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Disclaimer

The contents of this report reflect the views of the authors, who are responsible for the facts

and the accuracy of the information presented herein. This document is disseminated under

the sponsorship of the Department of Transportation University Transpo rtation Centers
Program and the Florida Department of Transportation, in the interest of information

exchange. The U.S. Government and the Florida Department of Transportation assume no
liability for the contents or use thereof.

The opinions, findings, an  d conclusions expressed in this publication are those of the
authors and not necessarily those of the State of Florida Department of Transportation.
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Metric

Conversion

SI* Modern Metric Conversion Factors as provided by the Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Admini stration http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/aaa/metricp.htm

LENGTH
SYMBOL WHEN YOU MULTIPLY BY TO FIND SYMBOL
in Inches 25.4 millimeters mm
ft Feet 0.305 meters m
yd Yards 0.914 meters
mi Miles 1.61 kilometers km
AREA
SYMBOL WHEN YOU MULTIPLY BY TO FIND SYMBOL
in? square inches 645.2 square millimeters mm 2
ft2 square feet 0.093 square meters m2
yd? square yard 0.836 square meters m2
ac Acres 0.405 hectares ha
mi 2 square miles 2.59 square kilometers km 2
LENGTH
SYMBOL WHEN YOU MULTIPLY TO FIND SYMBOL
mm millimeters 0.039 inches in
meters 3.28 feet ft
m meters 1.09 yards yd
km kilometers 0.621 miles mi
AREA
SYMBOL WHEN YOU MULTIPLY BY TO FIND SYMBOL
mm 2 square millimeters 0.0016 square inches in?
m2 square meters 10.764 square feet ft?
m2 square meters 1.195 square yards yd?
ha hectares 2.47 acres ac
km 2 square kilometers 0.386 square miles mi 2

*Sl is the symbol for the International

made to comply with Sec

System of Units. Appropriate rounding should be

tion 4 of ASTM E380.
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Executive Summary

Background

Fl oridabds publ i c aswelhas those acresg the United States (U.S.), have a
critical obligation to ensure the overall safe operation of their systems, as well as the

personal safety of transit customers, employees, and the public. One of the most critical

safety elements wi  thin a transit agency is safety management. There are a variety of ways

in which safety departments or structures are organized and equal variation in the way in
which safety is managed within transit agenc ies. This research will begin by identifying the
structure of the safety program within transit agencies across the state of Florida.

Central to the success of a transit agency and the corresponding safety management

system within the agency are transit bus operators - they are an agency Ofgstresp onders
for any incident involving their vehicles, and they are responsible for the safety of their

passengers. A significant threat to transit safety is the ever -increasing prevalence of
assaults, both on bus operators and on transit passengers. This thr eat is even more
pervasive when these events and other traumatic events (such as accidents that result in

fatalities, as an example) result in the inability of a bus operator to return to his position.

The methods utilized by transit agencies to countert he physical and psychological impacts

of these events, including the use of employee assistance programs and other tools, were
studied in this research activity.

In addition, to better ensure the safety of passengers and the public, transit agencies

per form record reviews for both new hires and existing  bus operator s to confirm their
eligibility to drive and to ensure that the y are free from any criminal history that would

disqualify them from a position that requires engagement with passengers and the p ublic on
an ongoing basis. The two reviews consistently used within the public transit industry are
driverds |icense or motor vehicle record (MVRs)
There is dissimilarity in the public transit industry in the polic ies and procedures established
for the review of these records. While all transit agencies perform these reviews for new

bus operator hires, the frequency and level of review, as well as the events that prompt an

out -of -cycle review vary from system to system.

and

A transit agencyb6s success at establishing a safety

on safety management system approaches, is highly dependent upon well -trained,
dedicated employees. Training of public  transit operators is critically important to the safe
operation of transit systems. While many transit training programs exist throughout the
country, there are few that would be considered standardized. Additionally, many of these
programs are longstand  ing and have not been updated to include new educational theories,

concepts , and delivery mechanisms. I'n general, the industryo6s approach

operator training includes offering training at the beginning of employment and, thereafter,
itis only delivered intermittently (refresher training and remedia | training).
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Scope of Study

In this study, researchers at the National Ce nter for Transit Research (NCTR) performed a
multi -topic comprehens ive examination of bus operator -related critical safety and personal
security issues. The go als of this research effort were to:

1. Identify and discuss the organizational reporting structure related to safety
departments and/or function within each of the 30 fixed route public transit agencies
in Florid a, with input also provided by transit agencies from across the U.S. ;

2. Identify and document model policies and practices that address the post -event
condition of bus operators and their ability to return to duty;
3. Summarize the current practices related to driverds licenses and cri mine
background checks and identify model policies or procedures related to these record
checks;
4. Examine the training opportunities being provided by transit agencies and report the
successes of these training programs on reducing safety and security issues; and ,
5. Provide recommendations on how transit agencies can improve their training
processes to be more effective in dealing with both the safety and personal security -

related issues discussed in this research.

Organiz ation

This report is organized to correspond to the research topic areas (RTAs) and associated
tasks that were included in the scope of services for this project . Each RTA is discussed in
the chapters that comprise this report. The chapters include the following:
A Chapter2: RTA#1 i Safety Function: Organizational Structure and Reporting
A Chapter 3: RT A#2 i Bus Operator Assaults i Current Conditions and Agency Post -
Event and Return -to-Duty Practices
A Chapter 4: RTA#3 - Model Policies and Procedures f or Dri verés License and
History Background Checks
A Chapter5: RTA#4 i Bus Operator Safety Training Programs and Recommended

Safety Training  Practices

The results of a literature review and the Transit Safety Survey, both of which were utilized
extensively inthe  study, are contained within Appendices A and B respectively.

Transit Safety Research Topic Areas - Conclusions  and Recommendations

RTA#1 1 Safety Function: Organizational Structure and Reporting

Safety Department/Function Organization

The majority of respondentstoa  Transit Safety Survey  conducted as part of this research
effort indicated the existence of a single safety department within their agency (63.5%).
Approximately 30 percent responded that they do not have a single separate safety
department responsible for the safety of all modes operated by their agency. These

agencies did indicate that safety responsibilities for each mode of service are shared among
those modes. Over six percent of respondents indicated their agencies h ave a separate
safety department representing each mode of service operated. The balance of the
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respondents stated that they d 0 not have an official safety department, rather that the
safety responsibilities were handled by multiple units within their age ncy.

A slight majority of respondents indicated that the leader of their agency safety department
reports directly to the Executive Director or CEO of the agency (44.1%), with slightly fewer

respondents (42.4%) indicating that their safety department or fu nction leader reports to a
department director. Only 23.7 percent of respondents indicated that the safety
depart ment | e a-¢eanr(iceweqgsal ifipowsition and level of authority ) with other

members of the executive team.

With the tremendous emphasis placed on transit safety in the advent of the Moving Ahead
for Progress forthe 21 ' Century Act ( MAP-21) and in anticipation of upcoming regulations
and guidance on the topic, it would seem important t o al | ow a nsafatglead erytdbe

equal in position  and authority  with members of the leadership team. While there is no

evidence available in the survey responses to suggest that a safety leader with limited

authority diminishes the influence or fo cus on safety foran  agency, this topic  does require
additional reflection.

When asked about the number of full time equivalent (FTE) positions dedicated to safety
functions within these agencies, over 80 percent of respondents indicated that there are 10
or fewer FTEs assign ed to safety functions. It is recognized that the staffing levels reported

by respondents  fluctuated depending upon the diversity and size of the transit agency.

There was insufficient detail provided in the survey responses to make any  conclusions
about the most effective structure of a saf ety department or function, or a standard for the
number of FTEs an agency should dedicate to those safety -related functions.

Safety Functions
The safety functions that are consistently applied in those agencies repre sented by the
survey respondents include (in order of prevalence):

Complian ce with state and f  ederal regulations

Establishment of corrective action plans and providing feedback to management
Event and incident reporting

Development and enforcement of safe  ty -related rules and policies
Training

Event and incident analysis

Accident review board

> > D> > > D>

Of considerable importance to these agencies are event and incident reporting and analysis

coupled with the establishment of corrective action plans. Central to thes e activities is the
thorough review of accidents and incidents. The majority of respondents indicated that they

review a significant majority of all accidents and injuries occurring within their systems,

incl uding those that are below the major incidentt hresholds established for NTD reporting.

Whil e fiaccident review boardodo was not onteof the most
corresponding  survey question s, further examination of the responses to related survey
guestions confirm ed that the accident review board function has prevalence within those
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transit agencies represented. The r esponses to the survey  suggest variability in the

representatives assigned to the accident review board. Yet, for the majority of respondents,

whet her the accident review board is independent of a single office within a transit agency

or simply a part of the safety functions pe rformed by the agency, there is diverse

representation from within the agency (and in a few cases, from outside the agency). A

significant number of the accident review boards that exist within the agencies represented

include the driver (or representative), union represen:
operations manager), and a member of the management team.

The way in which the accident review bo ard is organized within those transit agencies
represented by survey respondents  and the membership of these board s are inconsistent.
However, agencies participating in this research project are consistent in their recognition

that the accident review boa rd function is necessary and that representation must include
members from a cross section of the agency.

There was insufficient detail provided in the survey responses to identify recommended
standards for the minimum safety functions that should be emp loyed by transit agencies.
However, each of the  seven safety functions delineated above are recognized as critical to
the safety performance of a transit agency.

RTA#2 1 Bus Operator Assaults: Current Conditions and Agency Post -Event and
Return -to -Duty Practices

As part of this study, the researchers conducted a comprehensive examination of return -to-
duty procedures implemented by transit agencies for their bus operators who have

experienced assaults or other traumat ic events. Chapter 3 identifies how public transit
agencies currently assist bus op erators resume his or her duties after the occurrence of

these event s; discusses the opportunities provided for continued employment at the agency

or other benefit s if a bus operator is unable to return to his or her duties; and , provides a
summary of industry  leading practices.

The topic of bus operator assaults continues to be at the forefront of transit safety

discussions. For transit agencies across the U.S. and Canada, assaults, including violent

assaults, are becoming more prevalent. However, w hile the national trend of assaults on
operators that meet the NTD definition of major incident is increasing, it is doing so only at

a marginal rate.

In interviews and communication conducted following the release of the Transit Safety
Survey , the majority of  public transit agencies reported experiencing few, if any, assaults
that would be characterized as major assaults. (However, they do stress the increasing
presence of minor assaults that would not be reported as major incidents in NTD.) The
majority of these agencies indicated that the assistance they would provide to a bus

operator who is the victim of an assault wou Id replicate that assistance provided in the
event of an incident resulting in a fatality or other traumatic outcome

For those transit agencies that are experiencing assaults that meet the definition of a major
incident for NTD reporting purposes , many o fthese have been proactive in addressing the
issue. These agencies have implemented changes that include providing bus operators with

the tools necessary to effectively respond to volatile situations through training, establishing
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local policies and proce dures to deter assault events or assist in responding to those events,
installing technologies such as video or audio recording devices, and modifying bus driver

areas with shields  or other barriers

Some agencies have gone beyond prevention and response

programs and benefits to bus operators who are the victims of assault events.

include:
A The use of E mployee Assistance Programs (EA  Ps)
A Monetary benefits, such as ongoing financial support during recovery
A Recompense for the loss of wages or damage and/or loss of personal property
A Opportunities for reassignment or light -duty assignments
A Life insurance that pay s survivor benefits in the event a bus operator dies

of the injuries sustained in an ass ault

tactics by also providing support

Examples

as a result

While this research focuse d on bus operator assaults, it is important to recognize that the
data presented illustrate the significance of  assaults on transit system riders.

49 percent of all reported transit assaults were to transit ve

In 2012, over

hicle riders, as illustrated in

Table ES -1. From 2008 through 2012, assaults on transit vehicle riders have increased
significantly, from 56 assaults in 2008 to 187 assaults reported in 2012.

Table ES -1. Motorbus Assaults - Fatalities/Injured Persons, 2008 7 2012
2008 2009 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Fatality T Transit Vehicle Rider 0 0 0 0 2
Injuries to Person Waiting or 38 20 26 48 49
Leaving
Injuries to Pedestrian Not in 0 1 3 1 2
Crosswalk
Injuries T Other 3 4 3 2 3
Injuries to  Transit Vehicle Rider 56 64 103 159 187
Injuries to Transit Employee 17 6 14 16 12
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Operator 119 107 110 140 124
Total Assaults 233 202 259 367 379
The topic of assaults on transit vehicle riders warrants further  examination.
RTA#3 1T Model Policies and Procedures for Driverds Licens

Background Checks

The objectives of this research study were to identify the practices currently utilized by

transit agencies i n perf orrddnchagmirblrhistergbadkgoundi cense reco
checks; to identify commonalities related to type of records search performed, frequency,

and events that would initiate an out -of-cycle record review; and to develop
recommendations for driver & dicense and criminal history background checks.

Anoverview of the current Fl or i

da

reqguirements for driv

background checks is presented. Surveys and follow -up interviews were the methods used
to document current transit a gency efforts including  existing policies, procedures and
t agencies for dri v

practices employed by public transi
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background checks. A summary of the findings is presented, as well as the detailed findings
of the requiremen  ts and activities that have been undertaken by specific case study sites.

Through the data collection and associated analyses, it was discovered that transit agencies

utilize a variety of policies and proceduregs related t
background checks they perform, the frequency of the record review, and the conditions

under which out -of-cycle record reviews are conducted. While all transit systems perform

some level of driver's license record and criminal history background checks for new

employees, there is great variation in the type of records inquiry performed and the review

frequency following the hiring of a bus operator.

The study concludes that a unified, statewide background check policy for conducting

dri ver 6s lordarel erisnmal histog background for pre - and post -employment

checks would be beneficial and ensure consistent statewide agency practices in this critical

safety activity. The research did reveal that there are precedents for criminal history

backgroun d checks within Florida law, specifically for those state programs that provide

services to seniors, people with disabilities, and children. Procedural modifications or

changes to Floridads transit safety program may benefi
programs or the design of a program that would urge consistency with the representative

sections of Florida law (as described in this report). A series of specific recommendations

are offered for consideration to accomplish this objective.

Based on the fin dings of this research, the following recommendations were developed and
are offered for consideration:

1. Establish a state -wide background check policy forconducting dri ver 6s |l icense re
and criminal history background for pre - and post -employment chec ks for the Florida
public transit industry.

2. Use the authority established in Section 341.061(2)(a), Florida Statutes (F.S.) to
accomplish a state -wide policy forconducting dri ver 6s | i cense record and
history background  checks for pre- and post -employment.

3. Pursue the amendment of the safety standards for bus transit systems provided by
Rule Chapter 14 -90, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), hereina fter referred to as
Rule 14 -90, to detail specific requirements related to driverds | icmidhse record
criminal history background checks for pre- and post -employment.

4. Within the amended language to Rule 14 -90, specifically detail the following
mini mum requirements in regard to driveroés | icense

a. Conduct D ivision of Motor Vehicles (D  MV)/Motor V ehicle Record ( MVR) checks
for all new employees operating buses

b. Require a minimum of an annual DMV/MVR check for all existing employees
operating buses

c. Require agencies to develop policies to permit out -of-cycle DMV/MVR checks
for all employees operating buses
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5. Explore working with the Florida Department of Highway Safety and  Motor Vehicle s
or private contractors to negotiate a state -wide contract for a consortium of public
transit operators covered by Rule 14 -90 to obtain DMV/ MVR driveros |

This would provide potential cost savings and easier access for the checks.

6. Within the amended language to Rule 14 -90, specifically detail the following

minimum requirements in regard to criminal history background checks:

a. Conduct criminal history backg round checks for all new employees operating

buses

b. Require a minimum cr  iminal history background check for all existing bus

operators on a five -year -cycle

c. Require agencies to develop policies to permit out -of-cycle criminal history

background checks for al | bus operators

7. Within the amended language to Rule 14 -90, specifically detail the following

minimum requirements in regard to criminal history background checks:

a. Mandate the use of the employee screening requirements indicated in Chapter
435, Florida St atutes (F.S.) for cri minal history background checks
b. Establish Level 2 background screenings, as defined in Chapter 435, F.S., as
the mandated screening standard for Floridab6s transit bus
8. Pursue having the Florida  Department of Transportation join the FI1 ori da fACar e

Provider Background Screening Cleari
Rule 14 -90 to access their criminal history background checks through the

oper

nghousedo and al

Clearinghouse. This would provide potential cost savings and easier access for the
checks .
RTA #4 1 Safety Training for Bus Operators T Improving the Training Process and

Model Programs
This research also examines t od ay 6 s trangitmperator training programs

and identif ies

recommendations that may improve or mitigate safety -related incidents based on safety

risk factors and lagging safety trends indicated in national transit safety data reported to
the Federal Transit Administration through the NTD.

Transit Training Observations and Recommendations
The following observations were made based on the data analysis performed by the
research team, the review of literature on the topic of transit training, and two separate

surveys: a Transit Safety Survey that received responses from transit agencies across the
United States and Can ada, and a F lorida Operations Network (F~ ON) Training Survey sent to

transit agencies in Florida. Recommendations are also provided consistent with these
observations.
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Observation 1: Content

Based on the responses to  the Transit Safety Survey and supplemental FON Training

Survey, a significant majority  of transit agencies  provide ongoing safety training for their
operators (96.5% adjusted based on review of subsequent responses and follow -up with
agency representatives). The training topics most pre valent are:

A Safety policies and procedures
A Defensive driving
A Distracted driving

Both the Transit Safety Survey and the FON Training Survey reflected transit agency

consistency in providing comprehensive driver training program s. However, absent
regulatory minimum requirements for training content and hours associated with that

training, there is great variability in the specific training topics contained with that training
curriculum and the time allocations for those topics. It is unknown if agencies that conduct
training in the area of defensive driving, but only attribute one to two hours on the topic,

have more major or minor incidents because of what could be considered a level of training

that is less than that provided by their peers.

In general, safety training is being conducted by transit agencies . However, in the

examination of causal factors identified for transit incidents, there were significant

observations that those i nlwmahdantdrerrorocsatfollowimhy due t o 0
policy/ procedure. o As reflected above, one of the trai:
as a part of annual refresher training is a review of safety policies and procedures. In the

Transit Safety Survey, of the 53 individuals who respo nded to Question 33 (safety subjects

that are included in operator refresher safety training), 52 indicated that their operator

refresher safety training includes safety policies/procedures . However, i nthereviewo fthe

responses to Question 33  and those of Question 25 related to causal fac tors, the majority of

thosewho i ndi cated fAHuman Factor Errors (NotasFod |prwimar y ol
causal factor are also those who include safety policies and procedures within their refresher

training. Ope rators within these agencies are receiving training on safety related policies

and procedures. However, there are bus operators who have received this safety training

and have failed to consistently follow the policies and procedures established by their

agencies. It is unknown whether this is a function of the quality of the training curriculum

or an operatorodéds inability to retain training materi al

Recommendation

Working with the FON, the Florida Transit Safety Net work (FTSN) , and the Florida Public
Transportation Association (FPTA), identify minimum training curriculum for Florida bus

operators, including specific content and minimum training hours for each topic. Minimum

training curriculum should be prescriptive , not source specific, allowing transit agencies to
have options in course development and delivery methods within the framework
established.

Observation 2: Delivery Methods
When asked about the number of times per year operators receive training and by what
methods, the majority of the respondents to the Transit Safety Survey indicated that
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classroom (50 out of 56 respondents) and behind -the -wheel training (43 out of 53

respo ndents) are the most common. Most agencies provide classroom and behind -the -wheel
training to their operators only one time per year. Very few agencies use computer -
based/online training (14 out of 47 respondents) or simulator training (7 out of 42

respond ents) in their annual training programs. For agencies that are using these methods,

the majority provide this training to their operators only one time per year.

While there are agencies that employ alternate training methods, for m any agencies the use
of classroom training is still the most predominant training delivery method used. With the
changing demographic of the transit workforce, transit agencies must be positioned to

respond to the different learning styles that become prominent. For younger opera tors to
successfully learn material and retain the curriculum delivered, the use of classroom training

must be supplemented by the use of electronic learning (e -learning) platforms, and transit
agencies must be positions to effectively transition to these technologies.

Recommendation

Transit agencies must provide transit safety training in multiple platforms recognizing the
variability in learning styles and response to allow the most effective retention among their
participants.

Research Priorities and A reas of Concern to Address in Training Curriculum

Based on NTD data coll ection and analysis activities performed by the research team, transit

safety research p riorities were identified . These research priorities and associated safety

findings should driv e the identification of the minimum content -related requirements for

public transit safety training for bus operators. The terminology utilized as titles for each of

the following sections and corresponding narrative reflect the specific reporting categor ies

contained withihnNTD (fimot or bus o and fidemand responseo reflect t wi
transit services ).

A Collision s with People
Collision s with people represented the second highest collision category across all
transit modes, with collision s with motor vehicles the type of collision occurring with
greater frequency . The rate of collisions with people (exp ressed as rate per 100
million passenger miles traveled (P MT)) was significantly high  in demand response
and motorbus.

A Sideswipe Collisions in Motorb us and Demand Response Modes
In motorbus, collisions with motor vehicles were significant (82.7% of total
collisions). Of all collisions reported in the motorbus mode , collisions categorized as
fiside impact collisions with mot or vehicles 0 were the most frequently occurring,
representing almost 24 percent of all collisions in 2011. Likewise, in demand
response, collisions with motor vehicles were also the most frequent by a critical
margin (85.5% of total collisions). While the majority of demand response collisions
with motor vehicles  were rear -end ed collisions (vehicle strikes the back of the bus)
at 31.89 percent of all collisions , Side -impact collisions  were significant, representing
more than 22 percent of all collisions reported in demand response in 2011.
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A Rear-end Collisions in Motorb us and Demand Response Modes

In demand response, the majority of all collisions were characterized asrear -ended
collisions , at over 31 percent . While the majority of collisions reported in motorbus
are side impacts with another motor vehicle, rear -end ed collisions were significant,

representing more than 20 percent of all collisions reported in 2011.

A Passenger Injurieson  Motorbus and Demand Response Modes
Passenger injuries reported in motor bus and demand response were noteworthy.
Passenger injuries on motorbus comprised almost 71 percent of all injuries reported,
with passenger injuries in demand response accounting for al most 62 percent of all
injuries reported. This is a significant area of risk for transit agencies, particularly as
it relates to claims against the agency. More must be understood about these
injuries and their causes 0 if they are due primarily to aggressi ve braking and
maneuvering by the bus operator (which may be improved with relevant bus
operator training)  or to other external factors.

A Injuries and Fatalities of Occupants of Other Vehicles Involved in Transit Collisions

Injuries and fatalities sustained by occupants of other vehicles involved in transit

collisions project a critical risk level in motorbus and demand response. In motorbus,

36.2 percent of all fatalities and 11 percent of all injuries reported were to occup ants
of other vehicles. For demand response, 48 percent of all fatalities and almost 15

percent of all injuries reported were for occupants of other vehicles involved in

collisions with transit vehicles.

A Collisions with Bicycles
Injuries to bicyclists, while not a frequently  -cited injury reported for motorbus, are
increasing. In addition, this is an area of great concern identified by public transit

agencies and an indicator that should be considered
In summary, the impact of transit collision s cannot be over stated. The data reflected
previously, coupled with the validation that is presented in FTA research documents , confirm

the need for transit safety training for bus operators that consistently and aggressively
address these collisionsandt  he corresponding reduction of pass enger injuries and fatalities
that may result.

Based on the examination of transit safety data and in response to the findings from the
Transit Safety Survey and FON Training Survey, general transit bus operator training

recommendations are presented for consideration as the minimum transit safety -related
training content for public transit agencies. Consi st
System (SMS) framework, these recommendations are based on national and state -wide

transit safety data. Transit agencies should monitor the risks and vulnerabilities within their
systems and supplement this minimum content with training that addresses their own
unigue areas of risk.
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Recommendations

Agencies must identify those policies and procedures that are indicated in transit incidents
and modify safety policy and procedure training to account for those errors. At a minimum,
safety policies and procedure training should incorporate topics such as:

A Fatigue (driver hours, us e of over -the -counter medications), and outside
employment
A Distractions

A Operating procedures spe  cific to the safe operation of buses at stops, transfer
locations, pulling into traffic, use of signals, proper lift utilization, and
loading/alighting passenge rs

Transit agencies must also monitor the causal and contributing factors present in transit
incidents and be vigilant in taking a proactive stance in identifying risks and addressing

those risks responsively. The development and utilization of training curriculum that is
designed to mitigate risks and prevent vehicle collisions will be the key to improving overall
system safety. Minimum safety training topics could include subjects such as:

Proper use of signals

Proper use of mirrors

Improved situationa | awareness

Defensive driving

Remedial training for bus operators who have been involved in vehicle to vehicle or
vehicle to pedestrian/bicyclist collisions

> > > > >
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Chapter 1
Bus Operator Safety Critical Issues Examination and Model
Practices

Background and Scope

Fl oridabs public transit systems, as well as those acr
critical obligation to ensure the overall safe operation of their systems, as well as the

personal safety of transit customers, employees, and the public. One of th e most critical

safety elements within a transit agency is safety management. There are a variety of ways

in which safety departments or structures are organized and equal variation in the way in

which safety is managed within transit agenc ies. Thisrese arch began with an identification

of the structure of the safety program s within transit agencies across the state of Florida.

Central to the success of a transit agency and the corresponding safety management

system within the agency are transit bus op erators - they are an agency 0 fist responders
for any incident involving their vehicles, and they are responsible for the safety of their

passenge rs. A significant threat to transit safety is the ever  -increasing prevalence of
assaults, both on bus opera  tors, and on transit passengers. This threat is even more

pervasive when these events and other traumatic events (such as accidents that result in

fatalities, as an example) result in the inability of a bus operator to return to his position.

The methods utilized by transit  agencies to counter the physical and psychological impacts

of these events, including the use of employee assistance programs and other tools, were
studied in this research activity.

In addition, to better ensure the safety of passe ngers and the public, transit agencies

perform record reviews for both new hires and existing bus operator s to confirm their

eligibility to drive and to ensure that they are free from any criminal history that would

disqualify them from a position that req uires engagement with passengers and the public on

an ongoing basis. The two reviews consistently used within the public transit industry are

drivero6s |l icense and criminal history background check:
transit industry i n the policies and procedures established for the review of these records.

While all transit agencies perform these reviews for new bus operator hires, the frequency

and level of review, as well as the events that prompt an out -of-cycle review vary from

system to system.

In this study, researchers at the National Ce nter for Transit Research performed a multi -
topic comprehens ive examination of bus operator -related critical safety and personal
security issues. The go als of this research effort were to:

1. Identify and discuss the organizational reporting structure related to safety
departments and/or function within each of the 30 fixed route public transit agencies
in Florida , with input also provided by transit agencies from across the U.S. and
Canada ;
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2. Id entify and document model policies and practices that address post event
opportunities for bus operators who have been victims of assault and their ability to
return to duty;

3. Summari ze the current practices related to driver s
background checks and identify model policies or procedures related to these record

checks;

4. Examine the training opportunities being provided by transit agencies to their bus
operators and report the successes of these training programs on reducing safet y
risks ; and

5. Provide recommendations on how transit agencies can improve their training
processes to be more effective in dealing with both the safety and personal security

related issues discussed in this research.

This report is organized to correspon dtothe research topic areas (RTAs) and associated
tasks that were included in the scope of services for this project . Each RTA is discussed in
the chapters that comprise this report. The chapters include the following:

Chapter 2:  RTA#1 1 Safety Function: Organizational Structure and Reporting
Chapter 3: RTA#2 1 Bus Operator Assaults and Other Traumatic Events: Return to
Duty Model Practices

> >

A Chapter4: RTA#3 -Model Policies and Procedures for Driver
History Background Checks
A Chapter5: RTA#4 - Safety Training for Bus Operators T Improving the Training

Process and Model Programs

Literature Review

A literature review was conducted to provide a solid and necessary foundation for each of
the original RTAs for this research .> The complete literature review is provided in Appendix

A. The literature review provide d a comprehensive overview of transit bus operator safety,
including those bus operator practices that distract them from providing safe and eff ective
transit services, as well as the threat of assaults on bus operators that come from those

riding the system and the general public. It include d the review of literature that address es
the complexity and relevance of these topics identified through  a search of the Transit
Research International Database (TRID), as well as Google and other internet search tools.

The literature review  also include d the identification and collection of safety -related

procedures, policies, regulations, and rules estab |l i shed by Floridads public tre
as well as those acrossthe U .S. Italso included an examination of formal publications and

newspaper and online news articles; guidelines and recommended practices developed by

industry groups, including the A malgamated Transit Union , Transportation Workers United

labor organizations, and the American Public Transpor tation Association (APTA); and , other

research reporting sources.

! The original scope of services for this project, under which this literature review was conducted, included an
examination of distracted driving. This topic was changed at the request of the sponsoring agency to examining
the safety functions within public transit agencies. Therefore, the literature review covers four topic areas, three of

which remain within the modified scope of services for this project.
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The literature review was  one of the drivers of the research process and reveal ed model
policies and practices that are reflected in each of the RTA discussions presented in
Chapters 2 through 5.

Transit Safety Survey and Communication with Public Transit Systems

A comprehensive online Transit Safety Survey  was conducted fort his project , the results of
which are summarized in Appendix B . The survey was comprised of a series of 37 questi ons
related to the system, the safety cultures within which the system operates, and other

relevant safety related topics. The survey instrum ent was designed to capture a variety of
guantitative and qualitative information from public transportation agen cies within Florida

and across the U.S. and Canada to determine the safety characteristics of transit systems ;
the way in which safety data is reported, evaluated and used to fur ther the safety culture of
those systems; and, allow researchers to gauge those areas that need further examination

and analysis.

The survey instrument was finalized in early January 2013 and was released electronically
to public transportation agencies through the various listservs managed by the American

Public Transportation Association (APTA). I't was al so
Operations Netw ork (FON), a network that includes representatives from the majority of

Fl oridabés public transportation systems, through their
distribution of the survey, subsequent reminder e -mails were distributed on two separate

occasi ons in February and April of 2013. The survey was closed in late May 2013 and

captured 69 unique responses. The respondents represented a cross section of public

transportation agencies in the size, geographic location, and variation in the number of
tra nsit modes operated.

The results of the survey are utilized extensively in the data and findings presented in this
report.
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Chapter 2
Transit Safety Functions: Organizational Structure and

Reporting
Background Statement
Overall transit management and oversight , structured within a safety management system
grounded in a mature safety culture, are essential transit safety functions . The proper

| ocation of the safety oversight function within a tra
can help to ensure the clea  r formulation of safety  -related organizational and operational

plans, policies , and procedures. Transit agencies throughout Florida ,as well a sthose across

the U.S. and Canada |, reflect a variety of transit safety resource organizational reporting

structur es, depending on the size and nature of the agency. While there are agencies with

safety -based organizational structure s established to specifically serve transit safety

function al areas, there are a significant number of agencies with safety functions th at are

distributed among other offices and sections within the agency. For these agencies, safety

functions are based on  efficiency, effectiveness , or necessity and are often a reflection of

the resources available or the overall organizational structure of the agency.

Objectives

The primary objective of this research topic area  was to identify and discuss the

organizational reporting structure s related to safety departments and the execution of
safety function s in fixed route public transit agencies in Florida, as well as transit agenc ies
outside the state . This was accomplished by undertaking the following steps

1. ldentf ied each agencybés organani zati onal and reporting s
2. Describe d how the safety oversi  ght function is located within the agencyods
organization
3. Collect ed and report ed the role of the safety  -related function s at each agency
4. ldentif ied key staff positions assigned safety oversight responsibilities

The recognition of transit safety risk and an understanding of the state of the industry

within the area of transit safety was central to the discussion of how safety is tied to the

organi zational structure of Floridads transit agencies
those agencies, and m  ethods to improve transit safety in Florida. One method that was

used to identify these risks and provide a platform f o
transit agencies is the Florida Transit Safety Network (FTSN). The sec ondary objective of

this effor t was to provide the support necessary to solidify the creation of the FTSN through

conducting a Florida Transit Safety Summit. The outcome of the Summit and associated

correspondence and input from Floridads transat agenci
memorandum.
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Transit Safety Department/Function - Organizational Reporting Structure

There are a number of  transit safety  organizational reporting structures that exist within

public transi t agencies. These variations may be a result of decisions by upper

management, but can also mani fest themselves as a resu
makeup or configuration within the parent organization . Organizational configurations can

include agencies mana ged or operated by a private entity , agenc ies that are contained

within a local government unit and are managed and operated by that unit , or those

agencies that are  independent authorit ies.

The purpose of thistask ~ was to research and report the organizational reporting structure S
of public transit agencies related to their safety -related functions |, specifically to identify the
following :

A Organizational r eporting structure and mechanisms
A Keyp ersonnel and staff

Transit Safety Survey

The Research Team was tasked with identifying tra nsit agency safety policies, trends, and
industry best practices. A Transit Safety Survey was developed that was  comprised of a
series of questions  related to the  structure, composition, and operat ing environment within
which public transit ~ system s functi on, the safety cultures within which those system s
operate , and other r elevant safety related topics, as described below.

For the purpose of this chapter , only those questions  that describe the agencies represented
by survey respondents and those related to the organization and structure of a transit

safety office or function are presented. Expansive discussions of these questions are

pre sented in the following chapters

Q2. Which modes does your agency either directly operate or operate using a
contracto  r?

Type Operation Operate Contract Both* Totals
Demand Response 22 23 5 50
Bus 49 7 5 61
Trolley Bus 6 0 0 6
Bus Rapid Transit 11 1 0 12
Heavy Rail 3 0 0 3
Light Rail 11 1 0 12
Commuter Rail 3 4 1 8
Totals 105 36 11 152

*Agency both operates and contracts transit services. As an example, there were five agencies
that indicated they both operate and utilize a contractor to provide demand response and bus
transit services.

Question 2, which permitted multiple responses, asked respondents to in  dicate the transit
modes operated by their agencies. The responses indicate a good balance between systems

that provide transit services directly, contract the services out, or do both. Similarly, wh ile
73 percent of the agencies represented operate typi cal demand response and bus services,
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there was also significant representation of other modes, including bus rapid transit, trolley
bus, heavy rail, light rail, and commuter rail.

Q3. What type of areas do you serve?

862 %

T
0% 20% 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %

Question 3 focused on the types of  areas served by the transit agencies with multiple
responses permitted . The service area options provided included urban, suburban, regional,
or rural. Most agencies indicated they operate in more than one type of service area. Many

of those operatingi  n urban environments also operate in suburban or regional areas. A few
respondents operate in both rural and regional settings. With total responses ranging from

43.1 percent for rural service areas to 86.2 percent for urban area service, the systems

rep resented a broad spectrum of service area coverage and provide services in the four
operating environments.
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Q4. Which of the following manages your agency?

Regional Authority

Question 4 , which permitted respondents to provide multiple responses, focused on the type

of entity under which a respondent 0 s ag esmangged. As an example, there were
respondents who work for transit management companies who selected regional authority

and private, as an example. Likewise, t here were regional authorities or transit agenci es
organized within a council of government structure that also selected county or city.

Almost 50 percent of the respondents characterized themselves as operating within a

regional authority structure . Over 45 percent are operated by local governments, s plit
almost equally between city and county agencies. While 87.3 percent of the agencies are
publicly managed systems, 12.7 percent of the responding systems are privately managed.
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Q6. Which of the following describes the safety department at your agen cy?

A single safety department
respaonsible for all
modes of transit servi...

Mo official safety department
- safety responsibilities
are performed. ..

A separate safety department
for each mode of
transit service provide. ..

Mo safety department in
the agency. safety oversight —
done by another ...

0% 20% 40 % 60 % 80 %

Question 6 , which was limited to  one selection, inquired about the a g e n csaféty
department organizational status. Of the responden ts, 63.5 percent indicated their

agencies have a unique safety department that is responsible for all modes of transit service
provided by their agency. Approximately 30 percent responded that they do not have a
single separate safety department responsible for the safety of all modes operated by their
agency. These agencies did indi cate that safety responsibilities for each mode of service are
shared among those modes. Over six percent of respondents indicated their agencies have

a separate safety department representing each mode of service operated. The balance of
the respondents stated thatthey do  not have an official safety department, rather the

safety responsibilities were handled by multiple units within their agency.

All respondents indicated that their agencies have some safety -related functions and
maintain those function s within their organization. There were no respondents who
indicated that their agency relies solely on outside agencies for their safety oversight.
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Q7. Approximately how many full time employees are responsible for safety at

your agency? If your agen cy does not have a safety department, please estimate
the total time spent on safety activities by personnel in other departments and

convert it to an equivalent number of full time employees.

Less than 1FTE 109%

1Mt 15

16t0 20

211025

26to 40

More than 40 FTE

0% 20% 40 % 60 %

Question 7, which was limited to only one response selecti on, asked respondents to indicate
the number of full time equivalents (FTES) assigned to safety -related functions  within their
agencies . Based on the review  of individual survey responses, as expected, the re is a direct
correlation between  the size of the transit agency and the number of FTEs assigned to

safety activities.

When combining the first three options, it reveals that over 80 percent of the agencies ha ve
10 or less FTEs dedicat ed to safety activities. These safety staffing levels are primarily a
function of the diversity and size of the transit agencies, as noted previously .
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Q8. What are the functions of your safety management/department?

Compliance with State
and Federal Regulations

Caorrective
Actions/Feedback

Event/Incident Analysis

Development/Enforcement
of Rules and Policies

Training

EventfIncident Reporting

Accident Review Board

875 %

875%

100 %

Question 8 , which permitted respondents to provide multiple responses, focused on the

functionsof t he agencyds safety department.

All possible selections received over 70 percent responses, with most functions receiving

close to 90 percent or more, as illustrated above and summarized below.

A Compliance with State and Federal Regulations 92.2%
A Correct ive Actions/Feedback 90.6%
A Event/Incident Reporting 90.6%
A Development/Enforcement of Rules and Policies 87.5%
A Training 87.5%
A Event/Incident Analysis 87.5%
A Accident Review Board 73.4%
It is important to address the 73.4 percent of th e respondents that included accident review

board as a function of the safety office. In the discussion of Question 11 (Q11: Does your

agency have an accident review board?) that follows, we learn that the majority of the
transit agencies do have a forma | accident review board (adjusted to 87 percent). Eight of
those respondents that answered fAnobo

function of their safety office.

The majority of the 26.4 percent of the respondents to Question 8 who did
faccident review boardo as a functi

on

Question 11 sel

to
not identify
of thei

r

agenci e
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existence of a formal accident review board within their agency. For some of these
agencies, a member of the safety office is included as a member of th e accident review
board.

Q9. What is the reporting relationship of the Safety Department/Function to the
Executive Director/CEO and/or upper management team?

Safety Department Leader
reports directly to the
Executive Director/CED

Safety Department leader
reports to another Staff 424%
Leader (i.e. Operat...

Safety Department has
leader(s) who isfare on-par
with members of the...

Question 9 , which permitted respondents to provide multiple responses, inquired about the

re porting relationships of the safety depart ment or safety function leads to the executive

director/chief executive officer (C EO) and upper management team.

Less than half (44.1%) of the respondents indicate d that their agencyods safety
has a direc t reportin g relationship with the agency e xecutive director or CEO. In42.4

percent of responses, it was indicated that the safety department leader report s to another

staff leader (i.e., 0  perations or human resource manager) and not directly to the execu tive

director. The final response, with 23.7 percent, indicated tha t the safety department leader

is on - par with other members of the executive team.
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Q10. Indicate the areas below where operational and capital decisions are
integrated with your organization's safety activities

Enhanced Skills
Training (Refresher)

Entry-Level Training

Recognition and Rewards TA6 %

Operator

N T TI0%
Discipling/Termination

Remedial Training

Technology

Operator

Screeningf/Selection 619%

Safety-Related
nefits/Incentives Policies

Compensation

T
20% 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %

Question 10 , which permitted respondents to provide multiple responses, focused on
determining what operati  onal and capital decisions are integrated with the organi
safety activities.

The responses are listed  in priority order, from most to least responses. The majority of

respondents indicated that their agencies Odecisions related to enhanced skills training

(refresher)are i nfl uenced by the organizationds s @Bafayty acti vit
activitie s also took prominent roles in entry level and remedial training activities, as well as

both recognition and discipline functions. Few agencies represented by the survey

responses rely on their safety departments to make compensation -related decisions.
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Q11. Does your agency have an Accident Review Board?

T46 %

T
0% 20% 40% 60 % 80 %

In Question 11, a pproximately 75 percent of the respondents indicated that their agency

uses an accident review board as part of their safety program. However, upon close

examination of the individ ual survey responses, it was determined that over 87 percent of
respondents have an accident review board function . There were eight respondents who
indicated t hat #fAacci dent r afunctienof theo safety afficd. Bhese responses

are included within the 87 percent expressed in the narrative above. Additional

respondents have an accident review function within their agencies, but did not indicate a
specific Aaccident review board. o For thesuehasgenci es,
accident review, accident/incident reporting, and corrective actions are functions of their
safety office. A few respondents provided that the revi ew of accidents and incidents i s used
to identify safety issues and determine corrective actions as n ecessary.

Question 12 provided respondents the opportunity to describe the composition of the

accident review board. The composition of the accident review boards vari es from agency

to agency, as represented by the individual responses. However, the majo rity of the

respondents indicated that their accident review boards include the driver or their

representative, a union representative, the employeebds
manager or member of the agencyds manage megsthatt e a m. Th

either ha ve members of the board who are from outside the agency or have boards that are
comprised entirely of individuals from outside the agency.

Responses to Question 12 are presented as provided by the respondents and have not been
edited fo r content or formatting.
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Q12. Please describe the make - up of your Accident Review Board: (How many
people are on the Board? What departments do they represent? Is there outside
agency participation?)

Opened Ended Responses:

A

> > pg

p>

> >

> >

No outside agency participat  ion; bus operators, supervisors, training and
operations are represented on the board.

The transit department sends our accidents to an accident review board
comprised of 7 individuals from other departments (risk management, line
maintenance, streets, an  imal control, waste management, etc.) within the City of
Oklahoma City.

Four members from Safety, Training, Service Supervisor, and the Union
representative.

ATU Driver Union Members (3), AFSCME Supervisors Union Members (3), and
Outside Independent Part  y (1).

3 for each review, selected from a pool of 8 comprised of drivers and supervisors

2 union members, 2 non  -union members, and 1 non  -employee (currently from
National Safety Council)
Two members of the management team and two operators. No outside agency

participation
We have 2 levels of review for accident disputes. The first level is a REREAD
which is chaired by a Safety Officer who did not make the initial judgment and

votes only in the event of a tie. The other 2 members at this level are a Uni on
Executive Board member and an Operations Chief. The Accident Review Board is
the operatorés next opportunity. Th=E2seniors a

operators (20+ years of safe driving) and 2 Chiefs in the operations arena and

often includes the S  uperintendent of Instruction. This review is chaired by a

Safety Officer. The committee deliberates after the driver and Safety Officer

present their findings and respond to questions from the committee. The

committee deliberates privately and vote via se cret ballot - the ballots passed to
the Safety Officer. Our Accident Review Board is to review Performance of the

Operator. As implied in the next question, we don't have a specific panel to deal

with NTD reportables or other significant events. That is do ne by the collective of
the Transit Safety Staff.

Director of Transportation and Operations Supervisors

Total of 7 members: 3 Operations Supervisors, Senior Dispatcher, Maintenance
Director, Driver (Union), and Director of Operations

Safety Officer, 2  Managers, and 2 Senior Operators

There are five employees that make up the accident Review Board. The Risk

Manager, two ATU members, an Operations Supervisor, and a Maintenance

Supervisor

Engineering, Operations, Safety, and Police Department

3to4. One must be a director or a manager and training in collision

investigation - only takes 2 to judge , but often need 3 for a tie breaker, the
safety manager is the non  -voting chair and oversees the process
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A GoBus Safety Committee is comprised of the Operat ions Manager, the Associate
Director of Transportation, and the Director of Human Resources plus a driver for
accident review.

A 6 employees; one from each of the following departments, Human Resource,
Accounting, Operations, Maintenance, Facility Managemen t, and Planning.

A 4 members - Maintenance, Operations, Field Service Manager and risk
management assistant, along with COO.

A Safety Committee is made up of 2 management members and 1 union member
of contractor providing fixed route service. Safety Task Fo rce is Chief Safety
Officer and two management members from contracted firm.

A 5 members, representing all divisions

A 2 bus operators from the union, 2 staff members appointed by the director, 1
chairman from County risk management

A Departments of the City of Key West are appointed by the Risk Management and
City Manager which include Fire, Police, Transportation, Code and others.

A Three members: one union, one company representative, and one neutral party
from Pupil Transport Safety Institute

A Three (3) mem bers and ex -officio member: 1 representing transit operations, 1
representing maintenance and 1 representing coach operators. Ex - officio member
represents safety & training.

A 6 people to include bus operators, managers, supervisors and administrative
perso nnel

A HR Rep, 1 Bus Operations Supervisor, 2 Union Rep. -Bus Operators. Outside
reviewer outside the agency for ties. Safety does not have a representative on
the review board.

A Chairperson -Safety Officer 6 members from: Facilities/Security, Paratransit,

Driver Rep, Fleet, Operations Manager, and Drivers Trainer
A 5 members on board. 2 from management, 2 from bargaining unit, and 1 from

PTSI.
A Thereis acity -wide safety committee who chair and two others serve these
functions. It is actually fairly loose ly organized and rarely implemented. It is

usually only activates if an employee feels a supervisor made an incorrect
determination.

A The board is made up of five members, two appointed by the Union, two
appointed by Management and one neutral member. The neutral is a metro
policeman and only votes in the case of a tie.

A Accidents are reviewed at the weekly Training and Safety Committee meetings
that is composed of seven agency managers (Maintenance Manager, Chief
Operating Officer, Paratransit Manager, Tra ining Manager, Transportation
Manager, Risk Manager, and Service Management Manager). Accidents
determined to be preventable can be contested by the employee and presented
to the Accident Appeals Board that is composed of a department manager that
did not make the preventability determination, two supervisors who did not
participate in the investigation, and two members of the department of the
employee appealing the preventability determination.

Final Report 15



> >

> > >

p>N

There are two layers. An initial committee consists of a one union operator and
two frontline supervisors. A rebuttal committee consists of a Department Head,
Claims supervisor, and one outside person (e.g., police officer)

Two members of Supervision, Two Union Officials, representing Bus, Paratransit,
Fleet Maint enance

5 members: Fixed Route Operator of the year, Demand Response Operator of the
year, Maintenance Person of the year, Operations Supervisor of the year, and
assigned Operations and Management person

Agency Chief Operating Officer, Maintenance Manager, Contract Manager,
Operations Manager, and Safety Manager

A member of each department is represented with Accident Review Board,
including a driver. No outside agency participation.

Terminal superintendent's serves as the Accident Review Board w ith all major
accidents referred to the Board of Review for final corrective action.

Safety Service Delivery - Operations Claims Union Representative

7 person member accident review board: 4 full time operators, 2 part time
operator, and 1 maintenance em ployee

Operators may appeal an accident grading to a board comprised of supervisors
and selected operators. There is not outside agency participation.

7 members from various departments within the county including: Fleet, Risk
Management, Public Transpo  rtation, Utilities, Safety, Parks and Recreation and
Fire and Rescue

Labor and Operations Staff

Executive safety and security committee, consists of AGMs of all departments,
reviews accident data, does not review individual accidents for determinations

The board only reviews accidents by City employees, not the transit contractor.
The board consist seven people as follows: The Operations/Safety Director, four
bus operators and two Maintenance people.

2 Drivers//1  Mechanic//1 Facilities Maintenance//Saf ety Manager//1 Alternate
(Driver)

5 members and one chairperson ( the chair does not vote) we try to include a
person from each department, the chair read the TSI guidelines and the operator

is allowed to tell his/her side, then video or other evidence is reviewed and then

the committee votes and presents the decision to management
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Q13. Does your Accident Review Board review accidents/incidents that fall below
NTD major -reportable thresholds?

As defined inthe  National Transit Database ( NTD), a major

incident is one that meets at
least one of the following thresholds:

A fatality (30 days or less from the collision and not due to natural causes)
An injury requiring immediate medical assistance away from the scene
Property damage greater than or equal to $25,000

Evacuations due to life safety reasons

Any mainline derailment (rail transit systems)

> > B> B>

Close to 98 percent of the

accident review boards review accidents and incidents that fall below

these NTD major
reportable thresholds.

respondents to Question
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Q14. Please rank order the following seven motivations for improving agency
safety 1 through 8, with 1 being the most important, and 8 being the least
important.

Reduce Fatalities
& Injuries

Attract and
Retain Drivers

Avoid Enforcement
Issues (fines/driver

violations)
. 7
Decrease Insurance Costs R
.
Attract and -
Retain Customers . G
. 7

Reduce Crashes

Avoid Litigation

Set a High Industry
Safety Standard

80

For Question 14 , respondents were limited to one selection per category (from 1 to 8, wit
being the most important and 8 the least important). The intent of this question was to
rank the importance of the motivations for improving an agency safety program. For each
selection, the responses are prese nted from most impor  tant (on the left) to the least
important (on the right) in the responding color of the importance rank .

Selections with the greatest amount of orange (#1), dark blue (#2), and purple (#3) would
be those rated as mostimportan tbyther espondents. Thes elections deemed most
important to the agencies represented include:

>

Reduce Fatalities and Injuries (almost 30 percent of respondents selected this
category as fAmost i mportanto)

Reduce Crashes

Set a High Industry Safety Standard

> >

B 1 (most important)

I E (least important)

h1l
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Q15. Do es your agency have established safety performance measures?

0% 20% 40% 60 % 80 % 100 %

In Question 15, a pproximately 85 percent of the respondents indicated that their agencies

have established and track safety p erformance measures, with approximately 15 percent
(nine respondents) who indicated that they do not track performance measures . Upon
further review of the individual survey responses, there were two out of the nine a gencies

that indicated they do not track performance measures, but later  responded to Question 16
with a list of those measures collected. In addition, there were respondents that contracted

all transportation services, providing no directly operated service. Itis likely in these cases

that the contractor has established and is tracking performan ce measures that are then
reported to the agency.

Question 16 provides the responses of survey participants to the open -ended request to list
the safety performance measures their agencies track. The responses are reflected
verbatim as provided by the res pondent. The responses have not been altered or edited.

The performance measure most frequently indicated by the survey respondents was

accidents per 100,000 miles (with minor variation s). A number of agencies also track

preventable accidents. A few res pondents also indicated that they trac
compensation and personal injury claims.
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Q16. Please list the safety performance measures your agency tracks:

Opened Ended Responses (reflects verbatim responses)

A

I ID I i I S e

> > > > > > > >

> > > >

Our measures include: accidents per 100,000 miles, injury claims per 100,000 miles,
security incidents per 200,000 passengers, number of on the job injuries (0OJlIs),

number of safety classes conducted, number of employees trained, total OJI cost per
worker, claims closed, total claims expend itures, total claims filed, total percentage
of at fault accidents, and number of safety assessments completed.

We track the following safety performance measures: employee claims by cost

center, employee claims by seniority, employee claims by injury typ e, employee
claims by day of week, employee claims by gender, employee lost time claims/100
employees, accident description, accident by Category, accident by location, accident

by gender, accident by day of the week, accident by seniority, accident by cau se

code, accident by vehicle number, accident by time of day, accident frequency per
100,000 miles, and accident by route.

Accidents per 100,000 miles, preventable versus non -preventable, new claims
Preventable accidents per 100,000 miles driven

All acc ident and all injuries

Awards/Recognition

Accidents, hard stops, citations, safety policy violations

Accidents per 100,000 miles for each mode

Accidents, incidents, violations, inspections

Accidents per mile accident preventability

We use the old NTD codes for performance measures by trending all incidents,
collisions, etc.

Daily inspections of all vehicles, oil changes and tire rotations, driver safety training
Reduction in insurance costs, accidents and incidents per 10,000 miles of service
Sever ity of claims, number of preventable accidents, miles between preventable
accidents, and timely submittal of accidents/claims

Vehicle incidents and client incidents

Number of accidents per quarter, per year, by driver, and number of incidents,

including customer service issues that are non -vehicle related.
Type and causation of accidents
Accidents/incidents per 100k miles, preventable and non -preventable incidents,

workplace safety, workers compensation claims, vehicle defects, and employee lost
time

Collisions, types of collisions, preventability, complaints by customers and general
public with whom we share the road, training.

Vehicular Collisions, Employee Injuries, Customer Injuries,

Preventable accidents per 100,000 miles, 100% compliance with state mandated
annual training, 100 % OSHA and CalOSHA compliance.

# of accidents, # injuries due to accidents, # of passenger injuries/non accident
Accidents and Incidents

preventable accidents and incidents

Preventable and non -preventable accidents,  passenger injuries
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Accidents, road calls

Accident Frequency Rate = preventable accidents per 100,000 miles traveled.

Number of years per operator without a preventable accident. Injuries per

department.

Claims costs, accidents per mile

Collisions, Inju ries, Incidents, Industrial Injuries, Assaults, Threats, Disputes

Accidents, Complaints, Incidents, On Time Performance, Training, Post Accident

Training

OTJ injuries, lost time from work, incidents/accidents, customer safety complaints,

motorist safety  allegations, ride -along safety analysis, on the road follow up safety

observations

A All collisions preventable and non -preventable as well as employee behavior with
regard to injuries. We also utilize DriveCam for retraining when necessary

A Accidents per 100,000 miles, raw number bus accidents - no more than 44 per
month, raw number rail accidents - no more than 4 per month, employee injuries
no more than 22 per month

A Preventable accidents Collision type (fixed object, vehicle, pedestrian, passenger,

bike, etc.), injuries, service and age evaluation, point of contact and location

evaluation

> >

> > >

>

A Traffic accident/100,000 miles; passenger accidents/100,000 passengers; accidents
graded preventable, accident liability claims, claims in suit, claims by reserve
am ount, OJI claims involving lost days

A Accidents, road calls, complaints, incidents and injuries.

A Accident/Incidents per 1000 trips

A All accidents are track by type, location, operator and vehicle. Analysis generates
potential and contributing causes whic h are also tracked.

A Accidents per 100,000 miles

A Number of accidents per 100,000 miles.

A Potential for injury/damage cost of injury/damage accidents/100,000 miles
passenger accidents/100,000 miles

A Preventable accidents preventable incidents Workers comp claims Personal injury
claims

The next two questions sought information on the frequency with which the agencies track

and report safety and performance measures, as well as to whom the safety measures are
reported.
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Q17. How often does your agency track and report safety performance measures?

0% 20% 40% 60 % 80°%

As detailed in the responses to Question 17, t he majority or 77.4 percent (41 out of 53
respondents to the question) of the agencies reported that they track and report safety and
performance measures on a monthly basis. Quarterly (13.2%) was the next most

mentioned frequency reported by seven respondents.
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Q18. To whom do you report safety performance measures?

Executive Director/CEQ

Safety Review Committee/Accident
Review Boards

Board of Directors

Risk Management

State Government

Local{County
Government Risk
Management Department

T T
0% 20% 40 % 60 % 80 % 100 %

Question 18 asked respondents to identify those indivi duals or organizations to whom safety
performance measures are reported. The majority of the agencies represented report

performance measures to the executive director or chief executive officer of the agency
Almost half of the respondents indicated that their agencies provide performance measures

to a safety review committee or accident review board. Depending on the organizational

structure of the agency, a few also report to a local or county government office, such as

risk management.

Over 21 percent also provide performance measures to state government  within which they
operate . The significance of this response may be related to the comp osition of the survey
respondents. There were 13 respo ndents to this question who represented agencies
operating in Florida. As a requirement of receiving Florida Transit Block Grant funding

(available to FTA Section 5307 recipients), these agencies are required to post performance
measures on an annual basis. A number of those that indicated the reporting of
performance measur es t o iftleded represgntatvesr roffknda systems
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Q19. How does your agency identify safety related issue s?

Internal Safety Reviews

Accident/Incidents

Passenger Reports 926%

External Safety Reviews

Confidential
Employee Reports

Mon-Confidential
Employee Reports

Reports from Employee
Labor Representatives

80 % 100 % 120 %

Question 19 , which permitted respondents to provide multiple responses, probed to
determine how the transit agencies identify safety -related issues.

The three most prevalent re sponses were :

Internal safety reviews
Accidents and incidents  investigations and reports
Passenger reports

> > D>

Survey Conclusions

Safety Department/Function Organization

The majority of  survey respondents indicated the existence of a single safety -department
within their agency (63.5%). Approximately 30 percent responde d that they do not have a
single separate safety department responsible for the safety of all modes operated by their
agency. These agencies did indicate that safety responsibilities for each mode of service are
shared among those modes. Over six percent of respondents indicated their agencies have

a separate safety department representing each mode of service operated. The balance of
the respondents stated that they do not have an official safety department, rather the
safety responsibilities ar e handle d by multiple units within their agency.

A slight majority of respondents indicated that the leader of their agency safety department
reports directly to the Executive Director or CEO of the agency (44.1%), with slightly fewer
respondents (42.4%) indicatin g that their safety department or function leader reports to a
department director. Only 23.7 percent of respondents indicated that the safety
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depart ment | e a-¢ear(iceweqgsal ifipwsition and level of authority) with other
members of the execut  ive team.

With the tremendous emphasis placed on transit safety in the advent of the Moving Ahead
for Progress forthe 21 ' Century Act (  MAP-21) and in anticipation of upcoming regulations
and guidance on the topic, it would seem important t o all ow an agenerytdbeg safety

equal in position  and authority  with members of the leadership team. While there is no

evidence available in the  survey responses to suggest that a safety leader with limited

authority diminishes the influence or focus on safety for an agency, this topic does require
additional reflection.

When asked about the number of full time equivalent (FTE) positions dedicated to safety
functions within these agencies, over 80 percent of respondents indicated that there are 1 0
or fewer FTEs assigned to safety functions. It is recognized that the staffing levels reported

by respondents  fluctuated depending upon the diversity and size of the transit agency.

There was insufficient detail provided in the survey responsesto make any conclusions
about the most effective structure of a saf ety department or function, or a standard for the
number of FTEs an agency should dedicate to those safety related functions.

Safety Functions
The safety functions that are consistently applied i n those agencies represented by the
survey respondents include (in order of prevalence):

Compliance with state and Federal regulations

Establishment of corrective action plans and providing feedback to management
Event and incident reporting

Development and enforcement of safety related rules and policies

Training

Event and incident analysis

Accident review board

> D> > > D>

Of considerable importance to these agencies are event and incident reporting and analysis

coupled with the establishment of corrective action p lans. Central to these activities is the

thorough review of accidents and incidents. The majority of respondents indicated that they

review a significant majority of all accidents and injuries occurring within their systems,

including those that are belo w the fAmajor incident thresholdso establ
reporting.

Whil e faccident review boardo was not one of the most
guestion, further examination of Question 8 and Question 11 related to the existence of a

formal acc ident review board within the agency confirm that the accident review board

function has prevalence within those transit agencies represented. Res ponses to Question

12, an open -ended question of the composition of the accident review board, suggest

variab ility in the representatives assigned to the board. Yet, for the majority of

respondents, whet her the accident review board i s independent of a single office within a

transit agency or simply a part of the safety functions pe rformed by the agency, there i s
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diverse representation from within the agency (and in a few cases, from outside the

agency). A significant number of the accident review boards that exist within the agencies

represented include the driver (or representative), union representative, the empl oyeeds
supervisor (or operations manager), and a member of the management team.

There was insufficient detail to suggest any standards related to the minimum safety
functions that should be employed by transit agencies. However, each of the functions
delineated above are recognized as critical to the safety performance of a transit agency.

The way in which the accident review board is organized within those transit agencies
represented and the membership of these board s are inconsistent. However, ag encies
participating in this research project are consistent in their recognition that the  accident

review board function is necessary and that representation must include members from a
cross section of the agency.

Transit Safety Summit and Florida Tran sit Safety Network (FTSN)

As part of this project, the Research Team conducted a statewide summit for FI ori
transit safety managers and other personnel on June 19, 2013 in Tampa, Florida . The

Summit, held in cooperation with FDOT 6 ©Office of Freight Log istics and Passenger

Operations and the Florida Public Transportation Association, brought together transit

professionals committed to public transit safety.

The Transit Safety S ummit was envisioned to be the kick  -start of a statewi  de discussion on
transit safety and was designed to:

A Define key transit safety issues and impacts
A Promote new interdisciplinary coll aboration between
A Develop steps of action for continuing coordinated effort to improve s afety
A Improve means for data collection and sharing
A Establish roles and responsibilities for continuing a statewide transit safety network
The Transit Safety Summit was extremely well attended
transit agencies. A formal p resentation was made by Dr. Thobias Sando on the topic of
AfSafety Implications of Transiot Bpreeraaktoourt Sscehsesd uolne dH oslciu

topics centered around four critical transit safety areas or topics directly influencing transit
safety incl uding:

Bus Operator Fatigue

Assaults and Post - Event Practices

Recruiting, Developing, and Training Professional Bus Operators
Safe Bus Operations

> >

On the topic of fAiBus Operator Fatigue, 0 the session pal
influence fatigue  for their bus operators. These factors , and associated solutions when

provided , included outside employment, the accounting of outside driving hours, completion

of outside employment forms, and policies or programs that restrict or prevent outside

employ ment; total driving hours and hours of service modifications; route scheduling and

ensuring that the scheduling of routes observes the property timing of stops, consideration
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of outside influences to the schedule, and allowance for scheduled bus operator b reaks; and
setting limi  ts on split shifts.

Participants in the breakout sEevsesnito nProafc tfi Acsessadu |ldtiss caunsds el
frequency with which their agencies are having assault incidents and the type and level of

severity of those assaults. HART reported that they average ten non -violent assaults and

one physical assault per month. For Gainesville RTS, two to three minor assaults are

committed one average per month. RTS represent atives indicated that they had one violent

assault againsta b  us operator within the last ten years. The primary causal factors for

assaults as presented by partici pants included employee actions, patron actions , issues

related to sensitivity of the driver (espe cially toward people with disabilities or those with

me ntal illnesses), or all of the above.

Transit agencies did indicate that for many assault events, the bus operator either

aggravated a volatile situation or did little to diffuse the situation. In an effort to hire bus
operators with a temperament condu cive to working with the public, both RTS and HART

utilize ergo metric testing for potential new bus operator hires.

Other discussion points included the criticality of customer service skills and annual in -
service training. In addition, participants d iscussed the value of  onboard cameras to help
analyze assault events and potentially prevent future assaults.

iRecr ui evelopimg, an® Training BusPr of essi onal s0 covered a number o
including the interview and hiring processes; content of train ing curriculum for new hires;
and strategies to retain existing employees, including activities to improve morale.

One of the most well attended and insightful breakou t sessions covered the topic of iSaf e

Bus Operations. o I ncl uded edriser disiractons argl thesourgg ofi nt s wer
those distractions; rear  -end collision and what can be done to reduce the incidence of these

collisions; driver rest periods; the review of onboard video cameras for retraining and

remedial training and to examine dr iving trends and habits, both fAgood
locations; most common factors in accidents T weather and traffic; and personal injuries on

the bus and what can be done to mitigate these injuries.

Training was a discussion point within the breakou t sessions and dialogue between all
participants in the main session. Identified critical training areas are provided below (with
example representative training courses also provided):

Fatigue and the Transit Employee

Representative courses would include:
A Fatigue and S leep Apnea Awareness for Transit Employees from the Transportation
Safety Institute (TSI)
A Toolbox for Transit Operator Fatigue: Putting the Report Into Action from the
National Transit Institute (NTI)
A The Runcutter Course (available from private vendor) or other route scheduling and

review courses
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Assaults and Post -Event Practices
Representative courses would include:

A Violence in the Transit Workplace - Prevention, Response and Recovery (NTI)
A Harassment Prevention for Transit Employees (NTI)

A Harassment Pr evention for Transit Supervisors (NTI)

A Identifying IED Threats to Public Transit (TSI)

A Customer Service Skills  (available from multiple sources)

Recruiting, Developing, Training Professional Bus Operators
Representative courses would include:

A Effective Su pervision in Transit  (NTI)
A Fundamentals of Transit Supervision (NTI)
A Transit Mid -Manager Seminar  (NTI)

Safe Bus Operations
Representative courses would include:

A Wireless Distractions Training Resource Program (FDOT)
A Curbing Transit Employee Distracted Driving  (TSI)

A Transit Bus System Safety  (TSI)

A Transit Industrial Safety Management (TSI)

A Bus Collision Prevention and Investigation Seminar (TSI)
A

Safety, Security, and Emergency Management Considerations for FTA Capital
Projects (TSI)

Moving Forward 1 Florida Transit Safety Network (FTSN)
Due to the overwhelming success of the Transit Safety Summit and the strong interest

shown by Floridabds public transit agencies, the FI
become a n established statewide n  etwork .
The FTSNhasbeen est abl i shed with membership representing
transit agencies following a set of prescribed objectives, including:
A Providing aforum  or platform for discussion of transit safety issues and opportunities
A Being a resource to FDOT for the identification of transit safety issues, including
areas of greatest risk
A Ensuring the provision of transit safety -related training courses in response to
identified needs
A Providing a mechanism for consolidated stakeholder input for proposed modifications
to Rule Chapter 14 -90, Florida Administration Code or other statewide efforts
A Serving as a forum by which transit agencies can discuss transit safety issues and
share successful methods used to address those issues
A Maintain ing a coordinated front to address FTA transit safety program requirements
issued in accordance with MAP  -21 mandates
A Coordinating with the Florida Operations Network (FON) and Florida Transit
Maintenance Consortium (FTMC) on those topics of shared interest
A Identifying transit safety training needs
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The following committees, organized around a critical transit safety issue area, have been
established to assist the FTSN in meeting their aggressive goals:

A Collisions - this committee is charged with examining rear - end, fixed object, and
other transit collisions with the goal of reducing injuries and fatalities of transit
employees and passengers  and mitigating risks.

A Driver Fatigue i this committee is charged with examining driver fatigue -related
issues and f actors including outside employment, split shifts, driver hours, and other
related topics.

A Operator and Passenger Safety (including assaults and injuries) - this committee is
charged with examining multiple topics that impact the safety of bus operators and
transit passengers including assaults of bus operators and passengers, passenger
injuries that occur during boarding/alighting and while on board, other topics to
reduce injuries and prevent fatalities on transit buses and mitigate risk.

A Distracted D riving - this committee is charged with examining the sources of
distracted driving, associated impacts, and model policies or practices that have
been implemented by public transportation systems to reduce transit incidents
caused by distracted driving.

A Safety Training T this committee is tasked with undertaking a comprehensive
examination of safety training for bus operators and will closely coordinate with the
four subcommittees listed above. Subcommittee members will examine the content
of current tr  aining curriculum, model practices, and may make recommendations on
voluntary training standards for Floridads
goals for this subcommittee are the improvement of training content and practices
for transit safety  training in Florida and the reduction of transit injuries and fatalities.

Chair and co -chairs for each committee were drawn from FTSN membership and committees
include subject matter experts, members of the project team, and additional membership
fromthe FTSN.

The outcomes of each committee may include , but not be limited to, the development of
policies, practices, training content, or other guidance with the overall goal of improving
transit system safety among Floridads transi't

publ i c

agenci es
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Chapter 3
Bus Operator Assaults I Current Conditions and Agency
Post - Event and Return -to - Duty Practices

Background  Statement

This chapter discusses the findings resulting from the examination conducted under RTA #2
I Bus Operator Assaults T Current Conditions and Agency Post -Event and Return -to-Duty
Practices.

Busoperators aret heir transit agencyo6és first responders for a
vehicles and they are responsible for the safety of their passengers. A significant threat  to

transit safety is the increasing number of assaults on both bus operators and transit

passengers. This threat is of even greater concern when the assaults result in the inability of

bus operators to return to their positions.

The news media are rife w  ith stories about assaults on transit bus drivers, with many

reporting increases in the number of events at transit agencies across the country.

Headlines such as ABus driver safety on public transit
SEPTA bus *diMiexero, dus drivers concer hfeRli ad oiun ttrhaengi tsaf
worker assaults prompts sunmiTr assséki vgosehecti sngnal s n
securianyd Ofi At anta bus dr i ve?suggestttmicthisss aoationalfieed r i .s e 0

In TCRP Synthesis Report 93: Practices to Protect Bus Operators from Passenger Assault,

the results of a survey of transit agencies revealed significant workplace issues related to

assaults. The responding agencies discussed impacts, such as injury -rela ted claims, but also
reported increased operator anxiety, stress, and absenteeism, diminished productivity, and

union grievances because of assaults. !

There is fairly extensive literature devoted to driver safety, defensive driving, and training

or prepari ng bus operators for violent engagements with passengers or others . However,
very limited literature is available that describes the methods applied after an event to

assist bus operators who have been assaulted or have experienced other traumatic events

to help them successfully return to their duties . This chapter identifiesthe m ethods used by
selected transit agencies to counter the physical and psychological impacts of these events,

including the use of Employee Assistance Programs (EAPS) and other to ols.

2 http://philadelphi  a.cbslocal.com/2012/03/18/bus -driver -safety -on-public -transit -draws -more -attention -after -
attack -on-septa -bus -driver/

% http://www.wusa9.com/news/article/233294/158/Metro -Bus-Drivers -Concerned -About -Safety - After -Recent -
Incidents

4 http://www.thenewyorkworld .com/2012/05/10/rise -in-transit -worker -assaults -prompts -summit -seeking -
solutions/

5 http://www.metro  -magazine.com/blog/from  -the -editor -s/story/2012/01/transit -violence -signals -need -for - more -
security.aspx

5 http://www.ajc.com/photo/news/local/atlanta -bus -driver -attacks -on-the -rise/pcDps/

7 TCRP Report 93:  Practices to Protect Bus Operators from Passenger Assault, Transportation Research Board of the

National Academies, Washington, DC, 2011.
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Research Objective

The objective of this  research effort was to conduct a comprehensive examination of return -
to-duty procedures implemented by transit agencies for their bus operators who have

experienced assaults or other traumat ic events. This chapter  identifies how agencies

currently assist bus operators to resume their duties after the occurrence of these event S;
discusses the opportunities provided for continued employment at the agency or other

benefit s if a bus operatorisu  nable to return to their duties; and provides a summary of
industry leading practices.

Prior to the discussion of agency practices, it is important to understand the number of
assaults on the nationds public transit bus systems.

Primary Data Source

To effectively frame the discussion of assaults on bus operators and transition to the

methods transit agencies use to address post -event assistance, a status report on the state

of the industry and current conditions artatidner whi ch t he
systems are operating is provided. The primary source of the data included in this

discussion isthe NTD.

NTD6s Safety and Secam(MajgrinCider& Beportdd@m)F is the primary
source of data reflected within subsequent sections . As defined in the NTD, a major incident
is one that meets at least one of the following thresholds:

A A fatality (30 days or less from the collision and not due to natural causes)

A Aninjury requiring immediate medical assistance away from the scene

A Property dam age greater than or equal to $25,000

A Evacuations due to life safety reasons

A Any mainline derailment (rail transit systems)
NTD defines assault as fAan unl awf ul Adsdulssark by one per s
categorized within NTD as personal security event s, which are security events that occur to
individuals on transit property that meet the reporting thresholds reflected above. The data

presented herein include only those assaults that meet one of these thresholds and were
reported on NTHorins WISI&tBis dbes not provide a complete representation of

all types of assaults (such as harassment , verbal abuse, and injuries that do not require
transport from the scene ), it does provide insight on the trending of those assaults that are

more likely tor esult in physically - or emotionally -compromised or debi litating bus operator
condition.

Status Report i Bus Operator Assaults
The following section presents aggregated national and Florida specific transit assault data
for the 2008 through 2012 NTD reporti ng years . Itincludes injuries and fatalities that have

resulted from assault events, the general categories of those who have been victims, and
the data trends.
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Number of Assaults T National

Table 3-1 identifies all motorbus (transit bus) related assaults reported to NTD for 2008

through 2012, and Figure 3-1 graphically illustrates these data. The data indicate that
assaults are on the rise, with injuries to transit vehicle riders sustained during an assault
event being the most prevalent, followed by injuries to transit vehicle operators (bus
drivers). Figure 3-2 illustrates the trend in assaults on transit riders and transit agency

employees from 2008 through 2012.

Table 3-1. Motorbus Assaults - Fatalities/Injured Persons, 2008 - 2012
2008 2009 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Fatality T Transit Vehicle Rider 0 0 0 0 2
Injuries to Person Waiting or 38 20 26 48 49
Leaving
Injuries to Pedestrian Not in 0 1 3 1 2
Crosswalk
Injuries T Other 3 4 3 2 3
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Rider 56 64 103 159 187
Injuries to Transit Employee 17 6 14 16 12
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Operator 119 107 110 140 124
Total Assaults 233 202 259 367 379
Source: NTD Safety and Security (S&S) 40 Form (Major Incidents), 2008 i 2012.
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Figure 3-1. Motorbus Assaults and Fatalities/Injured Persons, 2008 T 2012.
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Figure 3-2. Motorbus Assaults by Victim )
Rider, Employee, Worker, and Operator, 2008 T 2012.

Table 3-2 presents the percentage of assaults by category for NTD Reporting Year 2012,

and Figure 3 -3 provides a corresponding illustration of the proportion of assaults for each
category. Consistent with the presentation of time series data from 2008 through 2012, for

NTD Reporting Year 2012, injuries sustained by transit vehicle riders were significantl y
greater than those assaults reported for the remaining categories, representing 49.3

percent of all assaults reported as major incidents. This is followed by injuries sustained by
bus operators as a result of assault events. (It is important to note that these data
represent the reporting to NTD of incidents categori ze:
thresholds listed above and do not reflect all assaults, such as those that involve verbal

assault, harassment, or spitting, which are captured as minor incidents included in
aggregated totals.)

Table 3-2. Percent of Assaults by Category, 2012

Number of Percent
Assaults of Total
Fatality, Transit Vehicle Rider 2 0.5%
Injuries, People Waiting or Leaving 49 12.9%
Injuries, Pedestrians Not in 2 0.5%
Crosswalk
Injuries, Other 3 0.8%
Injuries, Transit Vehicle Riders 187 49.3%
Injuries, Transit Employees 12 3.2%
Injuries, Transit Vehicle Operators 124 32.7%
Total Assaults 379 100%

Source: NTD, 2012.
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Motorbus Assaults, 2012

Fatality-Transit Inj People Wait or
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B Inj People Wait or Leave

# Inj Pedest Not in Crosswalk

B Inj Other

B Inj Transit Vehicle Rider

# Inj Transit Employees

Inj Transit : : :
Emplovees Inj Transit Vehicle Operators

Figure 3-3. Total Motorbus Assaults by Fatality/Injury Category, 2012.

Trends in Bus Operator Assaults

Table 3-3 identifies the number of vehicle operator injuries as a result of assaults per one

million passenger trips. This includes injuries to vehicle operators within the following

reporting modal categories: motorbus, commuter bus, and bus rapid transit. Figure 3-4
illustrates these numbers and establishes the linear trend for this metric for the reporting

period.

Table 3-3. Vehicle Operator Injuries Resulting from Assaults
per 1 Million Passenger Trips

Year Number Injuries per 1 M
Injured Passenger Trips
2008 119 0.0218
2009 107 0.0200
2010 110 0.0214
2011 140 0.0273
2012 124 0.0241

Source: NTD, 2008 i 2012.
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Figure 3-4. Trend in Vehicle Operator Injuries Assaults
per 1 Million Passenger Trips, 2008 7 2012.

While there was a decrease in total vehicle operator injuries sustained as a result of assault

event s from 2011 to 2012, the overall trend reflects a marginal increase from 2008 to 2012.
These aggregated data do not reflect the variation in trends across agencies. Many small
and mid -size transit agencies have very few assaults that would meet the major incident

thresholds. The majority of these reported incidents are those that o ccur within the largest
systems.

In the review of NTD data for the period of 2008 through 2012 for injured transit vehicle
operators for all modes, ten agencies with the largest number of assaults accounted for 587
of 706 of the injuries reported ( 83.1 %) . Of the total assaults, 85.9 percent were reported

on motorbus (504 out of 587 total assaul ts on operators). The  Metropolitan Transit

Authority (MTA), New York City Transit (NYC Transit) reported 2 82 of the 50 4 assaults on
bus operators, 5 6.0 percent of the total. The Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) repor ted 118
out of the remaining 222 incidents (23. 4% of the total motorbus operator assaults) from

2008 through 2012.

In an interview conducted in May 2012, a spokesman for the MTA discussed the significant

rise in violent assaults on its bus operators. He reported that in 2010, there were 72

physical assaults o0 n NYC Transit bus drivers or subway workers and 936 cases of

harassment, a category that includes verbal abuse, spitting, and any other no n-physical

incidents. In 2011, the number of assaults rose to 94, with 1,092 incidents of harassment. 8

During a press conference in October 2012, the

Union (TWU) Local 100 stated that its bus drivers had been expe riencing an fdepidemic
violence, with approximately three to fouf seri

In 2005, the Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) and its local 741 in Ottawa, Canada,

conducted a survey of bus operators on the topic of assaults, with 1,468 operators and 7
union locals in Canada participating in the survey. Of these, 36 percent replied that they
had been a victim of a physical assault, and 55 percent had experienced verbal assaults.

8 http://www.then  ewyorkworld.com/2012/05/10/rise -in-transit -worker -assaults -prompts -summit -seeking -
solutions.
¢ www.twulocal100.org/news/100/827.
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Forty -five percent of drivers (approximately 660 driv
in the areas of awareness, response, and self

-defense techniques.

training curriculum include what to do after an assault occurs, including the sources of

support available, who to contact, a

In the foll owing section, assaul

and discussed.

Number of Assaults 1 Florida

To effectively frame the discussion of assaults on

post -event assistance f or FI or

idads pub

reported by Florida systems that report to NTD

Table 3-4 identifies all motorbus (transit bus) related assaults reported
5 graphically illustrates these data.

NTD for 2008 through 2012, and Figure

bus operators and t

I i c

nd the process for accessing those services.

t dat a

transi

t

ers) indicated that training was needed
They also suggested that

10

reported

ransition to addressing
systems,

by these syst ems to

The data

indicate that assaults  have fluctuated from 2008 through 2012, with no notable trend. As

reflected in the national data,

event are the most prevalent assault injuries

the vehicle .

injuries to transit vehicle riders sustain
, followed by injuries to tran

ed during an assault

sit vehicle
operators and individuals who are waiting on the bus to arrive or who have recently alighted

Table 3-4. Florida Motorbus Assaults - Fatalities/Injured Persons, 2008 1 2012
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Fatality 7 Transit Vehicle Rider 0 0 0 0 2
Injuries to Person Waiting or Leaving 1 1 3 0 0
Injuries to Pedestrian Not in Crosswalk 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries T Other 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Rider 2 6 4 6 5
Injuries to Transit Employee 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Operator 4 0 1 1 3
Total Assaults 7 7 8 7 8

Source: NTD Safety and Security (S&  S) 40 Form (Major Incidents),

2008 i 2012.

19 D. Bruyere and J. M. Gillet, National Operator Assault Survey Results 2005, ATU, 2006.
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Figure 3-5. Florida Motorbus Assaults and Fatalities/Injured Persons, 2008 T 2012.
Table 3-5 presents the percentage of assaults by category for NTD R eporting Year 2012,

and Figure 3-6 provides a corresponding illustration of the proportion of assaults for each
category. Consistent with the presentation of time series data from 2008 through 2012, for

NTD Reporting Year 2012, injuries sustained by transit vehicle ride rs were significantly
greater than those assaults reported for the remaining categories, representing 62.5
percent of all assaults reported as major incidents. This is followed by injuries sustained by
bus operators as a result of assault events (37.5%)
Table 3-5. Percent of Assaults by Category, 2012
Number of Percent of
Assaults Total

Fatality, Transit Vehicle Rider 0 0.0%

Injuries, People Waiting or Leaving 0 0.0%

Injuries, Pedestrians Not in 0 0.0%

Crosswalk

Injuries, Other 0 0.0%

Injuries, Transit Vehicle Riders 5 62.5%

Injuries, Transit Employees 0 0.0%

Injuries, Transit Vehicle Operators 3 37.5%

Total Assaults 8 100.0%

Source: NTD, 2012.
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Florida Motorbus Assaults, 2012

Transit Vehicle
Operators
38% B Fatality-Transit Vehicle
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H Other
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Figure 3-6. Total Motorbus Assaults by Fatality/Injury Category, 2012.

Trends in  Florida Bus Operator Assaults

Table 3-6 identifies the number of transit vehicle operator injuries normalized by assaults

per one million passenger trips. This includes injuries to vehicle operators wi thin the
following reporting modal categories: motorbus, commuter bus, and bus rapid transit.
Figure 7 illustrates these numbers and establishes the linear trend for this metric for the
reporting period (2008 through 2012)

Table 3-6. Vehicle Operator Injuries Resulting from Assaults

per 1 Million Passenger Trips
Year Number Injuries per 1 M
Injured Passenger Trips
2008 4 0.0173
2009 0 0.0000
2010 1 0.0047
2011 1 0.0044
2012 3 0.0132

Source: NTD, 2008 71 2012.

There was a decrease in total vehicle operator injuries sustained as a result of assault

event s when normalized by one million passenger trips. The corresponding linear trend also
shows a marginal decrease from 2008 to 2012. However, since 2009 there has been an
increase in the number of vehicle operator injuries that resulted from assault events, as

reflected in Figure  3-7.
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Florida Vehicle Operator Injuries
per 1 M Passenger Trips
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Figure 3-7. Trend in Vehicle Operator Injuries Assaults
per 1 Milli  on Passenger Trips, 2008 7 2012.

These agencies, as well as other systems of various sizes and locations across the U.S.,
have responded to the assaults on their bus operators by providing training to help bus
operators reduce the opportunity for disputes that could escalate to assaults; providing
physical barriers or other devices to deter assaults; and establishing policies and procedures
to reduce the likelihood of assaults. Many are also providing services and benefits to their
operators who ha ve been the victims of assaults. (A number of these practices are also
employed in the event operators experience other traumatic events.)

Leading Post - Event Practices

Most U.S. transit systems including FI ohavedaed groastiyesntegtablsh ing
standard operating procedures (SOPs) developed to deter or reduce assault events. Based

on the survey of 88 transit systems conducted for TCRP Report 93:  Practices to Protect Bus
Operators from Passenger Assault, 92 percent of the respondents reported having SOPs in

place for responding to operator assaults. M Transit agencies also are making progress in

preparing their bus operators to respond effectively to escalating engagements with

passengers through focused training on topics such as defusing a vol atile situation and

customer service, and some provide training in physical response. However, some transit

agencies have gone beyond preparing bus operators for assault events by establishing

programs to help their employees after an event. Some of those post -event support

programs and policies include Employee Assistance Programs (EAPS), other counseling,

opportunities for alternate duties and route reassignments, and paid leave during recovery.

These programs are offered in addition to the benefits provi ded through Workersbéo
Compensation and the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA). A general description of EAP,

Wor kersé Compensation, and FMLA programs are provided
points.

1 1crp Report 93: Practices to Protect Bus Operators from Passenger Assault, Transportation Research Board of
the National Academies, Washington, DC, 2011.
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Wor kersd compensation i s awaggereptpcementabdmat dipal benefitd e s
to employees who suffer job -related injuries or illness in the course of employment. The

program is administered on a state  -by-state basis, and program management of benefits

varies by state.

The program services ar e a valuable resource to eligible employees with program benefits
that may include:

A Wage replacement

A Medical treatment

A Vocational rehabilitation

A Other benefits as prescribed by state law

The Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 (FMLA )2 isa complex F edera | law requiring
covered employersto  provide employees job  -protection and unpaid leave for qual ified
medical and family purposes . It also seeks to accommodate the legitimate interests of
employers and promotes equal employment opportunity for men and wome n.

The FMLA entitles eligible employees a total of 12 weeks unpaid leave during any 12 month

period for certain family and medical needs of the employee or their family members. This

may include care for the birth of a child, placement of a child with th e employee for

adoption, care of a spouse, child or parent with a serious health condition, driving a family

member to a medical appointment, providing assistance during treatment of the family

member, helping a family member recuperate from an illness or medical condition and the

empl oyeeds own serious health condition, if it renders
duties of their job. **

An EAP is a proactive, employer  -sponsored service that is designed to help employees deal

with emotional, behavior  al and well -being issues that may affect their work. 5 gpecifically
focused on work/life challenges and issues, EAP services are offered as a resource to

employees and are available on a short -term basis, generally at no cost. EAP services have
evolved in recent years in response to the ever -changing natur e of the workplace and
employee needs. Today, some EAPs even include services for an employee's immediate

family members. The services offered through EAPs vary slightly from program to program,

but are offered on a voluntary and confidential basis and ca ninclude: short -term
counseling, referrals to treatment, specialized consultation, resource advice such as legal,

financial, and childcare, and assistance with return to work.

According to the U.S. D lrqughmpreverdiont idertificatibna b g and A t
resolution of these issues, EAPs enhance employee and workplace effectiveness and are a
vital tool for maintaining and improving worker health and productivity, retaining valued

12 29 United Staes Code (USC) 2601

13 U.S Department of Labor, www.dol.gov

4 Ibid.

5 Gilbert, B., American Association of Occupational Health Nurses, Employee Assistance Programs: History and
Program Description , (10):488 -93. 1994
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employees, and returning employees to work after illnesses or injuries. o' Additionally,
EAPs have been shown to contribute to:

A Decreased absenteeism
A Reduced accidents and fewe r workers compensation claims
A Greater employee retention
A Fewer labor disputes
A Significantly reduced medical costs arising from early identification and treatment of
individual mental health and substance use issues 1
In order to effectively capture and describe these programs, an e - mail request for

information was sent to individuals and agencies on distribution lists maintained by the

American Public Tra nsportation Association (APTA), with focused effort on distribution to
members of APTA®6s Bus Safety, Bus Operations, Small Op
Technology committees. This e -mail inquiry was sent in February 2012 and coincided with a
survey sentto the members of the Florida Operations Network (FON). Transit agency
representatives were asked to identify policies or programs established by their agencies to

support bus operators after an assault or other traumatic event . This would include any
proces ses in p lace to assist bus operators resume their duties or, if unable to return to their
duties as a bus operator, options available for continued employment at the agency. They
also were asked to identify specific policies, procedures, work rules, union contract
language, or other documentation relative to the topic, such as temporary or permanent

alternate job opportunities and EAPs, including counseling for post -traumatic stress.  Forty
responses were initially received from public transit agencies repre senting a variety of
operating environments and agency sizes. Supplemental effort was made to contact

additional agencies that had not responded, but that were known to have programs in

place.

The results o f the survey are summarized in Appendix B . Itis important to note that the
absence of agency information in the table does not necessarily mean that the agency does

not have an established practice in place or a written procedure or standard. S ome survey
respondents may not have reported all relevant policies, procedures, or programs, and, as
is the case for transit agencies that are part of a county or municipal governmental

structure, some benefits may be afforded to all government employees under the umbrella

of general EAPSs, leave policies, alternat e duty, or other county or municipal -wide programs.

In addition, injured operators are covered by each state 8 Wor ker s Compensati on
requirements with associated benefits. A few respondents did not report W
Compensation as a program afforded to inju red bus operators, but the researchers did

confirm that this is available at each of these agencies.

Profiled U.S. Transit Agencies
Examination of transit agency responses to the survey indicated that some agencies have

comprehensive programs to assist bu s operators following assault (or other traumatic)
16 U.S Department of Labor, Office of Disability Employment Policy, Employee Assistance Programs for a New
Generation of Employees - Defining the Next Generation. 2009

7 Ibid .
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events. These agencies were selected as case study sites for the purpose of this
examination. Those agencies profiled include the following (also presented in Figure 3-8):

Capital Metro in Austin, Texas

Central Florida Regional Transportation Authority, a.k.a. LYNX, Orlando, Florida
Central Ohio Transit Authority, Columbus, Ohio

Chicago Transit Authority, Chicago, lllinois

Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority, Cleveland, Ohio

King C ounty Metro, Seattle, Washington

Metro Transit, Minneapolis/St. Paul, Minnesota

Miami - Dade Transit Authority, Miami, Florida

New York City Transit Authority (NYC Transit) in New York, New York

Omnitrans, San Bernardino, California

Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) in Orange, California

Pierce Transit, Lakewood, Washington

Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority, St. Petersburg, Florida

Société de Transport de Montréal (STM), Montréal, Québec, Canada

Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) , Phi ladelphia,
Pennsylvania

= =4 =888 _8_9_9_4_4_4_4_-°9_-°
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Figure 3-8. Profiled U.S. Transit Agencies
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Agency profile information was obtained from the 2012 NTD. Information for STM, Montréal,
Québec, Canada was obtained from documents produced by the agency.

Capital Metro, Austin, TX
" Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority is the public transportation
m‘m provider for the Austin, Texas urbanized area. Capital Metro provides the
o following transit modes: m otorbus (bus), demand response, hybrid rail,
METRO demand response -taxi, vanpool, and bus rapid transit. The 2011 NTD agency
profile is provided below.

Annual unlinked passenger trips (motorbus only): 33,486,970
Annual passenger miles: 134,600,175

Annual vehicl e revenue miles: 14,088,130

Vehicles operated in maximum service: 340

Number of full -time vehicle operators (motorbus): 509

Table 3-7. Motorbus Assaults - Fatalities/Injured Persons,
Capital Metro 2008 7 2012
2008 2009 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Injuries to Person Waiting or Leaving 0 0 0 1 0
Injuries T Other 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Rider 0 0 1 0
Injuries to Transit Employee 1 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Operator 1 0 0 0 0
Total Assaults 2 0 0 2 0
Source: NTD Safety and Security (S&S) 40 Form (Major Incidents),
2008 i 2012.

McDonald Transit/Travis Transit is the contracted operator for the majority of Capital

Met r 0 0 srodfitdsysted. Wor ker s 6 Co mpseavasabld to iojured employees who
qualify. Employees are provided with free counseling, and light duty assignments are made

available to individuals on Wor ker sd Co mpvboae alileitooparform such duties. The
company has an f As s ehuncludesR prbvisionyfqr @arniwgs commensurate

with the level of full  -time earnings to employees who have suffered injury while on duty due

to a physical assault by someone other than a coworker. Conditions for employees to

receive this benefit include the following:

1 The employee must need to be off -duty due to the assault, which may need to be
verified by a medical practitioner.

1 The injury or assault must not have been instigated or exacerbated by the employee.
1 The company retains the option of approvi ng an employeeb6s participatio
program.
1 The number of paid days, not including the day of the assault, cannot exceed five
days. 18
®Travis Transit Management, Inc., fAAssault Policy.o
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Centr al Fl orida Regional Transportation Authority, a.Kk
LYNX is the public transportation provider for the Orlando, Florida

@ LYNX urbanized area. LYNX provides the following transit modes: bus,
demand response, and vanpool. The 2011 NTD agency profile is
provided below.

Annual unlinked passenger trips (motorbus only): 26,996,158
Annual passenger mil  es: 140,116,659

Annual vehicle revenue miles: 14,714,555

Vehicles operated in maximum service: 225

Number of full -time vehicle operators (motorbus): 625

Table 3-8. Motorbus Assaults - Fatalities/Injured Persons,
LYNX 2008 i 2012

2008 2009 2010 | 2011 | 2012

Injuries to Person Waiting or Leaving 0 1 2 0 0
Injuries T Other 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Rider 0 1 4 1 0
Injuries to Transit Employee 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Operator 4 0 1 0 1
Total Assaults 4 2 7 1 1
Source: NTD Safety and Security (S&S) 40 Form (Major Incidents), 2008 1 2012.

In the event of a traumatic episode, such as a serious assault, LYNX bus operators are

relievedofduty and receive pay for the remainder of the empl o
The employee may also be referredto LYNX6s EAP that provides prepaid co
counseling services to employees (also available to immediate family members)

I f t he o pruriestequiredtransport to a medical facility, the referral is made after

theirrelease. Asstandar d practi ce, Family Medical Leave Act ( FML
Comp ensation are made available to those eligible. In the case of a physical assault whi le

on duty, when the number of days missed does not meet the requirements of eligibility for

Wor kersd Compensation, the empl oy d&ponthadyrectoompgithey f or si ck
physician responsible for the care of the operator, light duty is made ava ilable up to six

months following the event. These benefits are included with the collective bargaining

agreement (  CBA) between the Central Florida Regional Transportation Authority (LYNX) and

the Amalgamated Transit Union, Local 1596 andarealsodocumen t ed in LYNX6s fAOperat
Guide and Work Rules. o

Long-t erm di sability coverage is provided at 60 percent ¢
maximum of $10,000 per month, and benefits are available after 180 days of the injury.

LYNX does provide lifeinsuran ce at a rate of 100 percent of an empl o
and accidental death and di smember ment coverage at two
insurance coverage.

LYNX has a ASafety and Security Policy Statemento and
Procedu r e .LYONX supports conflict avoidance techniques and has established a protocol for
conflict avoidance. A Conflict Avoidance training module is provided to bus operators by
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LYNX6s Risk Management lann da dSlaifteitoyn ,Ofaf ificPer.o drreet i ve Har as
Environmento policy has been developed that covers all

Central Ohio Transit Authority (COTA), Columbus, OH
COTA |[ﬁh COTA is the public transportation provider for Columbus, Ohio.
| COTA provides bus and demand response services. The 2011

CENTRAL OHIO TRANSIT AUTHORITY NTD agenc y profile is provided below.

Annual unlinked passenger trips (motorbus only): 18,764,047
Annual passenger miles: 70,704,654

Annual vehicle revenue miles: 9,388,064

Vehicles operated in maximum service: 247

Number of full -time vehicle operators (motorbus): 568

Table 3-9. Motorbus Assaults - Fatalities/Injured Persons,
COTA 2008 i 2012

2008 2009 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Injuries to Person Waiting or Leaving 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries T Other 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit  Vehicle Rider 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Employee 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Operator 0 0 0 0 0
Total Assaults 0 0 0 0 0
Source: NTD Safety and Security (S&S) 40 Form (Major Incidents), 2008 12012.

COTA has established an emergency protocol with tools to assist bus operators in events,

such as assaults. Destination signs can be activated
Police. 0 Once activated a silent alarm is sent to COT,
emergency alarmsonb oard and a fpriority buttond on the driver:/
monitored by police dispatchers for immediate assistance as needed. 19

In addition, COTA has installed wireless technology that allows emergency and supervisor
vehicles to view a live feed f rom the cameras onboard buses when these vehicles are within
100 feet of the bus. This allows the supporting personnel to get an accurate picture of the
events occurring on the bus in real time, allowing rescue assistance to be adjusted

accordingly.

If a bus operator needs assistance in recovering from the emotional trauma associated with

an assault, COTA maintains an Emp loyee Assistance Program (EAP). The EAP is designed to

provide help to employees and their family members who have personal or emotio nal

problems or problems with alcohol or drug abuse. The program is administered internally

by COTA6s Human Resources Department, but professional
by an outside group of mental health providers. The cost of initial servic es is prepaid by

COTA, and employees may contact the EAP on their own without COTA's knowledge of their

participation.

19 COTA Short -Range Transit Plan, Section 10 I Security and Emergency Services, 2007.
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If an employee sustains an injury while performing the duties of their position that results in

an absence of five days within the firs t seven days after the injury, the employee will

receive an amount equal to the regular sick leave allowance ($200) . If the injury results in

an employee being unable to return to their duties within two weeks of the event ,

compensation is then paid by COT A and will continue until no longer required under the

gui delines and statutes set forth by the Ohio Bureau of

COTA requires a return to work examination on any employee returning to work following

an occupational injury to determine the employeeds ability to safel)
functions of the job. In addition, their medical provider may conduct a special exami nation

of the employee at the request of the employer or recommended specialist to determine the

ability to safely perform the essenti al functions of the job (would include neuro logical and

psychological issues that may exist ).

Employees who would like to file criminal charges for acts of violence committed against

them by non -employees while they were perfor ming their job duties are provided the

opportunity to consult with an attorney employed by COTA. If the attorney determines that

sufficient evidence exists to support a filing of cri m
the employee in filing those ¢ harges (if the employee supports the action). COTA will

reimburse the employee for any lost time away from their duties to attend court hearings

for the purpose of associated criminal prosecution. 20

COTA provides life and accidental death and dismemberm ent insurance of $50,000 for all
active employees.

Chicago Transit Authority (CTA), Chicago, IL

CTA is the public transportation provider for the Chicago, lllinois urbanized
area. CTA provides bus and heavy rail transit services. The 2011 NTD agency
profile is provided below. Vehicles operated in maximum service and the
number of full -time vehicle operators for 2013 were provided by CTA.

Annual unlinked passenger trips (motorbus only): 310,381,447
Annual passenger miles: 712,866,883

Annual vehicle re venue miles: 52,405,033

Vehicles operated in maximum service: 1,527

Number of full -time vehicle operators (motorbus): 4,174

% bid.
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Table 3-10. Motorbus Assaults - Fatalities/Injured Persons,
CTA 2008 7 2012

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Injuries to Person Waiting or Leaving 8 1 5 4 3
Injuries T Other 0 0 0 0 0
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Rider 19 20 33 37 53
Injuries to Transit Employee 1 1 3 4
Injuries to Transit Vehicle Operator 13 16 32 32 25
Total Assaults 40 38 71 76 85
Source: NTD Safety and Security (S&S) 40 Form (Major Incidents), 2008 i 2012.
As mentioned in the NTD presentation section , ten agencies with the largest number of
assaults accounted for 587 of 706 or 83.1 percent of all operator injuries rep orted from
2008 through 2012 . Of the se assaults, 85.9 percent were reported on motorbus (504 out of
587 total assaults on operators). The Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) ranks second among

these agencies, report ing 118 out of the 504 assault s reported (23. 5% of the total number
of assaults on motorbus operator s).

CTA utilizes a contracted vendor to assist in the event a critical incident 2L occurs. When a
gualifying event occurs, CTAO6s control center will ma k
incident warran ts their involvement. The control center will also determine if the vendor

should assign a counselor to meet with the employee(s). A counselor must report within

two hours after receiving notice from CTA and will spend 30 to 60 minutes with the

individua | . The counselor wild/l not assess or diagnose the
psychological condition. They also will not provide any therapy or other treatment to the
empl oyee. They may discuss EAP opportunities avail abl

contra cted service provider.

Bus operators who are placed on Workersd Compensation |
on duty will be paid up to 66 2/3 percent of their average weekly wage. CTA does have a

temporary light duty program that assigns tasks co mmensurate with their skills and

abilities.

Under the I1I1llinois Workersd Compensation Act, burial a
the event a CTA employee dies as a result of injuries sustained while on -duty. ?* A benefit of

$8, 000 is provided to the survivor or person paying fol
payableattwo -t hi rds of the employeeds gross average weekl y
before the injury. The minimum benefit cannot be less than 50 percent of the statewide

average weekly wage (SAWW) at the time of the injury (may be reduced for partially
dependent individuals). The maximum benefit can be no more than 133 1/3 percent of the
SAWW at the time of the injury. The benefit is paid for 25 years of weekly benefits or
$500,000, whichever is less. In some cases, cost -of-living adjustments may be made.

2L CTA critical incidents may include derailment (depending on the severity of the event), collision of bus/train and
person, or an assault (depending on type and severity).
22 820 lllinois Compiled Statutes (ILCS) 305 /' 7, Workersdéd Compensation Act.
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