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NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
OF HIGHWAY OPERATIONS

TUESDAY, JULY 20, 1976

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORATION,

Washington, D .0 .
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 4200,

Dirksen Senate Office Building, the Honorable Quentin N. Burdick
presiding.
Present: Senators Burdick and Stafford.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. QUENTIN N. BURDICK, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA

Senator BURDICK. Today the Subcommittee on Transportation holds
a day of hearings on S. 2606, a measure introduced by Senator
Hathaway to establish a National Center for the Statistical Analysis
of Highway Operations.
For some time now members of Congress and outside groups con-

cerned with highway safety ,have called for a more efficient method
of data gathering to determine the cause of highway accidents.
In the 1973 Highway Act, we included a provision calling for a

feasibility study for a National Center on Highway Operations to
give us a more objective view of accident cause and prevention.
That feasibility study was submitted to the Congress in February

of this year and endorsed the concept of a National Center, to be
located within the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.
We expect our witnesses today to respond to some of the central

issues surrounding this important matter. We will want to know
whether the Center, if established, should be located within the De-
partment of Transportation or operated as an autonomous, independ-
ent agency.
We are interested in the budget for such a center, its staff require-

ments, its links to experts in business and industry. More importantly,
I think, we will want to know what practical effect the Center would
have on cutting down highway accidents, and that means nothing less
than the means employed to follow through on some of the data
acquired to assure us that it does not simply accumulate in research
volumes with no impact on the safety of the motoring public.
It makes little sense, in my view, to set up yet another data center

if we do not build into the legislation an effective mechanism to trans-
late the data gathered into an effective force for highway safety.

(1)
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The concept of the Center has gained wide acceptance, in and out of
Government. It is certainly important to have a central location to
analyze the causes of accidents, to utilize advanced statistical pro-
cedures, and to project ways in which this Congress, the States and
the local communities can make our highways and our motor vehicles
safer for travel. Too often in the past Federal officials have been
accused of setting safety standards without an adequate data base
to support them. I believe that even our Federal witnesses will agree
that some of these accusations are not without foundation.
We look forward to hearing from these distinguished witnesses to-

day, and the chairman would like to announce that others not appear-
ing as witnesses will have an additional 10 days to file statements for
the hearing record.
[The bill, S. 2606, follows:]
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94= CONGRESS
1sT SESSION S. 2606

IN .WE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

NOVEMBER 3,1975
Mr. nATTTAWAr introduced the following bill; which was read twice and

referred to the Committee on Public Works

A BILL
To provide for the establishment of a National Center for

Statistical Analysis of Highway Operations..

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

Jives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the "National Center for

4 Statistical Analysis of Highway Operations Act of 1975".

5 SEC. 2. (a.) The Secretary of Transportation shall esta1)-

6 fish within the National Highway Traffic Safety A dministra-

7 tion a National Center for Statistical Analysis of Highway

8 Operations and through such center shall acquire, store,

.9 retrieve, and analyze highway accident data and promote

10 the standardization of information and procedures for report-

11 ing accidents on a nationwide lrasis.
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1 (b) Such center shall-

2 (1) be established and expanded according to a

phased and justified growth plan form the existing

4 statistical and analytical effort within the National

5 Traffic. highway Administration;

(2) be initiated on a modest basis working initially

to develop a few key data bases in order to facilitate

future data base development by the experience gained

9 -with the initial bases, and expanded as justified by user

10 demands;

11 (3) function as a complete service and support

12 organization and liaison for the highway safety coin-

13 munity ;

14 (4) make major use of statistical sampling meth-

.15 ods in obtaining nationally representative data, includ-
16 ing maximum utiliaztion of existing national and other
17 statistical center services and facilities;

18 (5) cooperate with various State and other Fed-

19 eral agencies in a Federal-State-local cooperative pro-

20 gram in order to promote definition and standardiaztion

21 of data requirements for the various government levels;

22 (6) aid in identification of problem areas and pro-

23._ vide information for countermeasure development to

24 remove or lessen the consequences of such accidents;
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4

6

7

9

10

11

12 an

13 Analysis of Highway Operations. Such Board shall be made

14 up of representatives of public and private entities which

15 use such National Center and. shall serve .to advise on and

16 to promote the proper utilization of the Center's services

17 and data by appropriate public and private enfities.

18 SEC. 4. In carrying out, the provisions of this Act the

19 Secretary shall-

20 (1) establish appropriate procedures and mocha-

21 nisms to assure the protection of individual privacy;

22 and

23 (2) make an annual report to the Congress sum-

24 marizing current achievements, fully detailing and jus-

1 (7) assist in evaulation of existing and proposed

2 countermeasures, including cost evaluation of those

3 measures and the development of alternative measures;

(8) produce statistical and analytical reports On 41.,

continuous periodic basis which portray the magnitude

and nature of the national highway safety problem.; and.

(9) maintain an adequate staff to develop, imple-

ment, and maintain improved national data bases and

related services and otherwise carry out the provisions

of this Act.

SEC. 3. The Secretary of Transportation shall establish

Advisory Board for the National Center for Statistical

75-930 0 - 76 - 2
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tifying any request for additional, resources, and contain-

2 ing a report from the Advisory Board established pur-

suant to section 3 'with respect to its activities.

4 SEC. 5. There are authorized to be appropriated such

5 amounts as are necessary to carry out the provisions of this

6 Act.

Senator BURDICK. Our first witness this morning is the author of
the legislation, the distinguished Senator from Maine, Mr. Hathaway.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM D. HATHAWAY, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MAINE

Senator HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear before
the Transportation Subcommittee today to speak about S. 2606. I in-
troduced this bill last November and am pleased that your committee
is interested in implementing it.

Briefly, the bill establishes a National Center for the collection,
analysis, and evaluation of highway statistics, which analysis will
provide the necessary empirical basis for effective highway safety
programs.
The need for effective highway safety programs may be illustrated

with a few figures. In 1972, the fatality rate for motor vehicle acci-
dents ranged between 55,000 and 56,000 people killed annually. Non-
fatal injuries were estimated at 3,800,000 with an additional 24,000,-
000 vehicles involved in property-damage-only accidents.
An estimated cost of these accidents on the highway was put at $46

billion annually, with the major share of the costs, 60 percent, allo-
cated to nonfatal injury accidents.

Although these figures have declined since the oil embargo and
institution of the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit, they do give a picture
of the magnitude of the societal and human costs of highway
accidents.
The figures for 1974 and 1975, for example, showed a reduction in

fatalities of between 9,000 and 10,000 lives. The figures for the first
4 months of 1976, however, increased by 2 percent over the first 4
months of 1975.
I know that you on the committee are all deeply concrned with the

significance of these problems and are aware of the tremendous po-
tential there is in reducing the costs, both human and financial, of
these accident rates.
There are several unresolved questions for the future which are

of concern to advocates of a sound highway safety program. It ap-
pears that institution of the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit has had
beneficial results in terms of both lives saved and gasoline conserved.
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The precise relationship between the reduction in the speed limit,
its enforcement and the reduction in fatalities needs to be determined,
however. Means of enforcing the 55-mile-per-hour limit must also
be investigated, for if it is the effective cause of the reduction in
fatalities, it will continue to be of benefit only to the extent of com-
pliance with it.
Senator BURDICK. Senator, do you have any recommendations for

enforcement?
Senator HATHAWAY. Not specific ones. The present monitoring de-

vices that are used is one method of enforcement. Most States do not
have very good monitoring devices for their major highways. We
might be of some help to those States if they cannot afford to have
the monitoring devices for speeders. That is the only specific sugges-
tion that comes to me immediately.
I know that the State of Maryland, for example, has conducted ex-

tensive campaigns from one time to another, such as having numerous
police officers on 495 and other major highways, making sure that
people stayed down to the 55-mile-per-hour limit.
Programs such as that of Maryland in other States throughout the

country would be extremely beneficial. I suppose also that suspension
of licenses by the courts would be of great help, especially if this gets
a great deal of publicity. I think the scare factor is probably the
one thing that is going to do the best job.
I think that you and I have both noticed where the 55 miles an

hour has been in effect—at least in this area and I can say in Maine
also, which are the two places where I do most of my driving—that
vehicles are going much slower than they were previously.
Maine previously had a 70-mile-an-hour speed limit on its major

arteries through the State. Of course, it has been reduced to 55. My
travels up there indicate that most people are stayiag well under 60
anyway.
I notice that in the Washington area just going back over the park-

way every day, in and out—of course, in the morning and some hours
out at night they can't go as fast as 55 miles an hour—it seems at the
times when they can, most people are adhering to that.

Senator BURDICK. I ask the question seriously. I wonder, should
we put more responsibility on the States? Do you recommend that?
Senator HATHAWAY. I think we have to put more responsibility on

the States. I don't think that the Federal Government would get very
far in trying to impose a Federal policing mechanism when the States
have traditionally had this responsibility.
The Federal Government's major role, I would think, would be in

offering whatever financial and data support that it can to the States
to help them enforce it.
Senator BURDICK. Would you assess any penalties for lack of

enforcement?
Senator HATHAWAY. I suppose we could tie it in as we have with

highway funds, and then you would have to have some kind of a
device or procedure to determine whether or not each State had en-
forced the 55-mile-an-hour limit.
It is one thing to say you can't get your highway money unless you

have such a law on the books. It is another thing to say you can't get
your money if you don't enforce such a law.
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It may be very difficult to determine whether or not a State isenforcing its laws, especially the speed limit law.
Senator BURDICK. I don't want to interrupt your statement anymore, but I thought the 55 limit, when talking about safety instances,it is a pretty important edge on this whole thing.
Senator HATHAWAY. I think in the long run, Mr. Chairman, thateducation in the public and private school system will go a long waytoward making people realize that driving over that speed limit isdangerous. As we all know, we don't have enough police officers inthe country to enforce all of the laws that we have on the books. Wereally depend upon the honesty and dedication of most of our citi-zens to adhere to those laws.
We are not going to get that kind of dedication unless we get under-standing of the people for the purpose and the underlying principlebehind the law. Hopefully that is being done in the driver educationprograms, at least in the school systems today.
Future energy needs may also result in an overall shift to moreeconomical vehicles and result in smaller, lighter, yet equally safevehicle design. New mixes in transportation modes, increased use ofbicycles, motorized bicycles, motorcycles, mass transportation, or eventhe commercial introduction of electric vehicles, for example, will alsoplace demands on the development and implementation of effectivehighway safety programs.
Finally, uncertainty as to future congressional action regardinghighway safety programs, and more specifically the uniform stand-ards program, poses a challenge to all safety officials as to the mosteffective approach to future Federal programs.
Although we made a national commitment to highway safety overa decade ago, emphasis was placed in 1966 on the development ofnational uniform standards themselves. Lacking at that time, andregrettably still lacking today, is a similar national commitment todevelopment of the type of statistical analysis, definition, and evalua-tion of highway accidents which would provide the empirical basisfor such standards.
The need to develop such a sound research base for safety programshas been sporadically advocated by various groups involved in high-way safety and, in 1973, Congress recognized this need when itspecifically authorized a study of the feasibility of establishing aNational Center.
In February 1975, this study was sent to Congress by the NationalHighway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and found thatsuch a center was indeed both feasible and highly desirable. TheNHTSA report noted that "other large-scale Federal programs (suchas health, crime, economics, labor/employment, census, et cetera) arebased on nationally representative and statistically sound data sys-tems. Highway safety programs have never had this type of datasupport."
In essence, the process of developing sound highway safety pro-grams had been turned on its head; the program preceded the neces-sary research and development which would have assured that themost cost-effective programs were established as the result of a soundempirical analysis.
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As a result of this reverse process in the development of the national
safety programs, the past decade has seen these programs, particularly
the uniform State standards provisions, assailed from every side.

Criticism has come from the States, citing bureaucratic rigidity in
the present standards and programs, the unnecessarily harsh sanc-
tion provision of the act, and from groups involved in highway safety
for lack of adequate enforcement of the intent and provisions of the
uniform standards program.
This range of controversy has surrounded the uniform standards

particularly, and these standards are by no means radical. For ex-
ample, they require that States have programs for aspects of highway
safety such as driver licensing and education, vehicle registration,
judicial and law enforcement recordkeeping, vehicle inspections, uni-
form traffic laws within the State, and programs relating to safe high-
way design and engineering.
To most, I think these standards appear intuitively reasonable. Yet

several States still do not have vehicle inspection programs, for
example, and several inspection programs which do exist consist of
only the briefest of safety checks.
Why have uniform standards which appear so elementary and

reasonable met with opposition and controversy? There appear to be
two likely answers: Their implementation and the fact that they are
only "intuitively" reasonable.
Underlying this range of criticism is the continuing lack of a sound

objective base by which to develop and evaluate all of the varied
safety programs relating to the driver, the vehicle, and the highway
itself.
With this background in mind, I introduced S. 2606 last fall which

would implement the recommendations of the NHTSA report on the
establishment of such a long-needed center.
The purpose of this bill, of course, is to provide a legislative man-

date for the development of a strong statistical and evaluation pro-
gram and to focus all of the dispersed efforts in highway data col-

lection, which are now distributed through many agencies and
segments of the Government, into one coordinated effort.
The Center would be located within NHTSA itself as the lead

agency for highway safety programs, although a good argument
could also be made for location of the Center as an independent entity

within the Department of Transportation.
Location in NHTSA would, however, permit easy growth of the

present Office of Statistics and Analysis which is within NHTSA, and
upgrading of NHTSA as the lead agency for highway safety pro-
grams appeared to be the most feasible, and the most administratively

efficient, way of establishing the National Center.
The Center would receive both the inputs of private and public

user groups, as well as provide information to all such groups, includ-
ing reporting to Congress and to the public in progress being made in

the area of highway safety.
The logical question might seem to be as to why a national center

is needed. There are several reasons which indicate the need for such

a center. Obviously many of our highway safety problems are national
in scope; although they may vary in detail from State to State and
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locality to locality, they all combine the three significant factors of
driver, vehicle, and highway, which gives them underlying common-
ality. This is the reason that the highway safety programs themselves
could be justified on a national scale some 10 years ago.
Second, a national center can most efficiently carry out a coordi-

nated effort which will be able to identify the common elements in
traffic accidents and permit the development of generalized programs
to deal with these problems.

Finally, a national center will give all of the highway safety pro-
grams, whether carried out at the local, State or Federal level, an
objective underpinning which will give them the credibility, prestige
and public acceptance which they might not otherwise have.
Assuming the premise that there is an appropriate role for highway

safety programs at the national level, recent congressional action
indicates that a strong national data program, including some form
of a uniform standards program which will prevent the highway
safety programs from being just another form of revenue sharing, is
essential if the national commitment is to be continued in the future.
As I am sure you know, Mr. Chairman, on May 5, the 1976 Federal

Aid Highway Act became law. As finally passed, Public Law 94-280
made several changes in the sanction provisions of the section 402
uniform standards program, and effectively continued the mora-
torium on the promulgation of new standards until a report is made
to Congress by July 1,1977.
Language in these 1976 amendments fairly characterizes the prob-

lems which have surrounded the uniform standards since inception:
"Implementation of a highway safety program * * * shall not be con-
strued to require the Secretary (of Transportation) to require com-
pliance with every uniform standard, or with every element of every
uniform standard, in every State."

Regrettably, this legislative language summarized very well the
current uncertain status of these national standards.
The original direction taken in the Senate bill regarding these

safety programs reflects clearly what may be expected in the future
if a sound empirical basis is not developed as the basis for national
programs.
The Senate bill, in essence, turned control of the uniform standards

program back to the States through a waiver provision which, in my
mind, imposed an unrealistically high burden of proof on the Secre-
tary of Transportation to show the superior efficacy of the national
standard.
The fundamental basis for including this provision was, I assume to

ensure that NHTSA would promulgate standards which were em-
pirically defensible. The underlying equity for this position was the
relative expenditures on highway safety related matters spent by
State and local governments compared with those of the Federal
Government.

Significantly, however, the Senate bill did recognize that standards
relating to the generation and collection of data, as well as alcohol
safety, should be nonwaivable provisions and continue to be part of a
national program.
Without becoming embroiled in the relative merits of the State

versus Federal control argument, it is apparent that any national
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program can be effective only to the degree that there is State, local,

and public acceptance of programs designed to promote safer travel.

Public acceptance is particularly necessary in the area of highway

safety where the Federal Government may be perceived as impinging

on traditional local law enforcement activities, or on personal free-

doms. A rigid Federal safety program overly concentrated at the

national level is, I think, doomed to failure by continual public re-

sistance and lack of enforcement.
The effectiveness of public resistance in obtaining change in pro-

grams is well illustrated by the success of the movement against man-

datory helmet laws in both the House and Senate this past session.

This year, both highway bills made State compliance with the

helmet standard voluntary, and on the Senate floor this antihelmet

amendment succeeded despite the fact that the Senate bill already

contained the strong waiver provision.
The fate of the helmet laws points up another factor of significance:

Even with a national data center and the development of a strong

empirical base for programs, such a center will not be a panacea and,

in individual instances, a given program may meet with such resist-

ance that it will not be sustained.
But I should note here again that a sound objective basis is a pre-

requisite for any successful national effort.
As to future direction for the standards part of our safety program

in January, NHTSA outlined in the Federal Register a proposed

revisions in the promulgation of the section 402 standards program.

The orientation of this proposed revision is one which in this case is

legislatively mandated and is gaining currency in several Federal pro-

grams—an orientation toward performance criteria.
There are two obvious advantages to such an orientation: Perform-

ance criteria permit the maximum degree of flexibility to the State

and local agencies in implementation of any national standards, and

they also focus on the selection of the most cost-effective counter-

measures to reach the goal.
Emphasis on performance, then, should both enhance the public

acceptability of safety measures and result in implementation of those

measures which result in the greatest safety payoff.
In addition, it permits the continuation of the legitimate Federal

role in establishing standards in order to insure the accountability

for payment of taxpayer dollars, while moving away from the kind of

bureaucratic rigidity which may result in compliance with detailed

rules at the sacrifice of the overall goal of improving highway safety.

The need for sound data analysis both to precede and to supplement

the development of performance criteria in all areas and levels of high-

way safety is evident. Performance criteria will be meaningful only if

there is necessary statistical analysis at both the input and output

extremes of standard development for all aspects of highway safety.

We will need to know the predominant factors in accident causatio
n,

identify common patterns of accidents, establish the interrelationship

of the three factors of the driver, automobile, and highway, and their

causal relationship with traffic accidents, and identify the common

areas of failure, thereby suggesting the appropriate countermeasures.

Effective data collection and analysis will also aid in establishing
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the priority areas in need of immediate attention, as well as permithighway safety to be dealt with as a whole rather than in isolatedparts.
At the output end of the implementation of performance criteria,sound statistical analysis is imperative if we are to evaluate the effec-tiveness of various countermeasures and to maintain flexibility in im-plementation. It will also serve as a means of broad dissemination ofinformation as to the relative degree of efficiency of various ap-proaches, .as well as serve as the basis for innovative approaches, bothas to specific measures and as to the appropriate role of the respectivelevels of government.
In summary then, national highway programs are presently in fluxand have been since 1973 when Congress placed a moratorium on theuniform standards program. The degree of Federal involvement inhighway safety programs is strongly questioned, and there appearsto be a considerable sentiment toward disengaging the Federal Gov-ernment from this particular aspect of our national life.Yet the overall problems of highway safety are not unique fromarea to area, and they may appropriately be addressed on a nationalscale. What is lacking is an objective and rational basis for these na-tional programs which can be justified both on the grounds of needand on the grounds of cost and safety effectiveness.
The commitment made by the Highway Safety Act of 1966 needed,but lacked, this kind of empirical basis, and this same need continuesto exist if a national commitment to highway safety is to be retainedon a meaningful basis.
I hope you will agree with me that a decade is adequate time to al-low, and the time has arrived to insist that the necessary statisticalspade work and evaluation be accomplished.
Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for listening so patiently tomy testimony. If there are any questions, I would be happy to try toanswer them.
Senator BURDICK. Senator, I want to thank you for a very goodstatement and your fine contribution this morning. You no doubt havespent a good deal of time on this question, because your statement re-veals it. I just have a few things that come to mind.
I would think that safety, if I want to capsulize it, depends on threethings: condition of the road, condition of the vehicle, and conditionof the operator. Most of these elements are defined at least by variousState laws.
In the State of North Dakota—I am sure in the State of Maine—we have what we call in our State a Safety Responsibility Divisionthat compiles all of the statistics on causes of accidents, whether it isdriving while intoxicated or driving with excessive speed or whateverit is. We have the data compiled now in the various statehouses of theNation.
Would your suggestion be a duplicating effort? How would youbring it together? Why would you need another Federal agency to dothis job that is being done?
Senator HATHAWAY. All of this data that is now collected in the

various States—some States do a good job of this and some States
don't do a very good job at all of it—would be at the National Center.
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But in addition to that, all of this data would be analyzed so that the
factors of causation would show up. I don't think it is enough to say
that in the State of Maine, for example, 25 people were killed last year
because of drunken driving. It is certainly helpful to have that data.
But if we don't have the cause, and effect, if we don't analyze them
further to find out in 15 of those it was a rainy night and the signs on
the road were not well lit and so forth, we are not going to get the
entire picture.
If we don't get the entire picture, if we are not able to pin down the

causes, then I don't think we are going to be able to come up with very
realistic highway safety standards. So just having the data available
in certain places is not enough. It won't really be duplicative, however,
because under the bill, the States would give whatever data they have
to the National Center. And as I say, further analysis of this data
would take place at the Center.
Senator BURDICK. What else would they do besides collect the data

from the 50 States? What else would they do?
Senator HATHAWAY. They would analyze the data and perform

whatever additional investigations were needed to find out just what
the causes that brought about the data were.

Senator BURDICK. There is an accident on Main Avenue and 23d
Street in Fargo. The local police is called out there after the accident
to take the data and the facts, the distances and conditions, the state-
ments, and so forth, around the accident.
Now, that is gathered at the time. There is no further evidence that

I know that can be gathered 6 or 12 months later. That is the data.
There it is. What else could this agency get but that data that is picked
up by the Fargo police?
Senator HATHAWAY. They would get all of that data, to be sure. And

then they would be able to analyze it at the Center as to what really
the cause or causes were of this particular accident.
In other words, to be sure, there are going to be a lot of accidents

that are never reported in some States with inadequate reporting sys-
tems, or just because of inadequate enforcement of the existing report-
ing systems. The National Center is not going to be able to get data
from those sources, that is true.
But I think that there is probably a fairly good data base through-

out the country, although I think that the National Center would have
to set up one of its own where there are not standardized or sufficient
data bases or reporting centers.
Senator BURDICK. Then in essence your agency would coordinate,

collect, and evaluate these various data facts that come in from the 50
States. That is in essence what it would do.
Senator HATHAWAY. That is correct.
Senator BURDICK. It is to advocate some policies.
Senator HATHAWAY. Yes. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
Senator BURDICK. Thank you very much.
Senator HATHAWAY. Thank you.
Senator BURDICK. Our next witness is the Honorable John W.

Snow, Administrator of the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration.
Welcome to the committee, Mr. Snow.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. SNOW, ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL
HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED
BY: STEVE WOOD, ASSISTANT CHIEF COUNSEL FOR LEGISLATION,
AND BILL SCOTT, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF STATISTICS AND
ANALYSIS

Mr. SNOW. Thank you, Senator. Senator, let me introduce my col-
leagues. On my left is Steve Wood, Assistant Chief Counsel for Legis-
lation; and on my right is Bill Scott, the Director of the Office of
Statistics and Analysis in the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration.
Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before you today and pre-

sent the views of the Department of Transportation on S. 2606.
I want to commend Senator Hathaway and this committee for focus-

ing attention on the critical issue of improving highway safety data.
Good data and better data than we have today must underlie our Na-
tional, State, and local safety effort.
Let me assure you that we are committed to the objective of getting

better data.
S. 2606 would direct the Secretary of Transportation to establish

a National Center for Statistical Analysis of Highway Operations
within the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.
The Center would be responsible for acquiring, storing, retrieving,

and analyzing highway accident data, in addition to standardizing
the information and procedures for reporting accidents on a nation-
wide basis.
The bill is an outgrowth of the feasibility study for such a Center

which the Secretary of Transportation was directed to conduct under
the Highway Safety Act of 1973. In requiring this study, the Con-
gress recognized the need to develop a nationwide highway accident
data base which would be an effective support for the present and
future highway safety program efforts on the Federal, State, and
local levels.
I am in strong agreement with Congress judgment about the value

of obtaining better data. Effective implementation of the Nation's
motor vehicle and highway safety programs requires comprehensive,
up-to-date, and accurate information indicating the causes of ac-
cidents, resulting injuries and fatalities, and the impact of counter-
measures taken to reduce their occurrence.
We need early identification of trends so that we can take appro-

priate steps before problems assume critical proportions. This level
of information is necessary for the development of individualized
remedies and programs for reducing accidents and mitigating their
effects.
As you know, Senator, the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-

ministration operates pursuant to a broad statutory mandate to take
appropriate steps and actions to reduce accidents and injuries on our
Nation's highways.
Data obtained from a respresentative nationwide sample of ac-

cidents will aid our efforts to develop approriate highway safety pro-
gram standards and Federal motor vehicle safety standards and any
amendments needed to refine those standards. Such data, moreover,
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is crucial to the development of a strong administrative record that
will enable our standards to withstand judicial scrutiny. For this
reason, our rulemaking activity is one of the critical determinants of
our data needs.
In addition, better highway and vehicle safety data will assist

Secretary Coleman's policies for improving the analysis and review
of regulations issued by the Department. Our analyses of the in-
creased and improved data will enable us to keep our existing regula-
tions effective. It will also insure that new regulations and programs
are sound and do not impose unnecessary burdens on the private sec-
tor, on consumers, or on Federal, State, and local governments.
in its February 14, 1975, report to the Congress, the Department

concluded that a National Center is feasible, and provided consider-
able information concerning how such a Center could be made
operational.
I should add that beginning in 1973, the National Highway Traffic

Safety Administration initiated its own redirection of its data
gathering effort. This redirection was based on the recognition of
certain deficiencies, critical deficiencies, in the prior data systems. In
view of this redirection of effort by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration toward the establishment of a national acci-
dent data system, the Department recommended that Congress await
the outcome of that effort before authorizing the creation of a Na-
tional Center.
During the past several years, the NHTSA has made considerable

progress in providing a more effective highway safety data base.
This progress is highlighted by a reorientation of program emphasis,
increased resources, and our development of three major statistical
data bases: first, the Fatal Accident Reporting System (FARS) ;
second, the Pedestrian-Bicyclist Accident Data Sampling and
Analysis Program (PADSAP) ; and third, the National Accident
Sampling System (NASS). The last two data bases represent a re-
orientation of program emphasis from a primarily clinical or case-by-
case approach to a statistical approach based upon probability
samples of a national population of accidents. Linking this statistical
approach with detailed information about accidents facilitates the
development of more accurate data, predictions, and evaluations in a
more timely and cost-effective manner.
At the heart of the NHTSA data programs will be the national

accident sampling system, or NASS—the most recent and most com-
prehensive accident data project under way. This system will provide
representative and detailed data describing the magnitude and
character of the national accident picture. The data base will include
a certain level of detail on all accidents in the sample, from those in-
volving property damage to those involving fatalities.
Through analyses of the precrash, crash, and postcrash events, the

program will relate accident severity to injury severity. A pilot pro-
gram for the part of NASS which addresses this objective is embodied
in the National Crash Severity Study. This study is currently being
placed in operation and will continue for 2 years.
Field teams of trained investigators under contract will insure

that data are of sufficient quality and content for tracking trends;
identifying safety programs, and evaluating countermeasures. The
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design system for NASS has been reviewed by a national review panel
of 14 outside experts, and a comprehensive pilot test of the system is
scheduled for fiscal year 1977. Complete implementation of the sys-
tem is expected by fiscal year 1980.
The fatal accident reporting system, which became operational in

the spring of this year, is a census of all fatal motor vehicle accidents
occurring throughout the Nation. This system replaced our previous
highway fatality statistics and fatal accident file, bringing together
information from police accident reports, driver licensing files, motor
vehicle registration files, State and Federal highway department files,
and medical records. It is particularly useful in helping to stand-
ardize and make more compresensive our reports in this area. Privacy
of individuals is protected by converting the data at an early stage to
prevent identification of individuals.
The third major data base is the pedestrian-bicyclist accident data

sampling and analysis program, PADSAP. Data on pedestrian and
bicycle accidents are collected via supplemental reports used by
sampled police agencies throughout the country. This program has
gone through the initial phase of system design. Its pilot test, the
second phase of the program, is nearing completion.
Other current data collection and analysis efforts include multi-

disciplinary accident investigation, which use sophisticated investiga-
tion techniques and computer-aided reconstruction to achieve the most
in-depth investigation of "high interest" crashes. Serious school bus-
crashes and catastrophic crashes are often investigated in this man-
ner. This techniques is also used to investigate air bag deployments
and other special systems.
In addition to data collection, the NHTSA also has the responsi-

bility to provide statistical and informational services to the general
public and interested parties. We regard this as an important part
of our mission. An NHTSA Fact Book providing comprehensive cur-
rent highway accident information for management personnel, statis-
ticians, analysts, and engineers has been published and plans for its
annual revision and publication have been made.
The NHTSA also responds to inquiries covering the broad range of

data and information available on highway safety, vehicle safety
and accident research. In 1973, for example, 563 requests for informa-
tion were processed, 365 of which were governmental requests and
198 were from the private sector.
I might note the number of information requests processed con-

tinues to increase. In 1975, for instance, 744 requests were received,
485 of which were from governmental agencies and their contractors
and 259 from the private sector. Projections for 1976 indicate such
requests will continue to increase.
Our efforts to establish the various national data systems are being

supplemented by our work with the States under the Highway Safety
Act in collecting, standardizing, and analyzing highway safety in-
formation. Tinder section 402 of the act, the NHTSA promulgated
two standards which have promoted the standardization of informa-
tion and procedures for reporting highway accidents. Highway Safety
Program Standard No. 10, "Traffic Records," specifies certain minimal
data on drivers, vehicles and highways and on traffic accidents for use



17

in highway safety analyses and evaluations. Highway Safety Pro-
gram Standard No. 18, "Accident Investigation and Reporting," de-
fines a uniform, comprehensive motor vehicle traffic accident investiga-
tion program for gathering information, standardizing definitions,
classifications, and a format for data input into statewide traffic
records systems.
From the foregoing description of these data collection and dissem-

ination programs, I hope that I have made the point that NHTSA
is working toward fulfilling the major recommendations of the feasi-
bility study and the major proposals of S. 2606.
In summary, NHTSA is amplifying existing data bases and devel-

oping new ones as experience and need dictate. It is making major use
of statistical sampling methods. It is involved in standardizing in-
formation and procedures for accident investigations. And it is pro-
viding various information to the highway safety community. Both
budget and staff have been increased in the last year by the Depart-
ment in support of improving our data base and our data analysis.
The funding is now at a level approximating that suggested in the
feasibility study for the initial operation of a national center.
While the Department sees great merit is establishing a national

data center within the NHTSA, we do not believe this legislation is
necessary to accomplish this purpose. The Department already has
sufficient statutory authority to carry out all of the data collection and
statistical analysis functions of such a center. The Department of
Transportation Act, title 23 of the United States Code, and the Na-
tional Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act give the Department far-
reaching authority to collect, analyze and distribute data, studies, and
information concerning highway safety. The Department intends to
use its existing authority to establish a national data center in the
NHTSA, and I am pleased to be able to advise you of that, today.
The agency's existing statistical collection and analysis programs

will serve as the nucleus for the Center. From this base, the Center
will be developed in accordance with a carefully phased and flexible
plan, as provided for in the feasibility study and in S. 2606. As I
have stated, the test stage of some of these programs has not yet been
completed. Since we will be adjusting our plans to reflect the results
of these developmental and testing efforts, our completion of the plan
for the Center will take some time. But I want to assure you the
effort is well underway.
I recognize the desire expressed in S. 2606 for enhancing the accessi-

bility of the State and local governments as well as the highway
safety community to highway safety data. The data collected by the
Center will aid the State and community highway safety programs
and motor vehicle safety regulatory program as well. Some of the
data, such as that in NASS, will be national data. It will not give
States a picture of their own unique and particular problems. How-
ever, that data will serve as the core around which the States and
localities can build supplementary data systems. As we move ahead
with the development of the Center, we will continue our efforts to
improve data collection and analysis at the State and local levels.
The creation of a national center within the NHTSA will require

coordination between the NHTSA and the Federal Highway Admin-
istration. Although the Center will serve some of the FHIVA's data
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needs, it will not meet the need for assisting the States in identifying
and correcting highway hazards at specific locations.
Under a joint State/FHWA program, the States collect and

analyze highway-related data to identify high accident or potentially
hazardous locations, as well as other unique requirements at the State
and local levels, and to design effective countermeasures.
This program, which is specifically directed at onsite problem

identification and correction, is primarily a State responsibility.
FHWA will continue to conduct this program.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared testimony. We look for-

ward to reviewing with you and this committee our plans for imple-
menting the center in NHTSA and obtaining the benefit of your views
on how to do so in a fully effective manner.
My colleagues and I will be happy to respond now to any questions

you or members of the subcommittee might have, or try to provide
written responses if that is preferable. Thank you.
Senator BURDICK. I thank you for your contribution this morning.

The summary of your testimony would indicate that S. 2606 has some
very desirable features, but that you have the authority to do all those
things now.
Mr. SNOW. Yes, sir, Senator. We are well on the way, and we are

going to implement the feasibility study and the major recommenda-
tions of that legislation on our own initiative.

Senator BURDICK. In short, you think the legislation is unnecessary
then?
Mr. SNOW. Yes, Senator. That is correct.
Senator BURDICK. I notice in your testimony, referring to the fatal

accident reporting system, you say, "FARS, which replaced our
previous highway fatality statistics and fatal accident file, brings
together information from police accident reports, driver licensing
files, motor vehicle registration files, State and Federal highway
department files, and medical records. It is particularly useful in
helping to standardize and make more comprehensive our records in
this area."
These are the things that I asked Senator Hathaway about, as you

will recall. You don't have any trouble getting those facts and figures
and data from the States now, do you?
Mr. SNOW. Senator, we have good access to States' data. The prob-

lem is the lack of standardization and the lack of common definition of
terms associated with the use of that data.
Part of the program which we are involved in now at NHTSA is to

standardize that data. NHTSA has contract relationships with the 50
States to provide all highway fatality accident data to us. We are in
the process of trying to standardize that data to make it more useful
for purposes of analysis.
Senator BuRnicK. In other words, there is a different definition of

driving while intoxicated in the 50 States; is that right?
MT. SNOW. Yes; there is.
Senator BURDICK. Then there is this sentence: "Privacy of indi-

viduals is protected by converting the data at an early stage to prevent
identification of individuals."
What privacy are we talking about?
Mr.' SNOW. We are talking about the identity of parties involved in

accidents.
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Senator BURDICK. This all comes from the State reports. They are
public records.
Mr. SNOW. Senator, that is correct. One can go to a police court and

find out who has been involved in an accident. The data we collect,
process, store, analyze and retrieve do not, however, contain any per-
sonal identifiers, such as name, social security number, or registration.
Such privacy safeguards are required of course, under the Privacy
Act.
Senator BURDICK. If anything is a public record, it is available to

the public in the locality.
Mr. SNOW. It is my understanding that medical records are not part

of the public domain.
Senator BURDICK. If they have been in a lawsuit, they are.
Mr. SNOW. If they are in a lawsuit but otherwise they are not. In-

sofar as it is in the public domain, that problem doesn't exist.
Senator BURDICK. This may not be germane to what we have testi-

fied to this morning. One of the things that seems to trouble me is that
in the testimony of Senator Hathaway, and I read about it in other
journals, the American automobile is going to be smaller and lighter
as the years go by because of the consumption of gasoline.

Isn't it also more important than ever that a smaller and lighter
vehicle is going to be more prone to accidents and less protective to the
driver than a heavier automobile? Doesn't the 55-mile-speed-limit en-
forcement become very important then as the vehicles become lighter?
Mr. SNOW. I think that is true, Senator. There is no doubt about

the fact that the physics of crashes involving smaller cars and large
cars indicates that the occupants of smaller cars are subject to higher
risks.
As smaller cars become a larger proportion of the total vehicle popu-

lation, we certainly need to be alert to countermeasures, such as effec-
tive enforcement of the national 55-mile-per-hour speed limit and pos-
sibly other countermeasures, to assure that the safety record of this
country doesn't suffer.
Senator BURDICK. You are doing something about it?
Mr. SNow. On the national speed limit? Yes we are.
Senator *BURDICK. Have you been on the highway lately?
Mr. SNOW. Enforcing the 55-mile-per-hour speed limit is primarily

a State responsibility. The States are required, though, to certify to
the Secretary that they are effectively enforcing the national speed
limit.
Our statistics indicate that while compliance with the national speed

limit is certainly not uniform, the average driving speeds have fallen.
FHWA maintains data on this. We are encouraged by the fact that
the average speed on the highway does appear to be down and that
there does appear to be a relationship between lower average speeds
and reduction in fatalities and reduction in the severity of injury.
Ultimatly, I think observance of the national speed limit as does

observance of other national laws, depends upon the public. The De-
partment, the Congress, and the administration, have put considerable
effort into providing public information on the national speed limit
and on enforcement programs for it. We are very alert to that danger
Senator.
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Senator BURDICK. I am a little nervous about what is going to hap-
pen because of the gasoline shortage. We are going to have smaller
cars. If we are going to use these small cars with little protection,
carrying on down the highway at 70 miles an hour, I am a little wor-
ried about what will happen to highway safety in this country. I really
am. So we have to keep on top of this, I think.
Mr. SNOW. We share that concern. Of course, in the National High-

way Traffic Safety Administration we have authority also over motor
vehicle safety standards, damageability standards, highway safety
program standards, and so on. We are alert to the need to enhance
those star dards in response to problems such as the one you are point-
ing out.

Senator BURDICK. You point out your agency is undertaking ad-
ministrative efforts to analyze accident data, that you do not need a
national center. Yet isn't it also true data is collected and analyzed by
a large number of Government agencies, such as the Federal Highway
Administration, the National Transportation Safety Board, among
others, and that a national center could do much to prevent over-
lapping and duplicating of effort and focus more attention on the
problems that you face?
Mr. SNOW. I think it could contribute to that objective. It could con-

tribute, also, to the objective of better highway data and better ac-
cessibility to highway data through consolidating in one place the
retrieval of such data.
We have already talked to the Federal Highway Administration on

this point. The implementation of a center would call for FHWA to
work cooperatively with NHTSA in making data available to the
Center and providing a common point of retrieval.
FHWA maintains data on motor carrier safety, on highway speeds,

and a number of other matters which are significant in the highway
safety picture. That data would be consolidated in a common place.
We would hope to do the same thing with other agencies.
Senator BURDICK. You don't think that S. 2606 would prevent over-

lapping and duplicating of efforts of what you are doing now?
Mr. Snow. No more than what we are doing now, Senator.
Senator BURDICK. You say that you are already expanding your

staff and your efforts.
Mr. SNOW. Yes; we have. We have had a rather substantial increase

in the staffing for that office. In fact, the staffing now, as I mentioned
in my testimony, is pretty much on a par with what is called for in the
initial phase of the feasibility study. We now have 54 people, an in-
crease of 9 over the previous 45. The plans call for a continuing ex-
pansion of that office in line with its enhanced responsibilities.
Senator BURDICK. Would you care to tell us how much is budgeted

for your data gathering effort?
Mr. SNOW. Yes, Senator. The budget for this program has gone up

substantially. For fiscal year 1976, the funding level was $7.2 million,
and $9 million is planned for fiscal year 1977. That is up from a level
of $4 million in 1973.
Senator BURDICK. Do you consider that adequate?
Mr. SNOW. I think that is adequate for the stage we are in. We are

in a developmental stage. We are in the initial implementation stafre.
Certainly as the program progresses we would anticipate further
funding, and we would anticipate additional personnel.
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Senator BURDICK. On this question of budget, I think we should
recognize that we are not just dealing with vehicle safety or with
highway safety or driver safety, but with all three, in the potential
creation of a national center, What kind of budget would be necessary
to analyze the volumes of data that must come in regarding all these
areas?
Mr. SNOW. Senator, part of the universe you speak of, the highway

part, is primarily the responsibility of the Federal Highway Admin-
istration, We have primary responsibility in the other two areas.
As I have mentioned, FHWA already has a substantial data collec-

tion program. In the implementation of this center, FH1VA would
make available their data base as appropriate to the center so that it
would become the agency which houses the data for common retrieval.
Since we will be building on existing programs, we do not foresee a

significant increase in budget or people in the near term. We should
not have many startup problems.
Senator BURDICK. The agency did say that the establishment of a

national Center was feasible, but only as your current data gathering
activities are assessed. Now you talk about the startup period. How
long do you anticipate this will all take?
Mr. SNOW. We would anticipate making the Center operational in

the very near term. We will be looking forward to getting your views
and the views of the subcommittee on how to make it fully operational.
But we are talking about making it operational in the near term.
NASS, the national accident sampling system, will take about 4

years to become fully operational. There are various other programs,
as I mentioned in my testimony, which will take a year or two to be-
come fully operational, but the NASS is really the core of the pro-
gram. It lies at the heart of what we are trying to do: use sampling
survey techniques and assist the sample survey to yield representative
national data. Through application of expert analysis, we will then
have a better sense of what is happening out there in the accident
universe. NASS will be fully operational within 4 years. I think we
are right on the timetable with the feasibility study.
Senator BURDICK. You may have answered this next question; in

case you want to add to it, you may. If the center is feasible and useful,
as the report indicates, why not take the preliminary steps to start up
the planning for it in the next year or two?
I think you are taking steps now.
Mr. SNOW. I think we are there, Senator.
Senator BURDICK. As you know, Congress took away from your

agency the power to impose very strict sanctions for failure to meet
Federal safety standards. Is it your view that with proper data, which
is expected by the outside parties, there would be a stronger case for
sanctions in the future?
Mr. SNOW. Definitely, Senator. I think that better data has to under-

lie our entire safety effort, both the motor vehicle side and the State
highway safety side. Only through sounder analysis, better data, and
a public perception in the safety community and in the public at large
that this agency and the Department of Transportation really under-
stand the accident universe and are developing countermeasures which
are precisely fitted to their problems, that we understand the problem
and understand the countermeasure relationship to the problem, are
we going to be credible. If we are not credible, I think the safety
countermeasure suffers enormously. So my answer is an enthusiastic
yes.
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Senator BURDICK. Since your answer is an enthusiastic yes, then why
not establish a prestigious national center to gather the data?
Mr. SNOW. That is what we are going to do, Senator.
Senator BURDICK. In other words, you come back to the premise you

are doing it.
Mr. SNOW. I think there is great merit in what you just said. By

establishing the Center through an act of the Secretary, the Center
will have priority, added direction will be given to its implementations
and public attention will be called to its establishment. I think it is
going to enhance the whole data program.
Senator BURDICK. Senator Stafford, do you have any words at this

point?
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; no. I was unable to

be here to hear the testimony of the Administrator. I do have ques-
tions, but they might duplicate questions that have already been asked.
What I will do is submit them to you for written responses for the
record, and those that are redundant can be disregarded.
Mr. SNOW. Fine. Thank you.
Senator BURDICK. Thank you, gentlemen, for your contribution. I

will leave you now in the tender care of the great Senator of the
Northeast.
Mr. SNOW. Thank you.
[Senator Stafford's questions follow:]
Question 1. Mr. Snow, one of the witnesses today will suggest that the National

Center should be established as an entity separate from NHTSA. I think one
reason for this is the notion that regulatory and evaluation functions of agencies
should be separated. Would you comment on the desirability of a Center which
is independent of NHTSA?

Answer. I do not believe that it would be at all desirable to have a Center
that is independent of the NHTSA. As pointed out on page 14 of the Feasibility
Study's Technical Report, the NHTSA would be the prime user of the Center.
We look upon the National Center not merely as a source of evaluation of the
effectiveness and appropriateness of our standards but as an integral part of our
entire highway and vehicle safety program. As an integral part of our program,
the Center will better enable us to discover highway and vehicle safety problems,
the magnitude of those problems, and the best possible countermeasures in
attacking those problems.

Question 2. Do you believe that legislative creation of a National Statistical
Center and separate authorizations might provide more visibility and funding
for such a Center?
Answer. This is a difficult question to answer because of the many variables

which make predicting the future of any organization precarious, especially one
which has yet to be established in fact. However, I do believe that the establish-
ment of the Center through an act of the Secretary will give it sufficient priority
to call the public's attention to its implementation. In addition, of course, the
mission of the Center will provide public visibility. The question of the Center's
future funding is to a large extent dependent upon how successfully the Center
carries out its mission. We think that it will be a great asset to our highway and
vehicle safety programs and to the entire highway safety community. Once its
effectiveness is apparent, funding the Center should not be a problem.

Question 3. Can you describe what success NHTSA is having in trying to
standardize data collection by States? Is there anything in addition to the mere
existence of Safety Standards which might encourage States to upgrade and
standardize their data?

Answer. Our efforts to standardize data collection by the States have focused
primarily on the States' implementation of the Highway Safety Program Stand-
ards. Each of our 18 Highway Safety Program Standards contain uniform pro-
gram elements to be implemented by the States. With respect to data collection
specifically, Standard No. 10, Traffic Records, requires each State, in cooperation
with its political subdivisions, to maintain a traffic records system that includes
certain basic minimum data regarding drivers, vehicles, accidents, and highways.
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Such information, moreover, is required to be compatible for purposes of analysis
and correlation.

Since the Traffic Records Standard is the NHTSA's basic mechanism for pro-
moting intrastate standardization of data collection, I have attached a chart
showing the number and percentage of States which have implemented each of
the elements of this standard. Although the chart indicates substantial imple-
mentation by the States of the standard's elements, with the one exception of
the element concerning analysis and statistical treatment of the data being
collected, much in the way of upgrading and standardizing data collection efforts,
of course, remains to be accomplished.
In addition to the Highway Safety Program Standards, we have published a

Design Manual for State Traffic Records Systems which specifies the data content
of a uniform and model State traffic records system. Seven States have adopted
this manual as their basic design document for their traffic records system.
We are also demonstrating the benefits to be derived from data standardization

by the States. For example, the NHTSA has funded a project which successfully
transferred a traffic records system from one State (West Virginia) to another
(Idaho) which was seeking a modern computerized system. The cost savings of
this model system transfer was demonstrated, too, and now other States are also
considering similar systems transfers.
Our personnel are active members of national committees engaged in develop-

ing data collection standards, such as the American National Standards Institute
(ANSI) Committees on the Model Motorist Data Base (ANSI Standard D-20)
and the "Manual on Classification of Motor Vehicle Traffic Accidents" (ANSI
Standard D-16.1). The NHTSA's Design Manual for State Traffic Records
Systems mentioned above has been adopted by the ANSI as the basic document
for a future ANSI Standard D-20. In this connection, it should be noted that 36
States have adopted the ANSI Standard D-16.1 "Manual on Classification of
Motor Vehicle Traffic Accidents," which the NHTSA endorses.

Finally, it is clear that an answer to the second part of this question would
not be complete if we failed to mention the National Center. The establishment
of the Center should significantly enhance our efforts to assist the States and
their political subdivisions in promoting identification and standardization of
data requirements for highway and vehicle safety data systems.

TRAFFIC SAFETY PROGRAMS MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

Highway safety program stand-
ards implementation status
as of January 1975

Standard 10: Traffic Records

Number of
States

implemented
Percentage of

States

Paragraph:
10.I.A 52 100
10  1 B 52 100
10.I.0 52 100
1010 52 100
10.I.E 52 100
10.I.F 52 100
10.1.G 50 96. 15
10.I.H 42 80. 77
10.1.1 44 84.62
10.1.1 47 90.38
10.I.K 46 88.46
10.I.L 46 88.46
10.I.M 49 94.23
10.II.A 50 96.15
10.II.B 51 98.08
10.II.0 52 100
10.II.D 48 92.31
10.11  E 49 94.23
10.II.F 49 94.23
10.II.G 47 90.38
10.1I.H 50 96.15
10.III.A 50 96.15
10.1 II.B 52 100
10.11I.0 52 100
10.1 I I.D 51 98.08
10.III.E  51 98.08
10.111.F 47 90.38
10.IV  30 57.69
10.V 49 94.23
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Question 4. Do you have any breakdown of the subject matter of requests
received by the "Hot Desk"?
Answer. Only the source of requests received by the "Hot Desk" is presently

recorded. A breakdown of the requests by subject matter has not been kept.
Question 5. A representative from one of the auto companies suggests that the

Statistical Center should have a permanent User Board to advise on the types
of data to be collected. Are there any plans to incorporate such a group in the
new data unit of NHTSA?
Answer. Plans are already underway to establish a User's Committee with

respect to the National Accident Sampling System (NASS), the data base which
will constitute the core of the NHTSA data program for the National Center.
Committee members will be from the NHTSA program offices of Motor Vehicle
Programs, Traffic Safety Programs, and Research and Development, as well as
from the Federal Highway Administration's Office of Safety.
There are also plans underway to establish an advisory committee to assist the

NASS project. This committee will include representatives from the vehicle
manufacturers, independent research organizations, and consumer groups.

Question 6. What computer facilities are currently available to the Office of
Statistical Analysis? Are there plans to acquire a computer in the foreseeable
future?
Answer. Current computer support to the Office of Statistics and Analysis is

provided by contracts with time-sharing computer companies. Remote terminals
are located within the Office.
Although we presently do not have plans for acquiring a computer facility for

the Center, we will be reevaluating our needs in this regard as the Center
develops.

Senator STAFFORD [presiding]. The Chair will ask Mrs. Susan
Baker, a member of the National Highway Safety Advisory Com-
mittee, to come forward.
We welcome you to the subcommittee's hearings, Mrs. Baker. I

know that you have a prepared statement. The Chair will invite you
to either speak extemporaneously and Iola the statement in the record
or use the statement, whichever you prefer.

STATEMENT OF MRS. SUSAN BAKER, MEMBER, NATIONAL
HIGHWAY SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Mrs. BAKER. Why don't I then submit the prepared statement for the
record? It is a very brief one. I will summarize by saying that the
National Highway Safety Advisory Committee, of which I am a
member, has been most interested in seeing the establishment of a
national data center that would help us to set priorities to determine
the most likely effective countermeasures and to evaluate their
effectiveness.
The committee, of course, has not had an opportunity to consider

Mr. Snow's testimony this morning in which he stated that such a
center would be established within the Department of Transportation.
However, we have been most favorably impressed by the Office of

Statistics and Analysis in the NHTSA, especially by their national
accident sampling system; I had the privilege of being chairman of
the review panel of outside experts that examined that national acci-
dent sampling system.
I do believe that it meets many of the objectives of the Hathaway

bill, and that what the NHTSA has in their informative statement
will meet the objectives of the bill.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mrs. Baker.
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Does the Advisory Committee believe that placing the National
Center within NHTSA is a sound idea or would .a separate organiza-
tion within the Department of Transportation be more desirable?
Mrs. BAKER. At the time that the Advisory Committee had the

honor to hear Senator Hathaway speak on the bill, he spoke in terms
of it probably being located within NHTSA, and my impression of
the Committee's response is that it would like to see it in NHTSA.
Senator STAFFORD. Do you see developing within the Department of

Transportation a closer relation between data collection and analysis
and issuance of regulations?
Mrs. BAKER. Yes; I do. For instance, with regard to the 55-mile-an-

hour speed limit, which has received a great deal of priority from the
Department in terms of trying to get the States to enforce this
measure, a great deal of data has been collected and analyzed to de-
termine to what extent the 55-mile-an-hour limit has been observed, to
what extent it has been effective. In other words, I see knitting togther
of information and policy.

Senator STAFFORD. Thank you.
Would you agree, Mrs. Baker, that any national center for highway

safety would have to pay considerable attention not just to the prob-
lems of highway construction but also to questions affecting driver be-
havior and the safety of the vehicle?
Mrs. BAKER. Absolutely. For instance, the national accident sampling

system pays a great deal of attention to vehicle characteristics as well
as to highway configuration and what information can be gathered
about the driver and about his injuries.
Senator STAFFORD. As you know, in the last highway bill the Con-

gress took away from NHTSA considerable power to impose sanc-
tions for the States which were not meeting Federal standards on
safety. There has been some criticism of that.
Do you believe Congress did the right thing in taking some of these

sanctions away unless and until NHTSA has the data base to issue
realistic standards?
Mrs. BAKER. No, sir, I do not believe that the Congress should have

removed those sanctions. I think we have had a great deal on which
to base many of the measures.
An example would be the motorcycle helmet law for which we had

excellent data that the law was effective not only in causing persons
to wear their helmets but in reducing fatalities. So that in this par-
ticular instance there were good data to support the standard, and yet
that particular standard was singled out by the Congress, and the
Department of Transportation was not allowed to require States to
have such a law.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mrs. Baker. Is there any-

thing that you wish to add?
Mrs. BAKER. No, sir, I don't know of anything. Thank you for the

privilege of being here.
Senator STAFFORD. For the subcommittee, then, let me express our

gratitude at your willingness to come here and help us on this im-
portant matter.
Mrs. BAKER. Thank you.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much.
[Mrs. Baker's statement follows:]

•
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TESTIMONY OF THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY SAFETY ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ON S.2606

(A. bill providing for the establishment of a National Centerfor Statistical Analysis of Highway Operations)

Before The Transportation Subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Public Works

July 20, 1976

My name is Susan Baker. I am here today as a member and representativeof the National Highway Safety Advisory Committee, a group created bythe Highway Safety Act of 1966. Members are appointed by the Presidentto advise the Secretary of Transportation on matters relating to allhighway safety programs carried out by the Department.

The COmmittee is comprised of both public members and members repre-senting a wide variety of private interests. Despite the diversity ofour professional backgrounds, interests and objectives, the Committeehas consistently agreed that reliable statistics are needed for thedevelopment and evaluation of successful programs to reduce highwaydeaths and injuries. On April 2, 1976, the National Highway SafetyAdvisory Committee voted its strong support for the concept of theNational Center for Highway Safety Statistics, and recommended thatthe Department of Transportation support Senate Bill S.2606.

The Committee, in its efforts to study and address highway safetyproblems, has often been frustrated by inadequate data. The basic needsare for data to help in identifying problem areas and to evaluate theneed for and effectiveness of highway safety programs, standards, orother countermeasures. It is important that the collection and analysisof such data are always assured high priority.

The Office of Statistical Analysis of the National Highway Traffic SafetyAdministration has begun to address many of the objectives of S.2606.In particular, plans for a National Accident Sampling System (MASS) arewell developed; this program will provide quality data from a carefullydeveloped, nationally representative sampling of motor vehicle accidents.Establishment of the proposed data center in NHTSA should help to ensurethe growth and permanence of the MASS and other statistical and analytica21programs relevant to Senate Bill S.2606.

The Committee believes that the thoughtful collection and interpretationof data related to highway and motor vehicle safety are essential, andthat establishment of the proposed data center will give needed statureand priority to this function.

Attachment: NHSAC position on S.2606
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
NATIONAL HIGHWAY SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2059

POSITION 

APRIL 2, 1976 

The National Highway •Safety Advisory Committee strongly supports
the concept of a national data center for the collection of
highway safety statistics and therefore recommends that the
Department of Transportation support the Hathaway Bill (S.2606),
a bill for the establishment of a National Center for Statistical
Analysis of Highway Operations. The Committee further recommends
the Department consider the feasibility of including in a
national data center the safety data of other transportation
modes.

The Committee further recommends that, in response td
Senator .Hathaway's explicit request, the Secretary authorize
and arrange for the National Highway Safety Advisory Committee
Chairman or his representative to appear before the appropriate
Committee of Congress to express the support of the National
Highway Safety Advisory Committee for this approach.

Senator STAFFORD. The Chair understands we now will have the
benefit of testimony from a panel consisting of Mr. David Martin,
director, automotive safety engineers, General Motors; accompanied
by Arline R. Rininger, engineer, field accident research programs;
Mr. John Versace, executive engineer, safety research, Ford Motor Co.;
and Edward Heins, chief engineer, advanced program and safety
planning, Chrysler Corp.
If you are all here, the Chair invites you to come to the table as a

panel.
Ladies and gentlemen, the Chair will invite you to proceed in what-

ever order you determine. Whether you deliver your prepared state-
ments or submit them for the record and summarize is up to you.

STATEMENTS OF DAVID MARTIN, DIRECTOR, AUTOMOTIVE SAFETY

ENGINEERS, GENERAL MOTORS, ACCOMPANIED BY: ARLINE R.
RININGER, ENGINEER, FIELD ACCIDENT RESEARCH PROGRAMS;
JOHN VERSACE, EXECUTIVE ENGINEER, SAFETY RESEARCH,
FORD MOTOR CO.; AND EDWARD HEINS, CHIEF ENGINEER, AD-
VANCED PROGRAM AND SAFETY PLANNING, CHRYSLER CORP,

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I am David Martin of General Motors
Corp. With me is Mrs. Arline R. Rininger. I believe it appropriate in
the interest of time to go ahead and summarize our statement which has
been submitted for the record.
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Senator STAFFORD. The written statements will be made a part of therecord. [See p. 29.]
Mr. MARTIN. I think the point that I would emphasize in our writ-ten testimony is that, number one, with regard to the formation of thecenter, that perhaps the standardization of the data such that it canbe representative and compared from region to region should be under-lined. Formulation of the motor vehicle safety standards on the basisof fact rather than personal judgments and intuition is also exceed-ingly important.
I think a point that I have not heard expressed in the testimony sofar today is that the formulation of a field relevant test standard or afield relevant test procedure has not been given proper focus.In addition, identifying safety needs of a general type—for ex-ample, improved restraint or improved performance characteristics ofthe vehicle in other areas—is one important feature of such data.But today, the laboratory tests that form the basis of the perform-ance requirements of a standard are not necessarily related to the in-jury mechanisms that occur in the field.
So we believe that the acquisition of uniform data that describeshow a person is injured, under what circumstances he is injured, andhow frequently, can help us formulate laboratory tests that will closelycorrespond to what happens in the field. This is included in our testi-mony, but I would just single it out for emphasis.
The other point I would emphasize is that the development of thesedata is very urgent and perhaps more important than where it is lo-cated, is response to this need, and in the most rapid pace possible.Thank you.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much, Mr. Martin.[Mr. Martin's statement follows:]
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Statement

of

General Motors Corporation

Presented to the

Subcommittee on Transportation

of the
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on

S. 2606--National Center for Statistical
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Mr. Chairman, on behalf of General Motors Corporation, I

wish to express our appreciation for this opportunity to present

our views on proposed legislation to establish a National Center

for Statistical Analysis of Highway Operations.

My name is David E. Martin. I am director of Automotive

Safety Engineering for General Motors Environmental Activities

Staff. With me today is Arline R. Rininger who is responsible for

our field accident research programs.

At the outset, we want to register our full support for the

concept embodied in this legislation, which is to establish a

National Center to systematically acquire, store, retrieve and

analyze highway accident data. We are pleased to note also that

this concept would promote the standardization of information

and procedures for reporting accidents on a nationwide basis.

This uniformity alone will greatly increase the amount and use-

fulness of the data.

The development and implementation of cost effective motor

vehicle and highway safety measures depend on the availability

and application of accident data that are comprehensive, reliable

and current. It must also be an accurate representation of the

national experience. Regrettably, such data are not available

today in a form suitable for most rulemaking purposes.

Incidentally, we are faced with the same problem in terms

of the health considerations as they apply to the requirements
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of the Clean Air Act. We cannot afford to continue to spend the

public's money in the cause of safety, clean air or any other

area without the benefit of data to indicate clearly that a con-

vincing need for more demanding standards exists.

In the absence of reliable data, it is not surprising that

standards often have reflected intuitive judgments or assumptions,

either of which can be faulty. Standards based on misjudgments

or faulty premises can be wasteful of the economic resources

of both government and industry. These cost penalties ultimately

are passed on to the consumer, who may receive only marginal,

if any, benefit in return.

For example, it was largely on the basis of an assumed

ssafety need that the air brake standard--MVSS 121--was developed

and implemented for trucks and buses. The stringent requirements

that originally were imposed could be met only at considerable

cost to the consumer and with new equipment technology of

,nproven reliability.

Although the standard has since been relaxed, the sequence

of rulemaking events was disruptive to the market and resulted •

in a substantial economic burden to the entire industry. Mean-

while, the safety need upon which rulemaking should logically

proceed has yet to be confirmed.
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The establishment of a sound accident data base, as

contemplated by this legislation, should go a long way toward

improving our understanding of highway accidents and greatly

assist in the proper identification of a safety need.

Moreover, the availability of such data will contribute

to the development of cost effective countermeasures. In the

case of motor vehicle safety standards, there are little,

if any, available data by which to correlate laboratory tests

with what occurs in the real world. Today, after successfully

completing a laboratory test as set forth in a safety standard,

generally we are assured of only one thing: that the product

has been designed to meet that laboratory test. In many

cases, it cannot be said with confidence that meeting the

standard will provide the desired benefit to the public. Much

less can the extent of the benefit be defined with any precision.

For example, few would argue with the need to provide pro-

tection for vehicle occupants in the case of an accident. Never-

theless, today there is neither a test procedure nor an available

•test dummy with sufficient human-like characteristics to reliably

predict from laboratory tests how different restraint systems will

perform in the real world.

While sufficient accident data have been accumulated to

confirm the effectiveness of the present safety belt systems,
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consideration is being given to new requirements for passive

restraints that have not yet been proven through field accident

data.

A better understanding of how, when and where people are

being injured in the field will help in developing laboratory

tests that are relevant to those circumstances. Moreover, once

a standard has been implemented, the continued accumulation of

field data can be used to verify that the test procedures are

indeed relevant and that the observed benefits are consistent

with those which were anticipated.

Thus, we believe the need for improved accident data is

clearly evident in order to determine whether a standard should

'be implemented and, once implemented, whether it subsequently

should be retained, modified or deleted. There is an urgent

need for such data to reduce reliance on personal judgments and

assumptions in the rulemaking process--from the identification

of safety needs to the promulgation of standards to meet those

needs in the most cost effective manner.
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In fairness, it should be noted that the importance of

improved accident data has not gone unrecognized in the past,

either within industry, the Department of Transportation or

the Congress. Let me call attention to three such instances:

-- In 1973, General Motors proposed a joint industry-

government program to establish a National Accident

Data System. This proposal outlined the need for

such a system, including basic objectives with

respect to the quality of data that would be re-

quired. In addition, the proposal included

suggested methods whereby the necessary data

could be obtained. A copy of this proposal is

included with this statement as it may provide the

Subcommittee with additional useful information on

the subject.

-- In the 1973 Highway Safety Act, Congress required

the DOT to conduct a study of the feasibility of

establishing a National Center with responsi-

bilities generally along the lines provided for

in the legislation now under consideration. In

authorizing this study, the Congress recognized

the paucity of accident data upon which to base

sound safety measures.
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-- In February 1975, the DOT published the detailed

results of its feasibility study. The study acknowl-

edges earlier Departmental efforts to generate

improved accident data and recommends the establish-

ment of a Center that would appear to accomplish, as

minimum, the requirements set forth in the current

legislation. Subsequently, the DOT contracted for the

development of a specific plan for implementing a natio
nal

program along the lines outlined in the feasibility 
study.

Thus, it is apparent that there is agreement between
 the

Administration and the Congressional sponsors of S. 260
6 on the

need for improved accident data and, in addition, there
 is apparent

'agreement on the organizational approach whereby such 
data would be

obtained. Furthermore, General Motors has reviewed the DOT feasi-

bility study and finds it to be a generally satisfactory a
pproach

to a most complex matter.

We are particularly gratified to note that both the 
legis-

lation and the DOT study view the National Center as a 
compre-

hensive service to the safety community--both its publi
c and

private sectors. Every effort should be made to foster the

widest interchange of this type of information among governm
ental,

academic and private interests, including the auto industr
y.



36

This could be accomplished in a variety of ways. For instance,

having access to the data files for on-line analysis would be

most beneficial for those who are willing to pay for such service.

With respect to funding the National Center, we would like

to point out that the DOT's $20 million estimate for operating

the Center in the sixth year is only about 1% of what it

would cost the public for one year's production of air cushion

restraints on all new cars. Viewed in this way, the anticipated

cost for the Center to provide the kind of information upon

which to base multibillion dollar regulatory decisions is a

bargain the nation can ill-afford to pass up.

In conclusion, we want to express once again our full

,support for the implementation of a National Center for the

collection and analysis of representative accident data along

the lines expressed in S. 2606, and as more fully detailed in

the DOT feasibility study.

This concludes our statement. If you have any questions

we will be glad to answer them here or provide written answers

later.
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Environmental Activities Week

NATIONAL ACCIDENT DATA SYSTEM

C. Thomas Terry — Section Engineer

Richard W. Schneider — Senior Project Engineer
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National Accident Data System

C. Thomas Terry -- Section Engineer
Richard W. Schneider — Senior Project Engineer
Safety R & D Laboratory
GM Environmental Activities Staff

Field accident data which reflect what is truly happening in
the field today are necessary (I) for the automobile industry
to evaluate performance and guide future designs and (2) for
the NIITSA to evaluate standards and guide future rule
making. This type of data system is not available now. The
multilevel system recommended by GM to accomplish this
would use the expertise already available in many of the
NHSTA-Sponsored multidisciplinary accident investigation
teams. The system consists of several study areas which
include exposure data and levels I, 2 and 3 accident data.
Another requirement of the system would be a central facility
which would process the data and make it available to both
NHTSA and industry.

On June 12, 1970, at a Data Accident Investigation
workshop* in Brussels, Belgium, GM outlined why field
accident data is needed by automobile manufacture's. These
needs to collect accident data are:

Data Needs

I. Evaluate present safety systems.
2. Predict performance of proposed safety systems.
3. Identify problem areas & evaluate solutions

cost/benefit basis.
4. Estimate human tolerances to impact

2. Prediction of Proposed Safety Systems

Before implementing any change to safety systems already in
the field, the performance of the new safety systems insist be
predicted. This is the second principle way in which accident
data is used.

If the prototype safety system is an improvement on a
production item such as the current windshield, then the field
data, gathered in evaluating the current windshield's
performance is used as the injury pattern baseline. The
modified system is then tested in the laboratory hi et‘ittl,:ite its
petfotimitIce with the pieseitt system. Ibis labotatoly
comparison piovides data to subjectively project how the new
windshield might modify the present injury pattern in the
field. In this way, the prediction can be made with some
confidence as to ftie performance in the field of the proposed
new system.

If a completely new safety system, such as the air cushion
restraint system is proposed, the injury patterns which the new
system could somehow influence nut be identified. In the
case of the air cushion restraint, available accident data might
be used to identifY the injury patterns in frontal collisions
where the air cushion is envisioned to be most useful. The air
cushion's effectiveness. as determined front laboratory tests,
could then be used to predict how the present injury patterns
could he modified by the introduction of this new restraint
systein.

3. Identification cif Problem Areas and Evaluation of
on Proposed Solutions on a Cost! Benefit Basis

I. Evaluation of Production Safety Systems

Early accident investigators saw the results of auto-
mobile accidents and identified those vehicle components
which were producing frequent and severe types of trauma.
This early work supported the introduction of items such as
the high penetration resistance (I PR) windshield in 1966 and
energy absorbing steering columns hi 1967. These investigators
were able to measure the relatively large performance
improvements of those safety systems. More subtle changes in
safety performance can be found only by data collection
programs that are refined enough to exhibit statistical trends.
For example, it is generally agreed that further changes made
to the present windshield will result in a smaller improvement
in injury reduction compared to that made in 1966. Measuring
this potential change in perforinance will require a
sophisticated accident data collection program.

*R. A. Wilson & C. T. Terry, NATO Accident Investigation
Workshop, Hui) ACCIDENT RESEARCH --- GM's
APPROACH, unpublished presentation, Brussels, Belgium,
June 12, 1970

This identification of problem areas requires all over-view of
the total injury picture. The over-view consists of the
frequency of particular injuries caused by various components
and the severities of these injuries. The areas where the most
improvement call and should be made arc generally where the
highest frequency of most severe injuries occur. A iehtionsli m
between frequency and severity should indicate the areas of
high payoff - those areas where the most good can be done.
OTICC these high payoff areas are'identified. the priorities of
safety development can be established by cost/benefit studies.

As solutions to the more obvious problem areas arc incor-
porated. the identification of the less obvious problem areas
becomes more difficult. To identify the less obvious problem
areas will require incorporating even more rigorous data
collection programs. It may be possible that a point of
diminishing returns will be reached. That is, the time and cost
of ;iequiting even nioie deLided imiv not inst i l%
the insignificant amount or improvement made front the data
derived. To reach this point is a noble goal indeed.



4. Estimation of Human Tolerances. to Impact

The three uses of the field accident data discussed above are

specifically aimed at changing the design of the vehicle .to

reduce the frequency and severity of injuries. A different use

of the data is to isolate particular accident situations so that

information concerning human tolerances tu impact can be

genera ted.

Occasionally, from a large source of accident data, a particular

occupant injury in a well-defined automobile accident

situation can be attributed to a pai ticular vehicle component.

When this infrequent situation arises, and the mechanism of

injury is understood, correlation of the accident or "field

experiment" with a similar laboratory experiment is

attempted. If the "field experiment" can be correlated to the

laboratory, the occupant's impact situation might be

quantified and the human tolerance to a particular .type of

trauma can be estimated. For example, an instrument panel

may be identified as the cause of a particular type of head

injury, A series of similar instrument panels are impacted in

the laboratory until the damage to the instrument panel in the

accident case is reproduced. The forces and accelerations to

produce the damage in the laboratory arc then correlated to

the injury produced ill the field. In this way, the human

tolerance is quantified for this particular type of injury.

These needs remain as valid today as they did three years ago.

Further mentioned were the qualities of a good field accident

data s'ystein:

Data Qualities

I. Rapid feedback
2. Random data sample
3. Current model data
4. Data compatibility

I. Rapid Feedback

A prime goal in automotive safety is the reduction of injuries

and deaths due to automobile accidents. The more injuries

prevented and lives saved, the better the job is done. Improved

safety systems 111,ISI be incorporated as rapidly as practicable

to achieve this goal. An orderly implementation of improved

safety systems depends in large measure on the collection and

assessment of field accident data. Only after a sufficient

amount of statistical and in-depth data is collected can

problem areas be identified and fin-titer improvements be

recommended and implemented.
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2. Random Data Sample

Besides the quantity of data gathered, a random sample is

essential to insure its quality. Basically, random data is needed

so that conclusions aren't erroneously based on the

consequences of a Ulliqtle accident, or limited number of

accidents. False accident and injury patterns can be created by

generalizing from a small sample of non-random cases. In the

past, most sources of accident data have not been random.'

Most accident investigations typically have been biased by

geography, injury level. damage level, or i,ther aiTident

relict ion tech iiiijoes. A valid data sample must lie

representative of the real world.

3. Current Model Vehicles

Each year safer automobiles are produced. Measuring these

advances in safety peifiiiiiiance rioni one vial to the nest
requires a valid data baseline. It should be realized that

resources are limited and it would be virtually impossible to

collect enough data on the total vehicle population in one

year. The most efficient use of resources is to concentrite

investigation on the most useful data source - current model

vehicles. Of course, as current model dat :I is collected each

year, in tinie, a data bank will be built which will allow a

comparison of newer automobiles with I...tic:is bascd on many

years.

4. Compatibility 01. Parma!

If various data sources are ever to be combined to loin, lair

data banks, they must, at least, be in the same basic format.

This mans that the same information is recorded for each

accident and some means of easily combining infoothiti,,,

from different sources is provided. This is paiticulaily

important when in-depth data is being collected because of its

inherent complexity.

However. even when it is physically possible to combine data

from vatious sources, it is not always advisable. Each

investigator tends to bias his accident selection in some

manner such as injury only, ntial only, etc. Since the data base

for each investigator is . tirmally diffeient, a direct statistical

comparison of their data is not advisable.

Again, these characteristics are still desirable today as they

were thiee years ago. There is no known source today which

satisfies all of these qualities. The one key quality which beats

emphasis is the random data sample. The random data sample

criteria implies ilia( the accident cases selected aie

representative of ,the national accident expelience. This

representativeness is critical for sound decision making

regarding automobile design and government rule making.



Making decisions with national implications in highway safety
using only data from rollover, accidents in North Carolina is no
more valid than predicting the Gross National Product from
monitoring only the construction industry in Utah.

Current Data Status

In the three years since that NA't0 workshop, some other
factors have become obvious regarding the value of accident
investigation.

I. The information received not only can be used by the
industry for evaluation and direction, but also can apply
to Government at all levels for rule making.

2. Variation in the interpretation of current accident data
results from two factors:

a. Different analysis techniques
b. Different data sources

Variation of results dire to the first cause i.e., different analysis
techniques, is healthy and promotes various problem solving
strategies to be explored and compared. I lowever. dirk:tient:es
due to the second source are generally inellicient and result in
problems of interpretation. This problem will remain unsolved
until the titan), various data collection efforts are coordinated
so that their results can he combined. This combination into a
representative data set will then allow the safety experts to
base`dccisions on a sound technical basis.

These previously stated needs and system •characteristics
.coupled with the conflicting conclusions which result front the
uncoordinated data collection activities wound the country
have led GM to propose what is called a National Accident
Data System.

Before outlining the proposal for such a system, one point
should be stressed: the system being proposed is not the best
system that theoretically could be designed. In fact, it is
several steps away from being an optimum design. But it is also
many steps closer to all optimum system than anything that
exists today. latlier than wait for that pet feet system to be
implemented, it is imperative that the obvious contradictory
nature of various data sources be eliminated now so that valid
cost/benefit studies can be used in achieving the goal of
reducing injury and death on the highway. Each change made
to the system after it is begun should be directed toward the
desired optimal system.

The proposal itself tries to incorporate many of the data
collection activities that are now in existence while eliminating
other unnecessary ones. But the design is primarily dictated by
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the desire to establish a coordinated National Accident Data
System in a relatively short period of time.

DATA COLLECTION

The proposed system involves designating certain geographic
regions of the country as sample areas where extensive
surveying and profiling will be conducted. This is analogous to
taking a Gallup Poll of the nationwide accident experience.
Since many of the existing Multidisciplinary Accident
Investigation (MI)All teams sponsined nv iii NIII SA alt'
somewhat iandoinly located and because expeitise ;iliead is
available front the teams, we are proposing that selected MDAI
teams would form the nucleus for the data collection system.
This proposal would convert existing MIMI teams into
multi-level programs such that each team has the responsibility
of coordinating the gathering of the following levels of
information within their specific regions:

Exposure data (non-accident)
2. Level I accident data
3. Level 11 accident data
4. Special accident studies

Teams which could not reliably supply all these levels of

information tYouhl not be included in tlzis program.

Exposure Data

Exposure data is profile information on the number and types
of people, vehicles arid roads in the atea. this information is
used to define the universe in which the ace inertly are
recorded. Ideally. when all the regions are combined, the
exposure should be "representative— of the total United
States. Capturing data of this nature allows the varimis
combinations of vehicles/di iversti oads to be lleSCI ii>ed whethei
in all accident or trot. Most tut this information is available in
existing state operational files. The system should allow
specific surveys of additional data to also be conducted. For
example. it inay be necessary to establish how many miles
various age groups drive annually.

Level I Accident Data

FlliS mmcl iequiles collecting a standaid police iepoit on all
accidents in the region svitiehr meet a piedelei mined severity
threshold. An alternate to the standard form would be a form
with a common core of information with other elcments
decided upon by the local jut istlict ions. this level of
information Melly defines the nature of all :tccidents in> the
area. This information, coupled with the exposure data. make
possible the computation of accident rates. such as
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fatalities/miles driven, accidents/make and model, or

accident/driver age. Since the accidents described in this file

contain both injury and no-injury cases, computing- the

probability of an injury occurring is also possible. Definitions

oK specifications of variables within each region and front

region to region must be consistent. This standardization of

definitions between regions is imperative, and will provide the

program with one of its greatest challenges card one of its

greatest advantages over current programs. Empliasus upon the

training of the police investigation people is important for this

level of data. Definition of what an ;Iccident is 0, or wk.' file
Valli/US injury levels ale 11111s1 Ins plicitly stated and

uniformly interpreted. Again, flexibility should ill iris specific.

supplemental information to be collected when needed. As all

example, the police could be asked to ascertain whether the

head restraint was in the "up" or "down" position in a rear

end accident.

Level II Accident Data

This level of data would collect information on all

accidents in the iegion which involve a fCcelli 1110,1,I

vehicle and an injury. Information on all vehicles involved

in the accident would be required. The injury may in 
fact

occur ill an older vehicle which impacted the

recent 111.0(ICI vehicle. This level data has been most •valuable

from the manufacturer's viewpoint and has historically been

the source of injury causation information. Extending the

coxerage to include older vehicles would allow comparison of

vehicles of different ages. In the past, in of this type

collected by GM and other has led to improved vehicle design,

examples being IIPR windshields and the energy absorbing

steering assembly. The information gathered would defineLhe

injury severity, the causes of the Minty, the accident

description, a measure of its severity, and some information

relative to the cause of the accident. This information will

allow the assessment of new safety systems as they are

' introduced such as air cushion restraint or starter-interlock

webbing systems. Gathering the data on all accident modes

and injuries will allow relevant safety evaluation tests to be

specified. By combining this data with the Level I Accident

Data, it may be possible' to evaluate the relative salety

performance of various makes and models of vehicles. The

'current thinking is that the information would be gathered VII

a modified version of the GM Field Form by investigators

working for the MDAI Ice iris. As with the present Field Form,

a series of photographs will be required tic supplement the

information. The fin in would be expanded to collect

information on pre-crash anel.poSt-crash phases of the accident

which are not presently addressed on our existing Coin). Tliis

part of the system would also allow extra information to be

collected on items of specific interest which ;ire not ii) the GNI

Field Form. For example, the investigators may Ice asked 
to

see if the starter interlock system has been defeated or if it had

any effect on the occupant's usage.

Level III Accif 'it Data

These special studies are performed Inc see why particular

problem areas exist. The special studies conducted are based

on the Level I or Level II ill101111illi011 already gathered. For

example, a special investigation could Ice undertaken tin now

closely examine why paiticulai class 01 v'ellicles is

'over•represented — in a particular ol accident. I he

investigation may find that this type iii vehicle is popiL I ai .or

owner modification which could result in unstable handling

characteristics.

DATA COMPILATION

The' next logical question is what to do with tire data after it is

collected in its celatively lough limit i.e.. police chic cc. Girt

Field Foitn. and photographs. To keep the inteipietation of

raw •dala consistent Iron) area to area, it is pioposed that the

data be collected in a run cued location. At this location, the

Level I data ma uutnh be entered directly into a data bank. The

infoimation from the detailed Field Form and photograph, in

the Level II system would be amity/eel and the final

information entered into an automated data system. Ily

cello:di/Mg this funciiim, the number or stow, iv, judgments
are made Inure or less to be consistent because of clue relatively

few number of people involved. This situation is similar to that

which is now used with the General Motors•A11/' progiam, annul

lids been found to be mine satisfactory. We feel the oeciall

quality ni data will be enhanced Icy increasing the

Of the data. This central facility would not only piovide

common data ',illy and stoi age facilities, but would also otter

a retrieval system for interested data users.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Since this progtom %Muth! the ccichicstcv is will

aS the GoVetintlent, it is lecominclided tlial Joint

Government /industi y support for the implementation and

annual operation of this piogram be solicited. The hiiiiistry

support could logically be undei the ,inspices of cid), M‘'NIA

or SAE. Specifically, it is felt that the program otters a great

orportimity for joint efforts between and

industry toevarnt. achieving a common goal. Thew are actions

required of both industry ;inel goveinment to implement the

proposed plogram. The drivelpiogiai national goal and

therefore should be funeled with Federal monies. [low eeei. the
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industry should be willing to participate in initiating the
program and continue support to the end that the data will be
valid and available.

After this program is initiated, data acquisition could begin in

less.than a year. As shown in Figure 1.

ACTIONS

DEFINE DESIRED WANE

ANALYZE PADA! AREAS

CAPTURE LOCAL AUTHORITIES

DESIGN DATA COLLECTION SYSTEM

SELECT AND TRAIN TADAI TEAMS (10,1111)

TRAIN LOCAL AUTHORITIES (Le.,

TRAIN ACCIDINT INVESTIGATORS (level II)

SUMMARY

Gorernmeni

=Government/Industry

I '

Figure

Although this system is not a new idea, it is the basic
simplicity which is most appealing. The program has been
outlined in general terms only, although it has been given
much more detailed thought as this general outline was
developed. Rather than explore the details at this time,
supNrt is being solicited for the overall plan of action in the
hope of gaining cooperation from other groups in the detailed
planning phases of the program. Again, the payoff from such a
system would be high, and achievable in a relatively short
period of time.

It is GM's intent to act as a catalyst in the design- and
implementation of a National Accident Data System and
encourage any of you today to accept this challenge with us.

(3.R.

C. Thomas Terry

C Thomas Terry is a Section Engineer responsibh, for the
Fick! Accident Research activity at the Safety Research and
Development Laboratory located at the GA! Proving Ground.

His responsiblilities include the collection and analysis of field
accident data.

Ile received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Civil Engineering
from Rose Polytechnic Institute, Terre Haute, Indiana, and a
Master of Science in Engineering Mechanics feign Wayne State
University, Detroit, Michigan. Mr. Terry joined General Motors
in 1969 and tttis assigned to the biontechanics area with
responsibilities in human simulation and vohniteer testing. Ile
WM chairman of the SAE Crash Test DIMInly Subcommittee
during this time.

Terry then joined the Field Accident Research group in
1970 and was promoted to ',sent position in 19-1. lit
1972 he assumed the role of Chairman the It, It,
Manufacturers Data Collection Co-ordinating Subcointnince.

Among his publications are:

"Radiological Studies of Organ Displacement Due to
Vertind ilecrlemliotis" presented at the ISA Animal
Conference of ,Engincering hi Medicine and Biology,
November 1965, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

"Review of Mathematical Models of Response to
Acceleratiim." presented at the Winter Annual Itecting
The Antillean Society of Mechanical bigincers, Xorember
1966, New York, New York,

"A riscoclastic Model tij the spine subjected 1,1
Accelerations," Journal of ilionwehanies, VOL I. 61
161-168, Pergamon Press.

"Field Accident Research GM's Approach." R. /I. Wiluitt,
C E Terry, presented at NATO Accident Investigation
Workshop, Brussels, Belgium, June 12, 1970.

"Benefits of the In-Depth Case Study," presented at 1972
Annual Meeting of Society of Automotive Engineers,
January 10-14, 1972.

"National Accident Data System," C. T. Terry, R. W.
Schneider, GM Automotive Safety Setninar, June 20-21,
1973.

7'. Richard IN, Schneider

Richard Schneider graduated from Grinnell College 'vhere
he received the degree of ILA. in 196 9 and a Alasters Degree of
Business Administration in 1971. Ile joined General Alotors
Proving Ground in 1971 where he was involved with field
accident research. Mr. Schneider is curreintr senior project
engineer with the Safety Research and Development
Laboratory at the Proving Ground and active in tlw arca of
field accident research. Ile is a member of Operations Research
Society of America.



43

Senator STAFFORD. Who will be next?

STATEMENT OF JOHN VERSACE, EXECUTIVE ENGINEER, SAFETY

RESEARCH, FORD MOTOR CO.

Mr. VERSACE. I will give you an abbreviated version of my testi-
mony. My name is John Versace. I am Chairman of a staff group at
Ford Motor Co. which does safety research. I was a member of the
NHTSA national accident sampling system review panel. I am here
today to express the support of Ford Motor Co. for this bill, S. 2606.
The conclusion of my testimony is as follows: Ford has long pushed

for more and better data to be based on detailed and accurate accident
descriptions obtained by trained investigating teams, data which ac-
curately reflect the true range of accidents.
Mass accident data acquisition, processing, analysis, and dissemina-

tion requires great effort and much resource. Only the Government
has the necessary physical resource and funds to do this effectively,
and the access to the various agencies around the country to really
obtain that information.
We frequently urged the establishment of a national accident data

system. We believe the subject is important enough to justify an ad-
ministrative organization in its own right, one with a dedicated mis-
sion to build a factual and adequate body of continuously updated
information, an organization whose objectivity and independence is
assured, an organization which is positioned to allow for an appro-
priate level of attention not only to vehicle factors but also to highway,
traffic, and driver factors.
We stongly recommend that any such organization should be ex-

plicitly required to consider and evaluate highway input.
The exact organizational structure of the Data Center should be

determined by the Secretary of Transportation. However, we would
think that a reporting relationship is best which provides substantial
autonomy to the Data Center and which gives it proportional involve-
ment in the several facets of the traffic safety system.
We would expect that organization, such as the proposed National

Center for Statistical Analysis of Highway Operations, would have
better prospects of maintaining, on a continuing basis, an effort of
sufficient scale than would a program, excellent as it may be in its plans,
that is obscured by its placement at some low level in the agency.
We believe that in accordance with NHTSA's present intentions,

that a permanent User Board, a Board of Advisers, should be assem-
bled and would be a board adjunct to this system.
We would also expect, and NHTSA has indicated their desire to go

along with this, that data users, such as the automotive manufacturers
and others, should be explicitly free to access the data, both in its
elemental form immediately upon being filed as well as in tabulations
and summaries prepared later, to the extent consistent with the rights
of privacy of individuals.
We believe that any incremental increase in expense for a data

center of this sort will certainly be very worthwhile. The amount of
expense presently incurred by vehicle purchasers is about $3 billion a
year to meet requirements of NHTSA's standards. It doesn't take very
many pennies in the cost of a car to support a major accident collec-
tion activity.
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Any funding needed to establish and operate a data center would be
justified by the potential offsets that may be achieved. Identification of
these offsets should be a major goal of a data center which is organized
to take a total system view of the whole traffic safety complex.
In short, I believe that the essence of our interest in this particular

bill is that a national data operation of some kind should have high
visibility; it should have an insured continuity; and it should be ar-
ranged. to provide a very broad perspective over the whole traffic
safety situation.
Thank you, sir.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you very much.
[Mr. Versace's statement follows:]
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STATEMENT OF

JOHN VERSACE

EXECUTIVE ENGINEER, SAFETY RESEARCH

FORD MOTOR COMPANY

BEFORE THE
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SENATE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
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My name Is John Versace. I'm in charge of a staff group at

Ford Motor Company which does safety research. I was a member of

the NHTSA National Accident Sampling System review panel. I am

here today to express the support of Ford Motor Company for this

bill, S. 2606.

Much of the research I direct depends critically on having

good accident statistics. Ford has been a user of accident data

and a determined supporter of data collection activities. Since

that day in 1955 when we gave the first $100,000 to the Cornell

Medical School -- also supported by Chrysler and the Armed Forces

Epidemiological Board -- to conduct field investigations, in-depth,

with a team of trained experts, and to establish computerized files,

we have continued support of such activities right up to the present

(since 1958 through the Automobile Manufacturers Association, now

MVMA) and we expect to continue in the future.

These early accident statistics showed some unexpected things:

that being "thrown clear" of the car is extremely dangerous with

risk of fatality greater than in any other classification. New

door latch designs were developed; a 40 percent reduction in

ejections followed. The prevalence and character of disfiguring

facial injuries led to development in the early 1960's of a new

type of windshield which cushions impacts, thereby almost eliminating

a whole sub-specialty of plastic surgery. These changes, by the

way, along with others, were made before the Safety Act and the

regulation of vehicles came into existence, and were the direct

consequence of revelations from this early gathering of accident

data.
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A Greater Quantity of Data Are Needed 

The need for accident data has not diminished. There are new

designs and new questions. A clear determination of safety need

so often cannot be made with the available data, even though

there are now several hundred thousand cases on file. Most of them

are old, many of them are inadequately detailed, and most of those

with high detail were collected because they were "interesting"

rather than because they were representative of the accident

population.

And that raises another point: accidents are so rare, relatively

speaking, that it takes a lot of accident chasing to find two of

a kind. There are so many makes and models and option combinations,

and number and variety of roadway and traffic circumstances, and

driver condition. When accidents are spread out among so many

lassifications, there end up being so few of a kind in the present

file that findings often lack statistical confidence. The current

plans NHTSA has for its excellently-conceived National Accident

Sampling System partially meet this need, but an even greater scope

of data acquisition is needed.

Other Data Needs

Another area of considerable need is for better data on exposure

and risk, to be sure that we're comparing things with "all else

equal." For example, suppose we observe, that vehicle "A" is

apparently more often involved than vehicle "B" in, say, rollover

accidents. We can't really evaluate that unless we know that the

amount of traffic exposure was the same, that the age and condition



48

of the drivers was the same, that the type of road conditions were

the same, etc. Provisions must be made for the collection of data

on all the ancillary and exogenous factors affecting risk.

There has been a lot of research, using accident data, on

injury causation. We have learned a lot about it. In addition,

however, there's a whole series of Federal Motor Vehicles Standards

on things relating to accident prevention: tires, brakes, lights,

visibility, controls, etc. But there are hardly any accident data

adequate to determine the parameters of need for such standards,

much less information from which to measure any safety benefit

resulting from those standards. Admittedly, accident prevention

is a conceptually difficult area in which to establish conclusive

findings, particularly of the kind which would permit quantifying

the parameters of a regulation. This is a very neglected field,

even to defining the classes of accident data that must be collected

for this purpose.

Another lack in existing highway safety information is of

information that would clearly show the relative proportions of the

fatality rate reduction over the last twenty years that are

attributable to freeway construction, improvement of other highways,

automotive design improvements, driver training and other factors.

If such data were available, they would help show the relative

safety effectiveness of various programs and thus enable better

decisions on how limited funds should be allocated.

Benefit-cost analyses are mainly intended to evaluate

alternative future actions. But how can the real-world effectiveness

of designs and standards which have not yet been implemented -- or
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perhaps even invented -- be determined? We cannot look at accident

data directly to find out because there aren't any cars on the

road designed so as to meet some hypothetical requirement. So we

must resort to calculation to anticipate the likely result,

calculations usually requiring a lot of traffic event data. Because

these kinds of calculations are sensitive to those data, they must

be obtained with high accuracy. That accuracy has been very poor.

Although it would be a major undertaking, these kinds of data are

so important to us and to the regulators it should be a major

responsibility of an accident data center.

Discussion and Conclusion

Ford has long pushed for more and better data, to be based on

detailed and accurate accident descriptions obtained by trained

investigating teams, data which accurately reflect the true range

of accidents. Mass accident data acquisition, processing, analysis,

and dissemination requires great effort and much resource. Only

the government has the necessary physical resource and funds to

do this effectively.

Ford has frequently urged the establishment of a national

accident data system. We believe the subject is important enough

to justify an administrative organization in its own right, one

with a dedicated mission to build a factual and adequate body of

continuously updated information, a body whose objectivity and

independence is assured, an organization which is positioned to

allow for an appropriate level of attention not only to vehicle

factors, but also to highway, traffic, and driver factors. It is

strongly recommended that any such body be explicitly required to

consider and evaluate highway input.
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The exact organizational structure of the data center should

be determined by the Secretary of Transportation. However, we

would think that a reporting relationship is best which provides

substantial autonomy to the data center and which gives it pro-

portional involvement in the several facets of the traffic safety

system.

We would expect that organization, such as the proposed

National Center for Statistical Analysis of Highway Operations,

would have better prospects of maintaining, on a continuing basis,

an effort of sufficient scale, than would a program, excellent

as it may be in its plans, that is obscured by its placement at

some low level in the agency.

A permanent User Board, such as NHTSA is assembling for its

National Accident Sampling System, should be explicitly provided.

Users of accident data and those affected by any findings, such

as the automobile manufacturers as well as the regulators, should

be consulted on the data to be collected. Not only in order to

utilize available expertise, but so all are assured of the inclusion

of variables which might otherwise be neglected but which are

important for them.

Data users, such as the automotive manufacturers and others,

should be explicitly free to access the data, both in its elemental

form immediately upon its being filed, as well as in tabulations

and summaries prepared later, to the extent consistent with the

rights of privacy of individuals.

We believe any incremental increase in expense for a data

center should be reasonable. The accident statistics activity in
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NHTSA currently runs at something more than $10 million, including

contract work, and this we see as being transferred to the new

data center. The value of the required expenditure, however, is

easy to visualize: mandated safety and vehicle protection standards

are already costing the consumer more than three billion dollars

every year, with clear prospects of very large further increases.

It is not clear the public gets that much back in benefits. Any

funding needed to establish and operate a data center would be

justified by the potential offsets that may be achieved.

Identification of these offsets should be a major goal of a data

center which is organized to take a total system view of the

whole traffic safety complex.
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Senator STAFFORD. Now, Mr. Heins, do you care to comment ?

STATEMENT OF EDWARD HEINS, CHIEF ENGINEER, ADVANCE
PROGRAMS AND SAFETY PLANNING, CHRYSLER CORP.

Mr. HEINS. Yes. I am Edward Heins from the Chrysler Corp. I will
summarize mine very, very briefly since my colleagues have stated
some of the points we were bringing out.

First I would like to say that we do endorse the type of center this
bill would create. We do have two recommendations which we would
like to see written into the bill. They were briefly touched on before.
One is that we would like to see it written in that the private sector

be able to set up the type of systems to be used and the type of data
to be collected. Second, we would like to have direct access to the data
bank so that our computers on a time-sharing basis could plug in and
receive the information directly. Perhaps the type of data we in the
automotive industry are seeking from this may be somewhat different
than what NHTSA would be after.
We are also interested in creating safer automobiles. Whether we

would be legislated to do that is not important. We are interested in
saving lives. We think this data center would do that.
Thank you.
[Mr. Heins' statement follows:]
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COMMENTS BY CHRYSLER CORPORATION RELATIVE TO SENATE BILL S.2606
TO PROVIDE FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL CENTER FOR
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF HIGHWAY OPERATIONS- JULY 20, 1976 

My name is Edward Heins. I am Chief Engineer, Advance Programs

and Safety Planning for Chrysler Corporation. My organization

includes a safety technical analysis section with responsibility

to analyze field accident data and statistics and to use such

information to evaluate and improve the safety of our corporate

products.

For years we have sought better vehicle accident data and have

advocated that the Federal government fund and operate the type

of accident data collection center this Bill would create. In

1965 we recommended to the Sub-Committee on Executive Reorganization

of the U. S. Senate Committee on Government Operations that a

Federally funded center for the study of accident and injury

causation be established. We have repeated that recommendation

many times and in 1973 we stated to the Administrator of the

NHTSA that one of the problems facing both the NHTSA and industry

was the accumulation of accurate in-depth accident data. We

pointed out that the most efficient way to attack the vehicle

safety problem was to put emphasis in the area which would provide

the most benefit commensurate with cost. It was mentioned that

in-depth accident studies by multidisciplinary teams were needed
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to set priorities and to determine the effectiveness of existing

safety regulations, and that sufficient data must be accumulated

in order to draw conclusions with confidence. We recommended

that this be a high priority item within the NHTSA.

Although the NHTSA has substantially improved their accident data

collection program during the last few years, we are still

operating with accident data sources which are limited in size

and scope and quite often inadequate for our purposes. Only

through a national effort of the type envisioned by this Bill

do we feel sufficient amounts of data as well as the right kinds

of data will be obtained to satisfy our needs and that of the

safety community.

We feel that Bill S.2606 accomplishes the major objectives we

have been seeking. We would, however, like to offer the following

recommendations which would make the Bill more beneficial to our

company.

First, we recommend that the Bill be broadened to include cooperation

with the private sector concerning the type of data to be collected

and the development of the system to be used. The information

generated can be very useful to automobile manufacturers, for example,
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as well as government. Only through the collection of relevant

and meaningful data can the automotive industry make use of such

information to create safer vehicles.

Second, we recommend that the Bill clearly indicate that the

private sector be permitted to have direct access to the data

bank. This is similar to the arrangement we now enjoy with the

data collection agencies under contract to the Motor Vehicle

Manufacturers Association.

In conclusion, we feel that enactment of Bill S.2606 will be a

major step toward the better understanding of motor vehicle

accidents and in the improvement of highway safety. we

enthusiastically endorse its enactment and urge that the

aforementioned recommendations be included. Thank you.
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Senator STAFFORD. We thank you all.
The subcommittee has a few questions which we will ask generally

and invite any member of the panel who wishes to, to respond.
Mr. Martin, you said that access to the National Center's data files

could be beneficial for those willing to pay for such service. Could you
describe some ways such access might be used; and then what others
would care to comment.
Mr. MARTIN. Yes. This is giving emphasis to the same point Mr.

Heins made. We would like to have direct access to the data, and we
have suggested this be on a user fee basis.

Characteristically, we would look at our data as a means of identify-
ing the type of tests that we should be conducting on the vehicle. We
look at it as a means of evaluating what features have been changed in
the vehicle.
For example, one of the things that has been mentioned earlier today

is the importance of determining the. influence of the size and weight
of the vehicle on the accident severity and in terms of injury fre-
quency. We believe that there is a great deal of confusion today re-
garding the future trend toward smaller cars, and it is important to
the number of injuries that may occur on the highway.
The type of data we see coming from the center of this sort would

help identify the real causes. Today when we look at the injury fre-
quency on cars of different sizes we must recognize those cars are be-
ing driven by different people under different circumstances.
So it is very difficult to sort out the influence of the driver and the

influence of the road and where the car has been driven and the in-
fluence of the car itself. So the type of data we see emerging from a
center of this sort will allow us to identify the real causal factors with
greater fidelity. These are just a few examples.

Senator STAFFORD. Do any other members care to comment?
Mr. VERSACE. That is essentially the same view we take.
Senator STAFFORD. Mr. Versace, in your statement you described the

national accident sampling system as excellently conceived, but note
that now an even greater scope of safety data is needed. You go on to
list where better information is needed.
Do you see any indication that NHTSA is beginning to focus on any

of these areas?
Mr. VERSACE. Yes, sir, they certainly are. I believe that the plans

they have are very good. But I believe they have been thinking along
the lines of the kind of project which they could contain within their
organization. Perhaps they haven't thought big enough.
Senator STAFFORD. Do you have any recommendations as to a de-

sirable and realistic funding level for a national statistical center? I
might direct that to all three of you.
Mr. VERSACE. I don't know that I could indicate a particular figure

at this point. I believe that the OSA is presently operating at about
$10 million. Indications are that the NASS system, when it finally is
underway, is perhaps another $9 million or $10 million.
That would seem at this point in time to be a realistic level of ope,ra-

tion. Perhaps it ought to be a bit above that.
Mr. MARTIN. If I may, I would endorse Mr. Versace's remarks. Some

time ago General Motors proposed a national data system in the paper
which was published in the safety seminar we held in 1973.
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At the time of that study, we estimated that a comprehensive na-
tional accident data system would cost in the order of $10 million per
annum.
In coming up with this estimate, we did not suppose that it was

exactly $10 million. We just felt that it was certainly in excess of $1
million, in the order of $10 million, and considerably less than $100
million.
I would like to emhasize that whether it is $10 million or $20 mil-

lion is perhaps not important. The motor vehicle safety regulations
do impose costs on the vehicle, just for one standard, that exceed the
costs that have been discussed with regard to this data center.
For example, side-door beams each year cost in the order of the cost

of the National Accident Center being discussed today. From the data
that is now available in the field, we cannot measure whether or not
those side-door beams are providing a consumer value.
So just that one thing, the proposal for a mandated passive re-

straint, is a proposal—again, one standard—that would cost the public
in the order of $2 billion a year. So here we are talking about 1 percent
of the cost of one proposed standard that would be added for succes-
sive years.
Senator STAFFORD. Mr. Heins, do you have an additional comment?
Mr. HEINS. No, sir.
Senator STAFFORD. Mr. Versace, you seem to differ from your col-

leagues in General Motors in your prepared statement in calling for a
largely autonomous center, perhaps free from existing bureaucratic
structures. Would you care to comment on your reasons?
Mr. VERSACE. My main concern there is for the very explicit inclu-

sion of highway-related matters into the Center. I think it is very
natural that within NHTSA, since they are responsible for drivers and
vehicles, that there will tend to be, even though it won't be deliberate,
some tendency toward parochialism when it comes to highway matters.
We believe that resources in the Nation are limited, resources among

the manufacturers are limited, and a most efficient allocation of the
resources is one which can only be accomplished if there is an inte-
grated view of the total safety problem.
It is our concern not so much that the Data Center be outside of

NHTSA but, rather, that wherever it is placed, it have a specific in-
volvement with highway matters.
I don't believe it can be so disjointed that FHIVA would have cer-

tain responsibilities, NHTSA other responsibilities, without some kind
of knitting together of these matters.
Senator STAFFORD. Thank you.
Mr. Martin, on page 2 of your prepared testimony you seem to in-

dicate that no standard for safety should be issued until the Center or
something like it comes up with definitive data.
Does that mean you would halt the issuance of safety standards until

this happens; because I do not believe that this is the view of the
drafters of this legislation, nor of NHTSA.
Mr. MARTIN. No, sir, I think we would certainly view that any motor

vehicle safety standards should be based on sound facts.
Now, this does not mean that there are no facts available today upon

which to operate. What we are simply emphasizing is the need, par-
ticularly when there are significant lost implications, with unknown
benefits, to make sure we are progressing on the basis of facts.
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Senator STAFFORD. One final question for all three. All of you seem
to suggest that the automobile industry should have substantial input
into the activities of the National Center, not just in the final stages
of its reporting but in analyzing its data.
Would each of you care to be a little more specific about what kinds

of expertise your industry could bring to the Center's activities and at
what levels?
Mr. MARTIN. I think that our emphasis here in access to the data is

not a suggestion we be the only people who analyze the data or deter-
mine its end use. We would simply like to be able to access the data
independently rather than wait upon the NHTSA or whatever agency
would administer the program, to get answers to our particular
questions.
It is not a suggestion that we analyze the data, but that we be able to

access it ourselves and analyze it independently, not waiting for the
NHTSA.
Senator STAFFORD. Do you other gentlemen care to comment?
Mr. VERSACE. I agree with Mr. Martin's statement. With regard to

advisers to the Data Center, first, all of us have within our own com-
panies data analysis operations. We have experts, people who have
become experts in the analysis of data. We also have, of course, en-
gineers who combine their engineering expertise with accident data
analysis expertise.
We believe that accident data, if it is going to be collected in a form

that will be most useful to everybody, should be collected in a way so
we are best able to extract out the information which is latent at the
accident, that which is going to be most useful.
We think that we have a role because of our familiarity with the

engineering matter; second, because we have an interest in the out-
come of any analysis. We want to be sure the variables which are of
concern to us, but which may not happen to have been thought of by
the people constructing the accident investigation forms at the time
they were doing it, are in there.
To echo what Mr. Martin said, we certainly feel that a great many

other people—from the insurance industry, people from the highway
industry, and other agencies of Government, and other consumer
groups—would certainly have an interest in having inputs of this
information.
Senator STAFFORD. Mr. Hems?
Mr. HEINS. Let me follow that with an example. We offer several

types of door handles on our vehicles. We have reason to believe that
some of those in a roll-over accident will open up by the inertial force
more so than others.
We have researched data to try to find the answer to that. We were

not very successful. We would like to have more detailed information
that would give us that kind of an answer so that we on our own can
select the proper design of door handle that should be used.
That is an important detail to us. It may not be that important to

other people, but it is to us. This is the kind of information we are
seeking.
Senator STAFFORD. Gentlemen, the subcommittee is very grateful to

you for being with us today on this matter. Is there anything you wish
to add to the record before we close today's hearing?
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If not, we appreciate your attendance very much indeed.
The subcommittee will be in adjournment subject to the call of the

Chair.
[Whereupon, at 11 :35 a.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to re-

convene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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