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Advocates for H ghway and Auto Safety (Advocates) is pleased
to respond to the Federal H ghway Administration's (FHWA) request
for comments on the character of mninmumdriver training standards
for operators of |onger conbination vehicles (Lcvs). This
rul emaking i s being conducted pursuant to a legislative mandate in
the Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1991. Section 4007(b) of Title IV
of the Internodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA) directs the Secretary to establish such m ni mrum standards.
P.L. 102-240, 105 Stat. 1914, 2151. Subsection (1) of Section
4007(b) calls on the U S. Departnent of Transportation to initiate
rul emaki ng to establish m ninum standards not |ater than 60 days
foll owi ng enactnent of the IsTEA. This Advance Notice of Proposed
Rul emaki ng (ANPRM was issued 11 nonths later than the statutory
deadline to begin public rulemaking. Subsection (2) of Section

4007(b) further provides that a final regulation establishing

m ni num standards will be issued no |ater than two years follow ng
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ISTEA enactnent, i..e., on or before Decenber 18, 1993. G ven the
agency's current docket which entertains the topic of m ninmm LCV
driver training standards through the issuance of an ANPRM rat her
than an NPRM the FHWA will have to accelerate its efforts to
fulfill this Congressional mandate over the next 10 nonths while
ensuring anple comment periods for public input on any proposed
standards published in the Federal Register in the next several

nont hs.

Il.  Entry-Level Commercial Mtor Vehicle Driver Training
St andar ds.

In the course of providing a brief background to the instant
docket, the FHWA alludes to the devel opnent of its 1985 Model

Qurriculumfor Training Tractor-Trailer Drivers which incorporated

its earlier Proposed Mninum Standards for Training Tractor Trailer

Drivers published in 1984. The 1985 nodel curricul um becane the
basis for a curriculumgoverning entry-level driver training put
into operation in the late eighties by the Professional Truck
Driver Institute of Anerica (PTDIA), a non-profit organization.
PTDIA currently provides an entry-level curriculum which is

used as the standard nmeasure for its truck driver training school

"Tractor-Trailer Driver Curriculum The Units of Instruction
and Their Requirenents, PTDI A c1988.
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certification program.? The Curriculumis based on the FHM Mbdel
Curriculumcited above and is supplenmented by the two-volunme PTD A

publication entitled Tractor-Trailer Driver Manual: A @uide for

Professional Drivers, ¢1989. There are other highly-regarded PTD A

publications, such as the notor carrier conpany-oriented text,

Driver Finish Program: A Quide to Tractor-Trailer Driver Break-In

Training, c1989, which is geared towards the suppl enentary
instruction by a trucking conpany of new drivers of tractor-
trailers

Unfortunately, the PTDIA curriculumand PTD A-certified truck
driving schools are still a small mnority of the driving training
market in the U S.  The largest single reason for the delay in
ensuring uniformty and excellence in entry-level training for
commer ci al vehicle operators has been the chronic failure of the
FHWA to mandate mninmumtraining standards to ensure a high | eve
of know edgeable new drivers with well-tested operating skills. As
a result, driver training is still haphazard throughout the U S
and many new drivers still learn to operate comercial vehicles
outsi de of any organized instructional framework.

Moreover, many schools' training prograns are of questionable
val ue and are often inadequate to the task of educating candi date

drivers to the know edge and skills necessary safely and

2criteria for Voluntary Certification of Tractor-Trailer
Driver Training Courses and Curriculum PTD A ¢1989.

e
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efficiently to operate conmercial vehicles. Both the Genera
Accounting O fice (GAO and other organizations have surveyed
driving training progranms and have found a trenmendous unevenness in
the quality of instruction, including classroomtine, and range and
street driving hours.

For exanple, the GAO in 1989® found that the amount of
classroominstruction offered by the 24 private schools surveyed
ranged from 18 hours (or 12 percent of the total instruction hours)
at one school to 160 hours (or 73 percent of total instruction
hours) at another. Street driving instruction also showed an
enornous variation froma |ow of 20 hours (or 7 percent of total
instruction hours) to 180 hours (or 60 percent of the total
instruction hours).* Simlar wide ranges of instruction time were
found by the GAO anong public schools.’

COverall, the GAO found w de variances in curricula content,
hours of training, and costs at the 36 private and public schools
it surveyed. The najority of the driver schools were not
accredited or certified. However, in the much larger survey of

truck driver training schools recently conducted by Gtizens for

3rruck Saf et v: Information on Driver Training, U S. Genera
Accounting Oflce (GAO/RCED-89-163), August 1989.

‘nTruck Safety: Information on Driver Training," op. cit., p.

S1d., p. 6.
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Reliable and Safe H ghways, only nine (9) percent were found to

have no form of accreditation.®

Scitizens for Reliable and Safety H ghways (CRASH) surveyed
289 driving training schools nationwide during the early nineties.
Total hours of instruction ranged froma |ow of 40 hours to a high
of 900 hours, wth nost schools clustered in a range of 120 to
about 600 hours. The npbst common totals of instructional tine were
320 hours (about 22% of all interviewed schools), 300 hours (9%),
144 hours (6%), 400 hours (5%), and 150 hours (5% . Public school s
exhi bited wider extremes of low to high hours of instructions than
did proprietary (private) schools. Taking public and private
school s together as a class, conbined range and street hours of
instruction went froma low of 20 hours to a high of 581 hours.

The nost frequent figure for range/street instruction was 220 hours
(9%), followed by 93 hours (7%), 223 hours (4%), and 200 hours
(4%) . Sonme schools, however, offer no range instruction -- only
street driving tinme for gaining hands-on experience. In addition,
of those schools that offer both range and street instruction
there was a significant disparity between total hours clainmed by
some schools for range/street instruction and how many hours each
student actually got behind the wheel. Many school s have high
instruction/pupil ratios and, thus, each student sonetines gets
only relatively brief "hands-on" instruction tine. Behi nd the
wheel hours for each student varied froma low of 15 hours to a
hi gh of 292 hours. _

Instructor-student ratios, including both classroom and
range/street instruction, varied widely anong all schools surveyed
fromone (1) teacher for each student, to one (1) teacher for every
50 students. However, alnost 40% of the schools surveyed had
teacher-student ratios between 3:1 and 6:1. Simlarly, sone
school s had few vehicles available for behind-the-wheel training
as little as one (1) commercial vehicle available for every 10
st udent s.

Costs varied dramatically across all schools within the
survey, with public programs generally costing nmuch [ ess than their
private counterparts. Also, public funding for such truck training
sites as comunity coll eges and vocational schools varies greatly
fromstate to state. Disregarding total hours of instruction, the
total charge for a truck driver training course ranged fromless
than $500 to $5500. The great nmjority of courses cost between
$500 and $5000. _ _

Bringi ng cost per hour of instruction into consideration
reveals simlar dramatic extrenes. In a few schools, the charge
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The GAO study recommended to the Secretary of U. S. DOT that
rul emaki ng be used to establish regulations requiring formal truck
driver training and that this training be used as a uniform
standard for the issuance of commercial driver licenses. The GAO
al so recommended that the FHWA devel op required m ni num Federa

standards for such training.’

anmounted to less than a dollar an hour. |n a few schools at the
opposite extreme, the charge was between about $70 and $250 per
hour. Once again, even on a cost-per-hour basis, public schools
averaged nuch | ess than private course offerings, usually |less than
$10. Contrariwise, in all but four instances, private prograns
cost nmore than $10 per hour.

Wdely varying forms of accreditation acconpanied the driver
training courses surveyed, including significant percentages of
certification by the Private Truck Driver Institute of Anmerica, by
regional accrediting associations, by the National Association of
Trade and Technical Schools, and state Iicensing or approva
bodies. A small percentage of schools is accredited by the
Accrediting Council of Continuing Education and Training. About
ni ne éQ) percent of the surveyed schools had no form of
accreditation or certification.

Thirty-eight (38) percent of the interviewd schools received
Title IV funds. O these, about a quarter offer |oans without

rants, and the remaining 75% offer both Federal |oans and grants

the remai ning schools that are eligible for Federal assistance
(but have requested none), about one-third have no financial aid of
any kind available for students and over a fifth did not respond to
questions on financial aid availability. Sixteen (16) percent
offered aid under the Job Training Partnership Act, seven (7)
percent offered Veterans Admi nistration Assistance, and six (6)
percent offered both.

Just under one-half of the surveyed schools offer the 320
hours, eight week m ninmumtraining course recommended by the 1984
FHWA proposed standards, but many variables within these course
offerings have very different values, including instructor-student
ratios, student-vehicle ratios, instructor-vehicle ratios, actua
behi nd-t he-wheel tine per student, and cost per hour of
i nstruction.

mpruck Safety . . .,"op.cCit., p. 7.
mez270 Y
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These GAO recommendati ons foll owed on the heels of those
issued in quick order by three governnent organizations during the
eighties to radically inprove truck driver training. |n 1985, the
U S. DOI"s National H ghway Safety Advisory commttee recomended
that the FHWA's m ni num standards issued in 1984 be used as the
core of a training curriculum.! This was followed by a report from
the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) which indicated
that new professional truck drivers were being |icensed wthout any
assurances of adequate training and that nmany of these drivers were
I nadequately prepared to safely operate commercial vehicles.'

These new drivers were learning their skills on the road where the
m st akes of inexperience and ignorance can |ead to catastrophic
consequences. As stressed in the cited 1989 GAO report,

NTSB al so found that nmany drivers who received formal training
were still not properly prepared because there was no system
to evaluate the instruction at all schools and that there were
no widely recognized nninmum school standards. NTSB concl uded
that inproved truck driver training required proper standards,
as well as a way of applying themto the schools and a way of

directing prospective students to the schools that neasure up
wel | against the standards."

scommercial Vehicle Safety: A Report to the Secretary of
Transportation bv the National H shwav Safety Advisory Commttee
National H ghway Traffic Safety Admnistration, U S. Departnent of
Transportation, My 1985.

fraining, Licensing, and Qualification Standards for Drivers
of Heavy Trucks, National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB/SS-86-

02)] April 1986.

npruck Safety . . .," op. Cit.
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Most recently, the Ofice of Technol ogy Assessnent (OTA) of
the U S. Congress addressed the topic of commercial driver training
wthin its conprehensive study of notor carrier safety." OTA
stressed that no Federal requirenent exists for truck drivers to
receive formal training, and no state inposes training requirenments
for truck drivers. OTA also pointed up the paradox of the new
nati onal Commercial Driver License (CDL): although the prom se of
the CDL is a generally higher quality commercial driver, no
specific training is required to qualify for COL testing.®?
Fol I owi ng the grandfathering of tens of thousands of existing
comercial drivers into the COL systemby April 1992 -- thousands
of which had never received any formal training -- even new drivers
can successfully pass the CDL without formal instruction

Unfortunately, passing the CDL examin any state is no proof
of driving know edge and proficiency. As the FHWA itself
acknow edges in the current ANPRM "cDL standards do not require
t he conprehensive training proposed in the Mddel Curriculum([of the
FHWA] since the CDL is a 'licensing standard' as opposed to a
‘training standard'." 58 FR 4638, 4639. In fact, given the

rudinentary skills denonstration required by nmany states to show

Ugearing Up for Safety: Motor Carrier Safety in a Conpetitive

Environment, O fice of Technol ogy Assessnent, U S. Congress (OTA-
SET-382), Septenber 1988.

2ngearing Up for Safety . . .,» op , p. 145.
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even entry-level driving ability, a CDL candidate need only prepare
for the examwith a noderate effort at self-instruction
Unfortunately, many "home-study" regi nes have sprung up over the

| ast few years to provide the required information to pass the CDL
test and have successfully supplanted formal training in driver
schools to sone extent.

These sel f-education courses vary wdely in quality. Perhaps
the best conpendi um of information, which arguably reaches far
beyond what is necessary sinply to pass the CDL exam is provided
through a variety of materials available fromthe H ghway Users
Federation.®

The lack of a uniformtraining curriculumused by al
commercial driver training schools and the correlative | ack of
training certification as a prerequisite for the CDL test lie
squarely at the door of the FHWA. As the GAO enphasizes at the

outset of its Truck safety report, the FHWA published an ANPRM oOn a

recommended practice for training truck drivers in 1976. However

ei ght years el apsed before the next stage of rul emaking action was

BThese i nclude the General Know edse Test Study Book, part of
the CDL Test Study Book Series, H ghway Users Federation for Safety
and Mobility, ¢1990; Truck Driver's (uide to Commercial Driver
Licensing: Wat You Need to Know to Becone Licensed!, H ghway
Users Federation for Safety and Mobility, c1990; Bus_Driver's
Quide to Commercial Driver Licensing: Wiat You Need to Know to
Becone Licensed!, H ghway Users Federation for Safety and Mbility,
c1990; and Doubles/Triples Test (contains instructional video and
book), part of the CDL Study Book Series, H ghway Users Federation
for Safety and Mobility, c1990.




Advocates for H ghway and Auto Safety
FHWA Docket No. MC-92-10

March 15, 1993

Page 10

reached in 1984 with the i ssuance of an NPRM setting forth proposed
m ni num standards for training tractor-trailer drivers. Al though
the agency followed this proposal a year later with the publication
of its Mdel Curriculum industry opposition to any nandatory
training standards left the NPRMin linbo: neither a Final Rule
nor a notice of wi thdrawal has concluded this rul emaki ng docket.™
Moreover, the FHWA has consistently demurred on fulfilling the
recommendati ons of the National H ghway Safety Advisory Commttee,
NTSB, and OTA that the agency conplete its rul emaki ng on m ni num
training standards. The FHWA has argued, in part, that this is
unnecessary because of the April 1, 1992, inception of the witten
and driving tests conprising the CDL." Yet even the agency has
recogni zed, if only inplicitly, that the CDL testing reginme is no
substitute for adequate prior training for entry-level drivers.
Congress responded in the ISTEA to the FHWA's dilatory
treatnent of establishing m ninmumentry-Ievel comercial driver
st andar ds. In Section 4007 of Title 1V, Congress required the U S
por Secretary to report to it on the effectiveness of the private
sector to ensure adequate training of entry-level commercia
drivers. The statutory deadline for this report was Decenber 18,

1992. No report has yet been sent to Congress.

Ysee "Truck Safety .

514., pp. 4-5.
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Section 4007 al so provided that the Secretary initiate
rul emaking not later than 12 nonths after enactnent of the ISTEA on
the need to require entry level comercial driver training. The
rul emaki ng must be conpleted not later than two years after ISTEA
enact nent . No rul emaking on the need for entry-Ilevel required
training has begun.

Advocates believes that the FHM is in an anomal ous posture in
t he present rul emaking on LCV m nimum training standards by
initiating rul emaking on the education and skills needed for the
addi ti onal CDL endorsenent wi thout correlative m ni mum standards
for ensuring the adequate training of entry-level drivers. The
agency has created this paradox by beginning rul emaki ng on an
advanced training regimen without having either reported to
Congress on the adequacy of private sector training quality or
previously begun rul emaki ng on the m ni nrum st andards needed for
good entry-level training.

W think that the Congressional nessage to the FHWA is clear
in Section 4007 of the ISTEA: the agency shoul d nove vigorously to
determne an optimal training curriculumboth for entry-Ieve
drivers, as well as for the other endorsenents available on the CDL
in addition to that for Lcvs. The FHWA needs to denobnstrate its
| eader ship and provide a conprehensive curriculumthat addresses
the training needs for drivers at the entry-level (both tractor-

trailers and large single-unit trucks), buses carrying nore than 15
N
Wbl 2R 0~
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passengers, hazardous materials transport (both radi oactive and
non-radi oactive hazmat), and LCVs. Myving forward with a pi eceneal
approach to commercial driver training through m ni num standards
for only one CDL special vehicle endorsenment w thout sinultaneously
supplying the training standards required for the other
endorsenments, as well as for entry-level drivers, is an incoherent
effort that does not allow public comment to be offered in a
rational, systematic way. The outconme of the present fragnented
effort can only be protracted delay and the danger of a substandard
training curriculumfor LCV drivers as a product of the current
docket .

In general, the agency needs to determ ne neani ngful neasures
of effectiveness both for outcone of the present LCV training
standards as well as for other commercial driving instruction
whet her entry-level or other special endorsenent commercial vehicle
types. It is obvious that successful passing scores for the CDL
LCV endorsenent test, for exanple, is no indication that conpetent,
safe LCV operators are being put on the road with other highway
users. The FHWA needs to determ ne what kind of ensuing driving
record constitutes the rate of success for any LCV training
standards inplemented by truck driver schools. Advocates al so

bel i eves that the standards produced by this rul emaki ng nmust not

DECKET me-9270-/Y
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allow the trenmendous variability found in CRASH'S recent survey!®

among both public and private schools in inplenenting the FHM 1984
model program guidelines. The agency nust consider, for exanple

t he kinds of standards and procedures put in place by the

Prof essional Truck Driver Institute of Arerica (PTDIA) to elimnate
such variable quality of instruction. Wthout these kinds of
constraints, along with good neasures of effectiveness for the
success of LCV training reginens, any final standards pronul gated
by the FHWA wil |l sinply be superinposed on the highly variable
entry-level training courses currently available in both the public

and private sectors.

I1l.  Responses to Questions in the Advance Notice of Proposed
Rul emaki ng.

1. As used by the notor carrier industry for nmany years, the
term LCV means anY cMv with 2 trailers (either of ich is
over 28&1/2 feet long) or cMv conbinations with nore than 2
trailers, irrespective of length. Vehicle weight plays no
part in the industry use of the term Should the definition
of LCV that will be used to develop a training requirenent be
exPanded to include vehicles not covered by the IsTEA Such as
multiple-trailer conmbinations operating with a gross weight of
| ess than 80,000 pounds, i.e. *twin trailers' or 'western
doubles'? In addition, the FHM w shes to determ ne whether
vehi cl es operating under special Pern1t_at wei ghts over 80, 000
ounds and/or straight trucks pulling single or multiple
trailers with overall lengths in excess of 72 feet should be
included in those vehicles used to establish a LCV training
requirenment?

5see, above, footnote 6.

DOCRET L6 -2200-7¢
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The inportant aspect of training appropriate to different
configurations is the extent to which comon handling
characteristics naturally group certain articulated trucks into
different categories. Al trucks towing two or nore semi-trailers
and/or trailers are, in general, less stable than single sem -
trailer conbinations. Moreover, the chances for increased accident
severity, including higher nunbers of other involved vehicles, are
greater for any conbination truck with multiple units. This
i ncl udes a higher propensity for rollover and increased potenti al
of trailer separation. Even without rollover, mlti-unit
conbi nation trucks are generally longer -- and often nuch longer --
t han "ei ghteen wheel ers" and, hence, can affect nore |anes of
moving traffic when |oss-of-control accidents occur

These considerations argue strongly for inclusion of western
doubl es in any LCV training standards. The fundamental drawback of
western doubles is the short wheel base "pup" trailers making up the
rig. These units are inherently nore unstable than |[onger sem -
trailers and trailers ranging from45 to 60 feet in length. In
fact, western doubles are nore unstable than "turnpi ke doubles."V

Moreover, western doubles in excess of 80,00 | bs. are significantly

see, e.qg., Paul S. Fancher and Arvi nd Mathew, "Safety
| mpl i cations of Various Truck Configurations," University of
M chigan Transportation Research Institute, Vol. 19, No. 4,
January- February 1989, esp. pp. 12, 22, 24, and 28.

DOEAFTme-22-00 4
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nore unstable than those | ess than 40 tons G oss Vehicle Wi ght
(Gwy .1

Anot her rel evant, nmajor consideration for including western
doubles in any LCV training standards is the character of the roads
on which western doubles travel. The 1982 Surface Transportation
Assi stance Act (STAA) elimnated both state Iimtations of overal
| engt hs of conbination trucks as well as state prohibitions of
| onger single sem-trailers and of western doubles. The result has
been, with the subsequent selection of the Designated National
Network (DNN) for STAA-dinensioned trucks, a radical enlargenment of
the surface mleage open to western doubles. Along with the recent

l'i beralization of state access regul ati ons governi ng novenent on

®[B]ridge formula B woul d all ow current 'Western' doubles to
go imedi ately to approxinatelﬁ 88,000-1b . . . This
addi tional welght would nmake these vehicles nore susceptible
to rolling over. A so, the handling control of these heavier
2-51-2 doubl es woul d be nore difficult. These analytical
results indicate that the safety-rel ated performance of the
current design of the Western double would be decreased if the
80,000-1b cap were renoved.
Paul S. Fancher and Arvi nd Mathew, "Safety |nplications of Various
Truck Configurations . . .,"Qp._cit., p. 12.
(Tlhe Western (twin 28-ft) double could go imediately to
88,000 I'b by adding 8,000 |Ib of payload.
f ﬂhe safety inplications for the Western double are as
ol | ows:
Rol | over immunity would be reduced. Rollover accidents would
be nore Iikely.
Rearward anplification of tractor notions would be increased.
(bst acl e- avoi dance maneuvers woul d be nore likely to result in
acci dents because the rear trailer rolled over or struck
sonmet hing by swi nging.
Id., p. 24
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and off the DNN, western doubles traverse an extensive
transcontinental network of surface m |l eage which contains a high
percentage of two-lane, two-way arterials and nmajor collectors.
Hundreds of these non-Interstate routes have serious cross-section
and alignment deficiencies, as well uncontrolled access. Private
driveway cuts and intersections at grade, often preceded by

i nadequat e deci si on and stopping sight distance, create enornous
potential for conflicts with unstable western doubles that can
result in catastrophic accidents. Al though nost western doubl es
still accunulate their annual vehicle-mles-travelled (VM)
preponderantly on the Interstate system a significant portion of
western doubles mleage in many states results fromthe use of
other arterial and collector routes.

This strongly contrasts with nost Lcvs, especially triples and
turnpi ke doubles, which accunul ate alnost all of their mleage as
full rigs on the Interstate system wth a mnor portion of VMI
gained fromtravel on major arterials that usually are median-
divided facilities. Advocates believes that the use of nuch nore
geonetrically substandard m | eage by western doubles than by Lcvs
brings the potential for serious accidents by western doubles to a
| evel of general parity with Lcvs. Therefore, given the current
LCV statutory freeze of the Internodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) that restricts the routing of Lcvs

to those highways on which they actually operated as of June 1991,

e me-92-/0-4Y
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t he geonetric design of those highways on which Lcvs currently
operate is, on the whole, significantly superior to nmuch of the DNN
surface mleage open to use by western doubles. Consequently, in
order to mtigate the increased risk of western doubles allowed on
nmore substandard highway miles, the FHWA without question shoul d
include western doubles in any LCV training standards. Moreover
the current guidelines for western doubles training standards being
generated by the PTD A have nmuch in common with many potenti al
areas of training specific to Lcvs. There is every reason for the
agency to consider either folding these specific western doubles
training elements into a nore general LCV training reginme or to
i ncorporate western doubles training standards as a nodule within
LCV course material specific to each LCV configuration

Wth regard to straight trucks pulling one or nore trailers,
al t hough general accident experience for single-unit trucks with
full -tongue trailers appears to be better than for tractor-sem -
trailer nmulti-unit combinations,! Advocates strongly recommends
mandatory training of all multi-unit rigs, regardl ess of power
unit. Since shorter wheel base trailers are nore unstable than
| onger wheel base units, we do not understand the agency's reasoning
for demarcating the application of LCV training standards at 72

feet in overall length for straight trucks with trailer(s). A

"Fatality Facts 1992: Tractor Trailers, Insurance Institute

for H ghway Safety, July 1992
T C-92-(0-1y
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straight truck pulling a short wheel base trailer, all other things
being equal, is arguably nore prone to rollover than a single-unit
truck towing a |ong wheel base trailer. The agency shoul d
concentrate on the character of the configuration and its
proclivity for unstable operation rather than selecting an
arbitrary nunerical border between | engths of straight trucks with
trailer(s).

2. Wit difficulties would the rsTEA definition create from

an enforcenment standpoint, in distinguishing which vehicles

meet the definition and in determning which drivers nust
comply with any LCV training requirenments?

Advocat es supports the use of training standards for LCV
operation which include all multi-unit conbination vehicles of any
variety and length, regardless of weight. Use of a weight
threshold alone will allow for irrational, arbitrary exclusion of
training requirenents for comercial drivers who clearly should
receive training in the use of different specific configurations of
multi-unit rigs, as well as arbitrary enforcement criteria which
for all practical purposes, could not be applied in the field

3. (Onhce the training requirements for LCV drivers are

establ i shed, what should the FHwa's role be in assuring that

the training is actually carried out according to the m ninum
st andar ds?

Frequent oversight reviews will be necessary to determ ne
whet her training standards are being honored in practice.
Advocates believes that these reviews cannot be the product of

self-policing by the private sector. An active Federal role is

MIL=52/0—
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requi red and one which goes beyond sinple audits to nmeasure
effectiveness. In addition, effectiveness nust be determ ned not
by successful licensure, that is, by what proportion of students
successfully pass the CDL test for the special LCV endorsenent, but
by assessing the quality of safety practices, including driving
records, of students who are placed behind the wheels of Lcvs and
other multi-unit trucks. The FHWA nust be careful not to choose a
system of determning training effectiveness which relies only on
process reviews, or on summary or conclusory representations of
trai ni ng adequacy made by intervening authorities such as state
departnments of motor vehicles or public utility conmssions. The
agency nmust intermttently conduct its own direct eval uations of
the quality of instruction and the effectiveness of the standards
in assuring safe driving practices.

4, \What standards are necessary to ensure that instructors,

who will be the key to the efficiency and effectiveness of the

LCV training, have been adequately and properly trained and

are carrying out their training responsibilities in an

acceptable manner?

It is clear to Advocates that separate "training the trainer"
standards are badly needed throughout the truck driver school
industry, regardless of whether entry-level or any special
endorsement commercial vehicle is the subject of instruction
Wt hout separate standards dedi cated to producing conpetent
instructors, LCV training standards will often be poorly

i mpl emented in many driver schools.
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specific, separate certification of instructors conpetent to teach
advanced truck driving skills for operating hazmat vehicles,
interstate buses, tankers, and all multi-unit conmercial vehicles
shoul d be pronul gated by the FHWA sinultaneous with the standards
directed towards student skills. It also would be desirable for
all instructors to have substantial, hands-on experience driving
Lcvs and other nmulti-unit trucks. This could include denonstrated
proficiency in handling different cargos and successful procurenent
of a COL with the current LCV endorsenent.

5. Since LCV operations are allowed only under special State

oversi ze/ overweight permts, should the Tnitial I|icensing of

LCV instructors and certification of LCV drivers be

acconpl i shed by a Federal (FHWA or other) or state agency?

How should this be acconplished?

Advocates strongly supports the creation of a Federally
approved cadre of LCV instructors who are trained and certified by
the FHWA.  Students who pass courses using FHWA-prescribed LCV
training standards in public or private driver schools can be
certified by the states in accordance with FHWA criteri a.
| ndi vidual driver certification can be issued by accredited driving
school s that have been, in turn, certified by the states to conduct
LCV training courses.

However, it is obvious that this approach can only be
successfully grafted onto a preceding, major reformof the quality

of instruction provided by entry-level truck driver schools. The
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required to be adopted by all states. Successful graduation from
an entry-level driver training school nust be established as a
prerequisite to taking the basic CDL test. Furthernore, the FHwaA
cannot allow the states to endorse at their option one or nore of
the kinds of certifying organizations that are currently providing
their stanp of approval for truck driver schools which, in many
I nstances, are giving poor quality instruction. Advocates is
convinced that uniformty of instruction, certification, and
i censure can only be acconplished by Federal standards through
state |icensing agencies and nust supersede voluntary standards-
setting organizations and their systens of certification

This does not nean the exclusion of the private sector as a
maj or instrument of pronoting and ensuring that quality driver
instruction is offered in conformty with Federally-established
standards, or even in excess of them Rather, certification that
either publicly funded or private driver schools are neeting
Federal training standards and instructor standards nust be
provided by state governnent, not by voluntary, private-sector
organi zations. Advocates believes that only this approach w ||
successfully overconme the predictable "turf battles" that can ensue
fromeither the FHWA and/or the states attenpting to endorse one or
nore private organizations while formally excluding others as
certifying bodies. Al though sonme private, voluntary associations,

such as pmoiAa, have set high standards for driver training,
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Federal |y mandated driver training and instructor requirenents
require parallel state governnment inplenmentation by, anong ot her
things, permtting only those schools to operate that have been
successfully certified directly by the states.

6. From an enforcenent perspective, what specific Federal

State or local agency should have the responsibility for

assuring that the requirements of LCV tralngn% are met and

what form of docunentation should be established to prove to
prospective eanoYers that adequate LCV training has been
successfully conpleted by a driver? Wo should be held
accountable  if the training requirements are not net, the

I ndi vidual and/or a motor carrier-enployer?

State |icensing agencies shoul d be responsible for determ ning
whet her LCV training standards have been net. LCV training and
state-approved certification issued by a school follow ng
successful course conpletion should be a prerequisite for taking
the CDL LCV endorsenent test. Docunented proof of successful LCV
training consists initially of a state-approved LCV training course
certificate. However, LCV drivers can only be hired who have been
issued a CDL with an LCV endorsenent. An applicant for the LCV
endor senent nust therefore have such certification in hand in order
to qualify for the state LCV examination. Consequently, ensuring
that drivers neet LCV training requirenents is a state
responsibility and essentially nullifies any private sector
responsibility on the part of drivers thenselves or of notor

carriers.
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7. Should nonprofit, private organizations, such as PTD A be
authorized to evaluate and certity the adequacy of LCV
training programs?

If this were allowed, the FHWA woul d have to construct both
criteria and specific nmanagenent and oversi ght processes that
private organi zations nmust use in order to evaluate and certify LCV
prograns.

However, Advocates strongly prefers direct state governnent
certification. See, above, our answer to Question 5. Wiile
vol untary associ ati ons can nake many beneficial contributions to
ensuring the success of certain driver schools in a given state, we
believe that the FHM will be creating serious problens by
recognizing a certification role for these organizations. Once the
FHWA establishes driver training and instructor standards, states'
rights will govern whether any state chooses to del egate
certification actions to any private sector group. At the Federa
level, the FHWA shoul d direct nanagenent criteria for putting
certification processes in place only to the states.

8. \Wat types of LCV driver training prograns exist? Please

provide as much detail about cost and course length as

possi bl e,

Advocates is only aware of the self-instructional materials
produced in cooperation wth the H ghway Users Federation that are
geared exclusively towards successfully passing state LCV

endorsenent mul tiple-choice tests.

I
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9. Should the inplenentation of mnimum training requirenents
for LCV operators be "phased in" over a certain period of
time? |If so, what scenario do you propose and why?

Advocates strongly favors a specific date by which all drivers
of Lcvs, western doubles, and other multi-unit trucks can take the
CDL LCV endorsenment only with state-approved certification in hand
show ng successful conpletion of an LCV training program based on
FHWA standards. The FHWA shoul d nandate earlier dates by which
initially certified instructors, training prograns, and state
certification and oversight systens have been inplenented in order
to ensure qualified candidates for the CDL LCV endorsenment exam
We do not support staging of LCV training requirenents.

10.  Should LCV training be a prerequisite for a double/triple
trailer endorsement?

Qur responses to a nunber of foregoing questions should have
made it clear that Advocates supports mandatory entry-level and
speci al endorsenent training under Federally-prescribed standards
as a legal requirenment for taking the basic CDL test and any
additional special endorsenment exanms. Wthout this effective link
between high-quality driver training pursuant to Federal standards
the CDL al one cannot substantially raise the quality and safety of
truck drivers. In addition, good LCV training standards wl|
enable the FHWA and the states to refine the content of the current
LCV endorsenent examin order to ensure that truck |icense hol ders

denonstrate detailed know edge of the handling characteristics of
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multi-unit trucks. Also, since no state currently requires a
driving test along with the witten exam for LCV endorsenent,
certification of successful conpletion of an LCV driving course

under strong Federal standards can be used as prinma facie

denonstration of LCV operating skills.

11. Should all LCV drivers be required to have previous
experience with single trailer vehicles? If so, how nuch?

Federal | y-prescribed trai ning standards should formthe core
of truck driver education progranms |eading to driver certification
that is required for both entry-level CDL testing and each speci al
vehi cl e endorsement exam

12.  How often should LCV training be offered/repeated for
both instructors and drivers?

I nstructor recertification by the states should occur on an
annual basis wth conplete instructor retraining required every
five (5) years. LCV drivers should be required to undergo periodic
refresher training which does not duplicate the entire course
content of basic LCV training, but instead enphasizes new know edge
t hat has been generated concerning rig handling and LCV operating
systens (e.q., various systens of anti-Ilock braking on both
tractors, single-unit trucks, and sem-trailers/trailers).

Refresher course training for drivers should occur every five (5)
years.

However, Advocates strongly supports requiring basic LCV

retraining for any truck driver who is cited at-fault in any
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reportabl e accident while operating any multi-unit truck. The FHWA
shoul d al so coordinate mandatory retraining requirenments for other
serious traffic or out-of-service violations wth its concurrent
rul emaki ng action inplenenting Section 4009 of the Mdtor Carrier
Safety Act of 1991 (Title IV of the Internodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, p L. 102-240, 105 Stat.
1914, 2156), FHWA Docket No. MC-92-13, 58 FR 4640 et secy.

13. Do specialized vehicle conmbinations such as triples or

those handling special cargo require different training
st andards?

Through conversations with know edgeabl e experts involved in
truck driver training and certification, Advocates has understood
that each multi-unit configuration has special handling
characteristics requiring specific attention in course offerings to
ensure behind-the-wheel proficiency by student drivers. \w also
believe that nmulti-trailer cargo tankers require additional
specialized training, including extra instruction if these are fue
tankers. O her specialized instruction should be required for
carrying other hazardous materials in nulti-unit trucks, including
toxic and flamabl e gases and |iquids other than petrol eum products
such as diesel, fuel oil, and gasoline. In fact, drivers of multi-
unit rigs also carrying hazardous materials should be required to
t ake special additional training courses in both areas and be
required to have certification show ng proficiency wth both multi-

unit trucks and hazardous materials in order to qualify for taking

B@% E]-ZZZCL:ZZEadﬂz-d‘:ZL--
rer 46 AL —

Z:A.a




Advocates for H ghway and Auto Safety
FHWA Docket No. MC-92-10

March 15, 1993

Page 27

the exans for the multiple special CDL endorsenments that will be

required.

rald A:-Donal son, Ph.D.
Asst. Director—~for Highway Safety
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