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Shippers now frequently utilize fewer carriers
with comprehensive operating territories to take
advantage of cumulative discounts and service
commitments in return for guaranteed freight
volumes.
Truckload carriers establish defined traffic lanes
with certain shippers (e. g., between two plants
of the same shipper) and capture a steady, bal-
anced volume of business under contract.

The traditional driver pool has been shrinking,
and carriers have had to provide incentives to at-
tract drivers. Rate discounting, however, has made
low labor costs and high productivity essential to
survival, so carriers find it difficult to increase driver
wages and improve arduous work conditions.

Safety Implications

Trucks have become significantly bigger and heav-
ier since deregulation, primarily in response to Fed-
eral legislation requiring States to allow longer, wider
trailers and heavier gross weights. For similar rea-
sons, double trailers are rapidly becoming common-
place on the Interstate System. These changes in
truck equipment have not been matched by up-
graded roadway design and capacity, and as automo-
bile traffic has increased, urban peak-hour conges-
tion has become severe in many jurisdictions. Such
road and traffic conditions increase the likelihood
of an accident.

Price discounting and low profit margins create
difficult economic trade-offs for investments in
safety-related equipment and maintenance. These
trade-offs are particularly problematic for owner-
operators and small carriers, who have to generate
revenue regularly to stay in business and may have
no regular maintenance facility.

Carriers are, in general, interested in safety, but
will measure investments in new safety equipment
and technologies against tangible economic rewards.
Competition, increased costs, and low, erratic profit
margins create a need to control costs that may lead
to shortchanging truck maintenance and equipment
improvements. OTA concludes that Federal safety
regulations will affect carriers economically with
varying severity, depending on their financial re-
serves and stability.

Requirements to operate trucks safely should not
depend on commodity, corporate form, or destina-
tion of the cargo, the traditional basis of ICC regu-
lation. Safety regulations have gradually been ex-
tended to trucks operating in intrastate, private, and
exempt services, and these perform a large share of
the Nation’s highway transportation. OTA con-
eludes that the need for safety does not vary with
the type of operation, and that no exemptions
from safety regulations are warranted.



Chapter 3

Federal and State Regulatory Programs

Highway safety, particularly for motor carriers, has
long been a Federal and congressional concern. Mul-
tiple regulatory programs, administered by different
agencies within the Department of Transportation
(DOT) set minimum standards for vehicle equip-
ment, driver qualifications, and commercial motor
carrier operations, and for the highways on which
the vehicles operate. The Federal Government also
provides funds to State and local jurisdictions for
construction and maintenance of highways, bridges,
and tunnels, and for State highway safety programs.
Although Federal economic control of the truck-
ing industry has dwindled significantly since deregu-
lation in 1980, some years ago Congress began a
series of legislative steps toward a comprehensive
Federal motor carrier safety program. Systematic
efforts to improve highway safety are limited by

interjurisdictional issues and conflicts at many gov-
ernmental levels, however. Moreover, numerous
Federal agencies and congressional committees share
responsibilit y for creating and enforcing safety leg-
islation, creating further complications. Because the

efforts of these groups are difficult to coordinate,
and no single group has ultimate responsibility, ad-
dressing truck safety in a systematic, integrated way
has to date proven an unachievable task.

In addition, many States impose substantial eco-
nomic and safety requirements on intrastate carriers.
Yet, while Federal grants for State programs have
greatly enhanced State inspection and enforcement
capabilities, the scope of these programs varies sig-
nificantly. Despite this extensive Federal and State
regulatory and enforcement framework, heavy ve-
hicle transportion has grown annually, and safety
issues persist.

This chapter describes the Federal laws and reg-
ulatory programs governing motor carrier operations
and the efforts of the Federal Government and the
States to improve safety. Policy options are identi-
fied in the final section. A chronology of motor car-
rier legislation (appendix 3-A), and a brief history

of motor carrier regulations (appendix 3-B) appear
at the end of this chapter.

FEDERAL SAFETY LEGISLATION

Commercial motor vehicles are defined by law as
those: 1) weighing 10,001 pounds or more, 2) de-
signed to transport more than 15 passengers, includ-
ing the driver, or 3) used to carry hazardous mate-
rials in quantities requiring vehicle placarding.
(Lightweight vehicles are those weighing 10,000
pounds or less.) Although economic regulation by
the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) of the
motor carrier industry was substantially reduced in
1980, the regulatory changes did not encompass Fed-
eral safety regulations. Laws enacted since 1980 have
strengthened and expanded coverage by Federal
safety standards, and Congress has promoted greater
national uniformity by establishing consistent size
and weight laws, and by encouraging States to adopt
Federal regulations.

The Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982

The primary goal of the Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1982 (STAA) was to fund im-
provements to the Nation’s highways, bridges, and
mass transit facilities by raising and restructuring
existing highway taxes. 1 As a concession to the
commercial motor carrier industry, the statute also
called for uniform weight, length, and width limi-
tations on trucks and buses using major, federally

finded highways. Overriding existing State laws, the
STAA prohibited States from setting a maximum
gross vehicle weight limit under 80,000 pounds for

‘Publlc LauT 97-+24, 96 Stat. 2097 (Jan. 6, 1983).

55
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vehicles operating on any portion of the Interstate
system. Additionally, the act prohibited States from
denying trucks reasonable access between these
highways and facilities for food, fuel, repairs, and
rest; and to points of loading and unloading (for
household goods carriers). In 1984, the STAA was
amended to allow Governors to seek exemptions for
Interstate highway segments in their States that
could not safely accommodate longer trucks.2

‘Tandem Truck Safety Act of 1984, Public Law 98-554, 98 Stat.
2829. The act also modified the reasonable access provision of the Sur-
face Transportation Assistance Act to include 28-feet by 102-inch single-
trailer units; this amendment was made to codify existing industry prac-
tice, as 28-foot trailers are replacing the standard 48-foot trailers for
pickup and delivery service.

In addition, States were prohibited from barring
trucks with twin trailers from Interstate highways
or certain Federal-Aid Primary routes designated by
DOT. 3 States also were required to permit truck
semitrailers of 48 feet in length for one trailing unit
and 28 feet each for two trailing units on these roads.
Maximum length limits were not set, however, and
legal trailer lengths vary significantly among the
States (see figure 3-l), with many States permitting
trailers even longer than 48 feet. States were also
required to establish and enforce a vehicle width
limit of 102 inches for Interstate highways or any
other Federal-aid highway designated by DOT, pro-

~See  23 CFR 658, app. A.

Figure 3-l.— Legal Trailer Length, by State

u 48- foot  t r a i l e r s

;  50- foot  t ra i lers

HI

NOTE: Semitrailers in Wisconsin, Indiana, and California must conform to a State specified king-pin-to-rearmost axle distance to operate without a permit.

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, 1988, based on the 53 federal Register  19 (Jan. 19, 1988).
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vialed that the traffic lanes were designed to be at
least 12-feet wide. Procedures allowing a State
Governor to notify DOT of highway segments not
capable of accommodating 102-inch-wide vehicles
and to request an exemption, identical to those re-
lating to truck length, were established by Congress
in 1984.4

The safety issues associated with longer, wider
trucks are extremely controversial. Some segments
of the trucking industry argue that longer trucks are
needed to improve productivity. Other industry
groups and many States and safety advocates be-
lieve that such vehicles pose a safety hazard even
when operating over designated highways and ac-
cess routes. Chapters 4 and 5 contain more detailed
assessments of the performance and operation of
longer combination vehicles on the existing high-
ways. A discussion of State access requirements is
presented later in this chapter.

The STAA also authorized funds for State inspec-
tion and enforcement programs through a Federal
grant program—the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance
Program (MCSAP)—to improve State capabilities
to inspect heavy vehicles and enforce motor carrier
safety regulations. Under this program, some DOT
control over intrastate carriers was initiated—to
qualify for MCSAP funds, States were required to
adopt the Federal motor carrier safety regulations
or compatible State requirements. MCSAP has be-
come an important part of overall truck safety ef-
forts in recent years, promoting uniform regulations,
enforcement activities, and Federal-State coordina-
tion. The program is detailed later in this chapter.

Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984
Concerned about inconsistent State laws and reg-

ulations and about the adequacy of existing Federal
regulations, Congress passed the Motor Carrier
Safety Act of 1984.5 Specifically, the act directed
DOT to promulgate revised Federal regulations
establishing minimum standards to ensure that:

. commercial motor vehicles were safely main-
tained, equipped, loaded, and operated;

● the responsibilities imposed upon operators of
commercial motor vehicles did not impair their
ability to operate such vehicles safely;

+Tandem Truck Safety Act of 1984, op. cit., footnote 2
‘Public Law 98-554, 98 Stat. 2832  (Oct. 30, 1984).

●

●

the physical condition of operators of commer-
cial motor vehicles was adequate for them to
operate such vehicles safely; and
the operation of commercial motor vehicles did
not have deleterious effects on the condition
of such operators.

Before issuing revised regulations, DOT was required
to consider costs and benefits as well as State laws
and regulations to minimize Federal preemption.
Furthermore, Congress requested a 5-year review
of State motor carrier laws to identify those differ-
ing substantially from Federal requirements. Addi-
tional provisions of the 1984 act called for annual
commercial motor vehicle inspections, the establish-
ment of Federal inspection standards, a comprehen-
sive study on the safety characteristics of heavy
trucks, and an investigation and study of crash pro-
tection for truck occupants.

1986 Commercial Motor Vehicle
Safety Act

The adequacy of requirements for drivers of com-
mercial motor vehicles has been a primary concern
of safety-conscious officials. A key element of the
1986 act is that truck drivers are prohibited from
holding more than one State license, a provision
that became effective on July 1, 1987.6 The act also
directed DOT to establish minimum written and
road tests for drivers by July 15, 1988. Motor vehi-
cles covered by the act are those weighing 26,001
pounds or more; however, the Secretary of Trans-
portation is authorized to lower the threshold to
10,001 pounds. Motor vehicles used to carry haz-
ardous materials or designed to transport more than
15 passengers, including the driver, are also included.

Under the provisions of the act, a driver must be
road-tested in a vehicle representative of the type
he or she will operate, and minimum passing scores
for written tests must be established. Furthermore,
drivers taking these tests must have a working
knowledge of the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Reg-
ulations (FMCSR) and vehicle safety systems. DOT
must also establish a blood-alcohol concentration

‘Drivers are also required to notifi employers if they have been dis-
qualified from operating a commercial motor vehicle, and employers
and States must be notified of all traffic violations, except parking in-
fractions. (49 CFR 383.)



58

(BAC) standard by October 1988, and is currently
considering a BAC level of 0.04 percent. p

To support an effective single-license system, DOT
must establish a Commercial Driver’s License In-
formation System by January 1, 1989.8 Data in the
system, including the information required on
licenses and driver compliance records, will be avail-
able to DOT, States, employers, and employees.

States are not required to have fully operational
programs until 1993. Grants will be made available
to develop testing and licensing programs, to test
operators of commercial motor vehicles, and to par-
ticipate in the national information clearinghouse.g
However, a State that fails to comply with the re-
quirements of this act will lose 5 percent of its
Federal-aid highway funds in 1994 and 10 percent
of its funds in subsequent years.

‘To support this rulemaking effort, the Department of Transporta-
tion requested a study by the National Academy of Sciences to assess
the differences between 0.10 and 0.04 blood-alcohol concentration levels.
For further details, see ch. 6.

‘The Department of Transportation has the option of operating this
system in-house or using another system employed by one or more
States.

‘Between 1987 and 1991, $5 million of the Motor Carrier Safety

Assistance Program funds has been earmarked for basic grants. Sup-
plemental grants, using $3 million of the Motor Carrier Safety Assis-
tance Program and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion highway safety funds, will be made available to States eligible for
basic grants. An additional $5 million, also from the Motor Carrier
Safety Assistance Program will be used to support information clearing-
house programs.

MULTIPLE FEDERAL ROLES

As the trucking industry has expanded over the
past 50 years, Congress has gradually allocated safety
responsibility for motor carriers to a variety of agen-
cies. Authority for safety-related issues such as high-
way design, equipment regulation, hazardous ma-
terials transportation, driver qualifications, and
enforcement was divided among different Federal
agencies, making a systematic approach to safety an
elusive goal. Attempts to improve motor carrier
safety after deregulation have been further hampered
by historical carrier exemptions from regulations and
the lack of reliable data on the number of opera-
tors and trucks doing business. Currently, three
DOT agencies–the Federal Highway Administra-
tion (FHWA), the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA), and the Research and
Special Programs Administration (RSPA)–share—
responsibility for ensuring motor carrier safety
table 3-1).

‘Department of Transportation:
Federal Highway Administration

(see

Within FHWA, the Office of Motor Carriers (for-
merly the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety) issues
and enforces the FMCSR.10 These regulations,

IOUnder  a reorganization plan announced in October 1986, the Bu-
reau of Motor Carrier Safety was replaced by the Office of Motor
Carriers.

summarized in table 3-2, govern the operations of
commercial motor carriers and truck drivers. FHWA
is responsible for setting minimum levels of finan-
cial responsibility for commercial motor carriers (49
CFR 387) and administering MCSAP. Data systems
maintained by FHWA contain enforcement and ac-
cident statistics (see chapter 7).

In addition, interstate commercial motor carriers—
public and private—must be assigned one of three
safety fitness ratings by FHWA to acquire ICC ap-
proval. However, carriers may operate with tem-
porary ICC approval while awaiting an FHWA fit-
ness rating. At the end of a terminal inspection,
known as a safety review, FHWA rates carriers satis-
factory, unsatisfactory, or conditional. DOT has
dropped the insufficient information rating it used
to give when it lacked the information on which
to base a rating .11 The factors in determining
safety ratings include any violations discovered dur-
ing safety management audits and driver equipment
compliance reviews in the previous 5 years, the oper-
ator’s record of improvement over that period, the

I lprior  t. 1983, an insufficient rating was automatically elevated to
a satisfactory rating after 1 year from the date it was assigned, if the
rating was not, in that time, changed to unsatisfactory or conditional.
Until recently, carriers assigned an insufficient information rating re-
tained such a rating until the Department of Transportation received
definitive positive or negative information on which to change a rat-
ing. See 48 Federal Register 22565 (May 19, 1983).
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Table 3-1 .—Overview of Federal Regulatory Responsibilities for Motor Carrier Safety

Department of
Transportation
Administration Senior Official Responsibilities

Federal Highway
Administration
(FHWA)

National Highway

Associate
Administrator >

for Engineering and
Program Development

Associate
Administrator P
for Research,
Development
and Technology

Associate
Administrator
for Motor Carriers >

Associate
Administrator P
for Policy

Traffic Safety >
Administration
(NHTSA)

Research and
Special Programs >
Administration
(RSPA)
SOURCE’ Office of Technology Assessment, 1988

Determines how truck access
affects the highway system

Manages research on the adequacy
of highway design to accommodate
trucks

Establishes and enforces operating
regulations for commercial motor
carriers; includes driver and
maintenance requirements

Studies the implications of longer
combination vehicle used on the
Nation’s highway system

Establishes regulations for the
manufacture of new vehicles and
related equipment; investigates
safety-related equipment defects

Establishes and enforces
regulations for containers used in
transportation of hazardous
materials

operator’s accident record, and violations of State-
related laws or regulations.l2

FHWA plans to assign safety fitness ratings to the
185,000 unrated carriers within the next 3 to 5
years, 13 and recently, FHWA hired 150 new field
safety investigators to conduct safety reviews and
provide technical assistance to carriers. As of July
1988, ratings of 58,270 motor carriers (see table 3-3)
had been completed. FHWA rated 8 percent of the
carriers unsatisfactory, 40 percent conditional, and
52 percent satisfactory.

To reduce the risks associated with preventable
accidents, FHWA plans to work with individual

‘:49 CFR 385.3. These factors were formally codified in 1982 in re-
sponse to industry criticisms pointing to the lack of objectivity in the
factors, the lack of notice to carriers of their safety ratings, and the
lack of an appeals procedu~e. See 47 Federal Register 26135 (June 17,
1982).

] ‘Gerald J. Davis, chief, Federal Programs Di\ision,  Office of Mo-
tor Carriers, Federal Highway Admlnlstration,  personal communica-
tion, Mar. 25, 1987.

companies that have poor safety records and will
meet with industry associations to discuss the use
of countermeasures. This type of program was suc-
cessful in FHWA’s northwest region, and a small
national effort has been started.

Each of the nine FHWA regional offices has an
Office of Motor Carrier Safety. These regional offices
investigate accidents and provide technical support
and direction to safety investigators who conduct
audits of motor carriers and vehicle inspections. Un-
der MCSAP, however, States have assumed lead
responsibility for roadside inspections, and most
State MCSAP agencies have focused initially on de-
veloping and implementing vehicle and driver in-
spection programs. FHWA has greatly reduced its
roadside inspection activities while increasing car-
rier terminal audits (see table 3-3).

FHWA has also been responsible for developing
a highway access policy for large trucks, and issued
a rulemaking in 1982 permitting the trucks author-
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Table 3-2.—Summary of DOT Motor Carrier Safety Regulations in Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations

Part 325: Compliance With Interstate Motor Carrier Noise Emission  Standards.—Establishes procedures for inspection, sur-
veillance, and measurement of motor vehicles to determine compliance with noise emission standards.

Part 350: Commercial Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program.— Establishes guidelines for the development and implemen-
tation of State programs for the enforcement of Federal motor carrier safety regulations. Conditions, objectives, and funding
of the program are also detailed.

Part 383: Commercial Driver’s License Standards; Requirements and Penalties.— Requires that drivers have a single commer-
cial motor vehicle driver’s license, and that drivers provide employers with information about previous employment and
previous violations and suspensions. Also prohibits an employer from allowing a person with a suspended license to
operate a commercial motor vehicle and sets penalties for violations.

Part 385: Safety Ratings.— Prescribes procedures for issuing motor carriers ratings of satisfactory, unsatisfactory, or condi-
tional. Also lists the factors to be considered in determining a safety rating and sets procedures for notification and review.

Part 386: Rules of Practice for Motor Carrier Safety and Hazardous Materials Proceedings. —Authorizes the Associate Admin-
istrator for Motor Carriers of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to determine whether a motor carrier or person
subject to the jurisdiction of FHWA has failed to comply with motor carrier safety regulations. Also authorizes the Asso-
ciate Administrator to compel compliance, issue a civil penalty, or both.

Part 387: Minimum Levels of Financial Responsibility for Motor Carriers.— Establishes minimum level of financial responsibil-
ity required by motor carriers and mandates that motor carriers must have proof of insurance and authorization from the
Interstate Commerce Commission in order to operate.

Part 388: Cooperative Agreements With States. —Authorizes any State to enforce FHWA safety regulations, and establishes
terms of eligibility, cancellation, exchange of information, and requests for assistance.

Part 389: Rulemaking Procedures— Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations.— Establishes rulemaking procedures that apply
to the issuance, amendment, and revocation of Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations.

Part 380: Federal Motor Carrier Regulations, General.- Establishes definitions and applicability of regulations. (For list of ex-
emptions, see table 3-5.)

Part 391: Qualifications of Drivers.— Establishes minimum qualifications for motor carrier drivers (i.e., to qualify to drive a com-
mercial motor vehicle, part 391 states that a person must be at least 21 years old, have a currently valid commercial motor
vehicle operator’s permit, have prepared and furnished the motor carrier that employs him with a list of violations, have
successfully completed and been issued a certificate of driver’s road test or an equivalent). In addition, part 391 estab-
lishes minimum duties of motor carriers with respect to the qualifications of their drivers.

Part 392: Driving of Motor Vehicles.— Establishes driving practices in cases of railway grade crossings, drawbridges, and haz-
ardous driving conditions. Also sets regulations for use of lighted lamps and reflectors, accidents and license revoca-
tion, emergency signals, fueling precautions, and specifies prohibited practices.

Part 393: Parts and Accessories Necessary for Safe Operation.— Establishes requirements for motor carriers including light-
ing devices, reflectors and electrical equipment, brakes, glazing and window construction, fuel systems, coupling de-
vices and towing methods, miscellaneous parts and accessories, emergency equipment, and protection against shifting
or falling cargo.

Part 394: Notification and Reporting of  Accidents.—Defines reportable accidents and establishes duties of motor carriers to
make reports and keep records of accidents that occur during their operations.

Part 395: Hours of Service of Drivers.— Establishes hours-of-service regulations for drivers, restricting driving periods of more
than 10 hours after 8 consecutive hours off duty, for any period after having been on duty for 15 hours after 8 consecutive
hours off duty, or more than 60 hours in any consecutive 7 days. Regulations are also set for recording driver duty status.

Part 396: Inspection, Repair, and Maintenance.—Establishes requirements for the inspections, repair, and maintenance of com-
mercial motor vehicles.

Part 397: Transportation of Hazardous Materials; Driving and Parking Rules.— Establishes requirements of transportation of
hazardous materials including special parking, route, tire, and smoking regulations.

Part 398: Transportation of Migrant Workers.— Establishes regulations governing the transportation of migrant workers for more
than 75 miles when crossing the boundary of another State, a U.S. territory, or another country.

Part 399: Employee Safety and Health Standards.—Establishes step, handhold, and deck requirements that apply to drivers
of trucks and truck-tractors, having a high profile cab-over-engine configuration for entrance, egress, and back of cab
access, manufactured on or after September 1, 1982.

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, based on Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

Table 3-3.–Federal Highway Administration Inspections and Audits, Fiscal Years 1980-87

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987

Number of Federal safety
specialists. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 188 162 177 180 178 166 155 241

Number of driver/vehicle
inspections . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31,875 40,872 35,825 26,015 22,590 16,046 10,027 910

Number of motor carrier
audits/reviews. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,093 9,640 12,095 11,666 13,037 10,492 6,637 23,714a

aThiS substantial  InCrease reflects  a transition at the Federal Highway  Administration  from safety audits to less in-depth Safety reVieWS,

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, based on Federal Highway Administration information, 1988.
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ized by the STAA unlimited access on the Inter-
state system. (For further information, see the sec-
tion on “Highway Access” later in this chapter.) The
Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials has also influenced decisions related to
highwa y access because it sets the standards for the
construction and reconstruction of national high-
ways. These standards have been determined pri-
marily by the size and maneuverability of passen-
ger cars, and in the case of many parts of the
Interstate system, by a tractor pulling a 40- or 45-
foot trailer. Because the standards were set and high-
ways constructed before the size and operating char-
acteristics of the longer trailers authorized by the
STAA were known, standards are currently being
revised (for further information, see chapter 5).

Department of Transportation:
National Highway Traffic

Safety Administration

NHTSA develops and enforces safety standards
for newly manufactured vehicles and equipment, ad-
dressing such items as brakes, lights, tires, and seat
belts. To support standard development, the agency
collects accident data and sponsors research. How-
ever, these activities have not led to major new truck
safety equipment standards in recent years. (For fur-
ther details, see chapter 5.) NHTSA enforcement
programs focus on vehicle and equipment testing
and inspections to ensure compliance with existing
standards. The agency also conducts investigations
of safety-related defects14 and issues criteria for in-
spections of motor vehicles that are used by State
highway programs. ’5

Equipment Regulations

Responsibility for developing highway safety
standards for use by State agencies is shared by

NHTSA and FHWA:

● NHTSA administers the State standards for
motor vehicle inspections, registration, driver
education, traffic laws, traffic records, police

“Regulatlons for enforcement of the National Highway Traffic
Safetv Administration standards and defects investigations are con-
tained in 49 CFR 554.

‘jSubpart  B of 49 CFR 570  specifies the criteria for vehicles with
gross \’chicle weight ratings of more than 10,000 pounds.

●

traffic service, debris cleanup, and accident in-
vestigations and reporting.
FHWA set standards for highway design, con-
struction, and maintenance, traffic engineering,
and identification and surveillance of accident
locations through a number of agency divisions.
These groups do not regularly coordinate with
NHTSA or the Office of Motor Carriers.
FHWA also has primary responsibility for the
highway transportation of hazardous materials
and enforcement activities for the highway
mode.

Although FHWA and NHTSA regulations cover
comparable areas, the rulemaking efforts of these
agencies are distinct from each other. Moreover, his-
torically poor interagency coordination within DOT
has led to inconsistent regulations for newly man-
ufactured vehicles and for operating standards for
commercial motor carriers. Congressional action was
required to resolve conflicting NHTSA and FHWA
regulations for front brakes, for example; several in-
consistencies in other brake requirements persist.

Recently, FHWA published a proposed rule that
would require vehicle inspections at least once a
year, as mandated by the Motor Carrier Safety Act
of 1984.16  Under the new rules, commercial vehi-
cle operators are responsible for having all vehicles
inspected, according to explicit standards, by indi-
viduals meeting specified FHWA qualifications. In-
spectors would be required to complete vehicle in-
spection reports and operators to retain such reports
for 1 year. Special markings on trucks and trailers
would indicate the month and year of the last in-
spection. Operators registered in a State with an in-
spection program that meets the objectives of the
FHWA program would be permitted to comply with
State requirements in lieu of Federal regulations.

Department of Transportation:
Research and Special Programs

Administration

Regulations governing the transportation of more
than 30,000 hazardous materials are issued by the
Office of Hazardous Materials Transportation within

1C52 Federal Register 5913 (Feb. 26, 1987). In an earlier notice, the
Federal Highway Administration requested comments on this issue.
See 50 Federal Register 1245 (Jan. 10, 1985).
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RSPA in DOT. RSPA regulations prescribe require-
ments for packaging to ensure effective containment
during transport, and communication of the hazards
posed by these materials through special shipping
papers, markings, labels, and vehicle placards.17

RSPA’s authority encompasses requirements for
the design and performance of packages used to ship
low-level radioactive materials and highway rout-
ing of all radioactive materials. The Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission is responsible for containers used
to transport high-level radioactive materials.l8

Interstate Commerce Commission
ICC regulates the motor carrier industry by grant-

ing operating authority to common and contract
carriers, collecting economic operating data from the
larger motor carrier companies, and monitoring
rates. Although deregulation substantially eased the
entry requirements for interstate for-hire motor car-
riers, operating authority must still be obtained from
ICC by common and contract carriers and private
carriers seeking for-hire authority.19 Carriers ex-
empt from ICC regulation include those engaged
in private carriage, including intercorporate haul-
ing, and in the transportation of specified agricul-
tural commodities.20

Furthermore, purely intrastate motor carriage and
transportation within ICC-designated commercial
zones are not subject to ICC regulation.21  A com-

1; Hazardous materials regulated by the Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration are listed in 49 CFR 171.  Regulations for con-
tainers are specified in 49 CFR 173, 178, and 179. Specific modal re-
quirements are contained in Parts li’4 (rail), 175 (air), 176 (nonbulk
water transport), and 177 (highway). Regulations for bulk water ship-
ments, developed by the U.S. Coast Guard, are specified in 46 CFR.
Hazard communication requirements are in 49 CFR 172.

‘:Nuclear Regulatory Commission authority is derived from the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 U.S.C. 2011. Issues related to the trans-
portation of radioactive materials and hazardous substances were ad-
dressed in a 1986 OTA assessment, the Transportation of Hazardous
Materials.

‘qInterstate Commerce Commission jurisdiction over motor carriers
is specified in 49 U.S.C. 10521.

‘pCarriers exempt from the Interstate Commerce Commission’s reg-
ulations are specified in 49 U.S.C.  10522-10524 and 10526. However,
companies that intend to conduct intercorporate  hauling must notify
the Interstate Commerce Commission as required by 49 CFR 1167.

1149 U.S. C. 10525 and 10526(b). Intrastate transportation that is
regulated by the Interstate Commerce Commission includes two situ-
ations where: 1 ) the normal route of a carrier between two points in
the same State includes a highway ourside the State, or 2) transporta-
tion between two points in the same State that precede or follow in-
terstate movement are considered interstate in nature because they pass
the “essential character of commerce” test. Daniel Sweeney et al., Trans-
portation Deregulation: What’s Deregulated and What isn’t (Wash-
ington, DC: NASSTRAC, 1986), pp. 109-110.

mercial zone is composed of a base municipality, all
its contiguous municipalities, and all other munici-
palities and unincorporated areas within U.S.
boundaries that are within specified distances of the
base jurisdiction.22 In April 1987, ICC issued a
proposal to increase the size of commercial zones
substantially and extend economic exemptions.

National Transportation Safety Board

The National Transportation Safety Board
(NTSB), an independent agency reporting directly
to Congress, has issued a number of special studies
related to the qualifications of commercial motor
vehicle drivers as well as numerous accident inves-
tigation reports containing extensive recommenda-
tions for amendments to FHWA regulations and in-
dustry practices. NTSB is currently focusing on the
effects of drugs and alcohol on driver performance
and commercial vehicle safety.

Motor Carriers Exempt From Federal
Safety Regulations

While the FMCSR apply to common, contract,
and private motor carriers of property, they do not
cover several other categories of carriers (see table
3-4). Private motor carriers of passengers, such as
school buses, are exempt from Federal regulations,
while for-hire motor carriers of passengers, like Trail-
ways and charter bus services, are not. Because Fed-
eral safety statutes have historically applied only to
interstate transportation, many operations con-
ducted solely within the boundaries of a State need
not comply with the FMCSR.

In addition, vehicles and drivers used wholly
within a municipality or a DOT-designated com-
mercial zone, even if State lines are crossed, were
for years exempt from Federal safety regulations un-
less they were transporting large quantities of haz-
ardous materials.23 In response to pressure from
safety advocates, including Congress and industry

organizations, FHWA finally issued a rulemaking
that requires vehicles and drivers used in such lo-
cal operations to comply with Federal safety regu-
lations by November 15, 1988.

‘: For example, the distance for municipalities with populations un-
der 2,500 is 3 miles, while the distance for municipalities with popula-
tions over 1 million is 20 miles. See 49 CFR 1048.101.

‘]49 CFR 390.16. This exemption did not apply to operations in
Hawaii.
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Table 3-4.—Regulatory Exemptions to Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations

Parts
(for summary of parts, see table 3-2)

Vehicle/driver type 391’ 392 393 394 395 396 397
Vehicles owned, operated, and regulated by Federal,

State, or local governments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X x x x x x x
Private carrier of passengers (i.e., school buses) . . . . . . . . X x x x x x x
Intracity operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X x x x x
Lightweight mail trucksc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X

. . . . . . . . . .
x x x x x

Farm custom operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . .

Certain farm vehicle driverse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Farm-to-market operationsf . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x
Apiarian industriesg . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1:11: ::::: I;:::
Drivers traveling beyond a commercial zone, transporting

cargo other than explosives or other
dangerous articles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X

KEY: X = exemption from requirement.
aDri ver~ in the following ~ategorie~  am exempt  from portions  of part 391: drivers regularly employed before Jan, 1, 1971; intermittent or occasional drivers; drivers

furnished by other motor carriers; drivers of articulated farm vehicles; intrastate drivers of vehicles tranSPOrfin9  combustible liquid; and drivers operating in the State
of Hawaii. The Department of Transportation has ended this exemption effective Nov. 15, 1988.

bThi~  exemption  applies t. vehicles or drivers wholly within a municipality  or  commercial  zone, unless transporting hazardous MateridS  that rr3qUire  a placard and
weigh 2,500 pounds or more in the case of one dangerous article, or 5,000 pounds or more in the case of more than one dangerous article. The exemption does not
apply to drivers in the State of Hawaii. The Department of Transportation has ended this exemption effective Nov. 15, 1986.

cThis exemption  applies t. motor carriers used exclusively  to tranpo~  mail  under contract with the I.J.S.  Postal Service that have a gross vehicle weight Of 10,000 pounds

or less.
dThis exemption applies t. drivers who  operate  motor vehicles  controlled  and Operated  by a person engaged in custom-harvesting, if the vehicle is used tO trWISpOr’f

farm machinery or supplles to or from a farm for custom-harvesting operations, or used to transpofl  custom-hatvested  crops to storage or market.
eThis exemption applies  t. farm vehicle drivers, except  those driving ‘rticul’ted motor vehicles  with gross vehicle weights, inCIUrJlrlg 10Sds, of more than 10,000 pounds,
fThis exemption  applies t. drivers of vehicles  controlled and operated  by ‘ farmer who, as a private carrier, iS using  the  vehicle to transport agricultural  products frOnl
his farm, or to transport farm machinery, farm supplies, or both to his farm. Drivers transporting hazardous materials that require a placard are not exempt.

gThis exemption  applies to drivers operating  motor vehicles controlled  and operated by a beekeeper engaged in the seasonal transportation of bees.

SOURCE: Office of Technology Assessment, based on 49 CFR 390.33.

STATE PROGRAMS
State economic and safety regulatory programs

governing the operations of motor carriers are ex-
tensive. States require motor carriers to register their
vehicles, obtain operating authority and insurance,
pay a variety of taxes, adhere to truck weight and
size limitations, and comply with safety regulations,
including special routing or scheduling restrictions.
In most States, multiple agencies are responsible for
administering these programs. For instance, depart-
ments of finance or revenue assess taxes, depart-
ments of motor vehicles or transportation register
vehicles, and a public utilities commission or
commerce department may grant operating author-
ity. Safety regulations, including those for the trans-
portation of hazardous materials, maybe issued and
enforced by departments of transportation, public
safety, health, or environment, or by the State po-
lice (see table 3-5 for a sample of State agency au-
thority).

Improving State Capabilities

Beginning in the late- 1960s, FHWA entered into
cooperative agreements with States to bolster road-

side inspection activities. However, no Federal fi-
nancial support was provided, limiting the effective-
ness of most State programs. Ten years later, FHWA
funded demonstration programs in Alaska, Idaho,
Michigan, and Utah to improve safety inspections
and to monitor truck size and weight. These States
were encouraged to adopt the FMCSR, and State
inspectors were trained to enforce them. The data
collected underscored the importance of effective
State enforcement as an accident prevention tool.
For example, in the year Utah increased its inspec-
tions by 330 percent, a 43-percent reduction in acci-
dents involving commercial motor vehicles occurred.
Similarly, Idaho experienced 37 percent fewer com-
mercial accidents in the year that it increased its in-
spections by 268 percent and its weighings by 218
percent.24

Many State motor carrier safety programs have
altered significantly since 1980. At that time, reduc-

NU s Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Adminstra-. .
tion, Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety, “Interim Report, Commercial
Motor Carrier Safetv Inspection and Weighing Demonstration Pro-
gram, ” unpublished manuscript, August 1981.
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Table 3=5.—Agencies Administering Motor Carrier Requirements in Selected States

State motor carrier requirements Arizona New York Virginia Iowa Minnesota

Registration and taxes
Vehicle registration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MVD DMV DMV MVD DPS
Fuel use tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MVD TAX DMV MVD DOR
Fuel sales tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — TAX DMV
Out-of-State fuel tax.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . —

—
TAX MVD —

Fuel surtax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — scc a –
Gross receipts tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . —

—
TAX b — — —

Weight/distance tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MVD TAX — — —

Economic regulation
initial ICC regulation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — DOT S c c MVD DOT
Supplemental ICC registration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — — — MVD DOT
Identification stamp . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . — DOT S c c MVD DOT

Other regulations
Certificate of insurance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MVD DMV SCC MVD DOT
Safety issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MVD DMV SP MVD DOT
Hazardous materials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . DHS DEC DOH TRA DOT
Size and weight . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . MVD DMV DH&T MVD DOT

KEY:DEC = Department of Environmental Control DPS = Department of Public Safety
DH&T = Department of Highways and Transportation ICC = Interstate Commerce Commission
DHS = Department of Health Services MVD = Motor Vehicle Division
DMV = Department of Motor Vehicles SCC = State Corporation Commission
DOH = Department of Health SP = State Police
DOR = Department of Revenue TAX = Department of Taxation and Finance
DOT = Department of Transportation TRA = Transportation Regulatory Authority

avirginia considers this a second structure tax.
bNew York also imposes a Franchise Tax.

SOURCE: Office ofTechnology  Assessment, adapted from National Governors’ Association Working Group on State MotorCarriers Issues, ”Current Effortstolmprove
the Administration of State Motor Carrier Requirements, Report No.7:’  November 19S5,  pp. 11-17.

tions in Federal inspection activities, major changes
in the motor carrier industry, and concerns about
truck-related accidents, all pointed to the need for
stronger State enforcement. With Federal support,
State inspection and enforcement programs ex-
panded, and a higher percentage of trucks and
drivers are placed out of service for violations.

However, until the STAA was passed in 1982, re-
quiring States accepting Federal funding for enforce-
ment to adopt Federal regulations, no formal means
of coordinating Federal and State regulations ex-
isted. With the participation of State-based organi-
zations, such as the National Governors’ Associa-
tion, some progress has been made in coordinating
State economic and safety regulatory policies and
activities. Nonetheless, varied and changing State
regulations still affect interstate carriers.

The Motor Carrier Safety Assistance
Program

Based on the success of these demonstration pro-
grams, State commercial motor vehicle safety pro-
grams have been federally supported by MCSAP

since 1984.25 The primary goal of MCSAP is to in-
crease and improve State capabilities to enforce uni-
form motor carrier safety and hazardous materials
regulations for both interstate and intrastate mo-
tor carriers and drivers through safety inspections
of commercial motor vehicles in terminals and along
roadsides. Data collection and analysis is a second-
ary goal, and States may use grant funds to develop
an accurate database on regulatory compliance. Cur-
rently, all States except Alaska, New Mexico, South
Dakota, Vermont, and Wyoming participate in
MCSAP. 26 Because recent legislation intended to
phase in the FMCSR in Texas was challenged by
industry, Texas is not qualified to receive funds from
MCSAP, at least for the present.

Two types of State grants–development and
implementation— are available under MCSAP.27

Development grants, available for a maximum of

‘The Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program was authorized un-
der the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, Public Law
97-424.

% addition, participating U.S. territories include American Samoa,
Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

~TRequirements for State participation in the Motor Carrier Safety
Assistance Program are contained in 49 CFR 350.
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3 years, may be used by States to establish or sub-
stantially modify an enforcement program. Devel-
opment activities include program planning, initi-
ating legislative or regulatory action, formulating a
budget, designating the State agency responsible for
administering MCSAP, and preparing a State En-
forcement Plan (SEP). FHWA guidelines require that
an SEP cover the following:

●

●

●

●

●

●

current status of commercial motor carrier oper-
ations, including traffic volume, seasonal pat-
terns, and accident statistics;
current enforcement efforts, including the role
of State agencies, the personnel involved, the
facilities and equipment utilized, and the num-
ber of inspections and audits conducted;
evaluation of the current motor carrier safety
program and the identification of problem
areas;
objectives and goals of the State program, such
as hiring and training additional staff, increas-
ing the number of inspections and audits, and
revising legislation;
description of how resources will be used to ac-
complish objectives; and
method for evaluating program effectiveness.28

Development grants were awarded to 21 States and
territories during fiscal year 1985. By 1987, however,
most States had progressed to the implementation
phase of MCSAP.

Implementation grants provide funding for States
ready to initiate enforcement programs or enhance
established ones. Activities may include recruiting
and training of personnel, acquiring and maintain-
ing equipment, conducting new or expanded in-
spections, and establishing an “out-of-service” and
compliance enforcement system. To qualify for an
implementation grant, a State must:

. agree to adopt and enforce the FMCSR (49
CFR 390-399), including highway-related por-
tions of the Federal Hazardous Materials Reg-
ulations (49 CFR 171-173 and 177-178) or com-
patible State rules, regulations, standards, and
orders applicable to motor carrier safety;

. submit an SEP and designate a lead agency for
administering the plan;

“49 CFR 350.13, app. A, and U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Adminstration, “Suggested Standard Implementation
Grant Application,” unpublished manuscript, April 1986.

●

●

●

●

agree to devote adequate resources to adminis-
tration of the program and enforcement of rules,
regulations, standards, and orders;
have established statutory authority to enforce
Federal or compatible State regulations, regu-
late private and for-hire carriers, and provide
for right-of-entry into vehicles and facilities;
agree to adopt uniform reporting requirements
and submit reports as requested by FHWA; and
require registrants of commercial motor vehi-
cles to declare knowledge of applicable Federal
or compatible State regulations.

MCSAP is financed by the Highway Trust Fund
and State appropriations. Federal grants of 80 per-
cent must be matched by 20 percent from States.29 

Initially, incremental funding for MCSAP was au-
thorized over a 5-year period: $10 million was au-
thorized for fiscal year 1984, and $10 million was
to be added each year, up to a maximum of $50 mil-
lion by fiscal year 1988. However, grants awarded
in 1985 and 1986 were significantly lower than au-
thorized funding levels—less than $15 million in 1985
and approximately $17 million in 1986. For fiscal
year 1987, the Secretary of Transportation requested
that the $50 million maximum funding level for
MCSAP be authorized to meet the needs of expand-
ing State programs; State grant requests for 1987
exceeded $44 million. Due to budget cuts for fiscal
year 1988, State grant requests were just under $42
million.

While a primary objective of MCSAP is to en-
courage States to adopt uniform regulations and im-
plement consistent inspection and enforcement pol-
icies and procedures, significant differences among
State programs persist. Among the factors affect-
ing the scope and effectiveness of State programs are:

●

●

the degree to which State legislation allows com-
pliance with MCSAP, including the authority

to regulate for-hire and private carriers;
the adoption of Federal regulations or compat-
ible State rules;

~9Funds available to any State for proposed program dmelopment
may not exceed $50,000 per year. Implementation grant funds are dis-
tributed to the States according to an allocation formula based on the
following factors in equal proportion: road mileage (all highways),
\’chicle-miles traveled (all vehicles), number of commercial vehicles over
10,000 pounds, ~pulation, and special fuel consumption (net reciprocity
adjustment). See 49 CFR 350.21.
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●

●

●

●

the extent to which accident and inspection
data are collected, analyzed, and used to sup-
port regulatory and enforcement policies;
the extent to which States conduct safety au-
dits at carrier facilities, in addition to roadside
inspections;
the number of inspectors employed, the abil-
ity of State agencies to compensate employees
for overtime, and the availability and quality
of inspector training programs; and
the ability of enforcement officers to issue cita-
tions for violations and the issuance of penal-
ties sufficiently high to be a deterrent to non-
compliance.30

Regulatory Consistency

States participating in MCSAP often must pass
enabling legislation authorizing the adoption and
enforcement of Federal motor carrier safety and haz-
ardous materials regulations or compatible State reg-
ulations. In addition, State regulations must apply
to both private and for-hire carriers, and State en-
forcement personnel must have authority to con-
duct inspections of both intrastate and interstate
motor carriers. Yet, despite these Federal require-
ments, laws in a number of States continue to limit
the scope and applicability of motor carrier safety
programs. FHWA has under way a review to deter-
mine the status of motor carrier safety legislation
in each State—a task that FHWA officials estimate
will take more than a year.

In addition, some States restrict the activities of
law enforcement personnel. Kentucky prohibits au-
dits of motor carrier operations, and Mississippi in-
spectors received authorization to inspect carriers
other than for-hire carriers of property or persons
as recently as July 1, 1988. Enforcement officials in
Maryland are limited by State legislation prohibit-
ing adoption of hours-of-service regulations for in-
trastate drivers working within a 100-mile radius.31 

State hazardous materials transportation laws also
vary, with some States exempting specific commodi-

‘°For  further information, see U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, Moror Carrier Safery  Assis-
tance Program (MCSAP):  Options intended To Improve a Generally
SuccessfiIl  and Cooperative Federal/State Partnership Promoting Truck
and Bus Safety (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
June 1988).

‘] Ron LIpps, Maryland State Department of Transportation, Safety
Division, personal communication, Oct. 8, 1987.

ties, while others apply hazardous materials regula-
tions only to quantities that require placards under
Federal law.J2

To address the issue of regulatory consistency,
Congress requested a 5-year review of State com-
mercial motor carrier safety laws and regulations.33 

A panel convened by the Secretary of Transporta-
tion is determining whether State laws and regula-
tions are more or less stringent than Federal require-
ments. State laws and regulations that are found
to be less stringent than their Federal counterparts
will be preempted and may not remain in effect af-
ter October 30, 1989. A State law or regulation that
is more stringent will not be preempted unless there
is no safety benefit associated with it, the law is
not compatible with Federal regulations, or enforce-
ment of it causes an undue burden on interstate
commerce.

Highway Access

Highway access policies differ markedly from State
to State. FHWA was instructed to develop rules and
guidelines for a National Truck Network for the
larger trucks authorized under the STAA.

FHWA’s rulemaking authorized trucks that met
the uniform size and weight limits to travel on all
Interstate highways and designated State primary
highways and to have reasonable access off these
highways to terminals and to facilities for food, fuel,
repairs, and rest.34 Because States resisted Federal
limitations on their authority to restrict movements
of these trucks, States were allowed to interpret the
terms “reasonable access” and “terminal.”35 This
permitted significantly varying State interpretations
(see table 3-6), leading inevitably to industry appeals
for uniform Federal standards. Carriers protest limits
on access to shippers and terminals, and drivers
claim that inadequate signage and complex route
listings hamper their ability to travel legally.

‘: Placards are symbols placed on the ends and sides of motor \ehi-
cles indicating the hazards of the cargo. Shipments of some hazardous
materials, such as etiologic agents and consumer commodities, do not
require placards. In addition, shipments of less than 1,000 pounds of
certain types of hazardous materials do not have to be placarded. See
49 CFR 172.504.

‘]The Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1984, Public Law 98-554 (Oct.
30, 1984), 49 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.

3423  CFR 658.
1~Porter K. Wheeler, “State Regulatory Programs for Motor Car-

riers,” OTA contractor report, !vlay 1987.
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Table 3-6.—Reasonable Access Provisions

Access policy

State 1/2 m i Ie 1 mile 3 miles 5 miles 10 miles Unlimited Comments

Alabama. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . From ident i f ied designated
interchanges.

Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x Width restrictions.
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x Unless otherwise posted.
California . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Terminal access beyond 1/2

mile by signed routes from
ident i f ied access points.

Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x Unless otherwise posted.
Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Special driver license needed

for twins.
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . By permit only.
District of Columbia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . By permit only.
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . From identified interchanges:

rural—1 mile (2 Iane) and 3
mile (4 lane); urban—1 mile
on crossroads with 12-foot
Ianes; carriers must petition
terminals outside above
limits,

Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . From identified interchanges:
60-foot limit.

Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x Length restrictions.
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . State highways and local

roads to facilities.
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x
lowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . All U.S. and State routes. 5

miles from National Truck
Network; all streets served
by designated routes and
3-10 miles outside cities,
depending on population.

Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

All U.S. and State routes.

2 miles in rural areas; 1/2 mile
in urban areas.

Shortest possible route to
terminals.

By permit only.

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Massachusetts . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Michigan . . . . . .
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . To facilities or for route

continuance.
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nevada, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Hampshire.,..,.. . . . . . .
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

All U.S. and State routes.

By permit only for twins.
By permit only for twins.
20 miles from Interstate,

designated roads
Permit required beyond 1,500

feet.
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

xNorth Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
x . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . x

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .
All U.S. and State routes.
Reasonable access (up to the

discretion of enforcement
officers).

(table continued on next page)
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Table 3-6.—Reasonable Access Provisions—continued

Access policy

State 1/2 mile 1 mile 3 miles 5 miles 10 miles Unlimited Comments

Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Unlimited  on all but local
roads—width only; twins,
tractor-semitrailers not
restricted.

Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 miles.
Rhode Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Doubles restricted to 1 urban

mile; 1 mile on 2-lane roads
and 3 miles on 4-lane roads
in rural areas; others by
permit only.

South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x Twins to terminals allowed.
South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x Access limited to loading

docks, terminals, and
maintenance facilities,

Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x Shortest reasonable route.
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x Unless otherwise posted.
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1/ 2 rnile on designated

interchanges; further
distance by permit only.

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Perrnit required beyond1/2
mile.

Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Within 2 miles of designated

route.
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x
SOURCE: Officeof  Technology Assessment, based on Commercia/  Carrier JournaL April 19SS,  pp. SO-81.

Several States, especially in the East, have rela-
tively restrictive access provisions. In Pennsylvania
for example, access to roads off the designated net-
work is limited to 0.2 miles, except on specific routes
listed in an 84-page manual.36 Massachusetts has
designated only a portion of its State highways
as part of the National Truck Network, and has
adopted a $50 permit requirement for carriers who
want access to most other roads.37 Connecticut re-
quires all drivers of twin trailers to be tested and
licensed in-State.38 Many carriers support legisla-
tion to amend the STAA, establishing a uniform

‘J. Terry Tume~ “Statementofthe Interstate Carriers Conference
on the Matter ofReasonable Access to the Designated Highway Sys-
tem,” testimony before the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation, Subcommittee on Surface Transportation, Apr.
21, 1988, app. A.

~Duane W. Acklie, president, Crete Carrier Corp., testimony be-
fore the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta-
tion, Subcommittee on Surface Transportation, Apr. 21, 1988, p. 4.

‘~homas R. Stedman, vice president, National Private Trucking
Association, testimony before the Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation, Subcommittee on Surface Transporta-
tion, Apr. 21, 1988, p. 9.

definition of “terminal” and “reasonable access” and
permitting STAA trucks to travel on most roads
and highways, unless a State convincingly demon-
strates that a road cannot safely accommodate large
trucks.

The Tandem Truck Safety Act of 1984 author-
ized universal access by double 28-foot trailers, aid-
ing companies that operate doubles by granting un-
limited access for pick up or delivery purposes once
the twin trailers were uncoupled. Large carriers have
taken advantage of this access provision, building
terminals close to Interstate highways where each
28-foot trailer can be attached to a separate trac-
tor, or the contents of the trailers transferred to
smaller vehicles. Many small companies, however,
claim they do not have the funds or type of opera-
tion necessary to develop this kind of network.39

l~Richard  D+ Henderson, executive vice president, private Truck
Council of America, Inc., letter to Senator Exon, U.S. Congress, May

12, 1988.
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Data Collection and Analysis

Establishing databases that track motor carrier
compliance with safety regulations is an important
component of many State programs. Data are used
to target carriers for inspections and audits and to
support legislative or regulatory actions.

Although MCSAP funds maybe used to develop
information systems, the extent to which various
States collect and analyze data varies, and many
States cite inadequate data as a major implementa-
tion problem for MCSAP. Enforcement efforts are
hampered by incomplete records of carrier, vehicle,
and driver violations. In addition, poor accident
data prevent State authorities from identifying car-
riers with high preventable accident rates and
from conducting regulatory compliance education
programs.

The ability of a State to obtain a complete com-
pliance profile of an interstate motor carrier or
driver, by accessing Federal and State databases, is
a key element of a current demonstration program.
SAFETYNET, a Federal-State automated network,
will eventually link FHWA’s motor carrier safety
database, containing information on more than
200,000 interstate carriers and 25,000 hazardous ma-
terials shippers, with State data systems. FHWA’s
database, described in more detail in chapter 7, in-
cludes information on driver and vehicle violations,
basic demographic and profile data on interstate car-
riers and shippers, data from accident reports filed
by carriers, and Federal enforcement actions.40 Ap-
proximately 35 States currently retrieve information
from the central database in Washington, DC. Of
these, 22 States also transmit data to the central
computer. 41

Four States–Colorado, Michigan, North Caro-
lina, and Oregon—were selected to participate in
a SAFETYNET demonstration program. During
the initial phase, users of SAFETYNET will be able
to: input driver and vehicle inspection data; update
and query inspection data and carrier census data;
query safety management audit summary data, ac-
cident report summary data, and inspection work-

~%ee  J.A. Reyes Associates, Inc., “SAFETYNET: The Motor Car-
rier Safety Information Network, ” prepared for U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, November 1984.

‘lAngell  A. Sebastian, Federal Highway Administration, personal
communication, Aug. 4, 1988.

load data; and generate system reports.42 Eventu-
ally, all States are expected to participate in
SAFETYNET; however, full implementation may
take as long as 10 years.

Inspection and Audit Programs

States conduct two basic types of inspections—
roadside checks of vehicles and drivers and safety
management audits. During a roadside check, an
inspector examines a vehicle for mechanical prob-
lems and inspects documents, such as a driver’s
hours-of-service record and license, as well as ship-
ping papers or route plans, if applicable. An audit,
which is conducted at a carrier’s terminal or other
business office, involves a review of records on ve-
hicle use and maintenance, driver files and logbooks,
and accident and violation reports and records.
Management policies and procedures may also be
assessed, and any vehicles in the terminal at the time
of an audit may be inspected as well.

In most States, the development of safety audit
programs has lagged behind establishment of road-
side inspection programs. Obtaining authority to
conduct audits from State legislatures and provid-
ing adequate training for State inspectors have
proven to be major obstacles. Because uniform
standards and procedures for audits have not been
established, State audit programs differ in the cri-
teria used for targeting carriers, the analysis of data
obtained from a carrier’s files, and the extent to

‘~J.A. Reyes Associates, Inc., op. cit., footnote 40.

Photo credit: Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance

Roadside inspections are a critical part
of the MCSAP program.
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which compliance education and monitoring efforts
are undertaken. Examples of well-developed State
audit programs are provided in box 3-A. In addi-
tion, at least 17 States are assisting FHWA in rat-
ing carriers by conducting less in-depth safety and
compliance reviews.43

Many States initially concentrate on roadside in-
spections, and States that have added enforcement
personnel and increased inspections are placing
higher percentages of vehicles and drivers out of
service (see figure 3-2). For example, in Maine, when
five new roadside inspectors were hired with
MCSAP funds, 60 to 70 percent of the commercial
motor vehicles inspected were placed out of serv-
ice. 44 Similarly, in 1986, inspection teams in New
York State failed 58 percent of approximately 3,200
trucks checked during roadside inspections on the
Long Island Expressway and on highways near Al-
bany and Buffalo.45 In Connecticut, 13 Federal
inspectors were hired in 1986 to assist 1 I State offi-
cials in conducting roadside inspections. Subse-
quently, 5,000 motor carriers were placed out of serv-
ice in fiscal year 1987, an increase of 1,500 over the
previous fiscal year.46

Strategies for selecting vehicles to inspect vary
among the States. Some conduct random roadside
inspections, while others, such as Maryland, have
begun to target trucks that appear to be in poor con-
dition. Under Maryland’s system, the percentage of
vehicles placed out of service rose from 32 percent
in 1985 to 63 percent in 1986, and the driver out-
of-service rate increased from 3.7 to 8.3 percent dur-
ing the same period.47 In July 1986, Idaho imple-
mented its inspection saturation program, which
concentrates on one area of the State for 3 to 4 days.
Officers are dispatched throughout surrounding
areas, hindering driver attempts to avoid vehicle in-
spections.48

~lRobert L Bleakley, Federal Highway Administration, Personal
communication, Oct. 10, 1987.

~4Maine  Times, “Losing Control: Deregulation May Have Made It
Too Easy to Get Into the Trucking Business,” May 8, 1987, p. 2.

“Robert Hanley, “60% of Trucks Fail New York Area Inspections,”
IVeu’  York Times, Oct. 8, 1986, p. B1.

~~wil}lam  Shaefer,  coordinator, Motor Carrier Safety Assistance
Program, Connecticut Department of Transportation, personal com-
munication, July 22, 1987.

~:OTA  research, 1987.
‘8L.J. Nickerson, Idaho State Police Department, personal commu-

nication, July 21, 1987.

Many State inspection programs have strength-
ened emphasis on the driver, since enforcement offi-
cials believe that increased driver surveillance will
reduce the number of operator-related accidents.
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Figure 3-2.— Motor Carrier Inspections and
Out-of-Service Violations, 1984.87
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portation,  Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Program: Options Intended
to Improve a Generally Successful and Cooperative Federal/State Part-
nership  Promoting Truck and Bus Safety (Washington, DC: US. Govern.
ment Printing Office, 1988), Table 3, p 18

Currently, human error accounts for over 60 per-
cent of all commercial motor vehicle accidents (see
chapters 4 and 6 for further information). Special
efforts aimed at drivers have been instituted in a
number of States. Nevada’s “Driver Check” program
has resulted in a 3.7-percent decline in accidents
caused by driver error. Using a hardwired remote
terminal connected to the State’s mainframe com-
puter, enforcement personnel at fixed locations can
check local, regional, and interstate drivers. Dur-
ing these license checks, enforcement personnel can
identify cases of suspension, revocation, outstand-
ing warrants, and multiple licenses.49  Tennessee
has a special drug and alcohol enforcement program.
Inspectors are taught to recognize probable cause
for drugs and are equipped with manuals and a field
test kit that help them identify paraphernalia and
illegal drugs.50

“Federal Highway Administration, “Innovatl\e  MCSAP Programs,”
unpublished manuscript, July 25, 1987, p. 9.

“’Ibid.

Photo credit: Rhode Island State Police

Once a truck is placed out of service, appropriate
repairs must be made before it can be driven again.

Buses

State officials also have the authority to inspect
for-hire, interstate, and intrastate buses. (Private car-
riage of passengers is exempt from the Federal safety—
regulations. ) Although all but 11 MCSAP States in-
spect buses, only a few devote a significant portion
of their resources to bus inspection programs; more—
often, States conduct annual, terminal audits for
buses registered in State. In Minnesota, for exam-
ple, the State legislature mandates that all school
buses must pass a terminal inspection each year.51

,
States that do conduct bus inspections usually in-

spect unloaded buses only. Inspectors focus on areas
where a number of buses can be inspected at once,
such as sports complexes, casinos, and amusement
parks. This strategy is considered most efficient be-
cause passengers are not inconvenienced and com-
panies usually have the time and resources to get
a replacement if a bus is placed out of service. Mich-
igan, for example, routinely inspects buses at
Detroit’s sports facilities; bus drivers are usually
cooperative—as well as unaware of safety defects on
their vehicles.52

Under MCSAP, New Jersey has developed a bus
inspection team that targets both loaded and un-
loaded buses, many of them en route to Atlantic
City. Of the 8,900 roadside inspections conducted
between April 1987 and April 1988, 718 buses were

‘l Larry Klukow,  Minnesota State Police, personal communlcat[on,
May 27, 1988.

‘: William Murphy, Department of h40tor Carriers, Michigan State
Police, personal communication, Apr. 26, 1988.
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Photo credit: California Department of Transportation Photo credit: California Department of Transportation

Some States have special roadside inspection programs for buses. Brake and steering system
deficiencies are frequent safety violations.

placed out of service. Officials have reported that
since the roadside inspection program began, fewer
buses have out-of-service violations.53 

In California, the vast majority of buses receive
annual, terminal inspections. However, State offi-
cials have also inspected loaded buses since they dis-
covered that the “gamblers specials, ” offering tours
to Reno or Las Vegas, Nevada, were often operat-
ing illegally and unsafely. Bus companies that ad-
vertised 24-hour turnaround operations appeared
to be particularly hazardous, and officials discov-
ered that drivers often violated hours-of-service reg-
ulations by staying with the tour the entire time.
Several highly publicized bus accidents in Califor-
nia were attributed to driver fatigue. To bring these
operations under control, State officials created a
task force to develop a State roadside inspection pro-
gram in 1981. Brakes, tires, and defective steering
systems as well as driver violations are common
safety problems.54

Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance

To promote interstate cooperation and a more ef-
ficient motor carrier safety inspection system, agen-
cies in 46 States and 10 Canadian provinces have
agreed to adopt uniform truck inspection standards

~’Sebastian  Messina, chief of Motor Carrier Inspection and Inves-
tigation, Office of Regulatory Affairs, New Jersey Department of Trans-
portation, personal communication, Apr. 27, 1988.

“Charles S. Allen, commander, Department of the California High-
way Patrol, Motor Carrier Section, personal communication, May 2,
1988.

as members of the Commercial Vehicle Safety Al-
liance (CVSA). Formed in 1980 under the leadership
of California, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington,
CVSA is independent of the Federal Government,
although FHWA now coordinates closely with
CVSA in a major outreach effort.

CVSA is organized into four regions, each with
its own elected officials who concentrate on local
or regional issues. Special CVSA national commit-
tees address issues related to data collection, drivers,
vehicles, research, training, and hazardous materials.
Industry associations and companies are encouraged
to express their concerns and to become nonvot-
ing associate members of CVSA.

CVSA States and provinces use common inspec-
tion standards and out-of-service criteria developed
in cooperation with DOT. In addition, members af-
fix and recognize common inspection decals on
trucks; the decals are valid for 3 months and indi-
cate the quarter in which the last inspection took
place. Vehicles that pass a CVSA North American
Standard Inspection can usually pass through mem-
ber States and provinces without further inspection,
unless a readily visible defect is detected or a decal
expires.

One reason CVSA was formed was to reduce de-
lays caused by duplicative inspections of interstate
vehicles; however, many factors undermine the ef-
fectiveness of the strategy to provide uniformity. Be-
cause only certain State agencies belong to the
CVSA, other State agencies with power of enforce-
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Photo credit’ New York State Department of Transportation Photo credit: New York State Department of Transportation

After examining a tanker for safety violations, an inspector applies a Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance decal, good
for three months. The decal is proof to inspectors in “other

and need not

ment or inspection sometimes refuse to recognize
or issue the decals. In addition, inspectors will not
give decals to trucks that pass inspections other than
the North American Standard. Standards for issu-
ing the inspection stickers have been inconsistent
among the member agencies, though CVSA offi-
cials are working to resolve this through better com-
munication.

Drivers complain that their trucks are subjected
to additional inspections, sometimes as frequently
as three times a month, causing costly and unnec-
essary delays. Independent drivers and owner-oper-
ators are particularly affected because their vehicles
are not readily identifiable as belonging to a large
fleet whose maintenance practices are known and
respected by inspectors.55 CVSA acknowledges
startup problems and claims that the majority of
complaints have been from drivers in the States that
have recently joined CVSA and where personnel
need experience with inspection procedures.55

Personnel and Training

State inspection forces vary in size and capability.
A majority of States train some members of the
highway patrol to be certified MCSAP inspectors.
Civilians in a number of States are also empowered
to enforce safety regulations and are trained to
work with the officers. More ambitious States at-

55Rita Bontz,  president, Independent Truck Drivers Association,
personal communication, Apr. 24, 1988.

‘Russ Fiste, Commercial Vehicle Safety Alllance,  personal commu-
nication, May 25, 1988.

CVSA member States that the truck has passed inspection
be rechecked.

tempt to instruct most or all members of the high-
way patrol to recognize fundamental safety viola-
tions, usually brakes out of adjustment and hours-
of-service violations. For the most part, however,
instruction in truck safety is not provided at State
police academies, and a limited number of enforce-
ment personnel are responsible for conducting road-
side inspections.

Unless a State has developed its own program,
training is provided either by Federal officials or by

instructors from the Training Safety Institute (TSI)
in Oklahoma City. FHWA has divided MCSAP
States into nine regions. The Federal employees in
each region train inspectors in their States in co-
operation with trainers from TSI. Usually two in-
structors train an average of 30 participants in 4 to
5 days. All State participants are taught to inspect
vehicles and cargo and to check driver qualifica-
tions. 57 States that have developed notable train-
ing programs are highlighted in box 3-B.

Instruction provided for FHWA staff is more in-
tensive than the courses offered to State participants,
although by October 1988, training courses for State
officials will cover the same material taught to Fed-
eral officials. FHWA trainees attend 5-week classes
at TSI and learn to conduct safety reviews instead
of inspections. Between June 1986 and June 1987,
the Federal staff of safety specialists doubled when
150 Federal officials graduated from TSI.

‘; Robert L. Bleakley, Federal Hlghvav Administration, personal
communication, Nov. 11, 1987.
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Since Federal support for training began in 1984, hazardous materials training, and Federal officials
well over 4,000 State inspectors have been who usually train State inspectors have redirected
trained. 58 Few regions, however, have the re- their efforts toward these employees.
sources to meet all training needs. For example, re-
cently trained Federal investigators need additional Training officers are also unable to meet the de-

5aWilliam Nalley,  Federal Highway Administration, personal com- mand for refresher courses in some regions. Al-
munication, Nov. 3, 1987. though many inspectors receive on-the-job recur-



75

rent training, changing procedures and regulations
necessitate refresher courses. Regional officials
stressed that, in particular, they lack the capability

to provide additional hazardous materials courses.

Recognizing that uniform training is an essential
basis for consistent commercial vehicle inspections,
CVSA, FHWA, and TSI have combined efforts to
standardize training courses. In June 1986, a DOT/
State training committee was formed to recommend
ways to standardize hazardous materials and vehi-
cle inspection training. Members agreed that both
course content and instructors should be certified,
training should be accomplished at a local level,
refresher training should be conducted annually,
and a train-the-trainer program should be created.
Many of these recommendations, such as the train-
the-trainer program, are being implemented, al-
though budget and time constraints hamper efforts.
In some States, instructors have been told to con-
dense their training and teach the same course in
only a few hours. Nevertheless, TSI trainers expect
that the number of certified commercial vehicle in-
spectors should increase significantly as a result of
the program.59 

Recognizing the need for more trained State per-
sonnel, CVSA, FHWA, and TSI are cooperating
to create a new training package with several levels
of training. FHWA contracted with Michigan to
complete the package by May 1, 1988; CVSA su-
pervised the project; and members of TSI are in-
corporating hazardous materials training and will
keep material up-to-date. The package includes four
courses:

● Full Inspection .—This duplicates the North
American Standard Inspection course currently

taught,
● Walk Around Vehicle Inspection.—This course

is geared towards highway patrol officers who
have many additional responsibilites. Michigan
is currently reviewing the results of a pilot study
conducted last spring, when 125 of their patrol
officers were given a day and half of training

in motor carrier safety. Although lack of time
limited their ability to enforce safety regulations,
most participants felt they benefited from the
course.

‘qFrank Tupper, Training Safetv  Institute, personal communication,
No\. 2, 1987.

●

●

The

Driver Inspection.—This driver-only course was
developed partly in response to the commer-
cial driver’s license law and partly because so
much evidence indicates that the majority of
motor carrier accidents are the fault of the
driver.
Special Road Inspection.—This is a course for
special inspections that focus on either a type
of truck (i.e., cargo tanks) or one aspect of trucks
(i.e., brakes).60

course package has been submitted to DOT for
review and assimilation into MCSAP procedures.
Current FHWA plans call for States to dedicate 75
percent of enforcement time to the full inspection
course, and 25 percent to the others,

The new training package and the train-the-
trainer program are also intended to increase each
State’s role in roadside inspections. State officials
are now encouraged to attend the MCSAP man-
agement course at TSI, a course previously limited
to Federal employees. Although regional Federal in-
structors will continue to train State inspectors, the
train-the-trainer courses and the MCSAP manage-
ment course allow for more State control over road-
side inspections; Federal officials will focus on au--
dits and safety reviews.

Enforcement Issues

State officials agree that placing a vehicle out of
service is the enforcement measure most likely to
deter drivers and carriers from violating safety reg-
ulations. Most officials have also been responsive
to the efforts of CVSA and FHWA to create uni-
form inspection standards and have adopted the
Federal out-of-service criteria.61 However, State
officials acknowledge that personnel limits hamper
effective enforcement, and admit that modified in-
spection procedures and inspection stickers may be
necessary to permit more motor carrier inspections
and ease the burden on industry posed by multiple
inspections.

~Commercia] Vehicle Safety Alliance, “Bylaws and Memorandum
of Understanding, ” unpublished manuscript, October 1986. These in-
spection levels were adopted at the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alli-
ance annual meeting at Bar Harbor, ME, Oct. 24, 1986.

“Taken from an Informal telephone survey of 45 States conducted
by the Office of Technology Assessment in October 1987. Unless other-
wise noted, information gi~’en in this section is derit,ed  from this sur~,e},.
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Carriers claim, and OTA research confirms that
uniform inspections are still the exception rather
than the rule—enforcement measures vary among
and within States, creating many uncertainties for
carriers. For example, enforcement strategies for ve-
hicles that violate safety regulations but do not meet
the out-of-service criteria vary. In some States, a fine
is issued for each violation. In others, the driver is
given an inspection form that must be completed
by the carrier, usually within 15 to 30 days, and
returned to the enforcement agency when repairs
have been made. The most stringent States do both.
A driver stopped for any inspection, however, loses
precious time needed for load delivery within his
deadline, regardless of whether violations are found
or penalties imposed.

Classifications of safety violations also vary. In
many States, the enforcement officer will cite an of-
fender for either a criminal or civil offense, depend-
ing on the severity of the violation. Fines and penal-
ties for similar violations often differ, not only from
State-to-State, but by jurisdictions, as well. To in-
crease uniformity of penalties, several States now
classify motor carrier safety violations as civil penal-
ties with set fines consistent within a State unless
contested by the offender. However, enforcement
officials in a number of States claim that offenders
who protest tickets are too often rewarded for their
efforts. They argue that judges and magistrates are
not only inconsistent in their deliberations, but
often uninformed about the gravity of safety viola-
tions and lenient with violators. For example, in
Maryland, drivers with out-of-service violations

theoretically can receive $1,000 fines, but fines are
often significantly reduced at the judicial level. More-
over, Maryland law prohibits State patrol officers
from fining trucks more than $30 for routine viola-
tions, and some drivers and carriers consider this
just a cost of doing business in Maryland. Other
States also find that low fines are not effective de-
terrents to safety violations.

In particular, officials report, judges do not ap-
pear to understand the safety implications of weight
limit violations, viewing them as minor offenses. In
Maine, for example, some judges consistently dis-
miss charges for overweight vehicles, despite a State
statute that sets penalties for these offenses. In some
counties in Kansas, officers have stopped citing
drivers for excessive cargo because judges invaria-
bly refuse to fine them.

State officials complain that lack of change at the
legislative level hinders improvements in the judi-
cial system. In Ohio, fines have not increased since
1923. 62 Safety officials also complain that legisla-
tors place little priority on safety and are reluctant
to limit judicial authority by establishing statutes
for safety violations. Enforcement efforts are further
undermined by lack of communication between ju-
dicial and enforcement officials, between members
of the trucking industry and enforcement agencies,
and between enforcement agencies in the same
State. In some States where the Public Utilities Com-

b; David Leland and staff, Public Utilities Commission of Ohio,
“Ohio Transportation Regulation: Back to the Future,” unpublished
manuscript, 1987, p. 28.

Photo credit: Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance

Penalt ies for  safety v io lat ions may vary widely by
jurisdiction or, in some States, by officer discretion.

Photo credit: Rhode Is/and State Police

Temporary scales are used to check compliance with
truck weight limits at some roadside inspection sites.
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mission has been designated the lead agency, its em-
ployees do not work closely with officers from the
highway patrol and are unfamiliar with the enforce-
ment efforts of the State police.

A number of State enforcement agencies have be-
gun educating legal officials themselves. In West Vir-
ginia, for example, a State supervisor meets with lo-
cal legal officials to explain which violations should
be considered most serious before inspections are
conducted at a new site. The Department of Safety
in Missouri sponsors annual seminars on truck safety
for judges in the St. Louis area, and is considering
expanding this program to other regions of the State.
In Idaho and Ohio, a legal attorney has been hired
to assist State prosecutors and judges in cases of vio-
lations of motor carrier safety regulations. At a re-
cent conference in Tucson, Arizona, truck safety
specialists were given their first opportunity to ad-
dress State judges. In Rhode Island, the arresting
officer must be present at the hearing to explain the
circumstances and potential hazards of a safety vio-
lation to the judicial authority.

Some officials feel that education should be aimed
at the drivers, especially in States where Federal
safety regulations have been most recently adopted.
Delaware sponsored two seminars for members of
the industry this year, hoping not only to educate
truckers, but also to improve the relationship be-
tween enforcement officers and drivers. In New
Hampshire, the Department of Safety organizes in-
formal coffee breaks at truck stops to try to increase
driver understanding of the Federal regulations and
what to expect at roadside inspections. California
has a well-established public information campaign
that includes presentations to trucking companies
as well as efforts to establish a better rapport be-
tween truck drivers and members of the California
Highway Patrol.

Difficulty identifying carriers and drivers with mul-
tiple violations is yet another impediment to effec-
tive enforcement. Although most States keep rec-
ords of driver and vehicle violations, few have the
capability to identify repeat offenders. In smaller

States, name recognition is used to pinpoint carriers
with safety records. Rhode Island has begun fining
carriers instead of drivers for economic violations
to target carriers cited for multiple violations,63 and
can now identify carriers that repeatedly incur or
neglect to pay fines. This policy developed when offi-
cials decided that responsibility for vehicle mainte-
nance rested with the carrier instead of the driver.
One goal is to encourage drivers to alert enforce-
ment officials voluntarily when forced to drive trucks
that violate equipment regulations.

Arizona adopted civil penalties in 1986 to target
repeat offenders. Multiple or hazardous materials
violations are automatically subject to higher fines.
If a motor carrier is guilty of repeated violations af-
ter being informed of noncompliance, the carrier’s
operating license is suspended.

California’s new computerized Management In-
formation System of Terminal Evaluation Records
contains carrier fleet information, hazardous mate-
rials spills, license history, citation information, ac-
cident involvement, and terminal ratings. This sys-
tem identifies carriers and drivers with particularly

poor safety records, and after its first year of opera-
tion, officials discovered that some carriers had
received between 600 and 800 citations.64 When
SAFETYNET becomes operational, this type of in-
formation will be accessible nationwide,

In Maryland a special enforcement team, the Bus
and Truck Patrol, has been created to increase bus
and truck compliance with safety regulations.65

This seven-person team is dispatched to one area
for 1 to 6 months. Plainclothes officers, who are cer-
tified MCSAP inspectors using unmarked cars, try

to reduce the number of moving violations, such
as speeding and tailgating; they can place trucks out
of service, if necessary,

‘~William A. Maloney, associate administrator of Motor Carrlcrs,
Rhode Island Division of Public Urilitles  and Carriers, personal com-
munication, Aug. 4, 1987.

‘Phyllis Myers, California Highway Patrol, personal communica-
tion, Nov. 11, 1987.

“Millard M. Bell, supervisor, Special Trat%c Enforcement, Maryland
State Police, personal communication, Oct. 8, 1987.
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CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

A comprehensive national truck safety program
requires continuing emphasis on programs devel-
oped over the last 5 years and a more systematic
Federal-State approach. OTA concludes that the
top priorities are: 1) improving State enforcement
capabilities, 2) increasing State regulatory uni-
formity, and 3) better coordination and coopera-
tion among agencies within DOT at the Federal
level. Congressional mandates and DOT actions
since 1980, such as requirements for vehicle inspec-
tions and national standards for driver licensing,
can make major contributions to highway safety if
uniformly applied.

MCSAP has firmly established the role of States
as an essential adjunct to Federal highway safety ef-
forts. OTA concludes that continued Federal fi-
nancial support at current levels for State inspec-
tion and enforcement activities through MCSAP
is crucial. Additional trained personnel are
needed across the country. Monitoring industry,
through State terminal audits and ensuring the
safety fitness of all motor carriers, is an important
component of a systematic safety program. Because
State audit programs are such valuable additions to
Federal enforcement efforts, FHWA could be re-
quired to develop guidelines and handbooks for
States to encourage more States to train inspectors
and begin auditing carriers. Efforts undertaken by
FHWA to improve regulatory compliance materi-
als for industry would be helpful for the States as
well.

OTA concludes that industry complaints about
inconsistent State inspection and enforcement
procedures and penalties are symptoms of the
need for stronger Federal-State cooperation for
national uniformity. CVSA’s goal of establishing
uniform inspection and out-of-service criteria pro-
vides an excellent model for States to use in work-
ing together toward consistent nationwide programs.
However, any efforts will be ineffective unless States
make the commitment to have their executive agen-
cies cooperate toward this goal. To help resolve con-
flicts in State agency agendas, strong DOT support
for consistent enforcement programs will be needed,
once FHWA’s review and evaluation of State laws
and regulations has been completed. Cooperative
efforts with State officials and bar associations are

key. State executive agencies, legislative bodies, and
law enforcement organizations may accept the need
for uniformity more readily if they are involved and
informed at an early stage. Congress may wish to
consider requiring DOT to provide technical as-
sistance and technology transfer for additional
educational materials for State officials, law en-
forcement personnel, and judges. An enforcement
handbook providing general guidance on the safety
regulations and safety factors to consider when set-
ting penalty amounts for various types of violations
could be helpful.

In the Motor Carrier Act of 1984, Congress made
clear that decisions on access to State roads for large
trucks are the province of the States. However,
States have found developing routes and commu-
nicating access decisions clearly to industry to be
complex and difficult tasks, requiring hard work,
patience, good will, and good humor from all par-
ties. Where this process has failed, carriers travel on
the routes they deem necessary to reach their des-
tinations, often traveling small rural or urban roads
in violation of State law and endangering themselves
and other motorists.

OTA concludes that varying State access, in-
spection, and enforcement policies pose signifi-
cant problems for industry. A national truck
safety program should apply equivalent safety re-
quirements to all heavy trucks. This implies that
no exemptions to the commercial driver’s license
are warranted. Congress may wish to encourage
States to develop more uniform safety require-
ments. Congress may also wish to consider elimi-
nating all exemptions from Federal truck safety
regulations and encouraging DOT to play a more
active and assertive role in facilitating State/indus-
try dialog and resolving difficult access issues.
Technology transfer of innovative approaches and
working actively with appropriate State and indus-
try organizations are two possible approaches. For
further discussion of the technical aspects of the ac-
cess issue, see chapter 5.

Finally OTA finds that the division of respon-
sibility for different aspects of roadway, vehicle,
and driver issues among multiple agencies ham-
pers safety problem solving at DOT. The extent
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to which DOT will be able to respond effectively
to congressional safety directives depends on bet-
ter cooperation and more systematic coordination
among Federal agencies. For example, better acci-
dent data analysis at NHTSA could provide infor-
mation to the Office of Motor Carriers for driver
training guidelines or hours-of-service rules. Infor-
mation about vehicle characteristics and design
standards could be exchanged by NHTSA and
FHWA to guide program development.

Congress may wish to require DOT to develop
a plan to integrate the technical expertise now
divided between NHTSA and the motor carrier
and highway design sections of FHWA to address
issues such as roadway and vehicle compatibility
guidelines, upgraded safety equipment standards,
national guidelines for training for maintenance
personnel and drivers, and accident reduction and
mitigation strategies. The approach that DOT has
taken to developing the commercial driver’s license
program is commendable; it could serve as a model
for efforts to deal with equipment requirements and
highway design issues.

OTA further concludes that DOT agencies need
to cooperate and coordinate in collecting and

analyzing data, conducting research programs,
and developing regulatory proposals. Establishing
special work groups to address issues of common
concern, jointly funding research activities, and
sharing staff expertise are examples of strategies that
could bring benefits at little or no extra cost.

Additional DOT technical assistance for State
agencies in developing more uniform data manage-
ment systems and analytical capabilities, especially
in tracking preventable accidents and violation sta-
tistics, would be an effective use of limited funding.
States could use this information to target carriers
for audits and inspections. As FHWA and ICC im-
plement new procedures for assessing the safety fit-
ness of commercial vehicle operators, explicit pro-
cedures for monitoring ongoing safety performance
will be needed. State personnel and FHWA field in-
spectors alike could benefit from consistent guide-
lines for deciding whether to initiate a compliance
education program or an enforcement action. Im-
proved educational materials on Federal safety re-
quirements that could be distributed to States and
motor carriers on model programs for amending
laws, implementing Federal standards, and devel-
oping an information clearinghouse would also be
extremely useful.
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APPENDIX 3-A: CHRONOLOGY OF FEDERAL LEGISLATION
RELATING TO THE MOTOR CARRIER INDUSTRY (1935-87)

1935—Motor Carrier Act. Formally regulated the mo-
tor carrier industry by authorizing the Interstate
Commerce Commission (ICC) to regulate com-
mon, contract, and private carriers engaged in in-
terstate or foreign commerce. Granted ICC au-
thority to establish requirements for employee
qualifications and hours of service, and safety
standards for operation and equipment.

1944—Federal-Aid Highway Act. ’ Authorized the des-
ignation of a 40,000-mile system of highways, now
known as the Interstate Highway System.

1948—Reed Bulwinkle Act. Granted Rate Bureaus im-
munity from antitrust laws, promoting joint serv-
ice arrangements between competing carriers.
Information about rates and classifications, pub-
lished by Rate Bureaus, were also used by carriers
and shippers to negotiate individual rates.

1956—Highway Trust Fund. Established a fund com-
prised of proceeds from Federal motor vehicle fuel
taxes and various excise taxes to finance construc-
tion of all Federal-aid highways.

1966–Highway Safety Act. Directed the Secretary of
Commerce to issue standards for driver educa-
tion and licensing; vehicle registration, opera-
tions, and inspections; accident investigations and
reporting; and traffic control, highway design,
and maintenance. Required States to establish
highway safety programs in accordance with these
Federal standards and match Federal funds re-
ceived. Directed the Department of Commerce
to expand highway safety research and develop-
ment activities.

1966–National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act.
Mandated the development of minimum manu-
facturing standards for motor vehicles. Required
a new agency, the National Traffic Safety Agency,
to issue safety standards for passenger automo-
biles, trucks, buses, and motorcycles; to conduct
research, testing, development, and training nec-
essary to reduce traffic accidents and related
deaths and injuries; and to expand the National
Driver Register to identify individuals whose mo-
tor vehicle operating licenses had been denied,
terminated, or temporarily withdrawn. Prohibited
ICC from adopting or continuing safety stand-
ards for motor vehicles under its jurisdiction that
differed from the standards established under this
act.

‘Federal-Ald  Highway Acts 1954, 1956, 1958, 1!%0, 1%2, 1964, 1966, 1974,
1981, and 1982 are not cietallecl In this appendix; the acts primarily authorized
funds for highway construction.

1966—Department of Transportation Act. Transferred
safety responsibilities of ICC and the Department
of Commerce to the Department of Transporta-
tion (DOT). Internal agencies created included
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
the National Highway Safety Bureau, and the Na-
tional Traffic Safety Bureau.

1968–Federal-Aid Highway Act. Required DOT to
establish national bridge inspection standards and
a program designed to train employees to carry
out bridge inspections.

1970—Federal-Aid Highway Act. Created an internal
DOT agency, the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA), to carry out
highway safety programs; research and develop-
ment relating to highway safety, traffic construc-
tion and maintenance, traffic control devices,
identification and surveillance of accident loca-
tions, and highway-related aspects of pedestrian
safety. Authorized the creation of a special bridge
replacement program.

1973–Federal-Aid Highway Act. Authorized funding
for highway safety construction programs to re-
duce roadway hazards such as rail-highway cross-
ings and improve highway engineering standards.
Authorized the establishment of a pavement-
marking demonstration project to provide greater
vehicle and pedestrian safety. Directed DOT to
carry out research on drug use and driver be-
havior and to investigate the use of mass media
for informing and educating the public of ways
and means for reducing the number and severity

of highway accidents.
1975–Hazardous Materials Transportation Act. Au-

thorized DOT to set regulations applicable to all
modes of transportation.

1976—Federal-Aid Highway Act. Authorized funding
for bridge reconstruction and development, and
for eliminating hazards of railway crossings. Au-
thorized DOT to provide incentive grants to
States that had significantly reduced traffic fatali-
ties and to penalize States with weak safety
programs.

1978—Surface Transportation Assistance Act. Author-
ized funds for highway construction. Directed
DOT to inventory penalties for weight violations
in each State, and required each State to report
weight violation penalties annually to DOT. Au-
thorized the establishment of a bridge replace-
ment and rehabilitation program. Appropriated
funds to NHTSA and FHWA for safety programs
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and to carry out highway safety research and de-
velopment.

1980–Motor Carrier Act. Directed ICC to relax stand-
ards for entry into the industry. Established that
common and contract carriers needed to show
only that they were fit, willing, and able. Ex-
panded the private carrier exemption to allow in-
tercorporate hauling between a parent company
and its subsidiaries. Required owner-operators to
meet the fitness test only if they haul specified
processed food and other commodities and the
owner is in the truck during the trip.

1982—Bus Regulatory Reform Act. Duplicated the mo-
tor carrier act of 1980 for the bus industry by
relaxing standards for entry.

1982–Surface Transportation Assistance Act (STAA).
Authorized and financed higher levels of Federal
expenditures by raising and restructuring high-
way taxes. Established uniform truck weight,
length, and width limitations for the Nation’s
highways. Established a new Federal grant pro-
gram, the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance Pro-
gram, to improve State capabilities to conduct in-
spections of vehicles and enforce motor carrier
safety regulations.

1984—Motor Carrier Safety Act. Directed DOT to
promulgate revised Federal regulations, establish
fitness standards for commercial motor carriers,
and undertake a 5-year review of State motor car-
rier laws to identify those that are more or less
stringent than Federal requirements.

1984—Tandem Truck Safety Act. Allowed State Gover-
nors to seek exemptions for Interstate highway
segments that could not safely accommodate
trucks; modified reasonable access provision of
the STAA to include 28-foot by 102-inch trailer
units.

1986–Commercial Motor Carrier Safety Act. Estab-
lished a new driver’s licensing program that pro-
hibits operators of commercial motor vehicles
from holding more than one State license and re-
quires drivers to pass a written examination and
a road test in a vehicle that is representative of
the type that will be operated.

1987—Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation
Assistance Act. Authorized funds for the con-
struction of highways and for mass transporta-
tion programs. Directed DOT to establish a na-
tional bridge inspection program. Appropriated
funds to NHTSA for purposes of research and
development in highway safety.

APPENDIX 3-B: THE HISTORICAL FRAMEWORK

Although Federal regulation of motor carriers did not
begin until 1935, many States enacted legislation in the
1920s governing various aspects of truck and bus trans-
portation, including economic operations, highway pro-
tection, and safety. ] Led by Texas, a number of States
established regulatory programs for both common and
contract carriers. Requirements for contract carriers, gen-
erally less extensive than those for common carriers, were
imposed to protect the operations of common carriers.2 

Interstate carriers were not generally subject to State eco-
nomic regulations; however, several Supreme Court de-
cisions upheld the application of State safety and high-
way requirements to interstate carriers.3 

‘~y 1932,  all States except Delaware had attempted to regulate the transpor-

tation  of passengers, and 29 States had laws controlling the carriage of property
bv motor vehicles. Ph]hp  D. Lmklln,  Econorn]cs  of Transportation (Homewood,
IL: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1972), pp. 673-674.

“The  Texas law required contract carriers to obtain  permits,  while common
carriers  were Issued  certificates of publlc  convemence  and necessity. In addition,
mimmum  rates for contract carriers, which could not be lower than railroad
rates,  were prescrlhed.  It should also be noted that earlier attempts bv  State<
to regulate contract carriers were struck down by the U.S. Supreme Court, be-

cause thev were not found to he huslnesses prowdlng  services w[th  a publlc  in-

terest.  lbld., p. 675 .
‘State control otter  Interstate carrleri  was ln~alldated  by a 1925 Supreme

Court decmon  that ruled that States could  not forbid, Ilmlt,  or prohlblt  compe-
tition  In Interstate  commerce. See Buck v.  Kuvkendall,  267  U.S. 307 ( 192 5),

The absence of Federal control over interstate carriers
encouraged intense competition within the motor car-
rier industry. Finally, with the support of the railroads
and the large, established trucking companies, Federal
legislation governing commercial motor carriers was
passed in 1935.4 The Motor Carrier Act of 1935 au-
thorized the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) to
regulate motor carriers engaged in interstate or foreign
commerce. The authority extended to intrastate opera-
tors handling shipments moving in interstate and for-
eign commerce.5 Three major categories of motor car-
riers were addressed by the act:

●

●

●

Common carriers–for-hire carriers holding them-
selves out to serve the public;
Contract carriers–for-hire carriers operating under
special contracts, usually for shipments over a speci-
fied period of time; and
Private carriers—carriers transporting goods for their
own use or uses incidental to their businesses.

‘Public Law No. 255, 49 Stat. 543 (1935).
‘While  the orlglnal  act permitted  such Intrastate operators to transport per-

sons or property wlthln  the State under State authonzatlon,  a 1962 amendment

to the act eliminated the abd[ty  of Intrastate carriers to engage In Interstate
c o m m e r c e .  Locklln,  op. cit., footnote 1, p. 676.
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In addition, requirements for transportation brokers were
included.6

The Motor Carrier Act of 1935 also authorized ICC
to establish requirements for driver qualifications and
hours of service, and safety standards for operations and
equipment. The first set of regulations, issued by ICC
in 1940, applied to all common, contract, and private
carriers.

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 authorized the
Interstate Highway System–eventually to total over
42,000 miles–to connect metropolitan areas, serve the
national defense, and link U.S. highways with major
routes in Canada and Mexico. In 1956, Congress estab-
lished the Highway Trust Fund, composed of proceeds
from Federal motor vehicle fuel taxes and various other
excise taxes, to finance construction of all Federal-aid
highways, including the Interstate Highway System.
Highway funds could be withheld from States that al-
lowed trucks on the Interstate system with more than
18,000 pounds on a single axle, 32,000 pounds on a tan-
dem axle, and 73,280 pounds gross vehicle weight
(GVW). (In 1975, the maximum GVW limit was raised
to 80,000 pounds.) However, under a grandfather clause,
States could retain limits allowing wider or heavier ve-
hicles that were in effect as of July 1, 1956. Moreover,
each State was permitted to set different size and weight
standards for other highways within its jurisdiction,

As the Nation’s dependence on motor vehicles for per-
sonal and commercial uses grew, so did the number of
serious accidents and fatalities. In 1965 alone, 49,000 per-
sons were killed in highway accidents, 1.5 million suffered
disabling injuries, and the economic costs associated with
these accidents came to an estimated $8.5 billion.; To
address these problems, Congress took a series of steps
to improve highway safety.

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 directed the Secre-
tary of Commerce to issue standards for driver educa-
tion and licensing; vehicle registration, operations, and
inspections; accident investigations and reporting; traf-
fic control; and highway design and maintenance.”
States were required to establish highway safety programs
in accordance with these Federal standards and to match
Federal funds received. States that did not implement
safety programs were subject to a 10-percent reduction
in their Federal highway funds. By 1970, all 50 States,

“Brokers were required to obtain Interstate Commerce Commission Ilcenses

and bonds or  other security. In addltlon,  the Commission was authorized to

specify accounting and recordkeeplng  requirements.
“Senate Pubhc  Works Committee Report 1302  to accompany S. 3052, Hlgh-

wav  Safety  Act of 1966 (June 23, 1966).
‘Publ]c  Law 89-564, 80 Stat. 731 (Sept. 9, 1966).

the District of Columbia, and 4 territories had established
highwa y safety programs.’

Concerned about the automobile industry’s emphasis
on style and performance instead of safety and collision
protection, Congress also passed the National Traffic and
Motor Vehicle Safety Act in 1966,’” Under this act, a
new agency within the Department of Commerce—the
National Traffic Safety Agency–was empowered to is-
sue safety standards for passenger automobiles, trucks,
buses, and motorcycles; conduct research, testing, devel-
opment, and training necessary to reduce traffic accidents
and related deaths and injuries; and expand the National
Driver Register to identify individuals whose motor ve-
hicle operating licenses had been denied, terminated, or
temporarily withdrawn. ” Although State motor vehicle
equipment standards had to be identical to the Federal
regulations, stricter standards could be imposed for those
vehicles procured by States or the Federal Government.

Shortly after safety statutes were enacted in 1966, Con-
gress authorized the establishment of a Federal trans-
portation agency—the Department of Transportation
(DOT). ” While the ICC retained economic regulatory
authority over motor carriers, its safety responsibilities
and those assigned to the Department of Commerce were
transferred to DOT. Within DOT, the Federal Highway
Administration was created to administer the regulatory

programs related to employee qualifications and hours
of service as well as to highway transportation operations
and equipment safety. Separate agencies—the National
Highway Safety Bureau and the National Traffic Safety
Board–were formed to implement the provisions of the
new safety laws. In addition, the National Transporta-
tion Safety Board was established to: 1) determine and
report on the cause or probable cause of transportation
accidents, 2) conduct special studies on transportation
safety and accident prevention, and 3) make regulatory
recommendations to the Secretary of Transportation.13 

%surance  Institute for Highway Safety, .Starus  Report, vol. 21, No. 11, Sept.
9, 1986.

‘“Public  Law 89-563, 80 Stat. 718  (Sept. 9, 1966).

“The National Driver Register, originally estabhshed  In 1960 by the Depart-
ment of Commerce, was a voluntary driver  record exchange program. Although
all  States participated in the program, the program provided only summar y

reports of Ilcense  suspensions or revocations related to drunk driwng  or fatal
accidents. The 1966 amendments allowed States to file reports on license denials
and withdraws for any reason, except for wlthdrawls of less than 6 months based

on an accumulation of minor violations. Senate Commerce Committee Report

i301  to accompany S, 3005, Nationa[  Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of
1966, June 23, 1966.

“U.S. Department of Transportation Act,  Publlc  Law 89.670, 49 U.S.C.
1651.

‘h 1974,  the National TransWrtation  Safet y Board became an Independent
a g e n c y and Its role was expanded.


