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necessary and desired change. But change comes slowly, even with the
impetus of such things as these hearings.

However, I would say that while the necessary actions have already
been taken, communication, implementation of, and compliance with
these actions must still be pursued diligently.

The most tangible of these actions has been a joint endeavor of the
Bureau of Public Roads and the American Association of State High-
way Officials described in a report of the Special AASHO Traffic
Safety Committee—“Highway Design and Operational Practices Re-
lated to Highway Safety,” February 1967, and being generally referred
to as the “Yellow Book.” ‘

This particular undertaking was formally begun about a year and

- a half ago when the Bureau of Public Roads proposed to AASHO
that a special study of the traffic and safety characteristics of the In-
terstate System and other highways be made. The purpose of the study
was to develop guidelines for treating the problem of run-off-the-
road accidents in which fatal or serious injury resulted when roadside
obstructions were hit. We were thus taking action based on the study
and continued observation of the accident trends which I referred to.

The proposal contemplated a review of traffic safety conditions at
lIocations where accident and operational problems existed.

AASHO enthusiastically agreed to the undertaking and the assign-
ment was given to the AASHO Special Traffic Safety Committee.

This committee had been created in 1964. As a top level group, it
was composed of the president of AASHO and the chairmen of sev-
eral of its major standing committees. The membership included the
chief engineers of the California, Colorado, Connecticut, and Kansas
departments and the Commissioner of Public Works and Highways
of New Hampshire. The committee was assisted by four State traffic
engineers and several representatives of the Bureau of Public Roads.

During the period of June 14 to August 18 of last year, the com-
mittee visited 10 State, seven major metropolitan areas and numerous
other cities and towns, observing actual highway traffic operations in
a critical vein, and discussing with State and local police, traffic engi-
ﬁgefls, and local officials possible ways of increasing safety on the

ighway. _

The report’s findings, conclusions, and recommendations are cov-
ered in detail in the report which I understand has already been sup-
plied to this committee. It clearly brings out that much can be ac-
complished by removing hazards that currently exist on and along
our roads and streets, and by improving design and operational prac-
tices so that similar or other hazards will not be built into highways
of the future. Considerable space is devoted by the report to how
this can be accomplished. ’

~ On May 8, I wrote personally to each State highway department
expressing the Bureau of Public Roads full concurrence in the re-

port’s recommendations and conclusions. We in the Bureau consider it
to be one of the most important documents ever developed by the
joint efforts of AASHO and Public Roads. We have pledged and dem-
onstrated our active interest in seeing that every State applies the re-
port’s findings beginning immediately and continuing on a large scale
for as long as is necessary to provide the highest possible level of
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safety on the Federal-aid highway systems. A copy of my letter is sub-
mitted for the record. :

This study and report, the yellow book, confirmed a policy es-
tablished last year by the Bureau of Public Roads, and covered in our
Instructional Memorandum 21-6-66, August 1, 1966. It also is at-
tached to my statement for the record. The policy required that all
aspects of location, design, traffic control, drainage features, and road-
side appurtenances are to be examined during development of the plans,
specifications and estimates beginning with the location survey, and
to the maximum extent possible in the construction and postconstruc-
tion stages, to insure that hazards arising from vehicles leaving the
roadway out of control will receive primary consideration.

The memorandum specifically calls for the elimination of all un-
necessary sign supports, light standards, drainage structure obstrue-
tions, and other appurtenances. Where the need for such features does
not permit complete elimination, they are to be located, if possible, in
unexposed positions. Where this is not feasible, adequate protection
for the out-of-control vehicle is to be provided in the form of impact-
absorbing guardrail, special grading of the surrounding area. or other
means which will reduce the severity of accidents. o ’

In addition to the various memorandums on the subject, I have
made a number of speeches to the regional associations of State high-
way officials and held numerous personal conferences stressing the
urgency of action toward the removal of all potentially lethal road-
side appurtenances. L

To assist the States in expediting the correction of existing hazards
as recommended in the previously described AASHO report, we have
streamlined our project procedures. This is covered in the letter sent
to each State highway department to which I made reference and in
more detail in a following set of instructions to our field offices. A copy
of those instructions is included for the record.

T believe it is important at this point to mention that in following
up on the letter and the instructional memorandums, our regional
highway administrators have been carrying out careful analyses of
pending State plans and instructing our division engineers to work
with the States toward bringing these plans into conformance with
the AASHO Yellow Book. . '

In fact, our stand on the implementation of the AASHO Yellow
Book has been so firm that there have been some protests from the
highway construction industry that we are stopping the program.
What minor delays are necessary will be negligible, and certainly for
the best possible reason. For the most part, adjustments in design can
be made which will either eliminate completely any unnecesary ob-
stacles, or relocate those which cannot be eliminated, or protect the
motorist with well-designed, impact-absorbing devices from those road-
side elements which cannot be either eliminated or feasibly relocated.

For the sake of clarity and emphasis. I might spell out here that
which T indicated earlier: that the AASHO recommendations will be
applied to the Interstate System throughout, and will have particular
application to the older sections already built. We have asked the

- States to calculate the cost of the additional work required to bring
previously constructed sections of the Interstate System into con-
formity with the AASHO safety recommendations, in connection
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with the new estimate of cost of completing the system due to be pre-
sented to Congress and this committee next January, so that this work
will be included in our report to you at that time along with the request
for its financing.

Another Federal-State effort which has important applications in
the field of highway safety is the work of the so-called design review
teams which the Bureau of Public Roads has been promoting. I am
including for the record copies of memorandums we have issued on
‘this subject. In recent years a number of States have established func-
tioning committees or teams to review completed projects and make
recommendations as to their safety and other design features. These
teams function under various names, such as operational surveillance
teams, freeway operation review committees, design review teams, and
others, but all have the same purpose—to insure the utilization of
proven superior design practices and the elimination or correction of
those which have proven unsatisfactory.

The Bureau of Public Roads has urged the establishment of these
teams in all States along with effective review and reporting proce-
dures to accomplish their purpose. To date 36 States have reported the
establishment of such review teams, with others in prospect in four
additional States. The typical team consists of several members, includ-
ing representatives from such disciplines as design, construction, main-
tenance, traffic operations, police, and Bureau of Public Roads.

The findings and recommendations of existing teams have been con-
sistent with those outlined in the AASHO Yellow Book. Our planned
design manual, already referred to and described by Mr. Bridwell,
will add considerably to this consistency. :

We have underway an intensive amount of research and investiga-
tion into various highway safety matters, including the development
in as short a time as possible of new structural systems to replace or
eliminate fixed objects along the roadway. The program also includes
the development of several new devices for vehicle impact cushioning
and deflection to prevent or reduce the severity of “run off the road”
type accidents. The guardrail now available and in general use is
not entirely satisfactory because the guardrail itself is often a formi-
dable obstacle and actually creates a roadside obstruction while pro-
viding protection from some other hazard.

Devices such as a “bumper” in front of fixed roadside hazards are
flowing from the research effort, which is in addition to our continu-
ing effort and longer range research and development activities in the
areas of traffic operations and communications, all of which also have
strong highway safety connotations. The types of research and investi-
gation I have mentioned are indicative of what is underway but it is
important to remember that a great deal of study and leadtime is
necessary before any new design developments can be actually incorpo-
rated into a highway construction project.

The Bureau also has recently engaged in a number of activities
designed to provide and to assist in the development of basic infor-
mation on the scope of the traffic accident problem. In July 1966 we
completed arrangements for obtaining copies of police investigation
reports on fatal accidents which occur on completed sections of the
Interstate System.
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Our initial reasons for this undertaking were exploration and staff
development. We are not satisfied that adequate analytical procedures
are being applied to the mass of accident information presently avail-
able, nor in fact are we satisfied that fully adequate analytical pro-
cedures have even been developed. This, then, has been a special study
to develop staff competence in accident data analysis and to explore and
devise analytical procedures that will effectively equip us to assist the
State highway departments in establishing data analysis activities
which we think must be undertaken.

I believe the subcommittee is aware of our activities under Bureau
programs, additional to those I have discussed, having a high degree
of impact on highway safety. For the record, however, I would like
to mention three of these: The Interstate System program, the spot
improvement program initiated in 1966, and our new TOPICS pro-

am.

The National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, as you
well know, is being constructed to the highest design standards ever
developed for roads in this country or any other country. The danger
of headon collisions is substantially reduced by separation of roadways
for opposing lanes of traffic. The elimination of all at-grade intersec-
tions has completely removed the serious accident potential at cross-
roads. Private driveway connections are also prohibited, thus further
reducing or eliminating this possibility of a collision between vehicles.

At the present time, almost 25,000 miles of the system are open to
traffic, providing us sufficient experience with traffic operations under
these standards to know that the fatality rate on the Interstate Sys-
tem runs substantially less than a third of that on the older, more
conventional highways.

Tt must be borne in mind, however, that substantial portions of this
system were constructed some years ago and that this construction was
based on engineering designs developed even several years earlier.
Consequently, some sections of the system were designed without the
Dbenefit of important knowledge gained in the intervening years, par-
ticularly in the causes of various types of highway accidents on this
system. The Bureau has provided recent authority that these older
sections of the system can be modified in the light of current knowledge
of improved safety procedures. The outlook, therefore, is that the
safety record of the Interstate System will be still further improved
with the incorporation of addifional safety features on the older
segments.

On the older highways, the so-called spot improvement program is
potentially one of the most important of all developments in the field
of highway safety. It has directed the attention of the Bureau and
the State highway departments to the possibilitieis of reducing acci-
dents through particular attention to the removal of specific highway
hazards. In terms of money invested, the benefits are expected to be
quite large by the careful selection of future safety projects on the
basis of both actual accident experience and advanced identification of
potential hazards. This will become standard procedure as the States
are able to develop their capabilities in this area. The most significant
and far-reaching aspect of this program is that the procedures required
to carry it forward will result in the comprehensive and continuing
surveillance system which is so sorely needed as a basis for further
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safety improvements. A breakdown in the smooth operation of a high-
way manifests itself in accidents. Thus, a system or procedure which
identifies and locates accidents is at the same time a pulse-taker of
highway operational efficiency. .

! As a corollary to the spot improvement program, I mention the
TOPICS program, which has the purpose of making existing streets
and highways in urban areas more useful by increasing their traffic
carrying ability, reducing congestion, and improving their safety. To
achieve these objectives, the program involves the application of mod-
ern traffic engineering and operational techniques to a selected network
of the major traffic-carrying streets in the urban areas. While many
improvements of this type are primarily generated by the need to
move traffic efficiently, they add up in fact to a kind of spot improve-
ment safety program for the urban areas, and in that context can be
considered part of the Bureau’s and the State’s overall highway safety
.effort.

The present annual toll of traffic deaths and injuries on our high-
ways presents a grim picture. But before we become overawed by
grimness in assessing the situation which exists, we should interpret
and place in proper perspective the statistical information available
to us. To be realistic about it, there are factors involved in the problem
which can never be cured by any amount of highway improvement.

This is not to say that we shouldn’t try to improve on the other
factors. But, in trying, we must recognize that there is probably an
irreducible minimum of traffic accidents and deaths and we should
proceed by all means at our disposal to reach that minimum. Included

i In that minimum most certainly are an unknown number of deaths
from natural causes. Furthermore, it is useless to talk seriously about
reducing fatalities until we are also willing as a society to take serious
steps to eliminate the socially accepted mixture of alcohol and driving
because a majority of the annual victims result from this cause rather
than any deficiency in highway design or construction.

It is quite obvious that the accident problem must be attacked on
many fronts and your subcommittee has correctly selected as one
of these fronts the design of the roadway and the location of its
roadside appurtenances. ' ‘

While the manner of handling these appurtenances is an important
area for consideration, it must be kept in proper perspective. It should
be recognized that accidents and fatalities involving features such
as those which have been so amply and frequently presented to the
subcommittee are far less in number than those which have been pre-
vented by appropriate standard design which has not been discussed.
Likewise the total number of accidents of the kind covered extensively
in the hearings constitutes only a small fraction of all highway fatal-
ities, in connection with the Interstate System. Any fatality is too
many, and we must work diligently to avoid all of them. In so doing,
however, we must always keep at the forefront of our emphasis these
items which produce the largest measure of benefit for the effort and
dollars which are available to us.

Actually, the total of all fatal accidents of the general type being
discussed in these hearings constituted a very small percentage of
the total fatalities last year—a figure about equal\fo those occurring

between railroad and highway vehicles—or the nwuber of fatalities
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from bicycles, motorcycles, and similar nonauto vehicle types. The
figure is actually about 3 percent of the 53,000 fatalities of last year.
The question is immediately posed then as to which one of these
accident groups to focus special attention on, if a choice must be made
among them. The obvious manner is to treat all three at the same time,
but the practical and real limits of money and other factors in the
past prevented such a desirable choice. ,

Your chairman quite properly wants to be assured mistakes oi
the past are not carried over into our new roads, particularly the
Interstate System. A related question is whether the design of high-
ways is being done in such a manner as to make use of the fruits of
research and experience. :

The answer to both of these questions is an unqualified “yes” and
I offer my previous remarks in support of this. :

I emphasize that highway safety has been a principal objective
of the Bureau of Public Roads since the first Federal-aid road legis-
lation of 1916. It is in fact a specifically stated requirement govern-
ing our approval of Federal-aid projects and is contained in the basic
gct of 1921 and continued in every amendment to the act since that

ate.

Substantial research in design and operation has been conducted or
sponsored and implemented by the Bureau of Public Roads and the
State highway departments. ,

While highway safety has been of primary concern over the years,
the practical limitation of available funds at both State and Federal
levels has historically restricted the extent to which all of the objectives
of highway engineers and administrators could be achieved, over and;
above the mere movement of people and goods.

Even where the additional achievements were possible, it has
generally happened in the past that advanced design features in-
tended to enhance safety or esthetics or both, have been frequently
assailed as “frills” by some public officials as well as by private
individuals and groups who demanded more miles of road improve-
ment as the principal product of the highway departments.

This, then, Mr. Chairman, is a partial report on Bureau activities
in the field of your inquiry. Briefly summarized, the Bureaw’s principal
aicftivities in this area are concerned with these main, closely related
efforts:

(1) A modified and expanded program for identifying and correct-
ing high accident locations, or potentially high-accident locations;
(2) a concerted effort to provide a uniformly safe environment along
our roadsides to substantially reduce hazards to vehicles leaving the
road out of control; (3) a continuing program of research and ex-
perimentation in hichway and traffic engineering in its broadest sense.

A1l things considered, the Bureau and the State highway depart-
ments have done a conscientious, constructive job over the years in
enhancing highway safety, as is evidenced by a substantial decline
in the fatality rate while the exposure and the probability of accidents
has increased sharply due to increased travel. We are always willing
and eager to learn how to do a better job, and we welcome any addi-
tional knowledge and sound suggestions which these hearings or any
other source might develop.
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The establishment of the Federal Highway Administration in the
new Department of Transportation is hoped to be of great help over
the long haul in bringing even more expertise to bear on the total prob-
lem by assigning specific areas of responsibility to its component agen-
cies. In this reorganization process the Driver Register Service, which
has functioned in the Bureau of Public Roads since 1961, has been
transferred to the National Highway Safety Bureau. We are proud
of its accomplishments under our own direct jurisdiction, and expect
that it will be a tool of increasing value in the attack on the highway
accident problem.

The subcommittee’s own studies, as well as the testimony given dur-
ing these hearings, will clearly indicate that more money than is pres-
ently available or in sight will be required in the effort to make a
marked reduction in the role of the roadway and roadside in the high-
way accident, injury, and death toll rate. While this may not be the
proper place to make the point, I believe that it should be strongly
made because it is a key consideration in the problem you are attacking
and we might as well recognize the fact. The highway engineer is fre-
quently accused of shortsightedness but, as one of them, I honestly
think that the problem over the years has been due more to funding
deficiencies than to defective vision, lack of knowledge of the prob-
lem, or a lack of concern. We have had to make choices on how to spend
the funds at our disposal and while safety has always been the para-
mount consideration, we have had to knowingly forgo some safety
items which appeared of least hazard in order to put primary funding
emphasis on those believed to represent the larger safety benefits.

That concludes my statement, Mr. McCarthy.

Mr. McCartry. Thank you very much, Mr. Turner.

I just have one question. According to your statement at the bottom
of page 11, which I would certainly like to endorse, and I think it is
an excellent statement overall, it says, “it is useless to talk seriously
about reducing fatalities until we are also willing as a society to take
serious steps to eliminate the socially accepted mixture of alcohol and
driving because the majority of the annual victims result from this
cause rather than any deficiency in highway design or construction.”

Now you say a majority, which is over 50 percent, based on your

. own research.

Mr. Turner. This is based on the research of many groups. And
some studies would indicate that the factor may be as high as 75 per-
cent, but it is clearly shown in all of the research in this area that
something more than 50 percent, probably considerably more than 50
percent, involve in one form or another alcohol as a contributor to
the accident.

Mr. McCartay. We have those figures, too. The gentleman from the
State of Florida and I were especially interested in this, and as you
know this is a result of the study going on.

Now one other point occurred to me. I would like to get your opinion
about the current flurry of activity regarding insurance. Now I have
sort of a feeling that two congressional committees might even work
at cross purposes. There has been a great deal of material appearing
in print of late about what is alleged to be precipitous and arbitrary
cancellation of insurance.
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As T listen to this information that is based on the fact that the
drivers had some accidents, so they canceled his insurance or perhaps
the rates are increased, and my own view has always been that the
insurance companies have every right to do this. And while they have
the right, I think they also should reward the safe driver by lowering
the rates. I think it is only fair that the rates for those who consistently
have accidents, whether through alcohol or other causes, should be
higher.

gI wonder if you have given any thought to the idea in terms of
safety to consider insurance rates as a deterrent to accident prone or
drunken or reckless driving ?

Mr. TournEr. I think that is being handled in one of the other offices,
and I think Mr. Bridwell might want to comment on that, Mr. McCar-
thy.

Mr. BrioweLr. Mr. McCarthy, in terms of any kind of definitive
study in the area, in the Department of Transportation, the Highway
Administration, it has not been undertaken.

As you are probably aware, the House Judiciary Committee has
expressed an interest in this subject and has indicated that at least it
might go forward with its own study and its own analysis.

In addition to that, the Department of Transportation, Secretary
Boyd, was asked by the Senate Commerce Committee or really more
appropriately, I should say, was asked by Senator Magnuson, joined
by some of his colleagues, to undertake a study of this problem.

His response to the Senators was that we would be glad to undertake
it if resources and what we believe to be the necessary legal authority
are provided.

So that I think that the situation at this point is fairly fluid, but I
am assuming it will be resolved by the respective committees in the
near future.

Mr. McCartray. It just strikes me as an imbalance. Mr. Nader and
others have taken the vehicle and cited it as a corporate, inanimate
object and, of course, we have pursued the road. Now there seems to be
almost a reverse process on the way related to the driver.

And as Mr. Turner points out, the majority of the annual victims
result from the alcoholic driver.

Mr. BriowerLr. Mr. McCarthy, I would like to state for the record
that we welcome this pursuit of the various aspects of safety. You have
mentioned the vehicle on the highway, and I noted in my statement
that we are looking forward to the hearings of the Roads Subcommittee
of the House Public Works Committee, hearings on the progress of
the Highway Safety Act, which, of course, deals with the driver and
ot}ﬁgrl elements of the safety system, other than the highway and the
vehicle. ,

Now referring back to your earlier question to Mr. Turner on the
alcohol aspect of highway safety, Dr. Haddon is one of the country’s
leading authorities on this subject, and I would like to ask him, if I
may, to supplement the comments of Mr. Turner 6n this subject.

Mr. McCagray. If you would, Dr. Haddon, I would appreciate it.

Dr. Happon, Without going into’d very complicated subject in great
depth, I completely agree with the emphasis that Mr. Turner has
placed on the subject. It presents a number of very tough problems.
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For example, there is a good deal of recent evidence that a_very
major part of the drunken driver violation and accident problem, par-
ticularly from the fatal accident standpoint, involves not the usual
scapegoat of the average drinker, at least light social drinker, but the
alcoholic; that is, the man who 1s deteriorated in his drinking. And
he is, literally, sick.,

Actually a slogan approach is not appropriate to that kind of prob-
lem. This is one of the areas that we are going to be devoting a great
deal of attention to.

In fact we have just let contracts with several major research
groups—for example, with Baylor University and with the University
of Vermont and others—to begin prying into these accidents, particu-
larly fatal accidents, that involve extreme amounts of alcohol—and
they are extremely excessive usually—to find out what kind of drink-
ers these people are.

The preliminary evidence, particularly from the work of the Cali-
fornia Health Department and other groups, again is that a good many
of them are not ordinary drinkers.

At the same time we know that social drinking is involved to some
extent and that this accounts for a good many—probably accounts for
a good many thousands of deaths nationwide each year as well.

In addition, of course, there is increasing evidence that teenagers
and young college men who have not had, perhaps, as much experience
with alcohol as our society leads them to over a period of years are
also one of the additional tragic parts of this overall drinking and
driving problem.

I suppose the point T would make is that this problem, like most of
the others, in fact as far as I know all of the others in highway safety,
Is a composite of pieces, each of which needs to be identified and han-
dled on its merits, rather than using traditional folklore, traditional
wisdom, if T may call it that, or shotgun approaches with which there
has been little evidence of success in the past and which are unlikely
to pay off in the future.

Mr. McCagrray. Thank you, Dr. Haddon.

Any questions on the right ?

Mr. Jornson. Mr. Turner, I want to say you have given us a very
fine statement here. As Director of the Bureau of Public Roads, do you
have the sufficient staff and the financing to do a good thorough job
reviewing these plans that come in, the safety features?

Mr. Turner. Mr. Johnson, I obviously would answer in this way,
that I do not have as many as I would like to have. I think I could do
a better job if I had more. Basically we have to depend, as you know,
on the ca}ilability and soundness of the plans presented by the individ-
ual State highway departments to us.

However, it is our function to review those. We could certainly do a
better job if we had additional staff, but I think that we still have to

o back basically to getting the plans right in the beginning at the
%bate highway department, rather than in our office.

Mr. JounsoN. I realize that. But the Bureau of Public Roads has
the responsibility to approve these plans as submitted, as I under-
stand 1t ¢

Mr. Tur~er. That is correct.
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Mr. Jouxson. Certainly you should have staff and financing to do
this job because this is the all-important job of approval of these plans
priorto construction.

Now, another question: In reviewing the highway that is now in
operation, do you have enough personnel to go into that in any detail
to advise the various States of the Union as to what the deficiencies
are; and if you have the staff and make that review, do you have the
necessary financing within the trust fund to do the work?

Mr. Turner. We will have the necessary financing for the ABC
System only on the basis of taking funds from something else to do
this kind of work.

In the Interstate work we will anticipate an increase in the funding
for that system to cover this additional work and do the original con-
struction as well. There will be an increased cost to the trust fund to
do both of these programs on the Interstate and the ABC systems.

To go back to the first part of your question with respect to staff,
again to review the plans and handle the construction, I would have to
answer it the same way. We never have enough staff to go in and com-
pletely review every project. We do not organize ourselves on the basis
of attempting to duplicate or redo the work that the State highway
department did. ‘

‘We have to take certain samples of the product that they send to us
and analyze that, review a set of plans, one out of five such plan sites
or one out of 10 something else. We do not have the staff to completely
Is'eview every set of plans or every project that comes to us from the

tates.

So we have to work on the basis of using our review procedures,
primarily for the establishment of policy and attempting to get that
policy then executed by the State, without our having to re-do, dupli-
cate the State’s job.

If we did it by reviewing or redoing the State’s work, we would have
11;10 have a staff that would be 40 or 50 times as big as the staff that we do

ave.

Mr. JorNsonN. As I understood you to say, you have taken one out of
five, one out of 10—— : .

Mr. Torwer. I am using that merely asan example, Mr. Johnson.

Mr. Jomnson. I thought that all the plans, as submitted by the
%mtgs,z were subject to approval on the part of the Bureau of Public

oads?

Mr. Turner. They are. And we handle each one individually, but
we do not have the staff so that we could take every set of plans and
review it in complete detail. We just do not have and could not get a
staff of that size. _

Mr. Jomx~son. I realize that you have pointed out here that con-
struction was just one phase of the facility and what-have-you means
of killing approximately a little over 50,000 a year, and I should
think the Bureau of Public Roads would be funded and staffed to do
a job on highway safety construction on every project in the Inter-
state System at least.

Mr. Torner. It would be a desirable situation, no question about it.

Mr. Jouwnson. That is all, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Cramer. I havea couple of questions I would like to ask.
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Mr. CreveLanp. I have some questions, too.

Mr. McCarraY. Are these germane?

Mr. Cramer. The Chair can rule on them, but I think they are.

Mr. McCarruy. The gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CramEr. I do not want to usurp the prerogatives of the gentle-
man who is sitting in the first position, and I will yield to him. I think
he has a question.

Mr. McCarray. Mr. Cleveland.

Mr. Creveranp. My first question is addressed to Mr. Turner. When
the public becomes very interested in something like safety, as they
are now, there is a tendency for everybody to look around to see who
is at fault; and as the chairman already pointed out, some people think
1t may be the car, some people think it may be the road, and some
people think it may be the driver.

I was interested in your concluding remarks where you say, “I
honestly think that the problem over the years has been due more to
funding deficiencies than to defective vision.” I interpret this as being
a somewhat euphemistic way of including the politicians in the list
of villians, and I interpret your remarks correctly, do I not?

Mr. Turner. Only in the sense that you have attached that twist
to it.

Mr. CreveLanp. Thank you. Now I would like to call to the atten-
tion of the panel some statistics that were given to us on Tuesday,
prepared, I believe, by our own staff, and I will pasg these over to
you. These show that when you relate motor vehicle deaths to total
vehicle miles traveled that very obviously in the 1942, 1943, and 1944
period there was a sharp decline, not only in travel and in deaths—
and this of course was during the war period when people were driving
most carefully to preserve gasoline and tires, et cetera. However, in
the 1938 and 1939 and 1940 period there was a very noticeable and
sharp decline in the number of deaths per traveled mile.

I commented on this Tuesday, and there seemed to be no immediate
explanation, and T would like to ask Dr. Haddon if he is aware of that
very sharp decline in the 1938, 1939, 1940 period; and if he has any

. immediate explanations for it.

And if not, I would then like to ask him if he would study these
ggures and give his observations to the committee in writing at a later

ate.

It seems to me that there might be some interesting conclusions to
be drawn from this very noticeable drop in the number of deaths
per traveled mile in that 1938, 1939, and 1940 period.

Are you aware of that particular period, Dr. Haddon ¢

Dr. Haopon. Yes, I am. And here also a great many things were
going on. These involve the drivers, the vehicles, and the road, to
mention the usual three.

However, this was also a period of temporary depression, I believe,
and many people feel that this substantially influenced the results.

I think the simple answer is that nobody really knows, and we are
'too many years after the fact for anybody to go back and dig out
definitive answers.

Mr. CreveLanp. In other words, you do not think it would even be
rewarding to make that particular study of 3 years?
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Dr. Happon. It might well be rewarding, but I think we should give
our priorities to the problem we have in the “here and now,” since
therle are a number of areas in which we think we can reduce the
totals.

Mr. CreverLanp. 1 have one other question. Mr. Bridwell may an-
swer this. Tuesday I inquired of one of the witnesses from your De-
partment, I believe, or—correction, I inquired from one of the wit-
nesses from AASHO—whether or not, in view of the evidence that
we are hearing, that there are some obstacles just off the right-of-way
that are contributing to the fatalities, and many of these being on the
Interstate System, whether these corrections could be made at the
90-10 participation cost ratio of the Federal Government; and I was
informed by that panel, at least, that this could be done.

Is that your understanding? Were they correct? Will your De-
partment or will the Bureau pay for correcting these deficiencies on
the Interstate at the 90-10 figure ¢

Mr. Briowerrn. The answer to the question is “Yes.” If I may, I
would like to supplement it——

Mr. CLeveELanD. Before you supplement it, let me go on, because I
call your attention to the fact that the Comptroller General in 1961
ruled as follows: “An Interstate highway once improved, Interstate
Systems standards with the aid of Federal Interstate funds, is not elig-
ible for reconstruction with Federal Interstate funds.”

That, as I say, was the 1961 ruling, and, to my knowledge, it is un-
changed. You may comment. -

Mr. BripwerL. Yes, sir. I do not think there is anything inconsist-
ent here. I would like Mr. Turner to address himself to that because
he is much more familiar with that GAO ruling in 1961.

Mr. Turner, The point you are making, Mr. Cleve'and_ is =hat I
was referring to on page 10 with respect to the new authority that we
granted to the States. And as Mr. Bridwell indicated, the answer on
whether or not we can use 90-10 funds for correction of these things is
yes.

The Comptroller General’s ruling that you are referring to had to
do with the question of whether or not we could rebuild a piece of:
flood-damaged Interstate road. It was reconstruction of the road to
the same standard, exactly as it had existed prior to the damage.

What we are talking about here is actually additional work of a
higher standard. It is not reconstruction. It is, rather, new items that
were not included in the original design, but had they been included
we would have approved. Or it is revamping and upgrading of items
to a new standard different from that which previously existed.

Mr. Creveranp. Have you asked GAO whether or not this ruling,
which seems rather clear to me, covers reconstruction of Interstate
highways for reasons of safety? :

Mr. Torner. We have not asked them for an opinion. We had our
own opinion, produced by our own legal counsel, that this was en-
tirely acceptable.

Mzr. Creveranp. Could we have a copy of your counsel’s interpreta-
tion for the record ?

Mr. Turner. We can produce that; ves, sir.
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(The memorandum of law referred to follows:)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,
BUREAU oF PUBLIC RoADS,
Washington, D.C., August 29, 1967.
Mr. WALTER R. MAY, :
Chief Counsel, Special Subcommittee on the Federal-Aid Highway Program,
Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DeaArR MR. MaY : Enclosed is a Memorandum of Law concerning the propriety
of Interstate fund participation in safety improvements on segments of the
Interstate System previously constructed with Interstate funds.

This is furnished pursuant to the Subcommittee’s request, for insertion in the
record of the hearings before your Subcommittee on highway safety, design and
efficiency, at which I testified on July 20, 1967. The insertion would appear at the
bottom of page 1294 of the transecript.

Sincerely yours,
F. C. TURNER, Director of Public Roads.

MEMORANDUM OF Law

INTERSTATE FUND PARTICIPATION IN EAFETY IMPROVEMENTS ON SEGMENTS OF
THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM PREVIOUSLY CONSTRUCTED WITH INTERSTATE FUNDS

The question presented is whether Interstate funds are legally eligible to
participate in new safety improvement work or in revamping and upgrading
existing items to a new or higher standard, as may be deemed necessary to
eliminate hazards on segments of the Interstate System previously constructed
with Interstate funds. :

This question was raised because of the decision of the Comptroller General,
B-143075, dated January 5, 1961, 40 Comp. Gen. 404, which modifies his earlier
decision of July 19, 1960, 40 Comp. Gen. 21, to the effect that portions of the
Interstate System constructed with Interstate funds and later seriously damaged
by natural disaster, while eligible for emergency or regular Federal-aid funds,
could not be rebuilt with Interstate funds. This decision makes reference to the
rationale that, under the Federal-aid legislation and fund authorizations, Con-
gress has provided for a completed Interstate System and the use of Interstate
funds to rebuild a portion of the Interstate System previously constructed
with Interstate funds to Interstate standards would not accord with the basis
upon which Interstate funds were provided.

The situation to which the Comptroller General’s decision was directed—that
is, the rebuilding or reconstruction of a highway seriously damaged or destroyed
by natural disaster—is clearly distinguishable from safety improvement work
on the Interstate System to provide maximum safety for the traveling public. In
the one case, the work is restorative in character and may involve the complete
. rebuilding of a destroyed highway. In the other, the work constitutes additive
or corrective safety features in accordance with the most modern design stand-
ards based on current day experience, for the purpose of saving lives as well
as reducing injuries and property damage. In our judgment there is no sound
analogy between reconstruction and restoration work attributable to “serious
damage as a result of disaster over a wide area” as referred to in section 125
of t/if;ié 23, United States Code, and safety feature improvements, including
arrective work consisting generally of low-cost items, needed to overcome design
deﬁcie\ueieQ\in the light of current knowledge.

The legisiative history is clear that Congress intended safety to be a primary
objective of the Interstate program. In addition, section 109 of Title 23 expressly
states that plans and specifications for all Federal-aid projects shall provide for
existing and probable future traffic needs and conditions “in a manner conducive
to safety” and that geometric and design standards for the Interstate System
shall be applied uniformly throughout the States. The declarations of Congres-

. sional intent in section 101 provide that prompt and early completion of the Inter-
state System is one of the most important objectives of the law and that the Sys-
tem is to be completed as nearly as practicable over the period of availability of
funds authorized.

It is recognized that Interstate authorizations and apportionments are based
on cost estimates in order to provide for a completed System of specified mileage
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over a given period of time. However, to say that the Secretary could not, wit
respect to an Interstate project constructed some years ago, incorporate ne'
features of added safety, or corrective safety features pertaining to generally low
cost items such as guard-rails and sign supports, based on accident experiene
and most recently developed techniques of design, would defeat the ultimat
completion of a System designed to optimum safety. To bar the use of Interstat
funds for such purposes is not believed to be the intent of the law. Furthermor
it would be an anomalous situation to preclude certain portions of the Syster
from having the latest life-saving ‘and damage-minimizing standards while othe
segments of later construction may incorporate such features. Such a cours
would not be consistent with the concept of an integrated System built “in
manner conducive to safety.”

The Bureau of Public Roads accident prevention program of Federal-aid high
way improvements at specific locations which have been identified as hazardon
because of a high-accident experience or because of engineering judgment ha
been in effect for several years. This program for highway safety improvemen
projects is set forth in several directives, including Policy and Procedure Memo
randum 21-16. This memorandum, as modified on January 18, 1966, provides fo
use of Interstate funds for safety improvement projects on the Interstate Syste:
to correct features found hazardous to operating traffic. More recently, Instrue
tional Memorandum 21-11-67, dated May 19, 1967, and a supplement thereto
dated June 29, 1967, have been issued on the subject.

Such safety improvement work is being carried out within the limitations o
section 109(b) of Title 23, which prescribes that the geometric.and constructio
standards for each Interstate construction project shall be adequate for the type
and volumes of traffic anticipated for the 20-year period commencing on the dat
of approval of the project.

By reason of the foregoing, the incorporation of additional or correctional
safety features to eliminate hazards on segments of the Interstate System is con-
sidered as qualifying under the provisions of existing law and current policies
and procedures governing the expenditure of Interstate funds.

’ DoweLL H. ANDERS,

Interim Chief Counsel, Federal Highway Administration.

Mr. Crevevanp. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Florida.

Mr. Cramzr. I want to welcome Mr. Bridwell and Mr. Turner and
Dr. Haddon before the committee, and I appreciate their testimony.
Of course we have been hearing this matter of safety now for a num-
ber of weeks, as I am sure they are aware. I am particularly interested
in the comment already referred to by the chairman and others, in
Mr. Turner’s statement relating to alcoholism. ,

I have in hand the very fine letter, which I appreciate, from Dr.
Haddon, dated June 29, in which he said :

I have been intending to drop you a note since last fall to congratulate
you on your authorship of section 204 of the Highway Safety Act, providing
for a thorough study of the relationship between the consumption of alcohol
and its effect on highway safety and drivers. Its provisions are extremely im-
portant in my opinion. The results should help call public attention to the
national situation.

And then you, Dr. Haddon, indicate that the July 1 date set out
in the 1966 Safety Act, Highway Safety Act, in section 204—you are
not able to conform to that specific date—is that correct? But there
will be a report? .

- Dr. HappoN. That is correct. We will be several weeks late.

Mr. Cramer. We can except it sometime in the month of July or
early August? . , o .

Dr. Haooon. I think July would be optimistic, but we are hoping-
for August.
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Mr. CramEr. And that is pursuant to section 204 requirements. And
I was interested in Mr. Turner’s suggestion, which accords with the
evidence we had before us at the time we were considering the Safety
Act; and that was that a majority of accidents had some relationship
to alcoholism, which he repeats in his statement.

Therefore, it was my belief that if we dealt with highway safety
and did not deal with alcoholism, we were not dealing with 50 percent
of the problem. Is that your analysis, too?

Dr. Happon. That is completely our analysis.

Mr. Cramer. Now I understand further, consistent with your be-
lief in the need for alcoholism research, you made a presentation to the
Appropriations Committee.

Dr. Happon. That is correct.

Mr. Cramer. Indicating—that is, Mr. Bridwell did— indicating on
page 607 of those hearings of the Appropriations Subcommittee on
Department of Transportation Appropriations, that $1.5 million was
needed for alcohol safety research. That is the second phase of the
program. Right?

Dr. Happoon. That is correct.

Mr. Cramer. Research on the problem as well as the study as to
what the problem is.

Dr. Happon. Yes.

Mr. Cramer. And you outline certain aspects of it, which I will not
take the time to read at this time, but I would like to place it in
the record following my interrogation as to what is being considered
in the way of research.

Mr. McCartry. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. Cramzr. I understand that the Committee on Appropriations,
and sustained by the House, cut the total appropriation for highway
safety from $100 million to $20 million for 1968; is that correct?

Dr. Habbon. That is correct.

Mr. Browers, Mr. Cramer, the additional 5 percent reduction

Mr. Cramer. And there was a 5 percent across-the-board reduction.

Mr. BriowerL. Yes, sir. :

Mr. Cramer. A reduction which cuts off another $1 million and leaves
you with $19 million, isthat correct ?

Mr. BrioweLr. That is correct.

Mr. Cramer. As compared to the $100 million authorized; is that
correct ?

Mr. Browerr. That is correct.

Mr. Cramer. My first question is——

Mr. BribwEeLL. %‘:xcuse me, if I may, Mr. Cramer, there is one other
additional point, too: that, as you are aware, the $100 million made
available through. the authorization, starting with this committee, is
contract authority, and the Appropriations Committee wrote in an
additional provision, section 401, which would have the effect of limit-
ing obligations to the amount of the appropriations. )

Mr. Cramer. That is the second point I wanted to get into and I
will develop that.

Mr. Briowerr. Excuse me. I am sorry. .

Mr. Cramer. You are correct, and I think that is something we
should inquire into, and I am going to get into that in just a minute.
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On the question of money : First, is that going to affect the alcoho
research, the $1.5 million you are requesting ?

Dr. Happox. I believe we would have to cut back the amount tha
we intended to spend.

Mr. CraMER. By how much? You wanted $1.5 million. How muct
do you think it will be cut, assuming the Senate sustains the Hous
position ?

Dr. Happoxn.I might note first that the reduction from $100 millior
to $20 million does not involve the research moneys, that these ar
under another cut, which was also passed by the House.

Mr. Crazrer. What cut was that, how much ? A

Dr. Happoox. This was a cut in our research moneys to carry out th
purposes of both acts.

Mr. Crayzr. How much did you ask for and how much was allowed ?

Dr. Happon. We asked for approximately $31 million to cove
several things, including a relatively small percentage for the driver
register. We are getting about $21 million, reduction of about a third.

Mr. BrowerL. In the specific item of research, Mr. Cramer, the
committee by its report language indicated that it wanted to reduce
research funds by what we requested, a little under $22 million. So
the report language would limit the total research effort for both the
Highway Safety Act and the Traffic Safety Act to $15 million.

Mr. Cramer. All right; $15 million is for both, is that correct?

Mr. BrioweLL. Yes, sir. That would apply to all of the research to
carry out the provisions of the Highway Safety Act as well as the
other act dealing with motor vehicle standards.

Mr. CramEer. I see. Now, a statement on page 12, “In so doing, how-
ever, we must always keep at the forefront of our emphasis these
items which produce the largest measure of benefit for the effort and
dollars which are available to us.” The dollars available are going to
be a little less than one-fifth of those authorized, so far as the safety
program is concerned, not talking about construction ; right ?

Mr. BrioweLL. Yes, sir. Actually, it is even greater than that, Mr.
Cramer, because the authorization carries over 1967 funds, whereas the
section 401 limits a total authorization of almost $165 million, limits
it to $19 million. :

Mr. CraMEr. Therefore you cannot use the carryover of unexpended
appropriations? .

Mr. BriowerL. Unobligated authorizations, yes, sir.

Mr. CraMEr. Right. My own comment is, and you do not necessarily
have to comment on it unless you wish to do so, is that we have a high-
way beauty program, also, for which the administration is asking for
full authorization, $160 million in 1968, $220 million in 1969. In view
of the cut of some four-fifths of the safety money, it would seem
to me the chances of funding that are rather bleak; it being my view
that certainly safety has a higher priority than beauty. '

Mr. BriowerL. The Appropriations Committee, as I expect you
are aware, Mr. Cramer, also cut the beauty money down to $1.2 million.

Mr. CramEr. That is for administration.

Mr. BrioweLL. Yes, sir. )

Mr. Cramer. Not for the funding of the program itself.

Mr. BrioweLL. No, sir.

Mr. CramEer. There is no money for funding itself?
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Mr. BripwerL. None.

Mr. Cramer. Right. Congress will have to act on an authorization
to provide that at some later date if it is going to be provided ; is that
correct ? A

Mr. Briowerr. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Cramer. The second question relating to money is, the admin-
istration sent up a request that both beauty and safety be paid out
of a separate trust fund. .

Mr. BriowerL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Cramer. Earmarking for beauty and safety, 1 percentage point
of the automobile excise tax which is now 7 percent of the sales price,
but scheduled to drop to 2 percent March 31, 1968. Is that correct, sir?

Mr. Briowerr. That is correct.

Mr. CramEer. Now, it is my view that in view of money problems
otherwise, and in view of the basic policy questions, the Ways and
Means Committee probably is not going to act favorably on that. They
have not shown any inclination to even hold hearings as yet; is that
not correct ?

' Mr. Bripwerr. They have not commanded me to appear to present
the case.

Myr. CrameRr. Do not hold your breath.

In any event, the money that is going to be available for safety and
beauty will have to come out of the general fund ?

Mr. BripwerL. Yes, sir; from existing tax revenues regardless of
where they are placed, in which particular pot.

Mr. Cramer. Right. Now, of course, that brings us into the basic
general problem of : Where is the money coming from for any of these
things, in view of the President’s announced intention to ask for 10
percent minimum surtax charge. Secondly, the chairman of Ways and
Means has stated that it looks like the deficit next year is going to be
about $29 billion unless we do increase taxes. I think the whole question
of beautifiction, to bring it into focus, must be considered in view of
all of our financial obligations, including the war in South Vietnam.

This of course is presenting a most serious problem, as it relates to
safety which should have high priority.

Mr. BrioweLL. There is no question about the high priority of safety,
Mr. Cramer. I am sure the Congress in the course of enacting substan-
tive legislation as well as appropriation bills, will have its overall
judgment on priorities, and of course the administration exercises that
same kind of establishment of priorities by the legislation and the
budget requests it sends to the Congress.

Mr. Cramer. Now, the department has already a}})lportioned to the
States, as I understand it, 75 percent of funds authorized for fiscal
1967 and 1968 under the safety program; right?

Mr. BripweLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Cramer. Under the apportionment authority which you just

-referred to, which the Appropriations Committee saw fit to attempt
to repeal in effect——

Mr. Briowern. It certainly has that effect, although there is no
change in the statute.

Mr. Cramer. Florida was apportioned $1.4 million for 1967, $2.1
million for 1968. I assume they are in the process of getting ready to
spend that money. What happens to Florida? As a matter of fact,

87-757 0—68——T77
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Florida passed, did it not, and frankly I am the one who helped en-
courage the State legislature to pass, what I consider to be one of the
most farsighted safety programs anywhere in the United States of
America. gs a matter of fact, my former assistant and now State
senator and minority leader of the senate was chairman of the senate
committee and went all the way to provide a safety program for
Florida.

Florida is now committed by legislation to that program. But now
you see the Federal Government is reneging on its money, so what is
Florida going to do? They did what we asked them to do. They passed
the legislation. But now we are going to take the money out from
under them.

Mr. Briowerr. Mr. Chairman, you are quite correct in your state-
ment about what the State of Florida has done. It has passed enacting
legislation, comprehensive in nature, clearly giving the executive
branch of the Florida Government the authority to carry out a com-
prehensive safety program, to fully comply with the 18 standards an-
nounced by Secretary Boyd.

So without any question the State of Florida is to be complimented
on the enthusiasm with which it has tackled this program.

Mr. CramEr. It also provided the money to pay its share in antic-
ipation of Federal matching funds to go along with it.

Mr. BripweLL. Yes, sir; and I hope that as the appropriation measure
winds its way through Congress that the Congress will see fit to
change its mind on the relative priority of dollars for this program.

Mr. CraMER. Assuming it did, I doubt if it is going to give you the
full amount or the amount apportioned to the State. That is just my
comment.

So we have a pretty sericus problem in this committee, the author-
izing committee. The Congress gave the Secretary authority to appor-
tion funds to the States, and the Secretary did apportion funds, upon
which the States rely for the future year, upon the basis of which it
passed its legislation, upon the basis of which it funds its share. And
then we yank the rug out from under them by reducing the Federal
funds available and, in effect, repealing the apportionment authority
written into the basic act; is that not the effect of it?

1 Mr. BripweLL. I believe that is what the action of the House has
one.

Mr. Cramer. Here is what is of concern to me. I am one who wants
to reduce spending as much as anybody else. I think there are other
programs that could be reduced that have less priority. If the Com-
mittee on Appropriations can prevent the implementation of .contract
authority by denying the use of appropriated funds for the making
of obligations with respect to the highway safetv program, which it

has done so far, it would appear to me that the Federal-aid highway

construction program can be subjected to the same treatment.

Mr. BripweLL. I would assume so, Mr. Cramer, because, as you are
aware, the Highway Safety Act of 1966 specifically states that it uses
the same statutory language of chapter 1 of title 23, which contains
all the provisions relating to apportionment and contract authority.
So it is precisely the same statutory language involved in both the
safety program and the Federal-aid construction program.
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The presumption would have to be if they can limit contract author-
ity under identical statutory language for one program, they cer-
tainly can do it for another; yes, sir.

Mr. CraMER. So we are getting into the realm of affecting the
continuity of the program, and without continuity the job cannot be
done, with the long lagtime involved, either in safety or construction;
is that true?

Mr. BripweLL. That is my opinion.

Mr. Cramer. Now you have $19 million. How are you going to appor-
tion this $19 million, having already advised the States as to what you
thought their apportionment was going to be? Is it going to be on a
first-come, first-served basis, or will you spread the reduction propor-
tionately among the States?

Mr. BrioweLr. It will have to be spread proportionately among
the States, at the same ratio as the apportionments were made.

Mr. CraMer. Ifthatisthe case——

Mr. CLeveLaNDd. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. CraMer. Instead of getting $2.1 million, Florida might get
a half million or less?

Mr. BrioweLL. Mr. Cramer, I would be glad to supply for the record
the amount that each State would receive on its proportionate ratio
of the $19 million.

(The material referred to follows:)

Limiting Limiting
amount amount

State available State available
Alabama _________________ $371,564 | Nevada $48, 241
Alaska 24, 661 | New Hampshire___________ 62, 151
Arizona 162,178 [ New Jersey_____ S 601, 199
Arkansas _________________ 203,723 | New Mexico_____________ 114, 032
California _______________ 1, 806, 999 | New York 1, 590, 454
Colorado —________________ 192, 153 | North Carolina____________ 515,194
Connecticut ______________ 247,444 | North Dakota_____________ 64, 351
Delaware ____________ Lo__ 46, 976 | Ohio 970, 877
Florida 580, 695 | Oklahoma . __ 249, 519
Georgia 452, 309 | Oregon 204, 387
Hawaii 60, 327 | Pennsylvania ___________-_ 1,060, 592
Idaho 72,127 | Rhode Island . _________ 75, 516
Illinois 995, 976 | South Carolina __________ 266, 816
Indiana 502, 348 | South Dakota ____________ 73,187
Towa 277,790 | Tennessee . ___ 389, 054
Kansas 227,170 | Texas 1, 065, 056
Kentueky o _________ 313, 678 | Utah 99, 549
Louisiana _______________ 361,450 | Vermont —_______________ 41, 852
Maine 91,913 | Virginia . __________ 420, 509
Maryland —______________ 327, 717 | Washington ______________ 293, 486
Massachusetts _____._______ 476,331 | West Virginia ____________ 178, 316
Michigan - ___________ 821, 007 | Wisconsin . _________ 400, 979
Minnesota — . ____________ 346,015 | Wyoming _—____________ 36, 385
Mississippi —o . ____ 236, 397 | District of Columbia______ 71, 607
Missouri ——_______________ 455, 227 | Puerto Rico - _______ 232, 662
Montana ________________ 77,164 _—
Nebraska ________________ 142, 690 Total 19, 000, 0600

Mr. CreveLanp. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. CraMER. Yes.

Mr. CLeveLanp. I want to be sure I correctly understand the wit-
ness. Are you saying that, assuming only $20 million is available, that
you are going to apportion that $20 million among the States on a pro
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rata basis even if some of the States do not even have an ongoing pro-
gram to be supported ?

Mr. BriowerL. No, not quite, sir. It is $19 million, when you take
out the $1 million for administrative costs. Then what we would do
would be to say to each State that you can obligate up to your pro-
portionate share of $19 million.

Now, later on in the year, if some State did not exercise its use of
that authority, then this would be turned over to a State which did
want to exercise that authority.

Mr. Brarxig. Our time is running out, and I would like to have
the staff ask questions. We shall also go further into the area of in-
quiry that the gentleman from Florida raised on the floor yesterday,
suggested by a member of the Subcommittee on Appropriations, Mr.
McFall of California.

We do get information and inform ourselyes and the Members
of the House of how the safety funds will be utilized, so we shall have
more opportunity to get into that.

Mr. CraMER. I am making my questions as brief as possible, maybe
3 minutes longer.

Mr. Brarnix. All right.

Mr. Crasrer. We have been holding hearings now for about 4 or 5
weeks, and I did not think 15 minutes was too long to ask questions.

Mr. BriowErL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask your indulgence in excus-
ing myself for a moment? I have a call that it is necessary for me to

answer.

Mr. McCartHY. Yes.

Mr. Craner. Then if Mr Turner is able to answer, I will try to get
through with the other two or three questions.

Money was mentioned again. The gentleman from New Hampshire
suggested one possible problem. Tsn’t the basic problem, as it relates
to building in these safety features in existing highways, where the
money is going to come from ?

Mr, TorNEr. It will have to come from some other work that would
otherwise—funds that would otherwise go for initial construction.
We now have to divert it from initial construction and further im-
provement of mileage roads to this purpose.

Mr. Cramer. In your view there is no question but what you have
authority to permit a State to go back and redo highway construction
to accomplish, hopefully, maximum safety, using presently authorized
and allocated funds, which ordinarily would be used for future con-
struction; is that correct?

Mr. Turner. That is our opinion; yes, sir.

Mr. Cramer. So any money spent now, under present law, for going
back and doing this safety rebuilding on even the Interstate System,
some of which the evidence shows has built-in death traps, that money
is going to have to come out of what otherwise would be new con-
struction money ; right?

Mr. TornEr. That is correct. )
Mr. CraMER. Most of the States, I would assume, are going to be re-

luctant to go back and spend what they could otherwise spend for new
construction for redoing old construction; are they not ?

Mr. TornEr. That is right. It becomes a tradeoff, of whether you
expend the amount of funds that you have for correcting hazards on
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existing construction, or whether you leave those hazards alone and
go on and build new mileage.

Mr. Cramer. I understand you are making a survey now as to what
the cost will be to bring Federal-aid highways up to your new pre-
scribed safety standards; is that correct?

Mr. TurNER. Yes.

Mr. CramER. Any estimate yet as to what that figure might be?

Mr. Turner. It 1s substantial, and I do not know the Enal figure;
but that is fairly substantial. The inventory is not completed.

Mr. Cramer. What do you mean by substantial?

Mr. TurNEr. It is more than $1 billion, at least.

Mr. CraMer. So if we go back to existing highways and build in
safety features, we will have $1 billion less of new construction. How
much of that relates to the Interstate?.

Mr. TurNer. Relatively small amount of that. We are making at the
present time a detailed study of the cost for corrections on the Inter-
state System, that is to be included as a separate item in the cost esti-
mate that we present to you next January. '

We are not far enough along on that:

Mr. CramEr. Are the States mandatorily going to have to do this?

Mr. Turner. Under present instructions, policies that we have set,
they would have to, yes.

Mr. Cramer. Have you given consideration to any possible alterna-
tive methods of financing specific safety features in existing highways
and future construction? I want it understood that there is no money
in the safety bill for building safety features into the highways; is
that not right?

Mr. Torner. That is correct.

Mr. CraMER. Any money for that has to come out of regular Federal-
aid construction money, right ? ‘

Mr. Turner. Correct.

Mr. CraMEr. Is any consideration being given or has any been given,
to providing some type of program for that specific purpose, as was
done for highway beautification?

Mr. Torner. There is considerable discussion going on within our
agencies with respect to the possibility of a financing proposal for this
specific purpose. We do not have anything yet deve%oped or ready for
presentation.

Mr. CraMmEr. It seems to me that with the States obviously wanting
to spend money largely on new construction, with the Interstate Sys-
tem as far behind financially as it is, the probable effect on the inter-
state highway program is going to be a further stretchout of con-
struction, in time, to completion.

Mr. Turner. That is right, This will increase the total cost of the

Interstate System to 1972.

" Mr. CraMeRr. There may be some reluctance on the part of the States
to comply with the full thrust of your safety regulations, knowing
they will have to pay the cost out of construction money. They are
. likely to cut some corners, if they have to pay the cost out of con-
struction funds. They are going to take as little of that as possible.

Mr. Turner. I think that is true in connection with the ABC. But

" on the Interstate, certainly they and we are anticipating that there will
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be the additional funding made available to cover this particular
purpose.
. CrRaMEr. So I think basically your problem is money, right ¢

Mr. Turner. We think so.

Mr. Cramzr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. McCartay. Mr. May.

Mr. W. May. Mr. Chairman, I think we should clarify one very
important matter. This subcommittee is in the process of conducting
aninquiry into highway safety design and efficiency.

This is going to be a continuing inquiry. We are going to analyze
design features as we progress. T%ese particular hearings have dealt
with roadside hazard aspects. '

Mr. CraMer. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, I have one more question.
May I just briefly—I do not want to interrupt counsel. But we were
told by the De&urty Director of the Office of Highway Safety within
" your Bureau, Mr. Turner, that he had lost, as I recall, 32 of his 53

ersonnel, including many that had the job of administering safety
in the highway construction program. Is that a correct statement ?

Mr. Turner. There has been:

Mr. Cramer. Due to reorganization, with some of them going to
Dr. Haddon and other people.

Mr. Turner. That is right. Our Office of Highway Safety was
used to a large extent as a nucleus or recruiting area for a number of
people who were initially transferred to the Highway Safety Bureau.

Mr. CraMER. So they recruited employees out of your operational
bureau to prepare the safety standards, the Highway Safety Bureau
was obligated to promulgate. So how are you going to administer all
these safety requirements if you do not have the personnel?

You are reduced from 53 to 21, was it not, something like that?

Mr. Turner. There was some transfers. I do not believe it is to the
extent you have indicated. We have since replaced some of those and
are in the process of restaffing that former Office of Highway Safety
under the new name of Office of Traffic Operations.

‘We have at the present time a request for 51 positions, 41 of which
1 believe we have funding for. And we do have about 30 on board at
the present time.

Mr. CranEr. You are going to have all of these new responsibilities
relating to safety in administering the highway program, going back
and redoing all existing highways in view of these safety require-
ments, building in these safety features to new highway construc-
tion; and you are going to have fewer personnel than you had without
these requirements, prior to the Safety Act. Even if you get the full
allocation of personnel, how many did you say, 41%

Mr. Torn~er. 51

Mr. CraMER. 517

Mr. Turner. We have 41 funded.

Mr. Cramer. Forty-one funded, that is what I am talking about.
How are you going to do the job? . )

This is a major, tremendous, important job. How are you going to .
do it? You end up with 12 less people than you had before in the
organization ? i

. TorNER. We will do the best we can. That is all we can do.

Mr. Cramer. You cannot do the job; let’s be honest about it.




1219

Mr. TurNER. We have to divert people from other activities, just as
we would have to divert funds from other activities to permit us to
do the job.

Mr. CramEr. Well, I made the suggestion on the floor of the House
that I felt this reorganization, if not properly carried out, would have
the effect of downgrading and taking away personnel from the
Bureau of Public Roads operational agency, and transplanting them
to these planning groups in the standards groups, which is exactly
what has happened. I cannot see how you are going to administer the
Highway Safety Act of 1966, or the new standards established under
the act, with a cutback of 12 people out of the 53 that you had before
the standards were in effect.

If you are going to do it, it would seem to me you would need an
increase in personnel, and in addition to that, the people you are
getting are not experienced people. What happens to all your know-
how? %V'here did your experience go?

Mr. Turner. It obviously went with the people.

Mr. CraMEer. Yes. Well, that isall.

Mr. McCarrrY. Mr. May. '

Mr. W. May. Mr. Chairman, I was emphasizing the fact that these
particular hearings deal with roadside hazards wherever they exist,
not simply on the Interstate System.

We £dy analyze some new Interstate System projects simply so we
would understand what the state of the art was recently.

hg‘]l];e Interstate projects are supposed to represent the latest in the
t ing.

So, D%[r. Turner, on page 12 of your statement when you men-
tioned, talking about very small percentage, you were referring to
fatalities on t%le existing Interstate System; is that true?

Mr. Turner. That is correct, and I believe I indicated that in the
first page of my statement, the preamble did indicate that I was re-
ferring, in these remarks, to the Interstate System, but we are aware
that you are considering the other systems as well.

And we have followed suit with you, and we are applying all the
findings here, and I have related the things I have described to the
ABC System as well.

Mr. W. May. Yes. I think it is important to recognize that when
we talk roadside hazard, we are not talking of a minor phase of high-
way design. We have had various analyses made during the hearings.
We have had testimony indicating that some 60 percent of freeway
fatalities are the run-of-the-road type of accident.

The truth is that nobody in the country knows how many people
were injured or killed last year because of roadside hazards. No-
body knows.

_ The indications are that many thousands were injured and killed
" in such accidents, maybe as low as 10,000 or 12,000, maybe as high
as 18,000 or 20,000.

Nobody knows. As a matter of fact, throughout the last 8 years of
this subcommittee’s experience the subcommittee has been concerned
about the communication problem. I think the record should reflect
some of these items.

According to the General Services Administration, 835 directives
were issued by the Bureau or revised by the Bureau during 1965.
Does that sound plausible, Mr. Turner ?
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Mr. TurNER. Probably is low. _

Mr. W. May. And that included 607 circular memos and an un-
known number of other temporary memorandums containing directive
type information or instructions.

Mr. TurnER. Mr. May, a great many of those are really revisions
and reissues of the old memorandums, though, and should not be con-
strued that the picture is as bad as that would imply.

Mr. W. May. When they come into the office, somebody has to take
a look at them, because they may be very important or they may be
a little less important.

Mr. Turner. That is right. And it is so indicated, and those that are
merely rephrasings, new issues, new dates, things of that nature, we
indicate on the cover sheet the items that have been revised.

Mr. W. May. Yes. I think it is apparent from the evidence that these
memoranda and directives are not always completely effective. Back
in December 1965, December 22, you, Mr. Turner, sent out a circular
memorandum to your regional and division engineers, setting forth
the latest thinking relative to design and construction concerning sign
foundations, overhead signs, information signs, exit signs, unneces-
sary signs, signs on guardrail installations, lighting standards, road-
side design, and, toward the latter part of your memo, you said, “I
urge each of you to discuss these safety considerations with the high-
way department for incorporating not only the designs being pre-
pared for future contracts, but wherever feasible on existing con-
struction contracts.”

Again, August 1, 1966, you sent out another instructional memoran-
dum relating to safety provisions for roadside features and appur-
tenances, and again you mentioned clear roadside cross sections and
elimination of nonessential supports and appurtenances, placement of
these supports and appurtenances, design of supports and protection
for out-of-control vehicles, provision for protective guardrail. And
again you said, “On all new work every P.S. & E. shall be carefully
checked prior to approval of the four areas of concern identified in
paragraphs A, B, C, and D above. Current projects which are not com-
pleted shall be similarly examined and field changes made to conform
wherever practical.”

And yet when Mr. Prisk and Mr. Constandy went out and analyzed
projects opened after December of 1965 and August of 1966, they
found many, many features that could have been corrected during con-
struction.

Speaking of communication, we are faced with this fact. In 1960 the
Red Book [indicating]—this is the report of the Special Freeway
Study and Analysis Committee to the executive committee of AASHO,
published February 1960.

B Tﬂis came about in a fashion not too dissimilar to the new Yellow
ook.

Mr. Turner. It is the other way around. The “Yellow Book” came
into being as a revision of the “Red Book” procedure.

Mr. W. May. Yes. The evidence would suggest that the “Red Book”
was not followed to a sufficient extent over the last few years.

There was a black book in 1961, and that was “Freeway Opera-
tions” prepared by the Institute of Traffic Engineers, published in
1961, and was available to the highway builder.
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Mr. McCarTHY. What will be the color of the new manual, green?
[Laughter.]

Maybe it is the color.

Mr. W. May. Well, there was a dark brown book, “Traffic Control
Roadway Elements, Their Relationship to Highway Safety,” pre-
pared by the Automotive Safety Foundation in conjunction with the
Bureau of Public Roads, published in 1963. )

There was a light brown book, that is the “Highway Research Bul-
letin 81, Highway Guardrail,” published in 1964.

The evidence shows that these publications were not followed to a
sufficient extent, and now we do have the “Yellow Book.” )

Mr. Turner, are the States allowed to open to traffic a Federal-aid
project without Bureau approval? . .

Mr. TurnEr. Yes. Are you going to start on a new line of question-
ilf)g? I would like to respond to those colored books you were talking
about.

Mr. W. May. Do you have some comments on the colored books?

Mr. Turner. I think the colored books indicate that we are well
aware of the things that you are talking about, and have been working
on them. But the problem of communications that you refer to is the
nub of the problem, and it is to that that I was trying to allude in my
statement when I said that progress, good intentions, no matter how
good, are difficult to get applied.

This I think is the reason why I think you find these conditions
still existing.

Mr. W. Mav. I do not think there is any question. We agree with
you. They have been sent out, all kinds of directives, bulletins, pam-
phlets, and publications, but they have not been followed.

Mr. Turner. How do we get them followed ?

Mr. McCarraY. Could I ask something on that? Could we pursue
this particular point of communications? This used to be my line of
work. I was with a big corporation, 78 plants all over the United States,
and one of my jobs was to get the Worg down to the troops, because we
found frequently it got garbled. It can be done with the modern tech-
niques of communication.

Have you given some thought to this specific problem, and to devel-
op some improved methods of communication ?

Mr. TurNER. A great deal, Mr. McCarthy; and I think we have had
some success. You must put all of this in the light, however, of the
relationship that the Bureau and the States have in this program.

The responsibility initially for getting these things done rests with
the State, and the State has money of its own in connection with these,
and they may evaluate the proposals and suggestions there. And, as
I indicated earlier, decide that something else than that might be
the more desirable thing to do. And, as a result, they might knowingly
disregard some of the suggestions in those varicolored books there,
using their judgment to do so.

Now this explains a whole lot of why some of these things were
not done.

Mr. McCartaY. You mean if the Federal Government puts in 90
percent of the money?
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Mr. TurNEr. You are talking about the Interstate only. I am re-
ferring also to the A-B-C system, in which they put up 50 percent
of the money.

Mr. McCartrY. Let’s just for this specific point stay with Interstate
where the Federal Government puts up 90 percent of the funds, and
the States can still, if they wish, ignore your recommendations?

Mr. Turner. No; they cannot ignore them if we choose to disagree
with their judgment. But we have to give respect to their views on
these matters, too. They may be right in some of their judgments,
just the same as we think we are.

I think we have to work jointly in achieving this objective. We
have to recognize that they have some responsibility and some integrity
in the program, just as we do. '

‘We do not have the authority nor the right, and I am not sure
that we should have it, to impose our will on the States regardless
of their feelings in the matter.

The program does not operate that way.

Mr. McCarraY. Mr. May.

Mr. W. May. In the final analysis you are faced with a problem
where the Bureau differs with the State as to hazardousness of a
particular item. Whose judgment must prevail?

Mr. Turner. If they get the Federal-aid money, ours does.

Mr. W. Mavy. If we reach a situation where in the Bureau’s judg-
ment a project is not safe enough to be opened to traffic, if a State
desires to open it, are they allowed to open it?

Mr. Turnegr. I am sure in a situation like that we could convey
our feelings to the State and ask that they not open it. And I am
quite sure the State would comply with that request. Ordinarily we
do not enter into the question about opening dates of projects.

Mr. W. May. Mr. Chairman, may we make those publications that
I mentioned exhibits 19-A, B, C, and D, in the order that I
mentioned ?

Mr. McCarray. Without objection, so ordered.

(Publications were marked exhibits 19-A through D and. are re-
tained in subcommittee files.) -

Mr. W. May. We have some representative slides showing deficien-
cies as they existed on some of these interstate projects analyzed by
Mr. Prisk and the staff. I would like to show those. Mr. Bridwell
and Mr. Turner, perhaps you can help us in explaining what type
of correction the Bureau will anticipate.

There is a guardrail that we have had explained to us. It is on
steel supports, no washer. Experts would suggest there should be
washers. It is not blocked out. It should be blocked out. No transition
was made overlapping the bridge pier, and it is too short.

Mr. Turner, is that the type of installation that would be corrected
on existing Interstate projects?

Mr. TURNER. Yes.

Mr. W. May. And if it calls for extending that rail and overlapping
properly, the Bureau would participate 90 to 10?

Mr. TornEr. That is correct, on the Interstate.

Mr. W. May. You are concerned that the Bureau has already paid
for that installation and you are going to lose some of the work?
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Mr. Tur~er. That is correct, because this is a different installation
from the newer one that we are talking about. We are certainly ex-
tending and enlarging on a.different standard the design that we
originally approved and paid for.

Mr. W. May. Mention was made of Highway Research Bulletin 81;
did that not make all sorts of recommendations that were not fol-
lowed here?

Mr. Tur~ner. That is correct. But it was not a part of the official
original standard. It was a research report with recommendations
in1t.

Mr. W. May. Yes.

There is a large sign in a gore area and the experts have suggested
that this is a hazardous installation, guardrail plus the sign. It is a
massive support.
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You can see here. That is the type of installation that might now be
corrected ?

Mr. TurNer. Yes. The correction there would be some sort of im-
pact absorbing device, bumper or some other device in front of
that post. '

Mr. W. May. Suppose the State suggested that we move back down
this way and start an overhead bridge sign, and suppose that bridge
sign cost $20,000, would the Bureau participate 90 to 10

Mr. Tur~Er. We might if we did decide the bridge sign was really
the necessary correction for that place.

Mr. W. May. And if that installation we are looking at cost $8,000
or $10,000, we might lose the value of that?

Mr. Torner. I am sure that much of that material can be salvaged
and used in some other location; but I believe in a typical situation
of the kind you are looking at here, that we can correct it by using
these impact-absorbing devices that I am talking about.

Mr. W. May. Have we used any of those impact-absorbing devices?

Mr. TurnNer. Only on experimental basis in the laboratory.

Mr. W. May. Here is a twin bridge problem. That could probably
be paved over, but that might be expensive now. If it is not paved
over, it is hard to visualize what the correction might be. Will the
Bureau participate in the paving over of that?

Mr. TourNEr. I would say we would ; yes.

&
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Mr. W. May. That green pole we see in the next slide is a steel light
pole, steel transformer base. We heard from the Texas people that
these can be corrected in some fashion now by lifting the pole up and
installing a flexible type base for $25. The Bureau would certainly
participate in that?

Mr. TourNER. Yes.

Mr. W. May. And that guardrail end points directly parallel to the
shoulder. If it was decided they ought to make other arrangements,
will the Bureau participate?

Mr. Turner. That is the kind of thing we are getting the States to
do,and we are willing to participate.
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Mr. W. May. Again they have installed one, two, three different
types of barriers because of this median, because of this construction
of the bridge.

Mr. BriowerL. They wanted to make sure, Mr. May.

Mr. W. Mavy. I am sure. That represents real hazardous location the
way it exists. !

Perhaps they could level that concrete parapet or median barrier |
and carry the cable barrier through the structure and remove this
small piece of guardrail we see in the right. Again, the Bureau would
participate in this?

Mr. Turner. I would think it should.

Mr. W. May. What do you think of my suggested correction?

Mr. Turxer. That would be one I would want to look at.

Mr. W. May. This is a typical sign installation right along the
shoulder. Again, if that sign were to be moved elsewhere, the Bureau
would participate?
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Mr. Torner. Yes. That sign should either be moved back up on the
slopes there where it cannot be hit, or it should be moved to some other
location. It is not essential that you put that distance to destination
sign at exactly those mileposts. It could be 2 miles, 3 miles, or 17 miles;
it would make little difference.

Mr. W. May. Yes, sir.

That isa similar type problem.

LI
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And I guess another similar type problem. These could be at least

placed on breakaway supports.
Mr. Torner. They should be placed on wooden posts that would

break when hit.

Mr. W. May. Apparently those guardrail installations were de-
signed to protect the motorist from striking the center pier, and it
appears it won’t quite do it, but this could be corrected easily with
not too much expense.
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Mr. TurNEr. That is the kind of items that we are promoting in the
States. And this is the kind of treatment that in many cases will
suffice, and this is why I say the cost of correction on the Interstate
System in my opinion will be relatively small in amount.

Mr. W. May. One of the real primary reasons why we selected the
roadside hazard phase as the first phase of this continuing inquiry
was the fact that immediate change could be brought about so it
wouldn’t be incorporated into new projects, and it would be relatively
inexpensive to go back and correct some of the existing projects.

A better transition of the rail could be made to the bridge here.

This is a culvert headwall. What could be done with this?

Mr. TurnEr. Knock off the headwall and put a grate over the open
space there.

Mr. W. May. Relatively simple matter to correct ?

Mr. Turner. Take some work and a little bit of material; yes, sir.

87-757 0—68———178
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Mr. W. May. We see quite a bit of this on some of the projects—
isolated rock.

Mr. Tur~NEr. A great many people, though, would advocate that as
being esthetically helpful to the scene.

Mr. W. May. They apparently did on this project. But what would
be the Bureau’s position?

er. TurNER. In a case like that one, nicely laid out, I would leave it
alone.

Mr. W. May. Leave it alone?

Mr. Turner. Yes, sir.

Mr. W. May. If the State wanted to do something about it, would
the Bureau participate?

Mr. Tur~er. I think I would want to reserve judgment on that and
see what else might be along in the same package.

Mr. W. May. We have another group of slides, just a sampling, to
show how important it is when we go back to correct initial mistakes,
that we do 1t in the proper fashion.

Mr. Constandy, would you help us with these slides?

Mr. ConsranDy. Yes.

This is the initial installation of guardrail in the gore area. You will
notice the gore is relatively flat and can question the need for guard-

ALY
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rail. In this situation they have placed the guardrail there at a point
between the two legs of the sign, and the sign legs I believe are 8-inch
steel beams.

This is the installation that was made initially.

136

Speedway
Clermont

%

And thereafter there was a program to correct the deficiency. This
is at a different location, but the same type of situation, wherein, under
a program to bury and lead into the ground the approaching end of
the guardrail, you find this type of situation. Here a motorist, striking
in that area, probably has the same chance of being seriously injured or
killed as he did in the preceding situation.

In other words, the corrective effort here actually did not correct
anything. This is, incidentally, under a program of $800,000 to im-
prove the existing guardrail on the circumferential route that has been
open so little time.

This was the older standard used on a project in Utah with speed
limit signs mounted as you see, each with two steel pipes embedded in

| SPEED
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concrete footings. They upgraded the standards on the new project,
which is the one we visited. )

They replaced it with this standard, with the same signs now held
up by a thicker steel pole, again mounted in concrete, as you see. This
still leaves something to be desired, particularly by the person who
hits it. :

e e g . . o
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This is another view of the same piece of guardrail which you saw
earlier. It is 25 feet in length, aimed directly at the car, aside from the
other deficiencies. It is not blocked out, isn’t anchored, certainly is not
long enough, has 12-foot spacing on the posts, and leads directly into
the pier.

On a newer project we found this situation. The same 25-foot section
of guardrail now has an added 25-foot section, which slopes down and
is buried into the ground. The other end of the guardrail, however,
still ends at and leads into the 1Ii)ier. I question the adequacy of the im-
proved standards here and the expenditure of additional sums of
money which doesn’t accomplish the purpose.
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This section, 50-foot section, of guardrail approaches and ends just
before the concrete abutment of the bridge. It was installed initially.
Thereafter the State highway department concluded this should be a
longer approach section for greater protection to the motorist and
added a separate 50-foot section without joining them. The car could
still impact the end of the new guardrail or if it struck the face of
new guardrail, would displace it and cause it to strike the same end of
the old one.

I call your attention to that other end of it where it simply goes up
to the concrete parapet without any transition to the bridge rail. This
is a situation which not only existed on all of the nine projects we
visited, but it is commonplace throughout the country. It is perhaps
the most typical installation that we saw. No protection in that transi-
tion from the guardrail to the bridge parapet. '
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This was one of the exceptions. On one bridge on the project in
Oklahoma City, there was an attempt to make the transition by setting
the guardrail into the concrete parapet for a short distance and secur-
ing 1t with a 54-inch bolt. We question the value of this installation.
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Here is what we saw on some of the bridges in Utah, where a similar
type of situation produced this result when it was struck. I would say
roughly half of the installations on the project in Utah were this
way, and I think six or eight of them had been hit with a result similar
to this. At times the bolt pulled through the slot in the guardrail.
At ugther times the bolt sheared. But, basically, it came out to the same
result,

This represents a new design standard. Both bridge and guardrail
W-beam, but there was no transition from one piece to the other. Again
an attempt to improve the standard. They did carry the shoulder
through tge bridge and did change the bridge railing.
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This is another bridge which carries the shoulders through the strue-
ture. No transition from the guardrail, in this case to a concrete para-
pet bridge railing.

On the newest project here they used a new standard to upgrade
their work. You find that they used here a rather nice aluminum
bridge railing which appears to be effective from the tests. But
again we have no transition from the guardrail to the bridge rail,
and at the point of transition we still have remaining that ever-present
concrete parapet at the end of the bridge. :

Does that have to be there, Mr. Turner, that concrete parapet ?
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Mr. TurnEr. Not in the situation we are looking at ; no.

Mr. ConsTanpy. It does not add to the strength of the bridge?

Mr. TurnEer. No; not in this case.

Mr. ConsTanpy. Thank you.

Mr. W. Mav. I think, Mr. Turner, that that last group of slides
emphasizes the Bureau’s problem when it comes to spending money,
going back to correct some of the built-in deficiencies.

The Bureau would have to guard closely to see that the money is
properly spent. Do you have a comment ¢

Mr. Turnzer. The illustrations that you have shown are exactly the
kind that I was referring to in my paper, being the deficiencies that
we want to correct and the treatment that you have shown here is
obviously as unsatisfactory as the original, and we would hope that
that would be corrected satisfactorily in all of the projects.

Mr. W. May. Mr. Bridwell. . ’

Mr. BrowreLn. Mr. May, I would like to interject at this point that
at this stage of the game I have no idea how well it would work, but
I am hoping that this kind of situation can be prevented by the
manual that I spoke of in my testimony, which Mr. Turner referred
to, and to an earlier comment that I made: That while we have the
very fortunate Erivilege of sitting here and having the opportunity
to talk about this and see specific examples of the State highway
department maintenance men or maintenance crew that is sent out
to make one of these corrections—he is a lost individual unless he is
given very, very clear directions and hopefully illustrations of the
kind of thing that he isto achieve.

So I am not at all critical of any particular highway department.
We just plain—all of us—have not done a good enough job of stating
definitely what we want to do and how you go about accomplishing
it.

Mr. McCarrry. Have you given any thought to a slide film to sup-
plement the manual? For instance, some of these slides could be in-
corporated into, I think, an effective slide film.

Mr. BripwrrL. I have given some thought to it, to this extent, Mr.
MecCarthy, that I would hope that the manual itself would be liberally
illustrated; but one of the things that I have underway now is how
we can upgrade and make more effective use of the graphic facilities
of the Highway Administration, not only for the purposes here, but
also in the highway safety program and a number of other areas.
I am personally a very great fan of graphics used to illustrate any
number of different program policies angrobj ectives. o

Mr. W. May. Mr. Chairman, at our Chairman’s direction, we work
very closely with the new department and with the Bureau, and we
have always gotten the utmost cooperation from them.

“We have sat in at their original design meeting. We get an awful lot
out of it. We think at times we are able to contribute something, and
we would hope, with Mr. Bridwell’s and Mr. Turner’s permission, we
might continue to do something.

Maybe we can help spread the word.

Mzr. BripweLL. By all means.

Mr. TorNER. You already have the invitation, and T understand from
Mr. Kopecky, I believe it was, that there was already one meeting set
up, in one State, where you have been invited to come out and show
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slides and make such other presentations as you wish to try to get the
message across to the lower echelons of the State highway department
organization.

I think that would be extremely helpful.

Mr. W. May. We appreciate that. Dr. Haddon, the other day
. AASHO representatives testified here and they seemed to be upset
concerning the new standards that were recently issued. I quote from
Mr. Eugene Johnsen’s statement :

‘We make brief reference to the new highway safety standards issued on June 27
by the Department of Transportation. Only a week ago most of the State highway
departments had not yet seen these standards, and could not comment on them.
As a result, we requested sufficient copies from the National Highway Safety
Bureau to send to the State highway departments.

It seems they were late in getting the standards, and it seems that
they were not consulted with respect to the final draft of the standards.
Do you have some comment to make ¢

Mr. BripweLL. Mr. May, I wonder if I may respond to that ?

Mr. W. Mav. Surely.

Mr. Briowerr. I think several points need to be made here. One is
that following the instructions of the Congress, under the Highway
Safety Act of 1966, our statutory lines of communication with the
State is through the Governor or his designated representative.

In terms of the overall content of the highway safety program, a
number of State agencies, in addition to highway departments, are
involved.

So that we do not work with State highway departments in the
highway safety program in the same way that we do in the Federal
highway construction program. Notwithstanding that fact, AASHO
as an organization in highway departments in the individual States,
was consulted at length, as well as many other organizations, in the
development of the standards.

The report which was submitted to the Congress on July 1 and made
available to this committee has in the front of it a chronology of prin-
cipal events since the Highway Safety Act was passed. And I would
call to your attention that on September 15, in the old Department of
Commerce, the Under Secretary of Commerce met with selected State
officials concerned with highway safety and representatives of State
governments,

On October 7 the Secretary wrote to each Governor requesting
appointment of a liaison individual to work with the National High-
way Safety Agency. In a number of instances, Governors designated
the State highway department of the individual State for this
responsibility.

On December 5 and 6 the Governors’ representatives, the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and the Highway Safety Bureau met with the
Governors’ liaison representatives for a 2-day meeting to discuss
preliminarily draft or material to go into draft standards, and, of
coursg, in many instances the State highway departments were repre-
sented.

On February 16 there was another meeting with the Governors’
liaison representatives and a long discussion was held on the detailed
proposals for the highway safety program standards.
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Another meeting was held on February 21 with various national
associations interested in the highway safety program, including
AASHO.

Then on March 16 the President appointed the National Highway
Safety Advisory Committee which had to be consulted under the
statute on the safety standards, and one of the members appointed
was a prominent official of AASHO.

On September 7 of this year letters were sent to all of the Gover-
nors by the Highway Administrator requesting once again comments
on the draft standards that had been supplied to them in February.

And on April 25 and again on June 6 and 7, the Highway Safety
Advisory Committee met to consider the standards and AASHO was
represented at that time.

Now, I could go on and detail some others, but I would like to
specifically comment that AASHO as an organization participated
in a meeting on December 6.

A ASHO as an organization was requested to supply their comments,
suggestions, and so forth, on the draft standards issued in February.

AASHO was invited, as an organization, to attend a meeting of
the Governors’ representatives in February.

And because we are not getting comments in from the States as
rapidly as we thought we should on the draft standards, we work
through the regional highway administrators and the Bureau of
Public Roads division engineers with the highway departments, to
get in their comments individually.

So I guess in terms of consultation with AASHO as an organiza-
tion and with the individual highway departments, there were just
many, many instances and certainly many, many opportunities.

Now, relating to the specific point of their inability to get the
standards, the standards were adopted by the Secretary on June 27.
The same day or the following day two copies were mailed to each
of the Governors, and the Governors’ liaison men in these States, with
the presumption obviously that they would let each of the individual
St;téce agencies interested in the program know what the standards
said.

In addition to that, we started over the next several days to mail 50
additional copies to each of the States for distribution among the inter-
ested State agencies, and State officials, and that mailing was com-
pleted on July 11. '

In addition to that we supplied copies of the standards to a number
of organizations, including the motor vehicle administrators, and upon
the request of AASHO, furnished them enough copies for individual
mailings to the State highway departments.

Mr. W. May. I gather that you consider that AASHO and the in-
dividual State highway departments were consulted sufficiently in the
drawing up of these standards’?

Mr. BriowELL. As thoroughly as it was possible to do between the
time that the Highway Safety Agency was organized, essentially in
November, and December, until the actual standards were promulgated
by the Secretary in June; yes, sir. . .

Mr. W. May. Is it your intention that they will be consulted in the
future when any other standards are drawn up or revisions are made?
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l Mr. BripwerL. By all means. As a matter of fact, at the AASHO
executive committee last month in Biloxi, Miss.,, AASHO was kind
enough to invite the Federal Highway Administration to continue its
participation in the AASHO Design Policy Committee through a rep-
resentative of both the Bureau of Public Roads and the National High-
way Safety Agency, so that the coordination and the cooperation,
which has been traditional with the Bureau of Public Roads and
AASHO, will be extended to the Highway Safety Agency.

Mr. W. May. Thank you, Mr. Bridwell.

Mr. Chairman, I have no additional questions. We have one matter
with Mr. Kopecky which will just take a moment.

Mr. Kopecky. Just one point. On Tuesday we discussed and intro-
duced a chart which was entitled, “Motor Vehicle Deaths Compared to
Total Estimated Vehicle-Miles Traveled.”

In that chart it was noted during the testimony, during the 6-year

: period from 1961 to 1966, miles of travel increased 22 percent while the
deaths increased 39 percent.

Since then we have received additional information as to the travel
estimate and the result of this new estimate is that during the same 6-

ear period the travel increased 28 percent while fatalities increased 39
Kwent.
_ Thcils additional data is incorporated in the chart as it appears in the
record.

Mr. BratNik. Mr. Bridwell and Dr. Haddon and my good friend,

“Mr. Turner, I know I speak for the full committee in expressing our
‘appreciation for the most informative statement presented here, and
for the facts and the splendid cooperation which we have received from
all the agencies throughout the course of the preliminary work done by
the staff, and the attitude as expressed—the positive and straight-
forward attitudes.

The important thing from now on is to move forward to correct
thifigs and to keep to a minimum, as Mr. Turner has stated, keep to a
realistic minimum the unnecessary hazards, potentially accident-prone
aspects that somehow or other have crept far too long into the con-
struction of this system.

I have a concluding statement I would like to read this morning.

Today we conclude the first phase of our public hearings on high-
way safety, design, and operational efficiency.

This opening phase has been principally concerned with the prob-
lem of roadside hazards. The testimony has been explicit and far reach-
ing. Frankly, it is an incredible story. It has established beyond any

oubt that, despite an available store ofknowledge from research and

Xperience, even our new roads have continued to incorporate into their
design and construction deficiencies from the past. The result has
been that our roadsides generally are a conglomeration of hazards
that are a danger to the life and limb of the motoring public.

It would be repetitious to recite here the nature and extent of the
deficiencies that have been identified by the testimony. They are seri-
ous, they are varied, and they are widespread.

We are cognizant of some basie-and significant changes in desi
which have occurred over the years and which have enhanced the
safety of the motorists. There 1s no question that divided highways
with controlled access and no intersections at grade, together with



1242

improved sight distances and flatter grades have done much to make)
our roads safer. |

However, at this hearing we have been concerned with another!
thing; an aspect of design which has not had that same emphasis and’
which offers considerable room for improvement.

No rational person could be unaware that the driver, whether as an
innocent victim or through errors of omission or commission, is fre-
quently a contributing cause to the accident. As a human being subject
to all of the usual human failings, he is sometimes careless and fre-
quently unpredictable.

In any case, we can safely predict that each year thousands of
vehicles undoubtedly will continue to hurtle off our highways out of
control, as they have done each year in the past. Reasons will range
all the way from bee stings, sideswipes, or blowouts to driver error or
fatigue. Whatever the reason, they are entitled to a second chance to
recover control, without being smashed against some massive concrete
or sﬁeel object which in too many cases should not have been there
at all.

No one can challenge the fact that thousands of the deaths and
serious, permanently crippling injuries result from a vehicle leavingy
the road and overturning or impacting an object which is With&
adequate protection to the motorist. Too often the object has be?
placed in his path by the same people who built the highway. o

We must restrain ourselves from clutching for excuses which might
make our own role in the whole accident picture tend to appear less”
culpable. Tt is not enough to point to the faults of the other fellow or
to take comfort in what good things we have accomplished. If we are
sincere and honest in our purpose; if we really want to reduce the
ever-increasing high accident toll, often needless, on our highways,
then we must face up to the realities of the situation, accept the facts,
and be willing to change. We must look up and broaden the scope of
our vision. - T

One of the significant problems that has been identified is a com-
munication gap between those who know and those who are respon-
sible for the design and construction of the roads. As a result of that
gap, the knowledge we have gained from experience and research
over the years has often been ignored in practice. Certainly it has been
available; much has been set forth in a veritable stream of bulletins,
memorandums, and other papers that have issued each year from the
Bureau of Public Roads, AASHO, the Highway Research Board, an
other sources. The information simply did not reach all the right pes
ple. This communication gap is serious; it must be bridged.

Another problem is how to overcome inertia, or resistance to chang.
01d designs of the type long discarded by progressive highway re-
search and construction people as inadequate, cannot be justified on
the basis that, “We have always done it this way.” Last year’s stand-
ard plans must not be blindly Telied upon for the design of next year’s
road. 7 :

I think one of the major changes which must take place before there
can be hope-of lasting improvement in this whole field of highway
transportation, is a reevaluation by highway departments of their pri-
mary mission.

»
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It is true that most of the effort and money spent by a State hiﬁh-
way department is for design and construction of new work and phy-
sical maintenance of old work. In spite of this, the basic role of the
State highway department is not to construct highways. Highway de-
partments are, in the final analysis, in the business of operating a
physical plant of highways.

If this philosophy of an operational concept of a total system can
clearly be understood, it would permit one to look at the highway
in a new light and more readily identify the needs of the motorists.
“QOperation” means just that; it is not the twin of “maintenance.”

1 have the utmost confidence that there exists the imaginative pro-
fessional capability to attack these problems effectively, if an attack
is indeed mounted.

If the minds of as few as, let us say, 200 of the appropriate State
highway department people could be imbued with the wisdom of the
operational concept, the seed would be planted and could be culti-
vated in the tens of thousands of minds whose efforts can result in

_drastic reduction of highway accidents. This should be a challenge to

- the personnel of the Bureau of Public Roads AASHO, and the various
State highway departments; their participation in the lessening of
human tragedy, grief, and suffering should be exciting and gratifying.

We have the opportunity to save many lives. Inaction or delay in
immediately taking full advantage of it cannot be tolerated. This
matter will be closely followed by the subcommittee while in addition,
during the months ahead, we continue to explore other important
facets of safe highway design.

Mr. McCarray. The committee will stand adjourned, subject to the
call of the Chair.

(Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the hearings were concluded.)
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