e Upgrade the Testing Requirements for both Entry-Level CDLs and Special
Endorsements: Congress needs to direct FMCSA to ensure that both the Commercial
Driver License entry-level examination and the additional, special endorsements are
substantially improved as an adequate test of both knowledge and skills to operate a
Commercial Motor Vehicle. It is especially important that there be improved testing of
the special knowledge and skills needed to operate an interstate motorcoach.

e Require Entry-Level Commercial Motor Vehicle and Advanced Motorcoach Driver
Training: Motorcoach professional drivers should be required to undergo both entry-
level and special motorcoach operator training. A certification that a basic, federally-
approved Commercial Motor Vehicle driving curriculum was administered and that the
candidate successfully passed or graduated should be required to take the Commercial
Driver License entry-level test. Similarly, advanced training education through a
certified motorcoach driver training curriculum should be required as a condition for
being tested for the additional, special bus endorsement.

e Require in Legislation that All Interstate Passenger-Carrying Motor Carrier
Drivers Be Required to Submit the Medical Examination Long Form to Each State
Licensing Agency That Awards Commercial Driver Licenses: In current rulemaking
to integrate the commercial driver medical certification with the Commercial Driver
License, FMCSA proposes that each commercial driver submit the medical certificate
“short form” to state licensing authorities so that a national repository of timely
information on the physical fitness status of commercial drivers can be electronically
maintained and information on specific drivers quickly retrieved.®’ However, the agency
is not requiring that the actual medical examination form be submitted to each state,
despite the fact that several states filed comments with the docket pointing out that
submitted fraudulent or unwarranted medical certificates to the states is a rampant
practice that can only be curtailed by each state actually receiving the medical examiner’s
“long form” showing the specific results of the physical fitness exam, along with the
“short form,” the one-page medical certificate. Congress should require that, at a
minimum, motor carriers of passengers in interstate commerce must have their drivers
submit the long form to state licensing agencies, although it would be even more
desirable for Congress to mandate that every commercial driver do so.

e Federal Standards for Bus and Motorcoach Crash Avoidance and Crashworthiness
Need to Be Improved: Finally, improvements to the handling, rollover resistance,
braking distance, crash avoidance capabilities of large buses and motorcoaches need to be
proposed and adopted by NHTSA simultaneous with improved crashworthiness of these
big vehicles when they are in crashes. A key action in this regard should be NHTSA
addressing the major issue of occupant ejection prevention through a variety of
countermeasures. We also need barrier systems throughout the U.S. required by
Congress and the Federal Highway Administration that can withstand a large commercial
motor vehicle impact and restrain and redirect the vehicle so it does not enter hostile
roadside environments littered with fixed object hazards and is prevented from crossing
over into opposing streams of traffic.
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e Require CAFTA Motor Carriers Entering the U.S. Comply with Section 350
Requirements for Mexico-Domiciled Motor Carriers: FMCSA is currently in
rulemaking to establish amended new entrant motor carrier requirements that, for the first
time, recognize the safety issue of CAFTA motor carriers operating throughout the U.S.
However, the agency will not conduct pre-authorization Safety Audits of CAFTA motor
carriers at their places of business prior to allowing them to be awarded temporary
operating authority, as is required for NAFTA Mexico-domiciled long-haul motor
carriers by Section 350 of the FY2002 U.S. DOT appropriations legislation. Both
property-carrying and passenger-carrying motor carriers can gain operating authority to
carry freight or passengers throughout the U.S. primarily by filing a self-certifying paper
application with FMCSA. Congress should amend Section 350 and make it applicable to
both trade agreements’ motor carriers, NAFTA and CAFTA. This includes extending the
requirements for Office of the Inspector General verification requirements and audit
reports in Section 350 to CAFTA motor carriers, and directing that no CAFTA motor
carrier shall be awarded permanent operating authority unless a full CR is conducted and
a safety fitness rating of Satisfactory assigned. We are recommending that Congress
direct that no passenger motor carrier from south of the U.S. southern border should be
allowed to operate with a Conditional rating, a common circumstance for U.S. passenger-
carrying motor carriers.

Thank for this opportunity to provide this information to the Committee through
our testimony. We are ready to respond to any questions you might have or to supply

more information for the Committee’s use.
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February 27, 2008

The Honorable Daniel K. Inouye, Chairman

The Honorable Ted Stevens, Ranking Republican
Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation
United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg, Chairman

The Honorable Gordon Smith, Ranking Republican

Subcommittee on Surface Transportation and Merchant Marine Infrastructure,
Safety and Security

United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senators Inouye, Stevens, Lautenberg and Smith:

On March 2, 2007 our families, friends, and the entire Bluffton University community
suffered an unspeakable tragedy. A motorcoach transporting the Bluffton University
baseball team and coaches crashed in Atlanta, Georgia resulting in the deaths of seven
people including five young, energetic and accomplished student athletes. There were also
serious injuries to many of the survivors.

This crash changed our lives forever. As we approach the first anniversary of this horrific
crash we are writing to request that the Senate Commerce, Science and Transportation
Committee hold a hearing on S. 2326, the Motorcoach Enhanced Safety Act of 2007. This
commonsense bill will advance the future safety of our children and all others that use this
mode of transportation.

In 2006, there were more than 630 million passengers taking trips in motorcoaches, according to
the American Bus Association, almost as many passenger trips as U.S. commercial airlines carried
that year. Yet, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) does not require that motorcoaches
have the some of the same basic occupant protection safety features that are routinely designed
into passenger motor vehicles that carry 8 or fewer occupants.

Since that fatal crash that took the lives of our sons we have learned that the National
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) has made numerous recommendations these past 20 years to
upgrade both the safety of the vehicle as well as operations. Over the years, the NTSB has
investigated more than 25 motorcoach crashes and fires that resulted in over 200 deaths and
hundreds of injuries. NTSB investigations have identified numerous oversight and enforcement
failings on the part of agencies responsible for motorcoach safety and the Board’s
recommendations for motorcoach operations have languished for years. The NTSB
recommendations address needed federal government actions to improve the safety of the vehicle
and protect its occupants, to establish minimal training requirements for motorcoach operators, and
to require better operational procedures.



S. 2326 will ensure that lifesaving, cost-effective, and timely actions in all of these areas are taken
to protect millions of Americans who annually travel by motorcoach and are entitled to the highest
level of safety. Already there was another horrific motorcoach accident on 1/6/08 in which nine
people from Arizona died. These deaths were also preventable had this bill been enacted.

We want to work with you to support congressional action in the 110" Congress and would
greatly appreciate the opportunity to testify at a Senate Committee hearing. Thank you for
your consideration of our request for a hearing on this important legislation.

Sincerely,

John and Joy Betts family to David Betts

Gary and Sue Harmon family to Scott Harmon
Dana and Caroline Arend family to Zachary Arend
Geneva Williams family to Tyler Williams

Bob and Kim Askins family to Cody Holp





