FTA Drug and Alcohol Training

Exercise 1:  Post Accident Decisions, Decisions…

(Total Time:  30 minutes)

Background

You and a few others are new supervisors in training for Pequot Mills Transit Authority (PMTA).  Today, you and another team member are training on Post-Accident Testing by reviewing accident reports, making testing decision and completing testing forms.   The DAPM provides you with post-accident decision-making documentation consisting of several descriptions of incidents taking place over the prior 12 months.  Please review these two scenarios and, if testing is warranted, complete the Drug & Alcohol Testing/Tracking Form and the Post-Accident Report Summary.

Instructions

Below are excerpts from two post-accident testing records.  Divide into groups of 2-3.  Take 10 minutes to review the write-ups individually, and then take an additional 10 minutes to discuss your impressions with the rest of your group.  After 20 minutes, each table will report back to the entire group on their conclusions.  Use the discussion questions that follow the excerpts to guide your review and discussion.

Incident #1

On Monday, October 12, 2009 Bus #34 was involved in an accident at approximately 3:30 PM.  The bus driver, David Ortiz, reported in the driver’s incident summary that “as I approached the intersection of 6th Ave. and Broadway, the light turned yellow.  Driving northbound on Broadway, I attempted to stop, but the brakes were unresponsive.  I pumped the brakes a couple of times.  As I headed into the intersection, the light was already turning red.  Just as I reached the intersection, I felt a shudder coming up through the steering column, and heard a very loud metallic scraping sound.  Then there were several heavy thumps, and the entire front end of the bus dropped by at least a foot.  The bus came to an immediate stop, leaning to the front and left.  As I looked off to my left, I realized the front driver’s side wheel had fallen off the bus and was rolling through the crosswalk.  Luckily, the loose wheel did not hit anyone before it came to a stop at the corner, and because there was almost no vehicle or pedestrian traffic at the time, the bus did not collide with anything or anyone.  There were only two passengers onboard at the time, and neither one was injured.  I feel very lucky that everyone walked away unharmed.”

The street supervisor (Terry Francona) wrote the following in the Supervisor’s accident report:  “I received a call from driver Ortiz at approximately 3:35 Monday 10/12 noting that his bus was immobile and inoperable at the intersection of 6th and Broadway due to a runaway left front wheel.  I immediately went to the scene, arriving about 10 minutes later.  The weather was dry and clear and driving conditions were fine.  I looked into Ortiz’s eyes and also tried to get a whiff of his breath, to see if he appeared to be under the influence of anything.  He checked out OK as far as I could tell – if anything he was unusually fresh and minty.  I confirmed that there was no damage to any other vehicle and no injuries.  Then I went over the driver’s procedure checklist with Ortiz to make sure he’d done everything properly before beginning his shift, which had only begun about 45 minutes earlier.  In the course of that conversation, Ortiz admitted that he had not completed the mandatory pre-ride wheel check.  When I asked him why, he looked down at the ground, shrugged, and said, “Just lazy I guess.”  At that point, I informed him that he would be required to take a post-accident alcohol and drug test because he had failed to follow protocol.”

The records indicate that the drug test was conducted at Mercy Hospital at 7:05 PM (delay was due to a shy bladder), and the alcohol test was conducted at 7:26 PM.  Both test results were negative, although Ortiz had a breath alcohol concentration of 0.019 on the confirmation alcohol test.

Incident #2
On the morning of June 15, 2009, at 10:30, Van #33 was involved in an incident.  The accident report completed by the driver of the van, Jason Varitek, read as follows.

“Driving Van # 33 west on Riverside Drive, the section where it opens up into three lanes, a vehicle in the left lane attempted to pass me on the left.  Through my rear- and side-view mirrors, I could see that the other vehicle, a red sports car, was rapidly approaching me on my side of the lane divider.  Given its speed (approximately 65 mph in a 45 mph zone), I swerved right to avoid being hit.  Unfortunately, there was another vehicle (a black Honda sedan) on my right side that I did not see in time, and my van collided with the Honda.  The front end of my van hit the driver’s side door pretty solidly, causing significant body damage to both vehicles.  The red sports car sped off, seemingly unaware of the incident it had caused.”

“The other driver and I pulled our vehicles over to the shoulder, where we confirmed that neither of us was injured.  Luckily, there were no passengers on the van at the time of the collision (I had just dropped Mr. Ramirez off for his weekly dialysis treatment).  At this point, I called my street supervisor for assistance.”

The street supervisor, Theo Epstein, note the following in his report:  “Upon our arrival at the scene, I was relieved to see that there were no injuries.  The other driver’s Honda was pretty dented up around the front driver’s side door, but it could still be driven.  Our van, on the other hand, had a lot of damage to the front right fender, which was bent and crumpled into the wheel/axle area.  Varitek, I think fearing for his job, was super-apologetic and did everything he could to explain that the accident was unavoidable and not his fault.  He noted that his reaction time might be “a bit slow today” because he was out at a late-night party the night before, but regardless, the driver of the red sports car’s recklessness was what had caused the accident.”

“Varitek told me that immediately after collision he had heard loud thumping and scraping noises as he slowed the van and pulled it to the shoulder.  He said that he felt the vehicle could not and should not be driven, and looking at the damage I had to agree with him.  There was no clearance between the tire and the mangled fender metal surrounding it, and the entire wheel appeared to be tilted a few degrees off of vertical.  I explained to Varitek that because of the disabling damage to the van he would need to submit to a post-accident drug and alcohol test.

The police finished with us at 12:30 and we went to the collection site, arriving at about 13:00.  It was busy and they couldn’t take us right away.  The drug test was finished at 13:45 and the alcohol test at 14:00.  

Discussion Questions

1. Did PMTA make the correct decision to test or not test the employees in each of the incidents described above?  Why or why not?  Is there anything else that should have been done in either of the two scenarios?

2. Is the documentation of the decision-making process sufficient?  Why or why not?

3. If your review of all of the post-accident testing records revealed a pattern of a similar decision-making process, would you include any findings in the audit report?  What would you say in the report?

4. What would you advise the DAPM regarding PMTA’s post-accident decision-making process?
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POST-ACCIDENT REPORT SUMMARY

was alcohol testing conducted within 8 hours from the
time of the accident? Yes No

——— ety

If no, explain:

Was drug testing conducted within 32 hours from the
time of the accident? Yes No

———— comeetaten

if no, explain:

Did any other covered employee's nerformance

contribute to the accident? Yes No

If yes, Employee Name(s):

Position(s):

Reason for contribution:

Was the employee sent for testing? _ Yes __ No

~ “ason for not sending:

i —
,LN;cvdent Report #. i : :
. _ Accident Date: Time: AM / PM
Report Date: Time: _ AM / PM Location of Accident:
Name of Emoloves FTA Post-Accident Testing Criteria:
| ployee: (Check the results that occurred)
Job Title: .
U Fatality
Was employee sent for testing? Yes No — Employee __ Passenger(s) __ Other
IFN - *  Must always test regardless of contributing factors
0, explain: e Cannot test employee if unconscious or dead.
* Employee consent must always be given to be tested.
U Injury Requiring Immediate Transport to
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of the accident? damaged if so operated, but does not include damage which can be
: Yes No remedied temporarily at the scene of the occurrence without special
tools or parts, tire disablement, without damage even in no spare tire
if no, explain: is available, or damage to headlights, taillights, turn signals, horn,
- mirrors, or windshield wipers that makes them inoperative.
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® Forinjuries or disabling damage the supervisor responding to the
scene of the accident can discount employee testing if information
gathered at accident determines that the employee's performance can
be completely discounted as a contributing factor to the accident.

®  Nothing in this section shall be construed to require the delay of
necessary medical attention for the injured following an accident or to
prohibit an employee from leaving the scene of the accident to obtain
assistance or medical care.

¢ Ap employee who does not remain “readily available” and leaves the
scene of the accident without reason prior to the submission of a test,
may be deemed by the employer to have refused to submit to testing
which is automatically considered a positive test.

DOT Chain of Custody and Control Testing Forms must
be used for testing of safety-sensitive employees.

Post-Accident Testing Criteria:
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Test Results:
Alcohol ___ Positive __ Negative __ Canceled
Drug ___ Positive ___ Negative ____ Canceled

Date Test Results Received:









