles o

" “requiréments) -

safe operation 7 .
..'_";Part 395 Ensurmg compllance W|th the hours o
i drivers : o LA

malntenance ofvehlcles reqmrements aremet

'j-::-}Part 397- Ensurmg comphance wath hazardous materials e
:transportatlon regulations {if applicable) vx

_omp ny_ meets the mmlmum
hsurance 8

Part 387 Ensurlng that the
evels of flnancial respons b

Part 391 - Compliance with drug andfor alcohol testing I 2 3 4 5 6 7
requirements

.E_:Part 39| Meetmg the other mmlmum prescrlbed drwer : S
. qualifications (e.g., age and health) B T ey

Part 393 - Meeting the specific equipment requirements for I 2 3 4 5 6 7

f-s'e rv.ic}e ‘of:

Part 396 - Ensuring regular inspection, repair and Il 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7
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Q-9. IN YOUR OPINION, HOVY EFFECTIVE ARE THE FOLLOWING COMPONENTS OF THE REVIEW IN IMPROVING THE SAFETY
OF THE MOTOR CARRIER INDUSTRY? (circle number)
Not at all Very
Effective Effective
S '_Part 383 Ensurmg compllance wn:h CommerciaE Dﬂvers : e S
"¢ License standards. ¢ T
2. Part 392 - Understanding basic rules for the driving of
b2 3 4 5 6 7
. commerclal motor Vehlcles -
A
R ieve[s of fmancnal responsnbiltty (e g, i
requirements) R D
4. Part 39| - Compliance with drug and/or alcohol testin
P & ol testing |l 2 3 4 5 6 7
e _requlrements T R :
5. Part391 - Meetlng the other minimum prescr;bed drlver S
** " qualifications (e.g. age and health) : R
6. Part 393 - Meeting the specific equipment requirements for
safe operatlon B o o
7 f"ﬁ:'Part 395 Ensur;ng compllance W|th the hours of~serwce of; ERb L
v R drivers e Ry e
8. Part 396 - Ensuring regular inspection, repair and | 2 3 4 5 & 7
maintenance of ve_h_l_cles requlrements are met o
o _9..';."._::Part 397 Ensurlng compllance with hazardous materlals”_
2 transportation regulations (lfapphcable) SR
Q-10.  VWHAT i5 YOUR OVERALL IMPRESSION OF THE REVIEW PROCESS? (circle number)
Very Very
Negative Positive
1. Impression of Feview |- T s LR g g g g e g g
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Q-1l. DO YOU BELIEVE REVIEWS SHOULD OCCUR MORE OR LESS FREQUENTLY? (circle number)

Much Less Much More
_ Freql_le_nt Frequent

2.  Per carrier ] 2 3 4 5 6 7

Q-12. How ARE MOTOR CARRIERS SELECTED FOR REVIEW!

Q-13.  IN YOUR OPINION, HOW FAIR IS THE SELECTION PROCESS FOR SAFETY/COMPLIANCE REVIEWS! {circle number}

Very Very
Unfair _ Fair

a4s e g

I+ Safety/compliance review selection-fairness o i
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Q-14.  PLEASE OFFER THREE (3} SUGGESTIONS ON HOW THE REVIEW PROCESS COULD BE IMPROVED.
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PARTNERSHIPPING

[REaae AR e

Q-15, DO YOUR INSPECTORS PROVIDE PRESENTATIONS TO THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY CONCERNING THE FOLLOWING!?

2. Roadside Inspections

Q-16. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN YOUR STATE'S MCSAP INSPECTORS AND THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY
REGARDING THE FOLLOWING SUBJECTS. (circle number)

Very Very
_ Negative Positive

2.  Roadside Inspection [ 2 3 4 5 6 7

Q-17. Do YOU FEEL THAT MCSAP PERSONNEL: (circle number)

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

L Onlytryto|dent|fyproblems .

Try to identify problems and offer solutions 2

. "Are onlyinterested In discovering violations

> W

Are g.enu‘;nely co|ncerned about improving the | 9 1 4 5 6 7
trucking industry's safety
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Q-18.  HAVE YOU HAD ANY EXPERIENCE WITH THE MCSAP IN OTHER STATES! (circle number)
. No (please continue to question 20)
2, Yes
Q-19, COULD YOU PLEASE DESCRIBE OR INDICATE ANY DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STATES AND/OR REGIONS YOU HAVE
NOTICED REGARDING THE MCSAP,
Q-20. DO YOU THINK A PARTNERSHIP EXISTS BETWEEN THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY AND THE MCSAP? (circle number)
Not Very
At All Much
] “Partnership exists between industry and MCSAP. T g 3 g4l B e g
Q-21. DO YOU THINK IT WOULD BE TO YOUR STATE'S ADVANTAGE TO IMPROVE THE PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN THE MCSAP
AND THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY? (circle number)
Not : Very
At All
1. Advantageous to improve ﬁér'thé'rs'hip"' B R s Ik Ko R e A b
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Q-22,

DO YOU PERCEIVE THAT SAFETY IS A PROBLEM IN THE TRUCKING INDUSTRY! (circle number)

Not Very

Safety a‘problem for trucking industry 0

At All ___Much

Q-23.

REGARDING THE MCSAP, PLEASE INDICATE HOW YOU FEEL FUNDS SHOULD BE PRIORITIZED. (circle number)

Much Much
_ Less _Mo_re

" Roadside Inspections. =1 i
Safety/Compliance Reviews

_ Other: —

DO YOU THINK MORE OR LESS HIGHWAY TRUST FUNDS SHOULD BE DEVOTED TO THE MCSAP? (circle number)

Much Much
Less More

Q-25.

DO YOU HAVE ANY SUGGESTIONS FOR BETTER METHODS OF IMPROVING MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY (FOR EXAMPLE,
MORE ROADSIDE INSPECTIONS, DRIVER TRAINING, DRIVER INCENTIVES, HOURS-OF-SERVICE CHANGES, ETC.)?
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Q-26. HOW FAMILIAR ARE YOU WITH THE FOLLOWING INTELLIGENT YEHICLE/HIGHWAY SYSTEM FOR COMMERCIAL
VEHICLE OPERATIONS {IVHS-CVQ) CONCEPTS? {circle number)

Very Very |
Unfamiliar _Familiar

1. General IVHS:CVO concept -~ 023 45

2. Elec_:tronl;c regulatory clearance (e.g., weight, | 2 3 4 5 6 7
_.Fegistration)

73, Automated roadSIdesafet)F |n5Pectlon S 2 3 4 5 b 7 |

4,  Electronic credential acquisition and report filling | 2 3 4 5 6 7

Q-27. WWHAT ARE YOUR PERCEPTIONS OF [VHS-CVO AND ATTITUDES TOWARD IT?

Q-28. DO YOU BELIEVE IVHS-CVO WILL BENEFIT: (circle number)

Not Yery
At All Much

f The truckingindustry L a 2 34 5" .' 6 Cg

2 State trucl safety regulatory programs | 2 3 4 5 6 7

96



Q-29.  IN WHAT WAYS DO YOU BELEVE IVHS-CVO wyiLL BENEFIT STATE TRUCK SAFETY REGULATORY PROGRAMS!

DEMOGRAPHICS

N0

(Q-30.  PLEASE IDENTIFY YOUR

Position:

Department:

Agency:

State:

Q-31. HOW MANY SAFETY INVESTIGATORS DOES YOUR STATE EMPLOY?
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(Q-32.  PLEASE ALLOCATE, BY FTE, YOUR STATE'S EMPLOYMENT DEVOTED TO:;

Roadside inspections
Safety/Compliance Reviews

Q-33.  HoOw MANY YEARS HAVE YOU {PERSONALLY) BEEN INVOLVED iN THE MCSAP!

Q-34,  HOwW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU {PERSONALLY) BEEN INVOLVED WITH TRUCK SAFETY REGULATORY PROGRAMS!
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Do you have any other comments or recommendations about the MCSAP?

THANK YOU!
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