
Soft-tissue injuries, generally strains and
sprains to the back, shoulders, neck,
knees and elsewhere, continue to be a

significant problem for a wide range of
drivers such as long-haul, delivery, route
sales representatives, passenger or emer-
gency conveyance, equipment and materi-
als transport and lift truck operators.

Sprains and strains are an ongoing
problem for many reasons. Organiza-
tional contributors can include mounting
time pressures, distractions and working

with minimal supervision. Then consider
the ergonomic factors and demands built
into a driver’s job—whole-body vibra-
tion, static loading in a seated position
(which increases pressure on the lower
back), entering and exiting a vehicle,
climbing up and down, jumping out of a
truck bed, reaching behind for paperwork
or to the side for a joystick or computer,
loading and unloading vehicles, carrying
on uneven surfaces, opening bay doors,
pushing and pulling loaded hand trucks,
handling steering wheels and much more.

Now combine any of these with long
working hours that increase opportunities
for injury as well as induce potentially
muscle—and mind—weakening fatigue
(lessened attention control can result in
deteriorating safety decisions). Com-
panies with even slightly aging work-
forces have seen soft-tissue injuries
multiply even further.

Many companies may have already
reaped highest-potential returns from tra-
ditional engineering approaches to strain
and sprain prevention. While tool and
workstation design are always appropriate
first steps, these fixes often best apply to
manufacturing jobs and other more easily
controlled work environments.

In addition, some companies have
reported that customary behavioral
approaches may not suitably address the

specific tasks and motivational needs of
drivers, who often think of themselves as
independent individuals. Traditional
methods may typically include external
monitoring and back-school training (e.g.,
classroom teaching anatomy and physiol-
ogy, lifting a box off the floor). While
there are means for monitoring distant
driver behavior, most technology can only
provide information on their actual driv-
ing such as speeds and stops, not behav-
iors that can potentially increase risk of
strains and sprains.

Strategies for Prevention
So what can you do to significantly
impact soft-tissue safety in drivers?
Following are some proven strategies,
stemming from experience working with
drivers in companies worldwide through-
out many industries.

1) Recognize and overcome barriers
to soft-tissue safety. Many know that,
according to NIOSH, long-haul drivers
are at significant risk for lower-back pain.
Educate everyone that driving need not
lead to soft-tissue damage. There are
many things they can personally do, such
as directing their attention to alignment
and positioning to better manual methods
and improving their diet (with health

2007
Reliability of Inspection 

Ratings of Highway Bridges . . . 4

FMCSA Analysis Brief . . . . . . . . 6

Benefits & Costs of Revising 
Brake Inspection Procedures . . 8

Ambulance Vehicle
Safety Testing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

Where Do We Stand? . . . . . . . . . 12

Using Black Box Technology . . 14

AASHTO Statement. . . . . . . . . . 15

Highway Safety Improvement . . 17

Mexican Trucks in the U.S.. . . . 18

V
O
L
U
M
E

7

I s s u e  1
continued on page 3

Driving Down Soft-Tissue Injuries
By Robert Pater

A TECHNICAL PUBLICATION OF ASSE’S TRANSPORTATION PRACTICE SPECIALTY

AMERICAN SOCIETY OF SAFETY ENGINEERS www.asse.org 
TransActions



Ihope this issue of TransActions finds
you enjoying the final days of summer.
Those of you who attended Safety 2007

in Orlando, FL, will agree it was outstand-
ing. Our peers did a great job on their pre-
sentations. I must thank our Transportation
Practice Specialty (TPS) presenters, as I
am sure those of you who attended will
agree that our presenters demonstrated a
high level of professional knowledge and
presentation skills. I am happy to announce
that Assistant Administrator Frank
D’Ambrosio received the Transportation
Safety Professional of the Year Award. 

The Advisory Committee held its sum-
mer meeting during the PDC. We had a
good planning session and enjoyed the fel-
lowship. I would like to extend an invita-
tion to any TPS member who would like to
attend a future Advisory Committee meet-
ing. It is an opportunity to become better
acquainted with committee members and
to network with experts in the field of
transportation safety. Our most recent
meeting took place on Sept. 13, 2007, in
Atlanta, GA.

Our first Transportation Symposium on

Improving Fleet Safety was held from
Sept. 12-13, at the UPS Corporate Head-
quarters Complex in Atlanta, GA. We
thank UPS for hosting this educational
event. The event was a who’s who of
SH&E professionals representing some of
the safest fleets in the nation. Acclaimed
safety support companies that have helped
SH&E professionals take their company’s
safety program to the next level also gave
presentations. Those who attended certain-
ly left better prepared to face the chal-
lenges of improving fleet safety.

I ask each of you to consider sharing
your area of transportation expertise with
the general membership by submitting an
article for our newsletter. Articles should
be e-mailed to Newsletter Editor Nadine
Levick at nlevick@attglobal.net. Please
contact Nadine or me should you have
any questions. 

Please enjoy the last of the summer
and be safe. Thank you for what you do.

Doug Cook
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New safety technologies for commer-
cial motor vehicles have drawn
increased awareness among carriers,

shippers, insurers and government in
terms of the potential benefits of the tech-
nologies. To identify factors that con-
tribute to the adoption of new safety
technologies, this survey explored the
relationship between motor carrier orga-
nizational factors and the rate of safety
technology adoption.

The results indicate that the U.S.
motor carrier industry is in the early
stages of adopting most of the safety
technology management dimensions that
were the subject of the survey. The
empirical evidence suggests that those
firms with the organizational resources to
adopt safety management technologies
are initiating their adoption. For example,
it is apparent that large firms operating
over long distances are the leaders in
safety technology adoption. Many of the
firms surveyed reported that they had
adopted at least three different types of
safety technology.

Introduction
Commercial motor vehicle (CMV) safety
on the nation’s highways, as measured by
the large-truck-related fatality rate, has
shown a slight but steady improvement in
recent years. The Federal Motor Carrier
Safety Administration (FMCSA) plans 
to reduce it by an additional 13% from
the 2005 rate by 2011. Stakeholders in
the motor carrier safety environment rec-
ognize that current FMCSA and state
commercial motor carrier safety and
enforcement programs, though effective,
will not in and of themselves be enough
to have a significant and sustained impact
on further reducing the large-truck-related
fatality rate unless new actions are taken. 

The transportation safety management
community generally agrees that develop-
ment and deployment of truck safety
technology will be essential to the
achievement of permanent reductions in
the number and severity of crashes
involving CMVs. With this in mind,

FMCSA and the University of Maryland
(UMD) joined forces to examine technol-
ogy adoption patterns in the commercial
motor carrier industry. Data collected dur-
ing a 2005 FMCSA-sponsored national
survey of the largest for-hire and private
carriers suggest that motor carriers have
embraced new technologies (such as new
safety equipment) and devices (such as
vehicle speed regulators and on-board
computers). Those technologies are

designed to help the carriers monitor and
communicate with drivers and their motor
vehicles.

A new FMCSA report, “Safety Tech-
nology Adoption Patterns in the U.S.
Motor Carrier Industry,” examines the
organizational factors that affect motor
carriers’ decisions to adopt new technolo-
gies. The full report is available on
FMCSA’s Analysis and Information web-
site at http://ai.fmcsa.dot.gov, under the
Analysis Results and Reports tab.

Background
This analysis brief summarizes the results
of a 2005 FMCSA-sponsored national 
survey of the nation’s largest for-hire and
private carriers. This unique and compre-
hensive survey was developed and admin-
istered by researchers at UMD’s Robert H.
Smith School of Business, with technical
assistance provided by FMCSA’s Analysis
Division and division administrators. The
survey targeted the largest motor carrier
companies because those are the firms
most likely to have the financial resources
needed for the adoption of new safety 
technologies. 

For more than 10 years, FMCSA and
UMD have collaborated on in-depth
analyses of key aspects of the commercial
motor carrier industry. The goal of those
analyses has been to produce information
that will lead to better, more informed
decision-making and, thereby, improve
the safety of large trucks and buses. The
analyses have provided valuable insights
into the financial, operating and safety
performance of the major segments of the
motor carrier industry. The most recent
have focused on the safety management
practices of industry safety leaders.

Data Collection
A mail survey questionnaire was used to
collect data for this analysis. It was devel-
oped on behalf of FMCSA by UMD
researchers. Key characteristics:

•distributed to key senior officials at
1,025 of the largest for-hire trucking
companies;

•in 47 of the 50 states.
Of the survey questionnaires mailed:
•14 were undeliverable;
•190 respondents formally declined to

participate;
•the effective sample size was 821;
•a total of 415 surveys were completed

and returned to FMCSA, for an effective
total response rate of 51% (415/821).

Firms responding to the survey included:
•37 with a local geographic scope of

operation;
•175 with a regional scope;
•164 with a national scope;
•32 with a worldwide scope.
With respect to firm size (measured in

terms of the firm’s annual sales):
•53 of the respondents had sales of

$10 million or less;
•101 had sales of $10 million to $50

million;
•98 had sales of $50 million to $200

million;
•110 had sales of $200 million or

more. 
The responding firms included:
•52 with less-than-truckload (LTL)

operations;
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•179 with truckload operations;
•131 with both LTL and truckload

operations. 
The survey explored the adoption of

26 safety technologies in five main cate-
gories (Table 1):

1) driver communication;
2) vehicle communication;
3) driver performance and driver assis-

tance and regulation;
4) vehicle performance and monitoring;
5) vehicle maintenance. 
For each of the 26 safety technologies,

respondents were asked to indicate the
percentage of their firm’s vehicles that
were equipped with the technology.

Results
Driver Communication
Technologies
Driver communication technologies allow
drivers to communicate with their dispatch
centers in real time. As a result, safety can
be enhanced because drivers can report
emergency situations and receive assis-
tance in a timely manner. The survey
results show that many firms have adopted
driver communication technologies:

•94% had at least some drivers using
cellular telephones; 

•35% had computers with satellite
connections; 

•32% had computers with wireless
capabilities on at least some equipment;

•16% firms had mayday systems on at
least some vehicles. Fifty-nine percent of
those with mayday systems had all of
their drivers equipped with the systems.

Vehicle Communication
Technologies
Vehicle communication technologies,
which are installed on vehicles, are con-
figured to provide real-time geographic
and/or physical proximity information
automatically to the drivers. They can
enhance driver safety by enabling the car-
rier personnel to know their vehicles’
locations in emergency situations. 

The survey results show that some
firms have adopted vehicle communica-
tion technologies:

•more than 53% had adopted GPS sys-
tems in at least some vehicles;

•9% had adopted automatic vehicle
identification (AVI) systems (of those
who had, 39% had installed the systems
on 100% of their vehicles);

•4% had automatic collision notifica-
tion systems, with an average 21% of
their vehicle fleets covered by the 
systems.

Driver Performance & 
Driver Assistance/
Regulation Technologies
Driver performance monitoring and driver
assistance/regulation technologies are
installed on vehicles for the purpose of
improving driver performance. Some of
these safety systems record driver per-
formance, which enables the firms’ safety
managers to study the driving behavior of
each driver. The survey results demon-
strate that these technologies are adopted.
Vehicle speed regulators are the most
widely adopted technology:

•60% had speed regulators installed in
some of their vehicles; 

•44% indicating partial adoption were
on-board trip computers, with 71% of the
vehicles equipped with on-board devices;

•24% had route-guidance and dis-
patching systems, with 24% having at
least partial adoption;

•14% had at least partially adopted
electronic logbooks, with average fleet
coverage of 47%.

Vehicle Performance &
Monitoring Technologies
Vehicle performance technologies are
installed on vehicles to reduce the risk
that trucks will crash into obstacles or
lose operational control. Additionally,
some of these safety systems record 
vehicle performance, which then enables
the firm to monitor and study the behav-

ior of its physical systems. The survey
results provide evidence that the motor
carrier industry is in the early stages of
adopting vehicle performance and moni-
toring technologies:

•10% had adopted some HazMat cargo
monitoring systems. Among those that
had adopted the technology, 53% report-
ed 100% fleet coverage; 

•10% had adopted adaptive cruise con-
trol systems to some extent and among
those firms, 24% reported full adoption.

Vehicle Maintenance
Technologies
Vehicle maintenance technologies are
installed on vehicles for the purpose of
identifying mechanical problems that
occur under normal operating conditions.
Some of the systems also record vehicle
equipment performance for future main-
tenance purposes. The results of the sur-
vey indicate that vehicle maintenance
technologies are being adopted:

•60% report at least some adoption 
of the electronic vehicle management 
system (EVMS), which was the most
widely adopted technology system in this
category. 

•more than 49% reported full adoption
of the systems;

•52% adopted under-the-hood diagnos-
tic tools;

•23% adopted real-time communica-
tion systems.

Implications
The survey described in this analysis brief
examined the current levels of adoption of
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costs are realized relatively evenly over
the 10-year time horizon, with the excep-
tion of relatively higher training costs in
Year 1. These figures are summarized in
Table 1. 

A BCR is equal to the present value of
benefits divided by the present value of
costs. Thus, a BCR in excess of 1.0
demonstrates positive economic returns to
society. When BCRs exceed 1.0, society
experiences net benefits from the regula-
tion (net present value of benefits = pres-
ent value of benefits—present value of
costs). Under the high-end estimate con-
cerning the costs associated with pre-trip
inspections (200-mile average trip), the
NTSB recommendations produce net
benefits with BCRs in excess of 1.0.
Under the low-end estimate (400-mile
average trip), the recommendations fail to
produce net benefits when the program
effectiveness drops below 76% (i.e., the
BCR is below 1.0). 

Benefits are allocated between the 
two NTSB recommendations, with a range
of 70% to 90% of the benefits attributed 
to the brake inspector certification recom-
mendation and only 10% to 30% attributed
to the driver pretrip inspection recommen-
dation, based on input obtained during 
this study. In addition, a base assumption
of program effectiveness of 70% was 

varied from 50% to
90%. Higher percent-
ages of program
effectiveness indicate
that the NTSB recom-
mendations would
have a greater effect
on either avoiding or
mitigating brake-relat-
ed CMV crashes. 

The driver training
and pretrip inspection
recommendation fails
to produce net bene-
fits under any of the
scenarios considered
in Table 1. The driver training and pretrip
inspection recommendation produced
BCRs ranging from 0.07 (50% ratio of
effectiveness, 200-mile average trip) to
0.55 (80% program effectiveness, 400-
mile average trip). 

The brake inspector and certification
recommendation produced large net ben-
efits, with BCRs exceeding 12.65 in all
scenarios considered in this study. The
BCRs range from a low of 12.65 (50%
program effectiveness, 200-mile average
trip) to 29.27 (90% program effective-
ness, 400-mile average trip). 

From this analysis, it appears that
implementing the NTSB recommendation

on certification of brake inspectors would
create net benefits (benefits exceeding
costs) and should be pursued. However, the
NTSB recommendation on pretrip brake
inspections performed by drivers does not
appear to be worthy of implementation.  �

Transportation Practice Specialty member, Amy
Stewart, provided notice of this report. She
assisted with research on this report while previ-
ously employed with Battelle. Stewart is now the
project director for Safe Schools/Healthy
Students with a federal grant from the depart-
ments of Justice, Education and Health and
Human Services. She also remains involved with
the Ohio Trucking Safety Council Board. 

TABLE 1  Benefit-Cost Analysis Findings 
(Alternative Scenarios)

Editor’s Note: The importance of ambulance vehicle
safety has received increased attention in recent
years in the U.S., Europe and Australia. ASSE
member, SAE WEC/Breed recipient and
TransActions Editor Nadine Levick, M.D.,
M.P.H., a lead researcher in ambulance trans-
port safety research and development, was
recently invited to attend the European Com-
mittee for Standardization’s (CEN) Magna Steyr
(www.magnasteyr.com) testing site in Graz,
Austria, for testing of the new Mercedes Benz
Sprinter/Volkswagen Crafter for Austria’s lead-
ing ambulance manufacturer, Dlouhy-TULLN
(www.dlouhy.at). The ambulance testing con-
ducted by Magna Steyr Graz is accredited by
TUV Austria (www.tuv.at).

Ambulance safety is a unique and
cross-disciplinary area where the
sophistication of automotive safety

and complexities of ergonomics are inter-
faced with acute and emergency health-
care delivery. Presently, there are no

dynamic crash-testing automo-
tive standards for ambulance
vehicles in the U.S. environ-
ment. European ambulances
must meet the EN1789:1999
standard for frontal, rear, side
and rollover simulation.
Similarly, Australasian ambu-
lance vehicles must meet the
ASA 4535:1999 standard. Although the
two crashworthiness testing requirements
differ between Europe and Australia,
Australia’s testing is more stringent and
comprehensive, with a range of crash-test
dummies required from 50th percentile to
the 95th percentile and higher-impact
forces. The importance of ensuring the
safety performance of the design of these
vehicles is clear from published data on
emergency vehicle crashes.

Ambulance
Vehicles
There are essentially two
approaches to building ambulance vehicles.
One is a retrofit of an existing OEM com-
mercial van, as in the test vehicle described
here, the other is the building of an after-
market “box” that is then attached to a
standard light- or heavy-duty truck vehicle
chassis.

International Leading Practice in 
Ambulance Vehicle Safety Testing
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Photo 1 (above):
The Magna Steyr
test facility.



The unique aspect of this situation is
that an ambulance is one of the only pas-
senger vehicles which transports occu-
pants/passengers in what is essentially a
modified cargo van or the aftermarket
“box.” To complicate this scenario, those
occupants are in complex seating arrange-
ments and also required to perform some
types of acute medical care en route.

It is this unusual situation, coupled
with increasing awareness of the safety
hazards of this transport environment,
that has resulted in Australia and Europe
having developed the crashworthiness
testing standards for ambulance vehicles. 

CEN has been mandatory in Europe
since August 2000. ASA has been in
effect in Australasia since 1999. 

Early motorized ambulance transport
in the U.S. used Cadillac station wagons
(the same type of vehicle as a hearse) and
then in the 1960s and 1970s, there was a
shift to the implementation of the after-
market box attached to the chassis design.

This move took EMS outside of
mainstream automotive safety and outside
of the advances in the general automotive
safety arena.

The U.S ambulance manufacturing
industry is presently under the umbrella
of the National Truck Equipment Asso-
ciation (NTEA), Ambulance Manufac-
turing Division (AMD) and ambulances
manufactured in the U.S. have a formal
exemption from Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standard (FMVSS) requirements.
The General Services Administration
(GSA) KKK-E specification is a purchase
specification for Star of Life ambulances
and it is not a document that is in any
way a formal automotive safety perform-
ance standard, nor has it an automotive

crashworthiness focus or perspective. It
mandates no dynamic crash testing of the
vehicle, its components or retrofit, and
has no requirement for crash-test dum-
mies or impact testing. The forthcoming
revision, Version F, is similarly focused.

Two important dimensions must be con-
sidered with respect to the differences
between the van and box designs. The
retrofits to the vans are essentially retrofits
to an intact automotive vehicle, an OEM
vehicle structurally designed by the auto-
motive industry. The box design is a com-
pletely different
situation (that is
one of a box that
is not designed
or built by the
automotive
industry) and
secured to a
vehicle chassis.
Both designs are
for the transport of passengers/occupants.
It is clear that the testing and design of the
van vehicles include the comprehensive
involvement of the automotive safety
industry in the structural design of the
vehicle occupant compartment, which is
not the situation with the aftermarket box
and chassis combination.

Thus, the relevance of this to the CEN
testing described is that the van vehicle
has already undergone extensive automo-
tive safety design and development by the
automotive manufacturer whereas this is
not in any way the situation for the box
design. Provided that the retrofit process
preserves the structural design of the van,
this offers important safety advantages to
this type of ambulance vehicle design.

To be specific, CEN testing is for 10 G
deceleration testing. It is a deceleration, not
an impact test and, thus, does not require
vehicle structural impact crashworthiness

testing. It is essentially a safety
performance test of the decelera-
tion of the aftermarket retrofit, in
contrast to a structural vehicle
crashworthiness test, as it exposes
the van shell to a deceleration
force via the force transmitted to
the sled in contrast to a direct
impact to the structural body of

the vehicle. 
When a box

(from the box
chassis design) is
subjected to this

form of deceleration testing, it is not on
the background of the vehicle as a whole
being manufactured by the automotive
industry and having been tested to be
structurally crashworthy prior to the retro-
fit. The nature of the design and testing of
these two approaches to these two differ-
ent types of ambulance constructions are
technically not necessarily comparable
levels of crashworthiness performance for
the vehicles as a whole. 

The tests conducted at Magna Steyr
(Photo 1) were to evaluate the safety per-
formance and crashworthiness of the new
retrofit for the 2007 model Mercedes Benz
Sprinter/Volkswagen Crafter ambulance
vehicles. These tests used the Magna 
Steyr Hyper-G 210 sled for a series of
impacts to meet the EN1789:1999 ambu-
lance standard for frontal, rear, right-side
and vertical impact performance. The 2007
Mercedes Benz Sprinter/Volkswagen
Crafter ambulance retrofit built by Dlouhy
GmbH (Photos 2 and 3) performed well
throughout the range of dynamic impact
tests, which were within the necessary tol-
erances and thresholds to meet CEN test-
ing profiles.

Dlouhy GmbH has a strong history of
design initiative and innovation, from the
use of ABS plastic to streamlined integra-
tion of emergency lights. Dlouhy is also
the first in Europe to reach out to Dr.
Levick, the EMS Safety Foundation and
Objective Safety LLC to expand its safety
horizon and outreach and development.
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Photo 2 (left):
The 2007
Mercedes Sprinter
before testing.

Photo 3 (above): Crash-test
dummy in post-testing position.

Photo 4 (left): The final tested
vehicle on the showroom floor 
at Rettmobil 2007 in Fulda, Germany,
May 2007.



Also, as is identified by Dlouhy GmbH
CEO Martin Dlouhy, the field of ambu-
lance safety is complex in that there is
interplay of biomechanics and automotive
safety as well as EMS practice policy. To
optimize safety of this environment, it is
important to have a comprehensive under-
standing of the actual injury risks and haz-
ards that occur during ambulance transport
and to ensure that both engineering and
testing approaches address the areas of
most need, keeping in mind the interrela-
tionship of practice and safety engineering. 

The U.S. has much to learn from both
Europe and Australia with respect to
ambulance safety design, performance
testing and safety standards for the ambu-
lance industry. The U.S. ambulance
industry can use the tests Magna Steyr
conducted for the new Dlouhy 2007
model Sprinter vehicles (Photo 4) as a
model for its own advancement and
development.

Given that the safety performance of
ambulance vehicles in U.S. has been
demonstrated in biomechanical and epi-
demiological studies to have substantive
deficiencies, the importance of following
the lead of our colleagues in Europe and
Australia cannot be overstated.

Those who provide our society’s safe-
ty net deserve to have the best that we
can provide for the safety of that emer-
gency transportation environment.  �

Emergency medical service (EMS) 
transport safety has seen some major
developments this year. In addition 

to the establishment of a new forum for
EMS transport at the National Academies
Transportation Research
Board (TRB), Subcom-
mittee on EMS Trans-
port Safety [ANB10(5)],
many new initiatives
have taken place to
advance EMS transport
safety.

EMS is a unique
transport environment
that bridges public health
and safety, acute health-
care, community services
and disaster management.
It is performed in a spec-
trum of environments—rural, urban and
suburban—and is staffed by both volun-
teers and professionals. Thus, EMS has its
own set of transportation safety challenges. 

Earlier this year, an inaugural EMS
transport safety presentation given in
Washington, DC, set the stage for an
active year and focused on the myriad
issues that relate to ambulance transport
safety. That presentation, titled “EMS
Transport Safety: Where Is the State of
the Art and Where Should it Be?” cov-
ered the broad spectrum of transportation
safety issues that challenge EMS delivery.
Representatives of the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, the Nation-
al Academies, TRB and some state EMS
agencies attended this meeting, as did an
audience of online participants from the
U.S. and the U.K.

In contrast to the wealth of safety data
and oversight in the truck and bus indus-
try and other passenger vehicle infrastruc-
ture, the presentation highlighted the stark
differences in the current approaches and
resources to address challenges of safety
management in EMS transport. 

Transportation safety aspects covered
in the presentation ranged from vehicle
design and safety, scene safety, safety
performance data capture and innovations
to augment safety to policy and oversight
as well as translational research opportu-
nities from related industries.

Data were presented on crash and injury
rates involving EMS vehicles with compar-
isons demonstrated with other carriers. 
The ASSE/ANSI Z15.1 standard, Safe
Practices for Motor Vehicle Operations,

was highlighted as a
major advance for
supporting enhanced
EMS fleet safety
across the nation.
Many new innova-
tions for enhancing
safety performance
were presented with
recent research
demonstrating effec-
tive and impressive
performance and
safety enhancement
with real-time driver

monitoring and feedback technologies.
Optimizing practice and policies at inter-
sections to improve safety and minimize
risk was also discussed. 

TRB’s Transportation Safety Manage-
ment Committee was later briefed on the
session. The EMS safety information was
regarded as “eye-opening,” and much dis-
cussion took place on this special trans-
portation safety environment. 

A subcommittee of the Committee 
on Transportation Safety Management
(ANB10) has been established for
advancing safety issues in the special
transportation environment of EMS.
TransActions Editor Nadine Levick is
chair of this new subcommittee, which
will meet at the 2008 TRB Annual
Symposium in Washington, DC.

It has been an important year for EMS
transportation safety. National interest 
in infrastructure and research issues relat-
ed to ambulance transport safety has
increased. The EMS Today Congress,
held in March 2007 in Baltimore, con-
ducted its first ambulance safety panel
event, the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration held it first
Ambulance Safety Roundtable and the
2007 Enhanced Safety of Vehicles sym-
posium featured many technical presenta-
tions on ambulance safety. ASSE’s 2006
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It has been an impor-
tant year for EMS 

transportation safety.
National interest in
infrastructure and

research issues related
to ambulance transport
safety has increased.

in our infrastructures and use of advanced
technologies so that we can be safer.
Advanced technologies such as health
monitoring through instrumentation (e.g.,
fiber optic sensors) have tremendous
potential. However, significant research is
needed before this approach can be used
reliably. In the meantime, guidelines and
protocols must be developed so that
bridges can be inspected more reliably
using existing approaches. We must
inspect bridges to identify the states of
damages and not to merely comply with
federal inspection requirements.  �

Reference
Moore, M., et al. (2001, June). Reli-

ability of visual inspections for highway
bridges; FHWA-RD-01-020 and FHWA-
RD-01-021. Washington, DC: Federal
Highway Administration.

Reliability of Inspection Ratings
continued from page 4



Where is the U.S. compared to the rest
of the world in road safety bench-
marking? Although the trend is in

the right direction, the 2006 road fatality
rate was 1.44 deaths per 100 million vehi-
cle miles traveled (VMT), down from 1.45
in 2005. However, with more than 43,000
total fatalities, this remains a major and
tragic burden for society. During the same
period, injuries dropped 6% from 2.7 mil-
lion in 2005 to 2.54 million in 2006.
Previous estimates show that highway
crashes cost society $230.6 billion a year.

Motor vehicle crashes remain the lead-
ing cause of death for people under age 45
in the U.S. and the leading cause of work-
place fatalities. Also, the U.S. has the high-
est percentage of vehicles on its roads and
fleet vehicles worldwide. While there have
been major advances in road safety, occu-
pant protection and emergency medical
services, it seems that in the past 35 years,
nations have differed greatly in safety
advancement and development.

The recent Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Develop-
ment (OECD) publication,
Trends in the Transport
Sector 1970-2005, highlights
some of the changes in dif-
ferent nations’ road safety
performance over time 
(Figure 1).

A July 22, 2007, New
York Times article,
“Safety First? True Once,
But U.S. Now Lags in
Road Deaths,” by Tanya
Mohn highlights the con-
cerns. “The rate of high-
way fatalities has
plummeted since 1970,
when the U.S. led the
world in road safety. Still,
despite its headstart and
that cocoon of technology,
the nation has steadily
slipped behind other
countries, becoming com-
paratively one of the most danger-
ous places to drive in the
industrialized world. The U.S. ranks
42nd of the 48 countries measured

in the number of fatalities per capi-
ta. In what many safety experts
consider a more precise measure,
fatalities per distance driven, the
U.S. was No. 1 in 1970 and now it

now ranks 11th, with some coun-
tries reporting rates that are 25%
lower. Australia, Britain, France,
Germany and Japan all did signifi-
cantly better.”

Where Do We Stand: International 
Road Safety Performance Benchmarking

FIGURE 1  Fatalities per Billion Kilometers 
Driven from 1970 to 2005 for Select Countries

(Excerpted from http://radar.planetizen.com/node/49534.)

FIGURE 2  Road Motor Vehicles per Thousand Population
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Data published in the OECD Factbook
2007: Economic, Environmental and
Social Statistics in the Quality of Life
transport section show that the U.S. has
had the highest rate of motor vehicles per

thousand population rate from 1995 to
2005 (Figure 2) and the fatalities per mil-
lion population have also been high com-
pared to other OECD countries from 1995
to 2005 (Figure 3). However, the fatality

rate per million vehicles in the U.S.
remains high and is almost double that of
Scandinavian countries (Figure 4). The
OECD Factbook is available online at
http://oberon.sourceoecd.org/vl=
9394457/cl=12/nw=1/rpsv/factbook. 

Why has the U.S. fallen
behind much of the rest of 
the world in improvements in
road fatalities per capita, per
vehicle mile traveled and per
vehicle?

As reported in The New
York Times, “Safety experts
said the reasons were many.
One, they said, was inade-
quate driver training. Some
countries require that teen-
agers have 100 hours behind
the wheel before they
receive a license, compared
to about 6 in the U.S. 

“But expert after expert
said the real problem was
one of culture. With per-
sonal freedom a corner-
stone of the U.S., many
states are loath to pass leg-
islation that curtails them,
even when it comes to road
safety. So while the govern-
ments of other countries
can easily pass laws to
make driving safer, like a
national ban on handheld
cellphone use, those laws
here are left up to the states
to impose and that is often
not so easy.”

Clearly, there are many
areas where disparities in cul-
ture and social philosophies
differ between nations. How-
ever, it is key that lessons
learned from other industrial-
ized countries be optimized.
Even though road fatality rates
are improving in the U.S., the
gains are not in the same
league as similar nations and
with more than 43,000 deaths
per year in the U.S. the past 2
years, the safety of our trans-
portation system is a serious
challenge for our society.  �

FIGURE 3  Road Fatalities per Million Population, 1995-2005

FIGURE 4  Road Fatalities per Million Vehicles
& per Million Population, 2005
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Formed in August 1992, Road Safety
International Inc. is a corporation that
manufacturers and sells on-board

computer systems (“black boxes”), GPS
receivers, wireless RF data transceivers,
advanced vehicle simulators and associat-
ed components/subsystems. In addition to
manufacturing all hardware, Road Safety
writes all embedded and application soft-
ware used in its products. 

The company’s hardware and soft-
ware is used in six industry-specific
applications:

1) emergency response—ambulance,
fire, police and crash rescue;

2) teenage/novice driver monitoring; 
3) commercial fleet driver monitoring;
4) municipal and governmental agen-

cies and utilities;
5) automobile manufacturers and test-

ing companies; 
6) driver training schools. 
Road Safety has an installed base of

several thousand black boxes with sys-
tem-specific solutions that focus on safe
vehicle operation, reduced maintenance
costs and driver training. The Transpor-
tation Practice Specialty recently inter-
viewed Larry Selditz, the company’s
president, CEO and founder.

TPS: Tell us a little about your back-
ground.

LS: Early in my career, I was a mili-
tary pilot and later a commercial pilot.
For years, I had flown aircraft equipped
with black box flight data recorders.
When I started Road Safety International
in 1992, I wanted to bring the same
advanced aircraft technology to the high-
way to improve safety and to reduce vehi-
cle crashes.

TPS: Based on your experience with
black box technology, how has your sys-
tem improved driver safety?

LS: First, let’s start with the idea that
what you monitor, you can control. What
you do not, you will not. Our technology
monitors and records driver and vehicle
performance on a second-by-second
basis. If the driver exceeds user-defined
safety parameters, the system gives
immediate audio feedback to correct the
unsafe driving condition.

TPS: What type of parameters does
the black box monitor?

LS: The system monitors vehicle
speed, g-forces, throttle position and sev-
eral digital channels for things such as
lights and sirens in emergency vehicles to
power take-offs in commercial fleets.

TPS: What about audio feedback?
LS: The system provides an audio

warning anytime the driver drives aggres-
sively and unsafely. That includes unsafe
behaviors such as high-speed driving,
hard cornering, hard braking and pedal-
to-the-metal accelerations. Basically, any
driving behavior outside the design safety
envelope of the vehicle.

TPS: Could you describe the report-
ing component to your system?

LS: Data are transmitted automatically
from the black box in the vehicle to the
user’s base station PC wirelessly. The
software application ranks each driver’s

performance against a standard of vehicle
operation. This approach makes it easy to
recognize those people who are perform-
ing well and those putting the organiza-
tion at the greatest risk because of unsafe
driving.

TPS: Isn’t this a little like “big broth-
er” watching?

LS: Not really. Because of the real-
time audio feedback in the vehicle, the
driver has the opportunity to get out of
the unsafe condition and to avoid having
a safety violation recorded in the data.
Many drivers simply lose focus or forget
about the organization’s safety standards.
Our system brings safety to the forefront
of vehicle operation.

TPS: What type of results have you
seen after your system is installed?

LS: We have an ambulance customer
in California who operates 80+ vehicles.

Historically, they averaged 40 to 45 vehi-
cle incidents per year in their fleet. Some
minor, several serious. The first year our
systems were used in their ambulances,
incidents dropped to just four and have
stayed at that level ever since. They tell
me the system paid for itself in less than a
year through maintenance savings, insur-
ance savings, fuel savings and workers’
compensation savings and significantly
reduced third-party liability claims.

TPS: Who uses your black box 
technology?

LS: We are installed on tens of thou-
sands of vehicles, including police,
ambulance and fire vehicles as well as
commercial fleets. When my son turned
16, he was a recipient of a system for 
his car.

TPS: What does this technology cost?
LS: A 28-channel professional system

such as the ones used in ambulances is in
the $3,500 price range. A commercial
fleet version is about $500 for the basic
system and the system designed to moni-
tor teenage drivers is $295.

TPS: Bottom line, does it work?
LS: Our customers have described

excellent satisfaction with the systems
and major improvements in fleet safety,
performance and fleet maintenance cost
savings. The value of having comprehen-
sive data on general system performance
has been useful to our clients in evaluat-
ing their system needs and general safety
benchmarking. It is also a clear company
statement of safety as a serious priority.

We have been pleased with the find-
ings of two independent studies evaluat-
ing the effectiveness of the Road Safety
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Using Black Box Technology to Improve Fleet Safety
Larry Selditz is presi-
dent, CEO and founder
of Road Safety
International Inc.
Selditz is an active
member of the Society
of Automotive Engi-
neers, the Federal Interagency Committee on
Emergency Medical Services, the National
Safety Council, the Intelligent Transportation
Society of America and the Driving School
Association of the Americas and he serves 
on several committees of the American
Ambulance Association. 

continued on page 20
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WHEREAS, this current fatality rate
goal is in alignment with the safety goal
of the U.S. Department of Transportation
and has also been adopted by several key
safety partner organizations including the
Governors Highway Safety Association
(GHSA) and the American Association of
Motor Vehicle
Administrators
(AAMVA); and

WHEREAS, the
U.S. DOT has esti-
mated that traffic-
related deaths
remain as the lead-
ing cause of death
for people between
the ages of 4 and 34
and that the annual
economic cost of
crashes in the U.S. to
be roughly $230 bil-
lion in 2000 dollars;
and 

WHEREAS,
motor vehicle fatali-
ties increased from
42,836 in 2004 to
43,443 in 2005; and the fatality rate rose
from 1.44 in 2004 to 1.45 in 2005; repre-
senting the first rise in the highway fatali-
ty rate since 1986; and 

WHEREAS, in its strategic plan and
FY 2008 budget submission, U.S. DOT
has acknowledged the nation will not
achieve the 1.0 goal by FY 2008 as origi-
nally planned; and that partner organiza-
tions noted above, including AASHTO,
agree with this assessment; and 

WHEREAS, AASHTO recognizes
that success in implementing an aggres-
sive highway safety goal is based in large
part upon wide acceptance and enthusias-
tic support by the general public, media
and public/private institutions of highway
safety goals; and

WHEREAS, statement of a safety
goal in terms of actual number of lives
saved will resonate with the public and

these institutions significantly more than
the abstract notion of an exposure rate
measure; and

WHEREAS, a significant number of
member departments, as part of their
Strategic Highway Safety Plan process,
have recognized the value of this approach
and have moved to the use of an absolute
number of lives saved as their highway
safety goal—including in some cases the

concept of a vision
which encourages
movement towards
zero deaths on public
highways; and 

WHEREAS,
AASHTO acknowl-
edges that this
approach will be of
great value to
regaining positive
momentum in
improving highway
safety; and

WHEREAS,
motor vehicle safety
technologies, more
aggressive state safe-
ty laws and enforce-
ment and improved
highway infrastruc-

ture can move America in the direction of
significantly reduced fatalities; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT
RESOLVED, that the Standing Com-
mittee on Highway Traffic Safety of the
American Association of State Highway
and Transportation Officials recommends
that AASHTO adopt a national highway
safety goal of reducing fatalities by 1,000
per year, thus saving a cumulative total of
more than 50,000 lives within the next
decade and moving towards halving fatali-
ties over the next 2 decades; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that
adoption of this goal be broadly communi-
cated to key safety partner organizations,
including the U.S. DOT and national trans-
portation and highway safety organiza-
tions, so as to encourage acknowledgement
and potential adoption of this goal by such
partner organizations; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that
this visionary goal serve as a guide for
the administration, Congress, states and
other entities involved with highway safe-
ty as they work towards reauthorization
of the SAFETEA-LU legislation that
expires Sept. 30, 2009.  �

AASHTO Statement
continued from page 15

new motor carrier safety technologies by
the largest carriers in the U.S. The results
can help managers as well as small and
medium-sized carriers to understand which
motor carrier safety technologies currently
are adopted by the largest carriers. In addi-
tion, FMCSA’s Office of Research and
Analysis has a broader research program
that is actively examining the cost-effec-
tiveness of deploying several types of
onboard safety technologies.

Additional Information
Additional information on the Office of
Research and Analysis and its research
program is available on FMCSA’s main
website. This brief summarizes the major
findings of the UMD report, “Safety
Technology Adoption Patterns in the 
U.S. Motor Carrier Industry,” which is
available at http://ai.volpe.dot.gov/
CarrierResearchResults/CarrierResearch
Content.asp.

Important Considerations
It is important to note that the respon-
dents may not have been representative of
the trucking industry as a whole, as the
original sample was 1,025 of the largest
trucking companies in 47 of the 50 states,
of whom 415 participated in the survey
and as many as 190 formally declined to
participate. Additionally, this is survey
data and self-report survey data, for
which there may well be several biases,
most likely in the direction of better prac-
tice. View the report at http://www.fmcsa
.dot.gov/facts-research/research-technolo
gy/analysis/FMCSA-RRA-07-007.pdf.  �

Thomas M. Corsi is codirector of the Supply
Chain Management Center at The Robert H.
Smith School of Business, University of Mary-
land, College Park. Curtis M. Grimm is the
dean’s professor of Supply Chain and Strategy at
the Smith School of Business. David E. Cantor
and Dale M. Sienicki are also at the university.

For more information, contact Mark Johnson,
Analysis Division, Office of Research and
Analysis, at Mark.Johnson@dot.gov. 

FMCSA Analysis Brief
continued from page 7

On July 26, 2007, 17 organi-
zations jointly submitted
the report to the National

Surface Transportation
Policy and Revenue Study
Commission, which was

created by Congress 
to analyze and make 
recommendations on 

how to equip the nation’s
transportation system to

meet future needs.

Learn more about ASSE’s 
technical publications
at www.asse.org.
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Oct. 1, 2007 is the deadline for all
states to have developed their State
Strategic Highway Safety Plans to

meet the Safe, Accountable, Flexible,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A
Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)
requirements.

SAFETEA-LU raised the stature of 
the highway safety program by establish-
ing highway safety improvement as a
core program, tied to strategic safety
planning and performance. Despite reduc-
tions in the rate and actual number of
fatalities in 2004, more than 42,000
deaths still occurred on the nation’s 
highways. SAFETEA-LU devotes addi-
tional resources and supports innovative
approaches to reducing highway fatalities
and injuries. 

On Aug. 10, 2005, President Bush
signed SAFETEA-LU into law. With guar-
anteed funding for highways, highway
safety and public transportation totaling
$244.1 billion, SAFETEA-LU represents
the largest surface transportation invest-
ment in our nation’s history. The two 
landmark bills that brought surface transp-
ortation into the 21st century—the Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act of 1991 (ISTEA) and the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA-21)—shaped the highway program
to meet the nation’s changing transporta-
tion needs. SAFETEA-LU builds on this
firm foundation, supplying the funds and
refining the programmatic framework for
investments needed to maintain and grow
our vital transportation infrastructure. 

SAFETEA-LU addresses the many
challenges facing our transportation 
system today, such as improving safety,
reducing traffic congestion, improving 
efficiency in freight movement, increasing
intermodal connectivity and protecting the
environment and lays the groundwork for
addressing future challenges. SAFETEA-
LU promotes more efficient and effective
federal surface transportation programs by
focusing on transportation issues of nation-
al significance, while giving state and local
transportation decision makers more flexi-
bility for solving transportation problems
in their communities. 

The core Highway Safety Improve-
ment Program (HSIP) is structured and
funded to make significant progress in
reducing highway fatalities. It creates a
positive agenda for increased safety on
our highways by almost doubling the
funds for infrastructure safety and requir-
ing strategic highway safety planning,
focusing on results. Other programs target
specific areas of concern, such as work
zones, older drivers and pedestrians and
children walking to school, which further
reflect SAFETEA-LU’s focus on safety.

Highway Safety 
Improvement Program
HSIP is established as a core program,
separately funded for the first time, with
flexibility provided to allow states to tar-
get funds to their most critical safety
needs. A total of $5.1 billion is provided
for 2006-09. Of this amount, $880 mil-
lion is set aside for a separate distribution
for the railway/highway crossing pro-
gram, with the remainder to be distributed
by formula based on each state’s lane
miles, vehicle miles traveled and number
of fatalities; $90 million will be set aside
annually for construction and operational
improvements on high-risk rural roads. 

HSIP requires states to develop and
implement a strategic highway safety
plan and to submit annual reports to the
secretary that describe at least 5% of their
most hazardous locations, progress in
implementing highway safety improve-
ment projects and their effectiveness in
reducing fatalities and injuries. 

State Strategic 
Highway Safety Plan 
State Strategic Highway Safety Plans
(SHSPs) will be used in HSIP to identify
and analyze highway safety problems and
opportunities, include projects or strate-
gies to address them and evaluate the
accuracy of data and the priority of pro-
posed improvements. SHSP must be
based on accurate and timely safety data,
consultation with safety stakeholders and
performance-based goals that address
infrastructure and behavioral safety prob-
lems on all public roads.

States also are required to develop an
evaluation process to assess results and to
use the information to set priorities for
highway safety improvements. The gov-
ernor or a responsible state agency
approves the plan. States that do not
develop a strategic plan by Oct. 1, 2007,
will be locked in at their FY 2007 HSIP
apportionment level pending development
of a plan. States with SHSPs have addi-
tional flexibility to use up to 10% of their
HSIP funds for behavioral and other safe-
ty projects if they meet rail/grade crossing
and infrastructure safety needs as defined
in their SHSPs.

HSIP Highway 
Safety Provisions
The program authorized a new core fed-
eral-aid funding program beginning in 
FY 2006 to achieve a significant reduc-
tion in traffic fatalities and serious
injuries on all public roads (Statutory
References SAFETEA-LU Section(s):
1101(a)(6), 1401).

Before apportioning HSIP funds,
$220M was set aside for the railway/high-
way crossing program under 23 USC 130.
The remainder was apportioned to states
based on the following factors:

•33-a% based on lane miles of feder-
al-aid highways; 

•33-a% based on vehicle miles trav-
eled on lanes on federal-aid highways; 

•33-a% based number of fatalities on
the federal-aid system; 

•Each state will receive at least ½ of
1% of the funds apportioned for the
HSIP.

By Oct. 1, 2007, each state must have
a strategic highway safety plan that iden-
tifies and analyzes safety problems and
opportunities in order to use HSIP funds
for new eligible activities under 23 USC
148. The plan is required to include a
crash data system that can perform prob-
lem identification and countermeasure
analysis. If a state does not have a plan in
place by Oct.1, 2007, subsequent HSIP
apportionments are frozen at the 2007
level and may only be used to fund proj-
ects eligible under Sections 130 and 152

TransActions 17
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•Mexico’s trucks and their drivers
must meet all U.S. safety and security
requirements before they will be allowed
to drive beyond the border region.

•Every truck that crosses the border as
part of the pilot will be checked—every
truck, every time.

•Any truck with a safety violation that
poses a risk to the traveling public—no
matter how small or large—will be
stopped until the problem is fixed.

•Drivers must have a valid commercial
license and proof of medical fitness, and
must comply with hours-of-service rules. 

•Drivers must be able to understand
and respond to questions and directions
from inspectors. 

•Drivers may not be sick, tired or
under the influence of drugs or alcohol.

•Trucks must be insured and meet rig-
orous U.S. safety standards for the entire
vehicle, including brakes, steering sys-
tems, tires, axles, hoses, fuel tanks, head
and tail lamps, turn signals, suspension
systems, frame integrity and cargo secur-
ing equipment.

•No trucks hauling hazardous materi-
als or buses carrying passengers will be
involved in the test program. 

•All trucks and all drivers entering the
U.S. are screened by U.S. Customs and
Border Protection Officers, which could
include radiation portal monitoring and 
X-ray inspections of high risk cargo. 

•All drivers must provide advanced
cargo information, must meet immigra-
tion entry requirements and are subject to
the U.S. import requirements. 

Cross Border Truck Safety Inspection
Program. DOT has developed a plan to:

1) establish mandatory pre-authority
safety audits; 

2) conduct at least 50% of the safety
audits on-site in Mexico; 

3) issue permanent operating authority
only to Mexican trucking companies who
pass safety compliance review; 

4) conduct at least 50% of the compli-
ance reviews on-site in Mexico—includ-
ing any who did not receive an on-site
pre-authority audit; 

5) check the validity of the driver’s
license every time a truck crosses the 
border; 

6) assign Mexican truck companies a
distinct DOT number; 

7) inspect all trucks from Mexico that
do not display a current CVSA decal; 

8) have state inspectors in the border

states report any violations of safety regu-
lations by trucks from Mexico to U.S.
federal authorities; 

9) equip all U.S.-Mexico commercial
border crossings with weight scales—
including weigh-in-motion (WIM) sys-
tems at 5 of the 10 busiest crossings; 

10) study the need for WIM systems at
all other border crossings; 

11) collect proof of insurance by a
U.S. certified insurance carrier from
Mexican companies who want to operate
beyond the border zone; 

12) limit trucks from Mexico operat-
ing beyond the border zone to cross the
border only where a certified federal or
state inspector is on duty; 

13) limit trucks from Mexico operat-
ing beyond the border zone to cross the
border only where there is capacity to
conduct inspections and park out of serv-
ice vehicles; 

14) ensure compliance of all U.S. safe-
ty regulations by Mexican operators who
wish to go beyond border zones; 

15) improve training and certification
for border inspectors and auditors; 

16) study needed staffing along the
border; 

17) prohibit Mexican trucking compa-
nies from leasing vehicles from other
companies when they are suspended,
restricted, or limited from their right to
operate in the U.S.; 

18) forbid foreign motor carriers from
operating in the U.S. if they have been
found to have operated illegally in the
U.S.; 

19) work with all state inspectors to
take enforcement action or notify U.S.
DOT authorities when they discover safe-
ty violations; 

20) apply the same U.S. hazardous
materials driver requirements to drivers
from Mexico hauling hazardous materials; 

21) provide $54 million in border
infrastructure grants for border improve-
ments and construction; 

22) conduct a comprehensive Inspector
General’s review—to be certified by the
Secretary—that determines whether bor-
der operations meet requirements. 

To see the complete checklist and
background information, visit the DOT
website at www.dot.gov.  �
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System in two fleets, one in Little Rock,
AR, and the other in Allentown, PA. Both
of these have been conducted in ambu-
lance fleets. The first was published by
the Association for the Advancement of
Automotive Medicine in September 2005
and the second was published in the
Enhanced Safety of Vehicles technical
papers in June 2007 and was presented in
Lyon, France. 

The evaluation research of our product
received the 2006 Research Most Likely to
Change Practice Award from AMBEX in
the U.K. last year. Both of those papers are
accessible via electronic download at
www.objectivesafety.net in the Resources/
Articles/Papers section. The titles are “An
Optimal Solution for Enhancing Ambu-
lance Safety: Implementing a Driver
Performance Feedback and Monitoring
Device in Ground Emergency Medical
Service Vehicles” and “Real-World
Application of an Aftermarket Driver
Human Factors Real-Time Auditory
Monitoring and Feedback Device: An
Emergency Service Perspective.”

We feel that our product has clearly
demonstrated its effectiveness in enhanc-
ing driver behavior and in improving fleet
safety performance.  �

Larry H. Selditz is the president, CEO and
founder of Road Safety International Inc.,
Thousand Oaks, CA. 

He is a frequent speaker and lecturer on
driver safety, event data recorders and advanced
vehicle simulation. Selditz has appeared on
numerous television shows, including Good
Morning America, ABC World News Tonight,
The Early Show, CNN Headline News, Inside
Edition, Tech TV, CBS Evening News, NBC
Evening News and FOX News Network.

Using Black Box Technology
continued from page 14

(railway/highway crossings and hazard
elimination) as in effect prior to enact-
ment of SAFETEA-LU. States without
SHSPs will be ineligible to use up to 10%
of their HSIP funds for other safety proj-
ects under 23 USC.

As a condition of obligating HSIP
funds, a state is required to submit an
annual report to the secretary describing
at least 5% of locations with the most
severe safety needs and an assessment of
remedies, costs and other impediments to
solving the problems at each location.
The secretary is required to make these
reports available on the department’s
website and through other means. The
federal share is 90%, subject to the slid-
ing scale adjustment, except that the fed-
eral share is 100% for certain safety
improvements listed in 23 USC 120(c). 

In addition to this report, a state is also
required to submit a report, according to
the schedule and content established by
the secretary, describing progress on safe-
ty improvement projects, their effective-
ness and their contribution to reducing
roadway-related fatalities, injuries and
crashes as well as railway/highway cross-
ing crashes.  �

References
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/

factsheets/hsip.htm.
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/

summary.htm.
http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/

toc.htm.

Highway Safety 
Improvement Program
continued from page 17

and 2007 professional development con-
ferences also included presentations on
safety of ambulance transport and EMS
transport safety will be discussed during
ASSE’s Fleet Safety Symposium this fall. 

Sadly, the worst ambulance crash in
U.S. history occurred in late July 2007 in
Antwerp, OH. The accident resulted in
five fatalities in the vehicle, including two
patients and three medics. Several fixed
and rotary wing EMS air vehicle crashes
also occurred this year.

An ad hoc group of leaders in EMS
safety was established in August. This
group will try to effectively lobby the
National Transportation Safety Board to
conduct an investigation of the Ohio
crash; be more formally involved in the
investigation of serious ground ambu-
lance transport crashes; and make recom-
mendations for enhancing ambulance
transport safety. 

An electronic handout of the January
2007 TRB EMS transport safety presen-
tation is available for free at www.object
ivesafety.net/2007TRB-Symposium
HO.pdf.  �

Transportation Safety 
to the Rescue in 2007
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The Council on Practices and Standards
(CoPS) would like to inform you that effec-
tive January 2008, the cost to join a practice
specialty will increase from $15 to $20 (per
practice specialty). 

In the nearly 14 years since the last price
increase, ASSE and CoPS have worked hard
to keep practice specialty membership fees
affordable, even during several postage rate
hikes and increasing printing and publication
costs. The minor $5 increase will be used to
address rising printing and postage costs as
well as the additional labor and personnel
needed to publish each of the 13 different
technical publications and to provide our cur-
rent high-caliber products and services. It will
also position the practice specialties for future
growth and improvement.

Thanks to practice specialty members’
article contributions, we are pleased to see
that the technical publications have increased
in quality and page length. Most of the tech-
nical publications now average between 16
and 24 pages of content, compared to the
average length of four to six pages in 1995.
And, since it is CoPS’ mission to give prac-
tice specialty members only the best product
possible, the small change in price will allow
us to continue to offer you the superior
resources you depend on and deserve. We
appreciate your support and understanding.

Practice Specialty Fees to Increase




