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CSA 2010: A Good First Step, But . . .
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or more than a decade, the trucking industry has called
F for an overhaul of the Department of Transportation’s

safety fitness measurement and rating systems. Fortu-
nately, DOT heard these calls and soon will implement its new
system — Comprehensive Safety Analysis 2010. CSA 2010's
measurement component will be rolled out mr[uly 2010; the rat-
ing component will be implemented after a tuture rulemaking
process is completed.

Currently being tested in several states, the system uses data
from roadside inspections, crashes and on-site compliance
reviews to continuously monitor and measure each carrier’s safe-
ty performance in seven key safety-related areas, e.g., vehicle
maintenance, hours of service and drug/alcohol testing.

If a motor carrier is found to be deficient when compared with
like-sized carriersin any area, DOT will “intervene” with the.car-
rierin one or more of tﬁe following ways:

M Senda: ing letter.

M Target the carrier for additional roadside i ons.

M Conduct an off-site review of requested records sent to a
local DOT office.

M Conduct an on-site review.

Carriers that are continually deficient will face progressive
interventions.

For the most part, CSA will be a welcome change from the cur-

rent mgdnf rocess, because:
B It wi !?e rimarily (thou%h not entirely) performance-based
— driven by gntn generated following roadside inspections and
crashes. The current system focuses heavily on compliance with
paperwork requirements.

It will continuously reflect each carrier’s current safety pos-
ture, based on u; data measurements. fFhe current system
posts a safety rating that may reflect the result of a carrier’s audit -
conducted more than a decade ago. ;

M It will make DOT's investigators more efficient; they \will
conduct “surgical” interventions/to evaluate only those F&;rts ofa"
carrier’s operation thought to be deficient. As a resulfythey
have time|to reach more motor carriers. PU R

Under the current system, the typical intervention invalves a com-
prehensive, time-consuming review of a carriers entireXperation —
including those parts not thought to be, orflikely to Be, deficient.

However, the proj system ?@E@to@p&fectand will need
some fundamental improvemefit hefore it can be useful and
effective. Here's why: T Y

The planned carrier n}gnitoh‘hggstem assigns a weight to each
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violation based on the violation’s
proven or perceived tie to crash
risk. The weight of some of these
violations is based on their statisti-
cal relationship to crash risk, as
demonstrated through research.
The weights of other violations,
however, were assigned or modified
by a panel of truck enforcement
ogicers based on their opinions and
anecdotal experience. As a result,
some of the weights seem arbitrary
— and even nonsensical.

For example: A commercial driver license holder who is cited
{or.a moving violation in a neighbori Elsstate isirequired by a less
than well-known ion to notify his home state ofithe viola-
tion, in writing. If the driver fails to do so, the resulting violation
is assigned a weight of 6 on a scale of 1 to 10, with 10'being the
weight most closely associated with crash risk.

In addition, the quality and consistency of the data generated
by various jurisdictions are still quite questionable. A prim
concem is that carriers often have great difficulty getting road-
side i rs to document clean/good ions. As a result,
their inspection ratios (reflecting favorable to unfavorable
inspections) are skewed, which, in turn, will skew their CSA 2010
scores. Also, carriers sometimes have great difficulty getting
states to correct erroneous data their respective enforcement
agencies have fed into the federal systems.

Finally, the system counts all carrier-involved crashes regard-
less of éult or preventability. As a result, a carrier that has
involved in several crashes may be considered “deficient,” even
though its drivers were not to blame for these crashes and/or
could not have prevented them (e.g., rear-ended at a traffic sig-
nal). DOT has indicated that it intends to modify the system in
the fiture to consider accident culpability as a factor in'measur-

JQ’E eathycarrier’s safety fitness, but the current design of the

‘measurement system doesnot do so.
There are a variety of other concerns too numerous to mention

JREre, but they all lead to the same iconclusion. CSA 2010 is cer-

tainly a step in the right direction and addresses many of the
industry’s long-standing concerns, However, a truly effective and
equitable safety measuremen:gstem will retiuire some substan-
tial improvement in how the safety data that feed the system are
gathered and used.
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