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AUTOMOTIVE SAFETY: ARE WE DCING ENOUGH
TO PROTECT AMERICA’S FAMILIES?

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 4, 1991.

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SeLEcT CoMMITTEE ON CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES,
Washington, DC,

The select committee met, pur_uant to call, at 10 am., in room
2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Patricia Schroeder
(chairwoman of the select committee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Schroeder, Johnson, Peterson
and Martinez.

Staff present: Karabelle Pizzigati, staff director; Jill Kagan,
deputy staff director; Tim Morrison, chief investigator; Mickey
Uelses, investigator; Danielle Madison, minority staff director;
Carol Statuto, minority deputy staff director; and Joan Godley,
committee clerk.

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. I would like to call the hearing to order
and thank you all for being here.

The Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families feels
very strongly that we should be looking at all issues that affect
America’s families since automotive accidents are the number one
killer of all Americans under age 44. We need to do everything we
can to reduce the number of deaths on our roadways.

The select committee has started its first in a series of investiga-
tive hearings to determine if enough is being done to protect the
American family. There are some issues that we will be bringing
into focus today that we think are important.

As I mentioned, motor vehicle accidents are the leading cause of
death and injuries for Americans up to age 44. Every week the
number of children killed in motor vehicle accidents would fill
three large school buses, and moter vehicle crashes are the number
one cause of the crippling of children in the United States.

We don’t bring this up to shock people, but to draw attention to
a problem that is made all the more tragic because much of this
death is preventable.

There are two things that we want to be talking about this morn-
ing. First, in 1966 the Federal Government created what is now
known as the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration,
NHTSA, in an effort to try to better protect American families
from the dangers of driving.

They have made some improvements in automotive safety, but it
appears to me that their successes have been few and far between,

(h




2
and we will have witnesses talk about examples of their failure to
act.

Wehomdthiswouldbeabeginningandwewouldbegettmﬁ' off
to a new start with NHTSA because they have now been author-
ized in the highway bill that passed Congress in the waning hours.

ey
a first. I really thought that that was a little late to want to
cm the order, and we had wanted them to come last so they
could respond to why we are even having these hearings, which is
that many thoughtful citizens feel they could be doing more. But
they wanted to appear first and leave.

As you notice, they have presented testimony as though they
would testify, but ap ntly they are not n%oing to, and the truck-
ing industry followed, saying they too would not come. We felt it
was unfair to our witnesses to realign the whole schedule, and we
are sorry they could not be here.

One of the interesting things on the table is the news release
from the Department of Transportation. One of the things that we
will mention today and will be addressed by the witnesses, is the
fact that one of the longest—and it must be sitting on yellow
paper—one of the longest waiting proposals, 24 years in fact, which
15 still unresolved is the area of truck underride protection, ad-
dressing how easily cars can go underneatn a large truck or trailer.
It is easily correctable, and been corrected in Europe. For 24
Years it has been debated in this countrv.

We see this morning that while Nlﬁ"SA will not be here, they
are going to solve this problem with a reflective Bandaid. Their re-
Sponse is that they will put reflective patterns on the back of large
truck trailers so that hopefully people will not drive under them. I
don’t think the reflective Bandaid approach is what this Congress
wt?:ted when we called for this hearing, but we will hear more
about it.

dressed in the media, that of safety belts. General Motors is recall-
ing some of its cars and we salute them for doing that.
night there was a wonderful celgbratlon in Washington

other battles that are so important to safety.
will ask to put the rest of my statement in the record.
[Opening statement of Hon. Patricia Schroeder follows:}

OPENING STATEMENT OF Hon. Patricia SCHRORDER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FroM THE STATE OF CorLorano, anD CHAIRWOMAN, Srrect CoMMITTEE ON CHIL-
DREN, YOUTH, AND FAMLIzs

Pursuant to ruje 11 of the House of Representatives, this select comrnittee has the
authority to conduct investigations to carry out its responsibility to cahance 8£nfi
mﬂf:ﬂt e capaeix of Congress to conduct comprehensive oversight on issues affect-
ing children, youth, and families.

oday, the select committee, in its first in a series of investigative hearings, will
be focusing on automotive safety to determine if enough is being done to protect the
American family.
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The following items will serve to bring the importance of the au-omotive safety
issue clearly into focus: i .

Motor cle accidents are the leading cause of death and injuries for Americans
up to the age of 44.

Every week, the number of children killed in mntor vehicle accidents would fill
three large school buses,

Motor vehicle crashes are the number one cause of the crippling of children in the
United States.

1 bring up these grim statistics not to shock, but to draw attention to a problem
that is made all the more tragic because much of this desth is preventable.

For over 25 years, debate has raged on how much can realistically be done to pro-
tect the American family from death and injury as they drive the Nation's road-
ways. Some of the proposed safety devices, such as airbags, were opposed for years
by the automobile industry, despite their proven effectiveness.

In 1966 the Federal Government created what is now known as the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration [NHTSA] in an effort to better protect the
American family from the dangers of driving. e NHTSA has certainly made
some magjor improvements in automotive safety over the their successes have
been few and far between. Too often it appears that A assumes the role of the

rotector of the automotive industry instead of the defender of the American driv-
public which it is charged to protect.

'oday’s hearing will focus on ls;io'l‘SA's failure to act on two important and long-
standing mfeg issues. The select committee will first focus on the inherent danger
associated with two types of seatbelts that are currently in over 50 million cars on
America’s roads. The more common of the two types, known as “windowshade” seat-
belts, routinely introduce too much alack into the beit, greatly reducing the belt’s
effectiveness in the event of a crash. Con to the popular belief that this extra
slack would be taken up in an accident, the belt does not retract the excess slack
that is regularly introduced from normal usage.

Unfortunately, there are no reliable studies or statistics showing how many

ple have been killed or seriously injured because of these windowshade seatbelts.
mny of these belts automstically retract when the car door is opened, making it
impossible to determine whether or not too much slack was in the seatbelt at the
time of the accident. In the words of a current automotive safety expert and former

‘“After an accident, these devices cover their own tracks.”

It is ironic that while the American auto industry claims these belts, which are in
over 50 million American cars, are safe and reliable, they are not permitted in
much of Eurepe and Australia.

The automotive industry claims that the “comfort and convenience” of window-
shade seatbelts are responsible for the dramatic rise in seatbelt usage that has oc-
curred gince the mid-1980s. Nothing could be further from the truth. Windowshade
devices have been in American cars since 1974. NHTSA conducted a study on seat-
belt usage in 1982, when windowshade seatbelts had been on the market for over 8
years, and found that only 10 nt of the drivers were using their seatbelts. It
was only with the g’zmge of State mandatory seatbelt use laws in the mid-1980s
that seatbelt usage increased, and this was refiected in NHTSA's follow-up studv in
1987 which showed that belt usage had increased to 42 percent.

The automotive industry’s defense of windowshade seatbelts is made all the more
strange by their decision to unilaterally cease using this kind of seatbelt in their
cars after the 1991 model year. If these seatbelts were working so well and in-
creased t.hm‘;helt usage as they so incorrectly claimed, then why have they stopped
us em

A's mutating ition on the effectiveness of windowshade seatbelts is
something which the sem‘committee will examine today. As early as 1974, NHTSA
voiced its own concern over the “comfort and convenience” features of seatbelts
when it stated that these features had opened the door to “potential foes of seatbelt
performance that could result from the addition of comfort and convenience fea-
tures.” Then, in 1979, NHTSA issued a rulemaking which called for the elimination
of slack in the shoulder portion of the belt system. However, the pro was never
enacted. Two years later, in 1981, NHTSA issued a final rule on the comfort and
convenience iasue by statin? these kinds of seatbelts would be tested with their max-
imum amount of permissible slack. However, this “final” rule was delayed for four
more years and was then watered down to permit the testing of the windowshade
belts with the manufacturer’s recommended amount of slack, about one inch, even
thmﬁh much more slack is routinely introduced into the seatbelt gystem. The Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board protested this change in the testing procedure,
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but their views were ignored by NHTSA. The select committee will be very i~*erest-

ed in discussing the reasons for NHTSA's apparent of heart on this matter.
The select committee will also be exami: ap rule to require truck un-
Thi prapoas) has been Janguiahing st NETTSA for the pat 24 years aodis st
n al or the years un-

reaolm this rule continues to be stalled at NH'l‘m“is unclear. What is clear

is that if trucks had better underride protection, more lives would be saved. It's that

simple.
m?:,m lf?;:ﬁlmde‘d pmm its own truck % testa whic‘l::ushowed
an e VO undernae on was e, Y, 10 action was
mken,hthehtelmmmehsumneehsgto;auﬂmr way Safety also conducted
on was

crash tests that proved that effective underride possible. The insti-
tuteag:vemeresultsoftheircmhmw . However, again, NHTSA did
not

The question of whether or not a federally mandated, improved underride grow&
tion is needed has been argued byt.hetruc{h? industry and safety rta for too
long. Enough is enough. An improved underride protection standard save lives,

is relatively inexpensive, and the technology is in-hand. The ans have al-
drgadyi tpmmer. +hat addressing this problem is not a problem at ey've alresdy
ne 1t.

It's time that NHTSA, together with the trucking industry, finally put an end to
this charade and improve the truck underride protection. The only thing the past 24
years of bickering on the issue has done is to waste precious lives needlessly.

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. Let me yield to the gentleman from
South Dakota, Cox{gressman Johnson.

Mr. JounsoN. Very briefly, I want to commend Chairwoman
Schroeder for convening this important hearing. Today we are
dealing with an issue that has a consequence of 45,000 fatalities an-
nually, several million in significant injuries, a cost of millions to
the economy and that is a source of t concerr. for every Ameri-
can, particularly of parents. As a father of three children, two ado-
lescent sons in particular, this is a matter of great concern in my

I look forward to evaluation of the effectiveness of existing re-
sponses to what I regard as a public safety crisis as well as an anal-
ysis of what kind of fmblic initiatives are doable and what kinds of
consequences we could expect from those initiatives,

I thank the Chairwoman and look forward to testimony today.

Chairwoman ScHrOEDER. Qur first witness that we have this
morning is not a stranger to anyone. She has been out there for a
long time working very hard in this area, Joan Claybrook. We have
a practice that we swear in all witnesses, if you don’t mind.

itness sworn.]

Chairwoman ScHrOEDER. The floor is yours. We will put your

statement in the record, and go for it.

STATEMENT OF JOAN CLAYBROOK. PRESIDENT, PUBLIC CITIZEN,
WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. CrayBrook. Thank you, Madam Chair. I appreciate the op-
portunity to be here today.

I must say that it seems to me that this committee should issue a
subpoena to call the witnesses from the Department of Transporta-
tion and perhaps even from the trucking industry if they refuse to
testify. It is almost unheard of that an administration witness
would refuse to testify at such a hearing that is focused clearly on
the agency's authority.

This hearing asked a question—Automotive safety: Is enough
being done to protect America's families. My answer is that with

5
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45,000 fatalities, several million significant injuries at a cost to so-
ciety of over $300 billion a year, according to the U.S. DOT, the
answer must be no.

This is, after all, the equivalent of a major airline crash each and
every day of the year. Should that occur, do you think that the
FAA would not be here to testify? Do you think the American

ublic would put up with this? Do you think the President would
ge worried about it? Of course.

This is a grave concern to the families of America and one which
deserves as much congressional attention as we can give it.

Last night there was a wonderful event in which families de-
scribed what it was like to be in a car crash and to survive because
of the air bag. They told their stories. Some cried as they remem-
bered the horror of the crash and how grateful they were to the
engineers and inventors who had initiated this safety device. The
air bag, this technological vaccine, is also in cars because of the
regulatory system we have, the work of the NHTSA in mandating
the standard albeit several different times in order to finally
achieve it after a Supreme Court ruling.

Some auto companies have offered passive belts for sale to meet
the standard, but the superior performance and convenience and
popularity of air bags with manual belts has made the air bag
much more popular and companies have offered them most recent-
ly in their cars. Now every company will do this because of this
new law which actually mandates that by the mid-1990’s all cars,
vans and trucks have the systems.

When fully in effect, the standard will save 12,000 lives a year
and reduce over 200,000 injuries. It is incredible what the payoff is
from this one standard alone.

There are other safe.y systems which should be standard equip-
ment in all vehicles and that would save thousands of lives a year
as well. Among them are items that are the subject of the hearing
today. However, the likelihood of this happening any time soon I
believe is small because the regulatory system and authority of the
agency, NHTSA, is often preempted by the Office Of Management
and Budget, by the Quayle Council on Competitiveness and by the
general philosophical objection by this and the prior administration
to issuance of safety standards.

As a result, a number of key programs have been discontinued.
The agency’s tiny budget was severely cut in the 1980s and never
restored. The Vehicle Research program is years behind previous
plans, and thus the regulatory agenda takes many years more than
it should to be accomplished.

This agency is one of the most important of our government
agencies because its mission is clear and successes are enormous, to
save lives and reduce injuries in auto crashes. The vast majority of
the public strongly favors tke agency’s purposes, because everyone
wants the safest car possible. But often the safety advances come
first in small numbers in some luxury cars, the rich benefit, every-
one else doesn't.

Safety should not be the preserve of the rich, and that is the
democratic mission of this agency. It is to take the best technology
and make sure it is available to all of us.
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The public knows that safety designed into cars is the most im-
portant thing. The Bandaid decision is a good exam?le. There was
an analysis done by Dr. William Hadden, the agency's first Admin-
istrator, who helped us better understand the sequence of auto
crashes—pre-crash, the crash and postcrash. This is a precrash
standard; that is, it helps drivers do a hotter job of meeting their
obligations on the hi hwaz.

e have learned that the crash worthiness standards, those that
work automatically such as the air b , the crash worthiness
design of the car, the built-in padding and vehicle underride guard
built into the truck operate automatically, so they are much more
effective than any other standards. That is not to demean the other
standards; for instance, lighting is very important, but it is not
enough. It should be done in combination with a vehicle underride
guard.

This agency has been buffeted and pushed and underfunded and
understaffed. Some of the most important research programs have
been jettisoned. Even its dedicatedpo stafl often gets discouraged as
thw witness the snail’s pace of programs.

ith a budget of a little over $100 million a year, one-fifth of the

- cost of a Stealth bomber, its safety accomplishments far cutrival

those of the socalled Defense Department at a tiny fraction of the
cost.

Congress has been instrumental over the years in pushing this
agency and in assisting in getting its mission accomplished. The
Appropriations Committees in the House and the Senate have con-
ducted vigorous oversight and increased the budget beyond what
has been requested by the Administration, but there have been few
hearings of this sort, hearings that focus on particular rulemakings
such as the truck underride guard, the belt windowshade device or
failing seat backs.

I think it is magnificent that you are doing these hearings and
bringing qublic attention to them.

I would like to add another item to your agenda, the area of pe-
destrian safety. Forty percent of children ki!?gd are pedestrian fa-
talities. There are something like 6,500 to 7,000 of our 450,000 fa-
talities every year are pedestrians, and cars are not designed to be
forgiving to pedestrians when they interact.

e car can be designed to remove the sharp edges, the hood
area could be designed to be energy absorbing so it becomes almost
a basket holding the pedestrian onto the hood and not shooting
them onto the highway and causing injuries. This is an area the
agency has been working on for 15 years, like other areas.

An actual proposed standard was issued in the early 1980s, and
nothing has happened since. We believe the agency is going to jetti-
son this area and abandon any work on it. The Appropriations
Committee has required a study to be done by the agency to be sub-
mitted next spring, and our hope is that this will at least push the
agency to some extent to continue in this area.

It is a fact that people who are injured as pedestrians are much
more severely injured than occupants, Head injury and brain
damage is likely, and it is an area for attention.

My role here today as a former administrator of this agency is to
say thank you for holding these hearings, for bringing experts here

-

10
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to talk about the particular facts that underlie the areas that you
are focused on.

On behalf of myself and Public Citizen and Advocates for High-
way and Auto Safety, which I cochair, we are available to help you
in any way that we can.

I would like to submit for the record some additional items that
might enhance it.

Chairwoman SCHROEDER. Without objection, we would be more
than happy to have them.

{Prepared statement of Joan Claybrook follows:]

H




PREPARED STATEMENT 0. JOAN CLAYRROOK, PRESIDENT,
Pusiic Crmzen, WasningTON, DC

Thank you for the invitation to tastify chis zorning on the
topic, “Automotive Safety: Is encugh being done to protact
America‘s families? with 45,000 fatalities and several aillion
significant injuries each year in auto Crashes, at a cost to
society of over 300 billion dollars according to the 7. S.
Departoent of Transportation, the answer to this question must be
ne. Without question, American families are deeply affected in
the most personal ways by auto crashes.

Last night the impact of suto crashes on the American
familiy was vividly described by 11 ajirkag crash survivors and
their families at a dinner initiated by Ralph Nader to honor 11
of the post important inventors and early developers of the
airbag. The survivors told the eétory of their crash, about how
it had affected their family, how seriously they would have been
injured without an airbag, and how grateful they were to the

engineers and inventors who made the airbag a reality and allowed



then to walk away from their crash.

The airbaqg is also a reality because the U.,S. Department of
Transportation's National Highway Traffic safety Administration
{NIITSA) issued a standard mandating automatic crash protection
(airbags or automatic belts) in all cars by model year 1990 (the
effective date of tha first such standard was 1974, then 1982,
ani finally 1990 following a unanimous 1983 decision by the U.S.
Supreme Court overruling the Reagan Administration revocation of
the 1982 standard}.

Some auto companies have offersd passive belts, but the
superior performance, convenience and popularity of airbags with
manual belts pushed many companies to offer airbags instead. But
now every company will do so in the next few years because just
last week the Congress passed a new auto safety law that mandates
a number of rulemaking actions to save thousands of lives
annually, among them one requiring airbags in the full front geat
in all cars by the mid-1990's and in all vans and light trucks
shortly thereafter. When fully in effect in all thaese vehicles,
this safety standard will result in saving 1 ,000 lives and
mitigating over 200,000 severe injuries each year!

“here are many other safety systems in addition to the
airbag which should be standard equipment in all vehicles because
they would save hundreds if not thousands of lives each year.
Among them are the items which are ths subject of the hearings
before this Select Committee. However, the likelihcod of this
happening anytime soocn is small because the regulatory authority

of NHTSA is now often preempted by the Office of Management and
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Budget, by the Quayle Council on Competitiveness, and the general
Philosophical objection of the Reagan/Bush administrations te
issuance of safety standards. As a result, a number of key
prograns have been discontinued, the agency's tiny budgat that
was severely cut in the sarly 1980°'s has never been restored, the
vehicle research program is years behind previous plans, and thus
the regulatory agenda takes years longer than necessary to
complete.

The NHTSA is one of the post important of our government
agencies. It's mission is siople and claar: te save lives and
reduce injuries in auto crashes. The vast majority of the public
strongly favors the agency's purposes. Everyone wants the safest
car possible, But often safety advances, when voluntarily
supplied by the auto companies. appear only on luxury cars.
Safety should not be the preserve of the rich. It should be
built into every car. That is the democratic mission of the
NHTSA.

And that is why this agency's mission is so popular. The
public now knows that vehicle design and performance in crashes
plays a major role in determining levels of injury. vet this
small agency, which has been more cost affoective and saved more
lives than just about any other government function, is grossly
underfunded and understaffed, some of its most important research
programs have been jettisoned, and even its most tenacious and
dedicated staff get discouraged as they witness the snails pace
of progress. With a budget of less than $100 million a year, or
about one-fifth of the cost of one stealth bomber, its safaty
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accozplishments far outrival those of the so-called Defense
Department at a tiny fraction of the cost.

The Congress has besen instrumental over the years in pushing
and in assisting NHTSA to accomplish its purposes. The
appropriations subconmittees on transportation have conducted
vigorous oversight. sought significant reports on the agency's
policies and activities, and increased its budget over the
objections of the Administration. But there have been few
general oversight hearings, and none focused on truck underride
guard, the belt windowshade device or failing seat backs, the
subjects of your hearings. And there is more that deservas
attention.

Of particular importance to children and families is
pedestrian safety. Almost half of the child highway fatalities
are psdastrians. And pedestrian injuries are usually very
severe, often involving brain damage from head injury. The NHTSA
has shown in its research that because many pedestrian crashes
occur at speeds of 20 mph or below, when cars are designed to be
much more forgiving to pedestrians, and sharp points and edges
are removed and the hood area is softened te absorb the energy of
the crash, pedestrian injuries can be significantly reduced.

Holding public hearings and gathering information fronm
government, industry and private groups on these important safety
issues can be a critical spur to focus public attention and
2gency energy on them. We thank the cormittee for taking the
time and energy teo investigats these igsues. On behalf of
myself, Public Citizen, and Advocates for Highway and Auto safety

which I co-chair, we stand ready to assist you in any way

possible.
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Chairwoman ScHROEDER. Your ferspective 18 a very interesting
one. One of the thi that troubles me, is that it seems that for
the last 12 years we have had administrations that felt that if we
did anything about safety, we would really be harming the com-
g%txtiveness of the American au‘omotive industry. Yet when I see

ads, I see babies sleeping in tires and kids and people who sur-
vived because of air bags—and saying get an air bag, protect your
family~—why this conflict?

Why do the commercial writers think that that is salable and vet
the administration thinks it isn't? I am confused. Are there an
statistics showing that that is the last thing that people shop for?

Ms. CLAYBROOK. The studies show that people are very, very in-
terested in safety when they buy a car, and I think the advertising
has enhanced that. For many years there was a presumption that
safety doesn’t sell. The myth came out of an advertising program
initiated in 1956 by Ford Motor Company in which amara,
then president of Ford, decided to push safety. It was a year when
General Motors had newer model cars and outsold Ford, and there
developed the myth that safety doesn't sell as a result.

The first people who ordered seat belts, the number of orders for
seat belts, far exceeded what they expected. So it wasn't that safety
doesn’t sell. That is a myth. It continued until the early 1980s, and
finally the issuance of the air bag passive restraint standard forced
these companies to put the systems in the cars and then they had
to sell them.

One of the most important things that happened during the
course of this was the decision of Lee Jacocca to put all air bags in
their cars rather than some belts and some bags. Then he had to
sell them and decided to try to take advantage of this decision and
it fwas a major factor in changing industry behavior in selling
safety.

If the companies are selling safety, do they really want safety
and what are they saying behind the scenes to the Administration.
They are saying let's not have any more regulation. The industry
has never wanted regulation.

Most standards are minimal. They are supposed to be minimum
safety standards and institutionalize the state of the art.

Mercedes, Volvo, BMW put these safety systems in their vehicles
way ahead of the issuance of the standards, or at the most a year
or two ahead. It is not like there is a lack of feasibility or difﬁcult’y
or excessive cost to these requirements, but the industry doesn’t
hike them.

I think behind the scenes they are asking the administration not
to issue any more safety standards.

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. The committee will look into issuing
subpoenas. I think it is ridiculous that trucks are able to drive up
and down the highway—NHTSA is funded with Federal money and
it is to protect the taxpayer—yet they don’t want to answer ques-
tions—what I heard you saying about their response this morning
that their reflective Bandaid response, is that it is helpful and
hell\ﬁ visibility and so forth, but it is not the whole thing?

. CLAYBROOK. That is correct. I think you need a vehicle un-
derride guard on large trucks. The agency has been working on
this issue since the 1960's and concluded in the early 1970s under
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the Nixon administration not to issue & standard proposed. An-
other was proposed in 1981 shortly before [ left office.

What has happened during this period of time is that the tech-
nology has vastly improved for underride guards and excellent Sys-
tems are available that weren't available in the 1960’s, but are
available today and are used widely in other countries. I think that
the agency’s estimates of the life saving are very conservative and
the systems are much less costly and much more efficient than
they ever used to be.

One of the issues is how much energy can be absorbed so you ac-
tually protect the occupants. It is not just that the car doesn’t go
totally under the truck, but how much energy can be absorbed so
the occupant can survive.

The capacity is improved as well with the new underride systems
themselves, and the agency ought to analyze the combination be-
cause al’ cars will have air bags in them by the time any standard
issued today for a vehicle underride guard takes effect.

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. If the technology is there and this is an
~gency not beholden to the industry, wh y do we have a Bandaid
solution rather than a real solution? What is the fear? Is this all
that costly, or what is the problem with moving on it?

Ms. CLAYBROOK. I think that the trucking industry has opposed
this for many, many years. Since 1370 they have actively opposed
this standard. I think this administration i very responsive to the
industry, no question about it. What is sad to me is that this should
not be a political issue. Safety should not be a political issue, it
should be an issue looked at on its merits,

Unfortunately, this Administration is very close to industry and
looks at it politically rather than substantively. There is a philo-
sophical resistance to standards, and that hurts people,

Chairwoman ScHRroEDER, In other countries that have something
like NHTSA, they don’t seem to be as beholden to the industry?

Ms. CLayBrooOK. They offer aid differently. There is more of a col-
legial relationship in European and Japanese countries, where they
negotiate. NHTSA has more authority than any other government
regulatory agency in the automotive field, authority to submit in-
formation, authority to do research, and has enormous scope of au-
thority and capability, but it hasn’t used it. I think that that is the
answer.

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. And it seems to take satety rules and
let them age, almost like a winery rather than an agency?

Ms. CLayerook. T will say that the agency's budget for the qual-
ity of research that is required to issue these standards is very tiny
and the number of engineers is de minimis; it is tiny.

This agency has been buffeted and its budget has been %ept tiny
from the first day it was started. It was started in the middle of the
Vietnam war and everybody said we have to save money because of
the Vietnam war, and its budget started small. The starting point
is what you measure against, but it has a very small budget and
has complicated and expensive research to do. No question in my
mind that that has been one of the factors,

But OMB has never allowed it to request a significant budget.

17




14

Chairwoman ScHrOEDER. We always find that OMB is interfaced
between any agency that comes up here. We call it kissing through
a picket fence. You can never find out what is needed.

Congressman Johnson, do you have any questions?

Mr. Jounson. Ms. Claybrook, you have testified about the impor-
tance of the National H.i‘gl.lway Traffic Safety Administration,
NHTSA, and alluded to its failings as well. There is going to be fur-
ther testimony later on this morning that is going to be severely
critical of Nﬁ:l‘SA relative to their unwillingness, apparently, to
address seat belt safety standards, truck underride protection, and
their virtual some would contend surrender of vehicle safety per-
formance standards to the industry itself.

You have described some of the underfunding problems that
NHTSA has gone through, but can this agency be returned to its
original purpose and to its original stren;g'n through congressional
action, through the steps that we can take, or is it simply depend-
ent on greater leadership from the White House and more direc-
tion from the Administration to free this agency to do its mission?

Ms. CLAYBROOK. I think that both is the answer. There is nothing
to replace leadership. That is the most important issue. Determina-
tion and a sense of mission and a desire to lead this agency—there
is nothing to replace that. It simplifies everything.

The Congress last week after seven years a magnificent
bill that has a lot of mandatory dates in it, and it is something that
I commend the coramittee to look at and to consider having over-
sight hearings on. That legislation requires all air bags by the mid-
1930’s, requires issuance of a head injury standard to protect heads
in crashes, the structure of the car.

It requires issuance of roll over prevention standards, something
that Senator Tim Wirth, when chairman of the subcommittee in
1986, petitioned the agency to do when he was a Member of the
House. The agency refused to do it. It is now mandated.

A requirement for child booster seats—there is no safety stand-
ard for children between age four and eight. They outgrow the
child restraint and don’t fit into the larﬁr belts. They have to do a
rulemaking on that, and on adjustable belts so they can adjust u
and down. That is in a number of cars now, in the Honda Accord,
yet not in most cars. That is important for children.

muires anti-lock brakes in all cars. It requires a rulemaking
p ing in trucks. It has a deadline specifically telling the
agency when they have to act. The Congress in this legislation has
attempted to supplement the lack of leadership and set an agenda
for the 1990’s with specific deadlines in a way to overcome the re-
sistance of the Office of Management and Budget, who cannot in
the face of these statutory deadlines refuse to allow the agency to
put these standards forward. They can issue do-nothing standards
perhaps. That is where I think the oversight of the Congress could
play an important role.

Mr. Jounson. [ yield back.

Chairwoman ScHroepER. Thank you very much. We appreciate
you kicking this off and getting this going.

The record will be open for two weeks, so as people see things
that we should add. subtract or whatever, let us know. We appreci-
ate your vigilance in this area.

1§
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Chairwoman ScHROEDER. Qur next witness this morning is a con-
sultant in safety desifn from Potomac, Maryland, who is going to
tell us if this is possible.

[Witness sworn.]

irwoman SCHROEDER. The floor is yours. We will put your
entire statement in the record and we welcome you.

STATEMENT OF BYRON BLOCH, CONSULTANT, AUTO SAFETY
DESIGN, POTOMAC, MD

Mr. Broch. Thank you very much. I welcome the opportunity to
come before your committee, the Select Committee on Children,
Youth, and Families. With that spirit in mind and also for them to
observe our American democracy in action this morning, I did
bring with me my wife Naomi and my daughter Andrea, my son
Brandon and my daughter Candice, and they are seated here to
witness democracy in action.

Before I formally begin my comments, I did want to point out
that as you had mentioned, neither the representative from the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, NHTSA, no one
from NHTSA is here this morning though they were invited and
apparently initially were going to come but changed their mind.
Nor is there anyone from the trucking industry or from the auto
industry.

Among the tragedies of the lost lives and injuries that occur in
these accidents is the tragedy of the unwillingness of our govern-
ment auto safety agency to willingly appear before this committee
and to respond to questions and to present testimony.

I think it is a very sad day that America’s corporations, General
Motors, Ford, Chrysler, the trucking association and the truck and
trailer manufacturers—they are conspicuous by their absence.
l‘ljhey should be here, and we should all cooperate in trying to save
ives.

It is not a matter of us against them, or safety advocates against
the corporate interests. We all have parents, we all have fathers
and mothers and children and sisters and brothers, and ne one,
whether they are part of a corporate family, part of a consumer ad-
vocate family, part of a congressional family, no one deserves to be
needlessly killed, murdered in a car crash when they could have
and should have survived.

No one deserves to be paralyzed or burned or put into a coma for
the rest of their lives, It is in that spirit that I believe they have
done a disservice to the American public by not being here todhafr.

As T mentioned, I do appreciate this opportunity to be here. My
perspective is from the viewpoint of having been in the trenches in
auto safety for close to 25 years as an independent consultant in
auto safety design. I have evaluated what happens in many car ac-
cidents, many collision accidents involving passenger automobiles,
pick up trucks, vans, large trucks and even school buses.

And over the years, Mrs. Schroeder, I have met with the victims,
some burn victims with melted faces and no hands, some of the

nts whose children are in comas for the rest of their lives, and
' have met with quadriplegics who wish they could do something,
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even like eating a dinner or writing something. Their mind is alert
but their body is paralyzed for life.

This is not just a technical subject. This is a human tragedy and
human life and death kind of subject that I believe we are here for
today. I think we should keep in mind that the needless victims of
the collision accidents where these injuries could have been pre-
ventable, they are really here with us too.

Though they are not sitting at the table testifying, we should not
lose sight that nursing homes around America, private residences,
throughout this country, there are millions of people who have
been injured because we have not had air bags, have not had truck
underride protection, because we have had mediocre second-rate
seat belts when we should have had the best, when we have seats
that collapse, roofs that crush needlessly when vehicles roll over,
and the list goes on and on.

When I first began this career in auto safety it was in the 1960’s.
I thought, I will involved with auto safety for ten yéars or so
and the cars will become so safe that I will move on to other pro-
fessional endeavors. It is now a quarter century later, my hair is
getting less and grayer.

This is the first time I have testified to a committee wearing
glasses, and time ticks along. But sadly, the cars and trucks could
be a lot safer and we are moving too slowly.

With regard to NHTSA, just one point. I have been following
NHTSA since before i¢ was born. I reviewed the original congres-
sional hearings chaired by Senator Robert F. Kennedy and Senator
Abraham Ribicoff and the promises made by the car companies to
maximize efforts and to be open to the public—those were shallow
promises in the mid-1960"s.

W hen NHTSA was born, I came from California, where I lived,
and visited NHTSA regularly over the years. I was perhaps known
for my dashing through the rather stark-looking halls of NHTSA
seeking information about how to prevent injuries and how our ve-
hicles could be made safer, and then I would go back to California.

I have seen the political administrations inhibit NHTSA with
tragic consequences. In the Johnson administration under Dr. Wil-
liam Haddon, NHTSA got off to a good start. Then came the Nixon
administration and thanks to secret White House meetings, par-
ticularly with then Ford, President, Lee Iacocca and Henry Ford
urging President Nixon to do something about the regulations be-
cause as Mr. Jacocca said safety is killing our business. And the
head rests and shoulder belts are complete wastes of money, said
Mr. lacocca in 1981.

As a result of those secret White House meetings, President
Nixon put out a directive to the Secretary of Transportation which
effectively postponed, put on the shelf many, many motor vehicle
safety regulations that would instead had they been put into effect,
would have saved many lives throughout the 1970s.

Those standards were delayed and weakened and killed, not for
technological reasons or practicality reasons, but for political
gamesmanship through secret White House meetings. And that
was not just a rare occurrence. Let me continue briefly, on that one
subject if I may.
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ings started to get back in shape. President Carter was elected
in the late 1970s and appointed Joan Claybrook, who we heard this
morning from her wonp::rﬁxl base of knowledge and expertise as
the former Administrator of NHTSA. She tried to get many of
these programs reinstituted and we were at the brink of many of
these about to take lace, truck underride, air bags, a lot of the
safety developments had languished thr:)et:igh the 1970s.

By 1981, when President Rﬁg}m got elec his administration
put a stop by the philosophy deregulation. So the 1980s contin-
ued with virtually nothing being done under the NHTSA adminis-
trations of Raymond Palt and Diane Steed.

We are into the 1990's and at the end of the political del%gs
caused particularly in the Nixon and Reagan a istration. We
are now on the threshold mostly through the efforts of your good

The two subjects that I have been invited to ‘particularly address
are seat belts in the cars, what is called the windowshade” seat
belt, whereby when you put on the seat belt and drive along, the
shoulder belt loosens. That seat belt is then too loose to effectively
prevent serious or fatal injuries in a car crash.

have a video portion to show you. gideo begins.]

Here you see me driving a General otors car wearing the “win-
dowshacf;" seat belt. In the :Eace of one block from a snug belt,
merely by reaching over to the radio and toward the glove com-
gartt:iant, you will see the slack that has been put into the shoul-

er belt.

The tragedy of it is because of that looseness the belt doesn’t fit
properly across mly torso, and it could slip off my shoulder. I am
not “lputt' the slack in. It occurred inagvertently. In a crash I
would go forward and impact my face and chest into the steering
wheel or into the windshield. [Video pauses.]

irwoman SCHROEDER. I thought those retracted and locked?

Mr. BrocH. No. When the slack is in the seat belt, which is in

tens of millions of cars produced by General Motors and Ford and

er throughout the 1970s, the misconception is that in a
crash, the belt will snug to your body. If you have slack in the
shoulder belt and the crash begins, you are beginning with six to
eiﬁht inches of slack, so the belt will not restrain you,

t is almost a fraud to refer to it as a slack in the be'c. That was
originally called a comfort and convenience tension relief feature.
The industry came up with that, particularly Generai Motors, as a
way to try to encourage more people to buckle up rather than

. Those problems could have been solved by building the seat belts
into the seats, but then the car companies would have to make
strong seats for a change, and because of reluctance to do that they
could not integrate the seat belts into the seat.

NHTS:]\ did a very limited test study, and you see it here. [Video
resumes.

There is a right front seat test dumm{, no driver dummy, and
this is the extent of NHTSA testing of slack in the shoulder belt.
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This is with no slack and you will see that the test dummy is re-
strained from what would have been otherwise a severe injury.
With two to four inches of slack you will have a probable injury,
and with full amount of slack in the belt you will be killed.
NHTSA was aware of that——

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. Where were these tests conducted?

Mr. BrocH. I am not sure of the contractor, but it was under a
research project for NHTSA. I believe they were done in the late
1970s.

I am sorry, they were conducted in 1982. This was some years
after NHTSA had already permitted the car companies to have the
slack inducing windowshade belts.

Let me finish on the windowshade belt. It is interesting. I went
through the owners manuals that General Motors, Ford and Chrys-
ler provided to the consumers to alert them of the dangers of too
much slack in the shoulder belt.

That is in my testimony in more detail. But virtually none of the
warnings until very recently tell you that your life is at risk and
that you could be severely brain damaged or killed if there is too
much slack in the shoulder belt.

One of the proposals I have is that the committee request of
NHTSA or mandate NHTSA to have a warning label for window-
shade seat belts. I put that in my testimony on page 6. The lan-
guage is a slight extension of language that is in NHTSA's own
documents about the hazards of seat belts with too much slack.

For the record, the warning label should include language some-
thing like this

SAFETY WARNING: This vehicle is equipped with seat belts that can cause too
much slack or looseness in the shoulder belt even during normal driving. You can
be severely or fatally injured if the belt is too loose (more than one inch of slack).

Please periodicatly check to make sure the shoulder belt fita you snugly, as it will
not automatically tighten in a crash. The lap belt should also fit snugly.

Those warnings are not in our cars. You have to look very dili-
gently through the owner’s manual if you still have one with your
car after two or three years, to find even anything approaching a
warning or a caution about too much slack in the shoulder belt.

I believe that General Motors, Ford and Chrysler should immedi-
ately send out two warning labels to all of the registered owners of
their cars that have windowshade seat belts, and those warning
labels should be permanently fastened with permanent adhesive to
the sun visors in those cars.

There is precedent for this. When Ford Motor Company was
having a lot of complaints about accidents caused when their so-
called automatic transmissions were jumping from park to reverse,
NHTSA allowed Ford Motor Company to send out I believe some-
thing like 16 million warning labels that you the consumer were
supposed to put on your sun visor to tell you to make sure that the
transmission was in park and that you set the parking brake.

If it was good enough for the transmission problem, why isn't it
good enough to send warning labels to consumers who are unaware
that the windowshade slack inducing seat belt can kill them unless
they keep it snug at all times? I think a warning label is in order.
A recall campaign would be bette;, but I don’t think we can force
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them to recall 30 million cars and force them to put in safer seat
belts that they should have put in in the beginning.

Secondly, u‘y I could continue with the video briefly, I am going to
show you the automatic shoulder belt. [Video continues.]

how it automatically comes around you. This is the car-
mounted one. The prior one was the motorized mouse,

The tragedy of that is it is really not so effective to wear just the
shoulder belt. You have to always remember to put on the lap bett.
A recent survey by the Universitx of North Carolina pointed out
that less than 30 percent of the American public whose cars had
automatic shoulder belts even remembered to buckle up their.lap
belt, and many were not even aware that you are supposed to.

How important is it to put on the lap belt? I say it is life and

called a half automatic belt system, but I don't think that would
satisfy the manufacturers.

It is not just myself who believes that way. I quote from an emi-
nent authority, Genera! Motors—in a car that took General Motors
over $§3 billion dollars to develop over an eight-year period to be a
car that would show American Yeadership in small car technology.
At long last General Motors, the “mark of excellence,” came out
with a car called the Saturn and, lo and behold, what do you think
the superior safety restraint technology was after laboring for eight
years and $3 billion?

In the Saturn, General Motors put in an automatic motorized
shoulder belt and you still have to remember to put on your lap
belt, and there is no air bag. It is not even available in the Saturn.

I went and got a sun visor. I ordered one .rom my friendly local
Saturn dealer. I will show you, Mrs. Schroeder, the side you see
when you are sitting in the passenger seat. It says “CAUTION—
Fasten lap belt. See back of visor for more details.’

before you drive away, you flip down the sun visor and read
the caution that General Motors has seen fit to tell the owners of
1992 Saturns. It says “caution” with an exclamation mark, “Not
wearing your lap belt increases the chunce of severe or fatal injurly
In an accident. The shoulder belt alone may not restrain you in all
accidents. Always fasten your lap belt in addition to using the
automatic shoulder beijt.”

here is General Motors telling you that the belt they put in
their brand new super-duper Saturn is woefully inadequate and
can kill you. It says fatal injury in an accident unless you remem-
ber to put on the lap belt. I think General Motors is making a
mockery of what the available technology is to protect the Ameri-
can consumer, when they go through such medjocre technologies as
the one I {ust discussed.

In conclusion, on the seat belt issue I think there should be a
warning label, and I put an example on the easel, the warning
label for the automatic shoulder belt is the top one. What I really
did, Ms. Schroeder, so General Motors and the auto industry could
not object to it, was that I used their own language.

1 sagerequire NHTSA to have the auto companies send out warn-
xn% labels to all cars sold in America that have automatic shoulder
belts only because, if it was good enough for General Motors to fi-

~
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nally issue this kind of warning for the driver and passengers of
the Saturn with automatic shoulder belts, then why shouldn’t all
the car companies, foreign and domestic, that put in automatic
shoulder belts over the past seven years or so also have such a
warning?

Finally, the third subject is truck underride. [Video continues.}

Let me show you the tragedy of truck underride. That was part
of a film produced by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
which continues to do a marvelous job of alerting the public and
Congress and NHTSA to dangers on our highway. You can see the
kind of crashes.

Let me stop at an appropriate point to show you the underride
guard, a typical one, as you see there, There you can see all that
there is a socalled guard that the trucking industry says is there.
It came out in the 1950s. That is 40 years ago. They came out with
one, and the only requirements are that it be no higher than 30
inches above the ground and that it be strong and adequately at-
tached to the vehicle. That is it.

There is no crash test requirement. It is, of course, much too
high off the ground to prevent severe and fatal crashes when cars
go beneath the rear of those trucks. This is just an overview tuanks
to the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety. This is some over-
view of highway accident footage to show the level of tragedy that
could occur.

Many of us can recall that actress Jayne Mansfield was killed
when the car she was in went below the rear of a large truck in
New Orleans. This is part of a NHTSA study done "1 the early
1960s and late 1970s. You can see how a more effective underride
guard prevents the unde.ride accident. Now that is not in produc-
sion. at is just an example of what could and should have been

one.

This is in 1970. NHTSA, of course, was aware of this. This was
part of their project. The car companies also did crash tests. This is
General Motors. The Chevrolet Camaro is trying to get under the
zgar of a truck. Thanks to stronger guards, that tragedy is prevent-

Let me show you some film from the Insurance Institute for
Highway Safety, they did a series of crash tests. This is in 1976, a
Chevrolet Chevette at 29 miles an hour. Look what hagpens to the
passenger compartment as the small car underrides the rear of a
tall truck. That has the typical guard that you see today. And you
can see how ineffective it is in preventing the intrusion into the
occupant’s survival space.

This is a view from inside the Chevrolet Chevette. This would
result in an extremely severe or fatal injury, obviously. Not only
were Chevettes crash tested, but the next ones were Ford Grana-
das. At 33 miles an hour, look what happens to the occupants as
the car continues beneath the rear of the trailer unit. You can see
how the occupants would be severely brain damaged or killed or
decapitated as has happened in some of the accidents.

You can see what happened to that ;l)’assen er as the rigid, strong
rear of the truck impacts into their head. 1 have over the years
consulted in accident cases. I know victims and families of victims
of truck underride crashes. It happens in the real world.
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This is a Chevette with an improved underride guard. Look at
the remarkable difference when you have the underride protection
at the rear of the truck. Notice how it prevents the car from enter-
ing. These underguards should be energy absorbing also. They
should absorb energy as the car crashes into them so the occupant
can ride down the crash over a longer distance.

This driver and passenger obviously with an air bag would walk
away or certainly survive this kind of crash. Now the Ford Grana-
da at 34 miles an hour. Again the Penetration is significantly re-
duced because of an underride guard. There is a brief bit more to
this and then we are through with the underride section.

With a good seat belt and es ially with a good seat belt and an
air bag, these accidents would ﬁcsurvivahle if the underride guard
were also on the back of the trailers and trucks,

In Europe they have had standards, in Sweden since the 1970s,
in England since 1983 they have had underride guards. This is a
typical underride guard tﬁat you will find in Europe. You will
notice it is an energy absorbing design. You will see when the car
is pulled back, the guard restores itself more to the original posi-
tion.

NHTSA did fund, under the very capable administration of Joan
Claybrook, they did fund a $570,000 level of crash tests and other
tests. This is one of them where a Volkswagen Rabbit is shown
with regards to a 22-inch guard. This is a key point here. This is a
22-inch guard.

I want to call your attention to this for a reason because the cur-
rent NHTSA proposal, or at least the rumored current NHTSA
proposal that may be issued soon, we hope, talked in terms of a 22-
inch height for that underride guard. That is much too high. It
should be 18 inches preferably and certainly no more than 20; 18
inches would protect the occupants of the smaller and compact size
cars which are 20 to 25 percent of the cars that we are going to see
on the highways over the next few years if and when underride
guards are even put into effect.

So we have to tailor underride guards for that 18 inch level. You
will see at that 18 inches the axle structure and the majority of the
engine is overridden. Now this is another angle. The bumper and
su;:fort structures are overridden, the front wheel and axle is over-
ridden and the engine is merely tipped backward. That is why the
22-inch guard is wrong.

Yet that is the current NHTSA thinking. So even if they go
ahead with an underride guard, it will be inadequate.

This is a case I consulted in, where the man was decapitated
when his Honda Accord went beneath the side of a trailer. This is
the vehicle. You will see where the car went under the side. That
is wlinere it left the tell-tale evidence. [Conclusion of video presenta-
tion.

So to wrap it up, what we need for underride protection, Mrs.
Schroeder, is no more of the games of delay, no more of the politics
interfering with NHTSA doing its job. No more of the reluctant
truck industry that could or should on its own, without Federal
regulation, the trucking companies could have voluntarily put on
truck underride. That is the strange thing.
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Sometimes there is a hearing about what should be done, but
rarely is it pointed out that nothing stopped Fruehauf or other
truck manufacturers from going ahead and putting safer truck un-
dEerride devices under the trucks like they are now doing in

urope.,

So we have to move ahead with truck underride guards. On the
easel I am showing you what they do in Europe. I think it is em-
barrassing that if you go to Europe and you impact into a truck
you can survive, but if the same family goes for a drive in America,
they can go into the rear or the side of a truck and be killed.

I appreciate the oupportunity, Mrs. Schroeder and committee
members, to issue this testimony. 1 hope something constructive
can be done for the warning labels for the seat belts that 1 de-
scribed and that something constructive can be done to move ahead
with the truck underride standard.

[Prepared statement of Byron Bloch follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ByroN BLocH, CONSULTANT IN
Avro Sarxry Dxsran, Poromac, MD

I greatly azprccinto this opportunity to present tastimony
to the Hearing on "AUTONOTIVE SAFETY: ARE WE DOING ENOUGE
TO PROTECT AMEBRICA'S FAMILIES?®, conducted appr: {ately by
the Select Committes on Children, Youth, and Families of the
United States Hiuse of Representatives.

FROX XY OWN PERSVECTIVE AS AN INDEPENDENT CONSULTANT IN AUTO
SAFETY DESIGE TOR NORE THAN 20 YNARS, I CONCUR WITN THER
THENR AND URGENCY OF THASE HEARINGS as being of vital
importance to America's families, and their safety on
America‘’s highways. As pointed out by the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration:

"Baoh year, motor vehicle crashes cost America $74 billion
in economic losses. But beyond that, the true currency of
crashes is tragedy. Bvery day, more than 125 American
families assemble at grave sites around the country to mourn
the loss of a farily member -~ frequently a young member
kiiled in a arash.®

OVER THE YEARS, I HAVE CONSULTED IN MANY ACCIDENT CASES IN
WEICKE A NAN, WOMAN, OR CHILD, OR MULTIPLE NENBERS OF THE
SAME FAXILY, WERE TRAGICALLY INJURED OR KILLED IN MOTOR
VEHICLE ACCIDENTS. When I personally inspected the
accident vehicles, and various exemplar vehicles as well, I
frequently discovared safety defects and hazards that were
nsedless. Safety hazards that could and should have been
avoided. And theres were safer. alternative designs that
could and should have been implemented. Too xmany cars with
unsafe fuel tanks, like the Ford Pinto and Chevy Vega.
Unsafe seats, like in the VW Basetle and many other cars.
Unsafe school buses, like in the Kentucky cras! that burned
24 children and 3 adults to death. I try to e/aluate the
vehicle's "erashworthiness*.. _how well it did or @aid not
protect the occupants from injury in the crash accident.

I BAVE MET WITHR THE VICTINS, THE QUADRIPLEGICS AND DRAIN-
INJURED AND THOSE WITH NELTED FACES AND BURMED=OFF BANDS.

I have met with the families in the quiet of a nursing home
vhere their beloved children are locked forever in comas.

I have gone to fu erals, where the sorrow for the lost sons
and daughters permeatas into your soul. I know first-hand
how and why many of these car crash victims were severely
injured or killed. I am here to tell you that many of
these past tragedies that happened...and countless futura
tragedios that will continue to happen...are so needless, so
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very preventable. From my perspsctive in the trenches of
auto safety, my life's vork for over twenty years, I have
direct knowledge of the twe topics that I am hers to discuss
today: seatbelts that ars unsafe in partioular ways, and
truck underride acoidents in which cars orash beneath large
trucks and trailers.

ANERICAN FAMILIES EAVE BEEM GIVEM SECOND-RATR SEATBELT
SYSBTEMS THAT NAVE DESIGWED-IM HASARDS. The so-called
"yindowshade®™ typa of seatbelt was utilized in tens of
miliions of cars produced by General Motors, Ford, and
Chrysler from the mid-70's to their recent phase-out.

This "windowshade" feature allows the shoulder beslt of the
driver and right-front passenger to extend out of the
retractor...and stay out. This can inadvertently occur as
you drive around, and can cause many inches of shoulder belt
slack or looseness.

THEM, IF YOU'RE IM A CRASH ACCIDENT, THAT LOOSE SBOULDER
BELT WILL FAIL TO SAFELY RESTRAIN YOUR UPFER TORSO...and
you'll slam forward into the steering wheel, windshield, or
pillar...and can receive severe or fatal head and chest
injuries. Some people think that the loose shoulder belt
will automatically tighten or snug up to your chest when the
crash begins...but that's a nmisconception. The loose
shoulder belt will stay locse during the crash, and will
thus fail to adecuately protect you from injury.

A SERIES OF DYNAMIC SLED TESTS CONDUCTED IN 1982 BY THE
NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADKINISTRATION (NHTSA)
POINTED OUT THE LETEALITY OF RAVING TOO MUCH SLACK IN THE
SEOULDER BELT. While the lap belt portion of the three-
point continuous lap-and-shoulder belt was snug in all the
tests, the amount of slack for the shoulder belt varied from
0 inches, to 1 inch, 2 inches, and finally about 16 inches
{maximum possible slack). Instrunentation on the test
dummies in these 30-mph sinulated crash tests showed the
potential for head injury went from no likelihood at ¢ and 2
inch of slack, to possible injury at 2 inches, teo very
likely severe or fatal injury at 16 inches of slack. This
series of tests was for the right-front passenger only...and
the injury consequencea for a driver with shoulder belt
slack would likely be much more severe as his face, neck,
head, and chest slam inte the steering wheel.

THIS BO-CALLED "WINDOWSHADE® TYPE OF SEATBELT I8 UTILISED IN
CARS, PICRUPS, AND VANS PRODUCED FROM THE XID-1970'8 THROUGH
1990 BY GENERAL NOTORS, FORD, AND CHRYSLER. It is
interesting to note the evolution of information, cautions,
and warnings that have been put in the owner's manuals over
the years. Here are some examples:

1976 FORD (Thunderbird):
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CAUTION - An adjustaent that results in more slack than
is required to insert a fist between the shoulder belt and
the chest may reduce the restraint system effectiveness.

3979 CHRVROLEY (Camaro):

CAUTION: Use the least amount of belt slack to
mininire belt pressure. Too much belt slack could reduce
the amount of protection becauss the bhelt may not be able to
Properly restrain you in an accident.

1981 PORD (Thunderbird):
WARNING -- Never allow more slack than is required to
insert a fist between the shoulder belt and the chest.

1982 FORD {(Thunderbird)

To relieve belt pressurs on Your shoulder after the
helt is fastened, a shoulder harness corfort regulator is
provided in the retractor. This ragulator allows you to
adjust your shoulder belt length for optimum comfort. This
comfort regulator works like a window shade.

WARNING - Never allow more slack than is required to
insert a fist between the shoulder belt and the chest. ....
Failure to follow these precautions could increase the
chance and/or severity of injury in an accident.

1986 CADILLIAC {Daville)
CAUTION: To help reduce the risk of personal injury in
collisions or sudden Daneuvers, use the seat belts following

The least amount of belt possible should be pulled from
the retractor (about 25 millimcters or one inch) to minimize
belt pressure.

Keep any shoulder belt slack to a minimum, Too much
belt slack could reduce the amount of protection in an
accident because the belt is too loose to restrain you

Praperly.

1986 FORD (Thunderbird)

WARNING ~ Never allow more than 1=1/2 inches (3.8 cm)
of slack to be introduced into your seat bpelt system.

Failure to follow these precautions could increase the
Chance and/or severity of injury in an accident.

1988 DODGE {Caravan)

The amou.c of slack in the shoulder balt should be kept
to a minimum. Too much slack may prevent the belt from
Properly restraining you in the event of an accident.

1991 OLDSNOBILE {(Toronado)
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Q: What's wrong with this? (Showing an illustration
with a loose-fitting shoulder belt)

A: The shoulder belt is too loose. It won’t give
nearly as much protection this way.

CAUTION! You can be seriously hurt if your shoulder
belt is too loose. In a crash, You would move forward too
much, which could increase injury. The shoulder belt
should fit against your body.

NOTE THAT AS THRE YEARS WENT ALONG, TNE IMFORMATION FROM
FORD, GN, AND CHRYSLER BECANE INCREASINGLY NORE CAUTIONARY.
Obviously, they knew the dangers of shoulder belt slack
(beyond one inch). They knew the dangers, yet they
persisted with this slack-inducing windowshade featuve year
after year. Why? They had hoped that a shoulder lwelt
looseness feature might encourage yon to Wear a seatbelt
that you'd otherwise avoid if it felt too tight or chafed
your neck. But rather than make better-fitting seatbelts
with adjustable-height shoulder anchorages, or build them
into the seat structure (which would require stronger
seats), they came up with the foolhardy tension-relieving
"windowshade® feature.

INAGINE TEE LUNACY OF MAKING A SAFETY BELT RESTRAINT SYSTEN
THAT ITSELF GETS LOOSER AND LOOSER AS YOU DPRIVE AROUND...
WEICHE DEFEATS THE VERY PURPOSE OF A RESTRAINTI And no, it
doesn't automatically tighten to your body at the start of a
crash (though such a pre-tensioning tightener cculd have
been added at nominal cost). Ah, but if you and your
passengers read the wording in the owner's manual, you‘d
know that you'd have to constantly be 2lert to the slack
problem and regularly adjust the shoulder belt so the
retractor would manually tighten it.

WHY DID NATSA EVER ALLOW THIS BLACK-INDUCING SEATBELT? By
the strateqgy of claiming a "comfort and convenience® benefit
in their slack-inducing "windowshade®™ seatbelt, GM, Ford,
and Chrysler hoped to thereby get the American public to
wear their seatbelts in greater numbers beyond the 14-
percent or so who regularly did (and also thereby prevail
upon NHTSA to forget about requiring automatic restraints
such as airbags). Thus, they urged NHTSA to permit such a
system, and NHTSA reluctantly went along.

HOWEVER, NHTSA KNEW BETTER, AS REVEALED IN THEIR 1988
COMMENTS that “"such devices may reduce the effectiveness of
the belts in a crash situation if the tension-relieving
devices are nisused so as to introduce excessive slack in
the belt webbing.® GM, Ford, and Chrysler lsap at every
opporiunity to bring up driver or passenger "misuse®”
whenever the issue of too much slack comes up! As if it's
really your fault that excessive slack constantly occurs as
you merely drive around in your car!
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owner's option or Permanently in any subsegquent recall that
NHTSA might require. oOr only with an automatic pre-
tensioner feature to snug the belt at the onset of a crash.
But neitner NHTSA nor the v.s. automakers ever seriously
considered such safety features, It is also netewvorthy
that any slack-inducing featuresg ars outlawed in Europe,
since the seatbelt's design must not cause improper fit
during usage. GN and Ford both manufacture millions of
cars in Europe for the European market...and none have ever
had any slack-inducing windowshade devices.

NETSA NADE A MATOR ERROR: NO CRASH TESTS TO FROVE SEATBELTS
REALLY WORK, SNUGLY AND ALSQ WITHE SLACK. NHTSA came into
being in 1966, with a Congressional mandate to develop
safety standards for our motor vehicles. Incredibly, from
1966 through 1989, NHTSA hever got around teo mandating
crash test requiresent to Prove that seatbalts would work
effectively in a collision accident. No crash test to
prove that seatbelts really work! Finally, when automatic
restraints loomed closer, NHTSA at first demanded that any
automatic seatbelts be crash-tested with whatever the

American automakers objected, and fought to base the crash
test on the maximu:z slack recomzended by the automakers
themselves (only 1-1/2 inch).  And when the crash test
requirement finally came into effect by September 1989, gM
and Ford declared they were phasing out their tension-
r~lieving windowshade seatbelts.

IN 1979, UNDER ADMINISTRATOR JOAN CLAYBROOK'S ABLE
LEADERSHIP, NHTSA BEGAN THE NEW CAR ASSESSNENT PROGRAN,
NCAP, in which selected new cars are crashed into a barrier
at 35 mph, which is s mph faster than any NHTSA safety
standard to test Steering columns and hood Penetration.

to fatal injuries. The wind~-up retractors were allowing
excessive spool-out of the belt webbing...causing a
looseness that's analogous to having too much shoulder belt
slack in a windowshade type seatbelt. Rather than continue
to be embarrassed by NHTSA's NCAP crash tests, most auto
manufacturers quickly corrected their seatbelt problems in
future models.

WHAT CAR BE DONE TO HELP REDUCE THE SAFETY HAZARDS OF
“WINDOWSHADE" SLACK-INDUCING SEATBELTS? Ideally, it would
be wonderful {f awm, Ford, and Chrysler would voluntarily
recall the tens of millions of cars, pickups, and vans with
windowshade seatbelts...and retrofit three-point manual
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sea‘be’.- that were both webbing sensitive and vehicle
sensitive ('ike the dual-mode designs used in most Furopean
cars), withoit any slack-induci:g windows™ade feature. 1If
it could be aone at about a $100 per vehicle cust, times
about 40 million or more vehicles, the cost would be at
least $4-Billion...and is not likely to occur voluntarily or
thru NHTSA pressioe. The costs and the politics are much
toc mind-boggling.

A PROPOSAL THAT CAN HELF: PERMAMENT WARNING LABELS. It is
clear from their Owner‘'s Manpuals that GM, Ford, and Chrysler
are willing to warn about the dangers of more than an inch
of Ztack in the shoulder belt. However, to truly get the
~.onstant attention of the driver and right-front passenger,
such warnings should be prominently displayed on both
sunvisers at all times. I propose that two warning labels,
preferably in black print on a bright-yellow background,
with a permanent stick-on adheaive backing, be sent by GH,
Ford, and Chrysler to all registered vehicle owners whose
cars have windowshade seatbelts. Dealerships could also
fasten the labels on any relevant vehicles that don't have
such labels already affixed. And a national ad campaign
could alse alert the public. The labels could read
something like this:

SAFETY WARNING! This vehicle is equipped
with seatbelts that can czuse too much alack
or looseness in the shoulder belt,
even during nermal ariving.

You can ba seversly or fatally injured

if the belt is too lcose (more than one inch of slack).
Please pericdicnlly check to make sure
the shoulder belt fits you snugly,
as it will not autcmatically tighten in a crash.
The lap belt should also fit snuqgly.

ANOTEER HAZSARDOUS SEATBELT BYSTEM: AUTOMATIC BHOULDER BELTS
ONLY. In their rush to come up with a passive or automatic
restraint system, many automakers decided to devise some

* e of automatic belt system. It would be cheaper than
guing with airbags plus a manual three-point seatbelt.
However, the system that toe many chose was an automatic
shoulder belt only...usually with a knee bolster...with or
even without a manual lap belt. And usually with a
reminder in the owner's manual to advise you to always
remember to buckle up the lap beit. Variocus surveys,
including one by the University of North Carolina, showed
that less than 30-percent of drivers and front-seat
passengers remembered or even knew about the necessity of

)
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also buckling the manual lag belt. It is ludicrous and
fraudulent to lull the public inte believing these so-called
vautomatic” shoulder belts will automatiocally and safely
protect you. They won'!t! Because you still must always
ranember to alsc manually duckle up the lap belt.

NILLIONS OF U.8. AND JAPANESE CARS FROX THE NID-13a0'S
THEROUGH THE PRESENT 1991-1992 NODELS UTILISE SUCH AUTOMATIC
SEOULDER PELTS. Some use a motorized shoulder belt that
runs back and forth in a track above the door, while others
are attached directly to the door frame. Depending on your
body size and where the front seat is adjusted, there may be
an unsafe gap between the shoulder belt and your
chest...rather than a snug fit. Major automakers such as
GM and Ford will shift to airbags plus 3-point manual
seatbelts for the driver and right-front
passenger...probably by the 1994-1995 model year...and these
automatic shoulder belts will fade away as relics of the
cheap, annoying, ineffective, unsafe designs that most are.

A PROFOSAL THAT CAN HELP: PERMANENT WARNING LABELS. As
noted in the owner's manuals for most vehicles that have
either motorized or door-mounted automatic shoulder belts,
you are advised to always buckle your manual lap belt. In
very recent and current 1992 models by some automakers,
warning labels are a permanent part of the sunvisor...though
typically on the unseen side (until you flip the visor down
on a sunny day)! For example:

1992 FORDP (Thunderbird) (Cougar}

IMPORTANT - Before driving, read the label on the other
side of the visor.

IMPORTANT FOR YOUR SAFETY - Following these
instructions will greatly improve your chances of avoiding
severe injury in case of an accident:

~ Always wear your lap belt when the car is moving.

1992 GM BATURN

CAUTION! Fasten lap Belt. See back of visor for more
details.

CAUTION! Not wearing your lap belt increases the
chance of severe or fatal injury in an accident. The
shoulder belt alone may not restrain you in all accidents.
Always fasten your lap belt in addition to using the
automatic shoulder belt.

WARNINGS LABRLS SHOULD BE SENT TO ALL OWNERS OF AUTOMATIC
SHOULDER BELT VEHICLES. To get the attention of both the
driver and front-seat passenger, a warning label for each
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sunvisor should be sent to all vehicle owners whose cars
have automatic shoulder belts. I propose that such warning
labels have language similar to that for the General Motors
S8aturn (as noted above), preferably in black print on a
bright-yellow background, with a permanent stick-on
adhesive. Dealerships could also fasten the labels on any
relevant vehicles that don't have such labels already
affiied. And a national ad campaign could also alert the
public.

"WINDOWSHADE" SEATBELTS AND AUTOMATIC SHOULDER BELTS SHOULD
BE OUTLAWED AND PROHIBITED FROM ANY FURTEER USAGE IN NEW
CARS. It is imperative to immediately outlaw and prohibit
any futher usage of slack-inducing windowshade seatbelts in
America. We were and are the only nation on earth where
General Motors and Ford were able to polit‘cally pursuade
our national auto safety agency, NHTSA, to accept such a
dangerous design. In product liakility court cases, where
the injured victim claims the windowshade seatbelt failed to
safely protect him, defendant GM or Ford argues that there's
nothing wrong with that design because, well, even NHTSA
permitted it. It is long overdue tha time when NETSA
should prohibit, not condone, such a slack-inducing seatbelt
from any further implementation in our vehicles.

similarly, so-called "automatic" shoulder belts should also
be prohibited, since they are peither automatie nor safe,
and always require you to remember to buckle the manual lap
bealt.

IT WAS AND I8 YRONG FOR AUTOMAKERS AND NHTSA TO COMPROMISE
ON TEE SAFETY OF SEATBELTS. With the reliance by American
families on the life-or-death potential of safety belts, it
was and is wrong and reprehensible and unjust for too many
automakers to have compromised needlessly on the design angd
performance of the seatbelt systems they have pruvided to us
over these past twenty years. In particular, such
comprormising designs as the slack-inducing "windowshade®
seatbelts, and the so-called automatic shoulder belts, have
placed too many Americans in needless jeopardy in fo.seeable
collision accidents. Such unsafe seatbelts should be
prohibited, and if the automakers and NHTSA both fail to act
in a prompt pamnner to do so, then I urge this Congressional
Committes to probe the reasons for such ipactioen
particularly by NHTSA...and gcorract their failure by
vhatever Congressional legislation is appropriate.

NHTSA HAS ALSO FAILED, PARTICULARLY BY POLITICAL INFLUENCE.,
TO CARRY OUT ITS MIBSION AND ITS MANDATE TO VIGORODSLY
ENCOURAGE AND ASSURE THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SBAFEST
PRACTICABLE TECHENQLOGY IN OUR MOTOR VEHICLES. NHTSA should
have ensured that the seatbelt systems in our cars, pickups,
and vans were and are capable of preventing needless deaths
and injuries to American family members. Toe do less than
provide the bast seatbelts, is a disgrace for those auto
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manufacturers who have done so, and for the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration in allowing it to happen.

WITRIN MHTSA, THE TECHNICAL STAFF USUALLY KNOWS SAFER VERSUS
LESS-SAFE TECHNOICOQY. The tragedy is when tha politically-
appointed NHTSA Administrator and the acquiescing lawyers
are too willing to appease the autamakers or the White
House...and thereby compromise safety to the detriment of
the American public. when then-Ford president Lee Iacocca
told President Nixon in 1971 that *.._the shoulder
harnesses, the headrests are complete wastes of money® and
¥...you can see that safety has really killed all of our
business...”, a receptive President directed a massive delay
of then-pending safety regulations, Then during the Reagan
era from 1981 thru 1989, political control of NHTSA through
adninistrators Raymond Peck and Diane Steed again crippled
NHTSA's mission to maxinize vehicle safety for the Amarican
public. In short, it is imperative to eliminate the
political influences that have interfered with and
constrained NHTSA from pursuing its mission toward safety.

TRUCK UNDERRIDE HASARDS...ANOTHER RXANPLE OF NEEDLESS
TRAGEDY FOR AMERICAN FAMILIES. A truck underride accident
is when a passenger automobile or van or pickup crashes into
a large truck or trailer...and continues beneath, or
underrides, that truck. Often, the car penetrates so
deeply beneath the taller rear or side of the truck or
trailer, that the passanger compartment is crushed and torn
off. In some truck underride accidents, the occupants of
the car may even be decapitated. This hazard has been
known about since at least the 1950's. By various studies
over the years, perhaps from 200 to 300 fatalities occur
each year in truck underride accidents...plus thousands of
injuries.

A BISTORY OF TRUCK UNDERRIDE KEY EVENTS SHOWS NEEDLESS DELAY
IN ADOPTING UNDERRIDE-PREVENTION SAFETY GUARDS. In the
1950's, the first rear protection guard for large trucks and
trailers was required. It was to be at the rear of the
truck, at a height not to exceed 30 inches above the ground.
It shall be substantially constructed and firmly
attached...but there was no test requirement to evaluate its
strength or effectiveness, This was known as the ICC
gquard, for the Interstate Commerce Commission.

WHEN NHTOA WAS FORMED IN 1967, ONE OF ITS INITIAL PROPOSED
SAFETY STANDARDS WAS FOR A TRUCK UNDERRIDE QUARD. when the
proposed standard was then published in the Federal Register
in 1869, it required that the rear underride guard be ®"at a
height of no more than 18 inches from the road gsurface.® A
subgsequent revised version was published in 1970, with some
minor changes to the test force and pentration depth
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criteria. car-into-truck crash tests from GM, Ford, and
NHTSA added to truck underride knowledge.

THE NIXON ADMINIGTRATION POSTPOMES THE VEHICLE SAFETY
REGULATIONS.

After a2 meeting with Ford president Lee Iacocca and chairman
Henry Ford II, President Nixon gave the word to postpone
many of the then-pending vehicle safety standards, including
the one for truck underride protection. The rationale was
cost effectiveness. Soon thereatter, the truck underride
proposed rule was "terminated” because "the Adninistration
has concluded that, at the present time, the safety benefits
achievable in terms of lives and injuries saved would not be
conmensurate with the cost of implementing the proposed
requirenents.” Tha cost for the safety guard was estimated
at §125 to $175, versus a $200,000 value per human fatality.
NHTSA concluded that it wasn't worth doing...to save from 35
to 200 lives per year.

A 1977 SENATE HEARING EXAMINES CAR-TRUCK CRASHES. The
guestion of the delay in NHTSA's issuing a truck underride
guard is prompted by a sories of crash tests conducted by
the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, which
dramatically shows the tragic consequances of cars crashing
into and beneath trucks, versus the safety benaefits of
underride guards that prevent the tragedies. NHTSA is
compelled to again issue a truck underride proposed
standard, noting that the guard should be preferably 18
inches above ground level, for protecting smaller cars.
NHTSA estimates that as many as 200 to 300 lives can be
saved each year, plus about 8,600 personal injuries.

IN JANUARY 1981, NHTSA AGAIN FORMALLY PROPOSES A NEN SAFETY
STANDARD FOR TRUCK REAR UNDERRIDE PROTECTION. Under the
NHTSA administration of Joan Claybrook, NHTSA issues a
$578,667 contract to conduct comprehensive truck underride
tests, including many with large Chevrolets and subcompact
Volkswagen Rabbits. The NHTSA project recommends that a
20-inch high guard appeared adequate to prsvent excessive
underride for the VW Rabbit at impact speeds from 30-40 mph.

THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION TAKES OVER, WITH ITS DE-REGULATION
ATTITUDE, and the new NHTSA administrator Raymond Peck and
his successor Diane Steed keep the truck underride proposed
standard on hold throughout the 1980's. In the meantime,
the fwedish (in the mid-1970's) and the British (in 1983)
and much of Europe adopt truck underride safety requlations,
and install the safety gquards on their large trucks and
trailers. Meanwhile, in the U.S., virtually nothing is
being done...either by NHTSA or by the truck and trailer
manufacturers. The European standard adopts a 55 cm. quard
height, which is almoat 22 inches above the ground.
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TODAY 1IN LATE-1991 THERE IS APPARENTLY SOME NOVEMENT
REGARDING A TRUCK UNDERRIDE FROTECTION FROPOSED RULE.

Though it's not yet published or publicly available for
review, NHTSA seems to be on tha brink of some possible new
proposed rule for truck underride protection. But now, the
pProbable recommended guard height will be 22 inches above
the ground...close to the Furopean 55 ca. height. This
ignores NHTSA's original proposals at 18 inches, and the
1980 NHTSA rocommendation for 20 inches (based on the VW
Rabbit tests).

OVER TRS PAST FEW YEARS, OUR CAR POPULATION HAS SHIPFTED TO
BMALLER CARS WITH NORE SLOPED=NOSE DERSIGNS. Car bumpers
are in tne 16-to~ inch height range And the height of most
small and compact car tires is about 21 inches. For the
best crash resistance, it's desirable to engage the front
bumper and its support structures, plus the front tires, and
the engine block as well. Yot NHNTSA is apparently ignering
the safety Lenefits of the 18-inch guard height (which would
thus help protect perhaps 40 percent or more of our car
population).

THE EDUROPEAN COMMUNITY HAS MOVED AHEAD WITH A SIDE UNDERRIDE
GUARD, originally intended for keeping motorcyclists,
bicyclists, and pedestrians from getting crushed beneath
tall +ruck and trailer sides, but also helpful in deflecting
away any cars as well. Whilas NHTSA is aware that about
half ihe underride fatalities are beneath the sides, versus
the rear, of tall trucks and trailers, there is no
consideration of any such safety gquard for the U.S.

Finally, the Europeans have also moved ahead with a truck
conspicuity regulation, to make the rear and side of large
trucks and trailers more visiable at night and in inclement
weather and fog.

WHERE IS ANY TRUCK UNDERRIDE GUARD FOR THE U.5.7 While the
toll of deaths and injuries continue year after year, now
estimated by NHTSA to be perhaps about 120 fatalities per
year due to truck underride accidents, there is still no
proposed rule....let alone a final standard in effect. The
delay by a politically-controlled National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration is totally irresponsible. After an
on-again, off-again pattern of delay and more delay...from
1967 through 1991...there is no system of "cost-versus-
benefit priorties" or other rationales to continue this 24
year delay.

S8INCE IT TAKES ABUUT 1¢ YEARS TO CONVERT AILMOST THE WHOLE
TRUCK AND TRAYLER FLEET, after any final rule takes effact,
America may not solve the truck underride hazard for perhaps
another 12 yYears or so. What should the government vehicle
safety agency and the trucking industry teil the families of
the fatalities and crippled victims of needless truck
underride accidents? .

-

g
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hops I have shed some light toward resalving the question:
"Automotive Safety: Are We Poing Enough to Protect

I hops these {ssues can be resolved
in a constructive, expeditious manner that will help protect
America's families from needless deaths and injuries on our

Anerica‘'s Familiag?"

highways. Thank you.

o

-~

Consuftant
AUTO SAFETY DESIGN
7731 Tuckerman Lane
Potomac, Maryland 20854
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PHINDOWSHADE" SEATBELT HAZARD
__—
Photo t - Tens of millions of cars,

Ickups, snd vans were built by
ganeul Notors, Ford, and Chrysler
from the mtd-'70s thru sbout 1990...
with s navel "windowshade™ type of
seatbelt feature.

The shoulder belt thus acts iike
a windowshade....you can putl it
out of its retractor and it will
atsy out, and then you can pull f{t
again and it will retract.

Phote 2 - M and Ford promoted the
owshade” featurc as a way to

alleviate too such shoulder belt

tension and neck chafing for some.

Ther alsa srgued {t would encourage
more people to buckic up {and it
served as part of a ploy to stall
& NHTSA mandate for airgags).

Photo 3 -~ The "windowshade" feature
allows you to velumtarily cause
slack or loosencss in the shoulder
belt {and can slso loosen the lap
belt in many designs)}.

But it can also induce excesstve,
dengerous slack...more than about
one inch...fnadvertently as you
move slightly in your seat, or
reach to adjust the radio.

24
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Photo & - Most sestbelts are a
continucus hg—lﬂ-lbﬂlﬂd&r belt,
with & retractor device that allovs
the belt webbing to be ad justable
£o different y sizes and meat
adjustaents fore-and-afc.

There's a ssall pendulus device
thet responds to deceleration of
the vehiele (In hard braking or tn
& crash)...vhich then moves a lock
bar to stop any further movement
of the retractor reel.

&fs_g_{_— This amount of shoulder
€ slack...snything over even one
fnch. ..can be dangercus in s crash
accident.

It ta preferable to keep the lap
and shoulder belt snug to your
body at all times...without sny
slack st sll....but that's quite
difficult to do and maintain with
a "vindowshado® slack-inducing
belt system.

to & - A scatbelt is s safety
restraint device. But {f the
shoulder belt has too much glack
or loosenose, {t obvicusly fails
to reatrain you in a crash...and
you can glam your head, face, neck
and chast into the steeriog wheel,
windshield, or pillar...snd be
severely or fatslly injured.

These “windowshade" seatbelts do not
automatically tighten to your body —
in & crash. (A self-tensioning
festure is part of some recent
Buropean cars.)

TSy FT',.W@E
« ., S
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Eg{g_l - Back in 1968, the new
tional Highway Safety Buresu

{now NNTSA) mandated lap—and-shoulder
seatbelts for the driver and right
front passenger.

Froa 1968 thru September 1989,
there never was any raquiresent to
actually crash test a vehicle to
verify the seatbelts would perform
safoly to protect the occupant in
& crash.

Hovever, {n 1982, NHTSA finslly
conducted four "informal™ woving
;led tests...with only a right-
ront passenger dv.-{...to 8ssess
various amomts of slack in the
shoulder belt (“windowshade™ type).

With just 2 inches of shoulder belt
slack, there was "probable injury*.

Photo 8 - With the saximus asount
of shoulder belt slack pessible
{0 che “windowshade' belt system
(around 16 inches) there was a

1tklthood of a fatal head injury.

The idea of slack or looseness in
a seatbelt is so snti-safety...
so plain stupid...it's incredible
that NHTSA ever allowed it in the
first plsce!

to 9 ~ During the 1980's, the
agvisories in the M, Ford, and
Chrysler owmer's manuals became
more to the point.

A very recent € le appears 1o
bright yellow in the GM-Oldsmobile
owner's manual:

&%1%! You can be seriously
yaur_shoulder t is

too Ioose.
Yot, all these yesrs, in tens of
eillions of M, Ford, and Chryaler
vehicles...there has not been any
simflar warning on the sunvisors
or seatbelts to simflarly warn you.

ERIC 41
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

HAUTOMATIC" SEATBELT HAZARBS
e era e

E%%gg 1. - To comply with the
sandate to pgase-in
soae type of "sutomatic™ or

psssive restraint system (one
that requires no action by

the driver or passenger), many
American and Jspanese cars
have adopted some type of
Mautomatic" shoulder belt...
but must always remember
to alse buckle-up the lap belt!

One design has the shoulder

belt hucg?ed to the door frame
and, as you close the door,

the shoulder beit “sutomatically”
€Omes across your chest.

FPhoto 2 . Another design has

g shoulder belt sttached to
a “mochanical mouse™ gadget
that runs in a track im the
roof, fus. above the door.
When you cloge the door, the
ROUSE woves resarward and thus
the shoulder helt “automatically*
comes across your chest.

These so-called "automatfc"
shoulder belts are invartably
unbuckled (disconnected) at
car dealerships and gute shows
«».which {8 a violatfon of the
Federal Law' (Car dealers are
embarrassed to show customers
such a stupid seatbelt system. )

Also, the shoulder belt fits
8o poorly, it reduces its
restraint-ability in a crash.

And remember, you must always
remember to buckle-up that
non-automatic lap bele!

A recent Univers{ty of North
Carolina research survey noted
that less than J0-percont had
remeobered to buckle their lap
belt.

NHTSA bas stated that automatic
belts may be less effeetive
than manual belts.

Photo 3

O Sy
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

: LAD ! BE_SENT TO ALL DE_"AUTONA I
%Sﬁ! EHECLES. To get the attention o th the driver and the
ront-gseat passenger, a warning label for each sunvisor should be
sent to sll vehicle owners whose cars have such "automatic* shoulder
beits. Such warning labels could have language and appeavance

similar to that for the 1992 General Motors Saturn automobiles, as
shown here:

£
‘; (¥ )
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TRUCK UNDERRIDE MNAZARD

~ At the rear of
%rse trucka and
tractor-trafiler rigs are
very minimal “guards".
(Scenes from the film by
the Ingurance Institute for
Highway Safety.)

po:o 2 - These sinimal
:g:l &' are too high above

rosd level and are too
weak to t a passenger
automobile from crashing
beneath the tall structure
&t the rear of the truck or
trafiler.

qotg 3 - The tragic results
of 8 truck underride crash
...dceg penetration inte the
car's “'survival space® the
top half of the car ripped
off, decapitation of :Ee
driver and pasiengers. The
estimates indicate poasibly
200-300 fatalities and about
8,000 severe injurtes each
year {in underride accidents.
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- Crash tests b{ :
'ord, and NHTSA {n the late
1960s and 1970 ahowed how an
3 underride guard can
he g. NHTSA proposed a rule
in 1970...but it was canceled

by a political directive.

_Pg;g S - The Insurance

natt* *a for Highway Safety
conduc-ted a series of crash
tests “o show the hazards of
existing sinimal rds...as
shawn by this Fo Cranada
crashing benecath the tall rear
of a large trailer.

Photo 6 - Prototypes of safer
rride prevention guards
were designed and tnstalled
in the I1IHS program...to show
how simple and effective such
improved guards could be.

f 3 \
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mg;g_E -~ In this IIHS crash
test ol a 1976 Ford Cranada
aid-sfge car impacting at
33 mph into the rear of a
large truck, mote thst the
ineffective so-called guard
{30-inches sbove road, and
too weak) fatls to prevent
the deep penstration...or
“underrida®...of the car
beneath the truck.

Fga_g - In this view from
nside the car, the rear
structure of the truck is

seen crashing into the head
of the right—front passenger.

Phota ¢ -~ In contrast to the
‘®Bove pheto 7, this similsr
RO ML 2 A crash of another Ford Cranada
W inte & truck equipped with a
N prototype mrguha shown in
preceding photo 6) 1§ quite
effective in preventing any
penctration {nto the passenger
compartment “survival space®.

-3
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glg&; 10 - In this IIHS crash
ast a 1976 Chevralet
Chevette crashing at 29 aph
into the rear of a large
truck-trailer, the oinimal
present-day guard is too high
and too wesk to prevent this
small car from penetrating
deaply beneath the truck,

The car’s bumper structures,
engine, and front wheels are
&ll overridden.

Figgre 11 - In this view from
insige the Chevelte, the rear
structure of the tall truck
fs scen penetrating into the
o passenger's "survival space"
,ﬁ; - to cause an axtremely severe
o 2 or fatal head injury.

*

pewy PR

Figure 12 - In contrast to

e spove photo 10, a similar
crash of another Chovette at
30 fnto the rear of a
truck equipped with a prototype
or proposed guard {(such as
shown in preceding photo 6}
is quite effective in helping
prevent the underride hazard,
with the elimtnation of any
penetration {nto the passenger
cospartoent "gurvival space®.

exdc BEST £2FY AVILAGLE
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oto 13 - After & 1977 Senate
quastioned the delay
in 's dssulng a truck

mderride prevention standard,
<he new RH¥SA administration
authorized a $578,667 contract
to develop ¢ coapltance test
for truck underrids protection.

The 1978-1980 program included
crash tests of various guard
designs, heights above the road,
and varfous car sizes.

The 1978 Volkewagen Rabbit {s

s t{gteal front-wheel-drive

Small car...and is shown at .
left crashing tnto & guard that
is 22 tnches above the greund.

to 14 - Note how the 22-inch
guard height £s8 {neffective at
the crash {nitiastion.,.it goes
above the r and its
supportive structures (which
are 16-to-20 {nches above the
ground).

The originsl 1969 NHTSA proposal
was an i8-inch gusrd hetght.

Photo 15 - As the same crash

progresses, note how the tires
and suspension are also over-
ridden. As the front of the
esr is pushed down to the road,
the engine mass {s overridden.

Thus, the 22-inch guard hefight
is obviously imeffective in
preventing the underride of
small and mid-size cars (of
cantemporary slope-nose design),

This mafor NNTSA study thus
recocmended that the guard

befight not exceed 20 inches.
{Final Roport - Sept. 1980)

Paradoxically, the rumcred

gndtng NHTSA proposal tn
cember 1991 is for & 22-{nch

guard height!

1969: NHTSA said 18 inches.
1980: WMTSA said 20 inches.

1991: NHTSA says 22 inches!?

CLLABLE



Photo 16 - This is typical of
s0-called rds on most
trucks and trailers stnce the
uid-1950s to the present 1991,
Originated by the Interstate
rce Commisstion {1ces,
the requirements are sininal
and groasly incffective...,
tncluding & 30-inch height
above the ground, no specffic
Tequirements for strength, and
fo crash-teating to show how
effective they need be.

Photo $7 _ This 1s an exaople
of a2 prototype rd devised
by the IINS, a demonstrated
in their =td-1970s crash test
program to show the safety
Rerits of improved guards that
were signiffcantly more safety
effective than the conmon

ICC gusrd.

Photo 18 - While NHTSA has
proposed rulemsking for truck
underride Fmrds in 1971
(Yolltlcal y cancelled by the
Nixon admtnistration) and
thon agatn in 1981 {sgatn
pelitically cancelled by the
Reagan adninistration), the
European nations have sdopted
and lemonted underride
E:ard regulations since 1983,
frmjing in Sweden and the
ted Kingdom. Shown here is
an underride guard fn England.

l 15
ERIC
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Photo 19 - In sany truck

3 acclidents, perhaps
as sany as half of the fatal
incidents involve the car
crashing beneath the aside of
the truck or trafler.”

In this accident, the truck
vas negligently making o left
turn in front of oncoming
traffic.

Photo 2G - This Honds Accord
sedan was unable to avoid the
large tractor-trailer that was
turning in front of his path,
and the Honda crashed into and
benesth the tall right-hand
side of the tratler...rippiag
off the entire roof structure
of the car anc killing the
driver.

%oto 21 - There was no side
erride prevention gusrd on
the accident truck....mor s
there any pending proposal by
NHTSA to develop or mandate
such underride prevention
guards for the sfides of trucks
and traflers.

Eurcpe presently has side
underride gusrds for cyclists
and pedestrians...and is now
considering strengthenting them
to enhance their ability to
prevent car underride as well.
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Chairwoman ScHrROeDER. Thank you very much. It sounds like
reflective bandaids won't solve the whole thing.

Congressman Johnson, do you have any questions?

Mr. JounsoN. No, thank you.

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. Congressman Martinez.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes.

While you were talking, I was conjuring up pictures in my mind.
You talked about the windowshade seat belt and the automatic
seat belt. These things come into my mind. It goes back to a thing I
saw a long time ago when seat belts were first being put in cars.

I was in Texas at a Ro convention. I was at the golf course.
The gentleman asked me if I wanted to have a ride, I said sure. I
had a friend with me. The man with the car said, “On one condi-
tion, when you get in my car, you don’t touch anything in my car.”

We didn't know what he meant. We thought he meant the radio.
My friend Dan touched the seat belt and it was welded shut. The
guy said, “See I told you. If you need to have seatbelts, you don’t
want to ride in my car.” We asked him why he did it. He said, “I
don’t want government in my car telling me what to do.”” That is a
sample of the thinking that goes on out there.

You will notice after seatbelts started being put in cars, the
states started passing laws to make ple put on the seatbelts. I
will bet today there are a lot of people who don’t fasten their seat-
belts when they get in.

So you say there was a.warning sign put in by General Motors
that tells the person who put on the seatbelt. How do you force
people to live up to the responsibility for their own safety? Warn-
m% signs are not going to do it.

am concerned about the children. They kave no control over it.
I have seen nts do things like carry pets wad kids not anchored
down in the back of an open pick-up.

What do we do? Besiggs the warning signs, the individual has
some responsibilities. The car manufacturers can put them in but
zlf thgy have to be fastened mechanically, how do you force them to

o it?

As far as the mechanisms themselves, you know the race drivers
have always led the way in safety features. Do they have automatic
set-ups or do they have to hook their own? If they have a better
device in their cars, why has it not been applied commercially and
how do we make people responsible for their own safety beyond the
law that does not make them do it and the warning signs that do
not make them do it?

Mr. BrocH. Your points are very well taken, Mr. Martinez. The
points I made this morning are not to automatically correct the
problem with the seatbelt but because the industry erred, because
they went ahead with a stupid seatbelt design in the first place.

Vehat can we do years later to try to alert the public about them?
Yes, it would be best to force a recall of those belts and put in safer
belts so you would not even need those belts in the car. But here
we are gears later and 1 am saying what can we do to alert people
to the dangers in windowshade belts and the automatic set belts.

Mr. MARTINEZ. My question goes beyond that point. But how do
we get people to understand the danger to their own safety and use
those devices that we put in?

>
Do
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Mr. Broch. Well, I think we have to reshape a bit of the think-
ing, the enlightenment on their own mortality and the car is fun
and joy only. In other words, the crash tests e car companies do,
General Motors, Ford and Chrysler, they stamp them confidential.

If you buy one of their cars and say, will you send me the crash
tests so I can appreciate better what will happen, they don't pro-
vide you that information. It is not in the showrooms. So you don’t
know. If you don’t know the consequences of not putting on your
seat belt, for example, or by not wearing it Properly, snugly to your
gody. you may be foolish enough to think, I am immortal, it won't

appen to me.
answer is continuous education starting at the elemen
school level into the high schools and television. Don't forget that
motor vehicle accidents are a serious matter and it is not just how
quick is my car and how fancy is the styling, et cetera.

It is a life or death matter and parents have a 1esponsibility to
educate their children in that . They do not allow automatic
belts in race cars. They are not allowed in Europe. Ford and Gener-
al Motors make cars that they sell in Europe that have superior
seatbelts to what they give American consumers here. I think that
is an important point.

The current chairman of General Motors, I know him rsonally,
he is an engineer and a terrific human being. He was the head of
Opel for a while. He knows they have better belts in Europe. He
came back here to General Motors. He is not here to ify. You
could ask the chairman of Ford Motor Company, also not here
today, ask them, why do you give European cars superior seat belts
with no slack feature, no automatic shoulder beits? Why do you
give the European cars that you make safer seatbelts and short-
change the American consumers with the worst seatbelts on the
Planet Earth, the worst in America.

Theﬁ tell you to buckle up for safety aud your life depends on it
and they give you garbage seatbelts. They are not even here,
Maybe at your continu.3 pearing two weels or so from now,
maybe General Motors or Ford will appear to respond to those

uestions. These hearings will continue and | think the leadership,
the chairman should be here.

Mr. MarTINEZ,. IS the reason they get better seat’ alts because of
their law or market demand?

Mr. BrocH. Two reasons predominantly, one, is they are more
sensible in that there is a dynamic sled test that represents a crash
test. Do you know, Mr. Martinez and Mrs, Schroeder, in the United
States of America those seatbelts required in our cars starting in
1967 with the first Federal safety standards from NHTSA, to this
very day, that for all those years there was no crash test require-
ment to prove that those lap and shoulder belts in your car would
really work in a crash?

Gee, golly, they overlooked it. In Europe they did not overlook it.
They not only have a dynaziic test to demonstrate that they work,
but you cannot have a seatbelt that is so loose that it will not prop-
erly fit your body to protect you in a cragh, ergo, you cannot have a
slack belt because it will not fit you properly.

The Europeans are way ahea! in their safety standards. As Joan
Claybrook pointed out, and you pointed out Mrs. Schroeder, our
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standards came out in the late 1960s, early 1970s and we are still
in the basement. Those should not be called Federal safety stand-
ards. That is a fraud. They should be called minimal level require-
ments, not Federal motor vehicle safety standards.

If you called them what they are, minimum level requirements,
then the corporations will be-forced to go above those minimal
level requirements and in court cases where injured plaintiffs sue
the car companies for unsafe design, the car companies come in
and say “Don’t blame us, our car meets the Federal safety stand-
ards so it must be safe”. That makes a mockery out of the words
“Federal safety standards’ and the intent of them.

Mr. MArTINEZ. Thank you.

Chairwoman SCHROEDER. Thank you very much. We appreciate
¥outi'l being here today and we appreciate your bringing your
amily.

Mr. BLocH. Thank you, Mrs. Schroeder.

Chairwoman SCHROEDER. Our next witness was supposed to be
from the American Trucking Administration. We understand they
did not come. Is that correct? I don’t see anyone out there. I guess
we had a witness who called in last night and said they would not
come and they did not come. We are very sorry about that.

Our next panel is Ben Kelley, President of the Institute for
Injury Reduction in Upper Marlboro, Maryland and Brian O’Neill,
President of the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety in Arling-
ton, Virginia. If you will stand we will swear you in at this point.

[Witnesses sworn.]

We welcome you back, Mr. Kelley and Mr. O’Neill. If it is possi-
ble, would you summarize your statements and we will put the full
one in the record. Mr. Kelley.

STATEMENT OF BEN KELLEY, PRESIDENT, INSTITUTE FOR
INJURY REDUCTION, UPPER MARLBORO, MD

Mr. KeLLey. Thank you for asking IIR to testify.

It is a shame that the NHTSA is not here today to hear this
much-needed information.

The Institute for Injury Reduction is a nonprofit public service
organization founded by attorneys representing people injured by
product hazards, attorneys who are committed to reducing the
needless bloodshed they see so frequently.

Our membership is oven to anyone who shares that goal.

My written statement is a lengthy discussion of the issues before
i\;our hearing—truck underride, unsafe “passive” belts, and the

rds of slack caused by so-called tension reliever windowshade
devices. My statement todaiv is largely devoted to the windowshade
issue which exemplifies all that has gone wrong at the NHTSA
since 1981.

I have included in the materials I have submitted to the staff a
copy of the underride video portions Mr. Bloch showed and which
Mr. O'Neill and I produced and conducted in the 1970s. I am de-
lighted that you had that as part of your record.

_ The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration Act of 1966
is unconditional in its mandate that NHTSA must set adequate ve-
hicle safety performance standards and recall unsafe vehicles.

| ol
O



51

NHTSA's leadership since 1981, however, has seen fit essentially
to scrar that mandate and, instead, to leave motor vehicle safety
regulation up to the companies that make the vehicles. IIR has
done extensive work in the windowshade ~nd passive belt injury
areas, and you have asked me to addrers these.

To sum up, the windowshade device has one purpose and one
only and that is to cover up for the unwillingness of domestic car
companies tv make lap-shoulder seat belts that fit the wearers
safely and properly.

For well over a decade the U.S. car makers designed the belts to
fit the cars, not the people. That meant that web routings and
other essentials were minimized or ignored. The result was that
uncomfortable and unsafe belts were being used. To offset these
harmful characteristics, the companies added windowshades; thus
they offset the discomfort of the ill-fitted belt by introducing an-
other hazard, slack, in order to keep the belt off the face and neck.
The belts became even more dangerous and less useful.

Certainly belt slack caused by the windowshade has been a factor
in countless deaths and injuries. The windowshade is like a dagger
made of ice that melts after the murder. This is because in post-
crash attempts to rescue the victim, the slack caused by the win-
dowshade is cancelled and disappears when the door is opened.
This destroys the evidence of the windowshade’s role.

In 1980 NHTSA was moving to ban or restrict windowshades and
force the companies to design safe belts. But that changed in 1981,
NHTSA began then to collaborate with the companies to protect
hazardous windowshades.

NHTSA does this yet today. It has refused all requests by safety
advocates to have this dangerous system prohibited. All this is cov-
ered in detail in my written statement. ] want to urge the commit-
tee, if it does nothing else as a result of this hearing to take one
important step: demand that the car companies and NHTSA un-
dertake an aggressive program to permit and encourage the discon-
nection of windowshade devices on request of car owners who don't
want those hazards in their cars any longer.

Warning of the hazard is desirable but it does not eliminate the
windowshade slack danger. An adequate corrective approach would
involve not only warning owners of windowshade cars, and there
are probably more than 100 million of those cars on the road today,
that the slack device is hazardous, but it also would disconnect it
for those who don't want to place their loved ones at risk.

monstrating.]

am holding a belt retractor equipped with a windowshade
device. Note that the windOWShadeeﬁevice can be removed by one
snip of metal cutters lecving the rest of the belt in perfect operat-
ing condition. There is absolutely no reason why this cannot be
done for less than 50 cents in less than five minutes. Disconnection
can be done in a moment at any dealership at little if any cost and
has no effect on the belt’s performance.

But the companies refuse flatly to promote or provide this safety-
enhancing step. They refuse to take out the slack. They even refuse
to effectively warn motorists about this danger. We ask NHTSA to
begin to implement the 1966 Motor Safety Act by banning unsafe
windowshade belts and recalling belts that needlessly permit injury

J0
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or death. That also includes many of the passive belt designs and
lap-only belts.

The public depends on NHTSA to protect its safety in car crash-
es; promoting disconnection of slack-inducing windowshade devices
would be an excellent starting point.

Madam Chair, you mentioned the absence of an NHTSA witness
here this morning. If NHTSA were headed by a person as commit-
ted to the public’s health as former Surgeon General Koop was
committed to the good of the public health, he would be here to tes-
tify about money needed, staff needed and commitment offered to
save lives in highway crashes.

NHTSA is the single most important health agency in the
United States, based on the numbers of deaths and injuries to
people in this country. It is an outrage that we do not have a Sur-
geon General Koop at the head of that agency. Thank you for
asking us to be here.

[Prepared statement of Benjamin Kelley follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN KELLEY, PRESIDENT,
INSTITUTE ror INsurY Repucrion, Uprxr MagLsoro, MD

Chairwoman Schroader, members of the Committee, we are
Pleased to respond teo your invitation to appear at this
hearing.

The Institute for Injury Reduction is a non-profit
Public service organization founded by attorneys
representing people injured by unsafe products. We undertake
research and public education programs to reduce the
i"evalence of such products and the injuries they cause. Our
membership is open to all individuals and groups who share
this goal.

Today you are holding hearings into the steadfast
refusal of the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration to take action against three notorious motor
vehicle design features that needlessly cause, allow or

aggravate injuries to children, adults and
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families in car crashes. They are (1) slack-inducing
“*indowshade" seat belt designs, (2} “passive” belts, and (3)
lack of truck underride protection.

Each is an example eof the continuing failure of the
leadership of the National Bighway Traffic Safety Administration
to protect the pation‘s motorists from needless, catastrophic
injury on the highways. By itself, each is so egregions as to
warrant a separate Congressional investigation. Tegether, they
define the pattern of NETSA‘s systematic, decade-~long malfeasance
£ its statutory duty to set motor vehicle safety standards that
protect children, adults and families from ravaging harm in
entirely foreseeable car crashes, and to recall vehicles that
inflict such harm.

The National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 is
unconditional in its mandate that NETSA must set adegquate vehicle
safety performance standards and recall unsafe vehicles.’

NHTSA’s leadership since 1981, however, has seen fit essentially
to scrap that mandate and, instead, to leave motor wvehicle safety
regulation up to the companies that make the vehicles. (For
example, those companies were bitterly cpposed to providing air
bags in new cars, so NBETSA in 1981 undertook to kill the “passive
restraint” standard. It took a Supreme Court decision to breathe
life back into that vitally important regulation.?)

The laissez-faire attitude of NETSA’s current leadership was
stated as follows in a 1988 rulemaking document: "As a policy

matter, the agency has generally concluded thet there is no
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compelling safety need for it to act when vehicle manufacturers
are voluntarily taking the desires steps absent any Federal
requirement to do so.’™ (Nor, it should be added, when they are
not taking such steps.) Does such a policy square with the Act‘s
purposes?

We think not. The Act’s framers saw that “the unconditionsl
imposition of mandatory gtandards at the earliest practicable
date is the only course commensurate with [reducing] the highway
death and injury tell,” and that *"the promotion of motor vehicle
safety through voluntary standards has largely failed.*'~
NHTSA’s “volunteerism” policy thus would turn the Act and its
goals into confetti - and in toe many instances, including those
being examined in today‘s hearings, that is what already has
happened.

IIR has done extensive work in the "windowshade® and
“passive belt" injury areas, and you have asked me to addre
these. In addition, I have bean deeply involved for many years in
the matter of injuries caused by lack or adequate truck underride
protection. Materials bearing on that issue, which may be helpful
to your investigation, have been provided to your staff for
inclusion in the hearing record. In addition we have provided the
staff with a documentary film, “Underride,” which I produced in
1873 at the Insurance Institute for Bighway Safety, bringing to
the attention of NBTSA and Congress the Seriousness of these

injuries and the avajlability of design countermeasures to them.
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Turning now to NEHTSA’a failure to use its rulemaking or
recall powers to remove unsafe seat belt designs from the
marketplace:

Seat belt designs are like vaccines. Some vaccines are less
effective than othere in eliminating target diseases. Some have
detrimental side effects ranging from discomfort to the actual
causation or aggravation of other diseases. So it is with belt
designe; some are less effective than others, and seme are
downright dangerous in that they can cause or aggravate injury.

What is NETSA’s leadership doing about such designs? Nothing
at all. It is failing to warn the motoring public about
inadequate or hazardous belts. It is failing to take recall
action against guch belts. And, with one exception, it is failing
to set standards to preclude such belts in the future.

The exception is belts in rear outboard seating positions.
In 1989, belatedly and only after the industry had aqreed, NETSA
published a requirement that those positions be provided with
lap-shoulder belt combinaticns, thus at long last eliminating the
deadly hazards of lap~only rear outboard belts in new ~ars.?
Those hazards had been known for decades by the car companies and
NHTSA*, but it took lawsuits by injured people’, a critical
report by the National Transportation Safety Board*, and vocal
outrage by some safety groups to force this change. Even today,
NETSA‘s administrator refuses to warn the public about rear lap-
belt injury hazards in existing cars or effectively to promote

retrofitting of those cars with lap-shoulder belt systems.
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As a rule, inaction carries the day when unsafe belts are
brought to NHTSA’s attention. The agency’s failure to either
recall unsafe passive belt designs - also the subject of this
hearing - or to set standards precluding them in the future
exemplifies this. Attachment No. 1 teo this testimony contains IIR
materials addressing the injury-preoducing hazards of the two most
common passive belt designs, which was the subject of a major IIR
public education effort earlier this year.

In the first design, the belt is attached to the door, thus
allowing belted occupants to be ejected when the door opens. In
the second, the passive shoulder belt is separate from the active
lap belt - or, in soms models, there is no lap belt at all. The
dire injury-producing hazards of shoulder belts without lap belts
has been documented for decades'; Sweden, a nation with an
exemplary reccrd in motor vehicle safety requlation, forbids such
belts.'” In fact, NETSA once reguired, in FMVSS 209, that
motorists be warned never to use shoulder belts without lap belts
because of their injurious potential.! But it has waived that
<warning for passive shoulder belts.

The solution, of course, is for NETSA to outlaw dangerous
passive belt designs and, in addition, to require air bag-seat
belt systems for front seat passengers. NBTSA‘s administrator has
declined to take either step despite his agency‘s own data
showing the superiority of the air bag-seat belt system. (See
Attachment 3 to this testimony.) Last week, in a stunning

commentary on NHTSA’s indifference to vehicle safety progress,
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Congress passed a law setting just such a requirement to take
erffect in the lete 1990s.% Congress did the job that NBTSA‘s
administrator should have, but did not, carry out.

The remaining subject of this hearing is the window shade
slack belt hazard.

Belt slack has been recognized for decades as a peril to be
strictly avoided by car designers and car occupants.'? In a
crash, slack can severely impair or entirely negate the belt’s
effectiveness by 2llowing the wearer‘s body to smash forward into
hostile, injurious structures in the car‘s interior. 1In some
cases, slack can allow the occupant to come out of the belt
entirely, leading to injuries in the vehicle or to ejection.

Despite this, the device called the "window shade,* which
actually produces and éncourages hazardous seat-belt slack, was
introduced into new car designs by domestic manufacturers in the
mid 1970s. Since then those manufacturers have equipped tens of
millions of cars with the windowshade device as a standard
feature. And for the past decade, NHTSA has stood by, letting
“hem get away with it.

(Attachment No. 2 to this testimony is a detailed
chronological Summary of key NHTSA, manufacturer and related
documentg bearing on the window ghade’s history. as appropriate
the following discussion cites relevant items in th.at summary. )

The window shade, first developed by General Mctors, is also
known as the “tension reliever® and "comfort teature“ - soothing

nNames which mask its deadly performance. The window shade permits
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the shoulder portion of the belt to be made loose, either when
the user puils it into a slack position or when unintended slack
Creeps into the belt as the user moves about while operating the
car, reaching for the radio or glove campartment, or otherwise
moving about in the seat. It ig impossible for the user to know
just what movements will put unintended slack into the helt under
what conditions, and therefore she or he cannot know what
movements to avoid.

ice slack ic present in the windowshade belt, it will
remain there unless the user becomes aware of it and makes a
positive tugging action on tipe belt to cancel the slack.
Sometimes the tugging action will fail Lo remove the slack, or
will remove it only partially. It the slack is po2led behind the
user, under the fold of a coat, or in gome cther
unnoticed location, the user will not notice it and will have no
opportunity to remove it. Further, the slack may creep into the
lap portion s well.

If window ghade glack in present in the belt when the car
" ashes, it will not be canceled or retracted when the belt locks
up. Unknown to most users, the belt will remain loose when the
occupant ‘s upper torso, propelled by the crash, hurtles forward.
The belt will provide no protection until the body impacts the
loose webbing. At that point, depending on the occupant’s
momentrs and direction, it will provide diminished or no
protection. In fact, in some crashes the loose webbing, when it

is abruptly impacted by the occupant ‘s body, may itself become a
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cause of injury. It may seem beyond belief that car companies
~ald force such a hazard on their customers and that NHTSA would
allow them to do so. Yet this should not be surprising. These are
the same companies which, after developing air baq passive-
restraint technology in the early 1970s, kept it off the market
for nearly twenty yvears - and the same NHTSA that tried in 1982
to permanently Kkill the federal passive-restraint requirement. In
that context, their actions to imperil motorists’ lives with
window shade belt slack devices, while repugnant, are consistent
with their demonstrated antipathy to meaningful safety progress.

The history of the window shade is a histery of manufacturer
and regulatory indifference to the safety of motorists - of
putting manufacturer convenience and profit before injury
prevention.

The window shade came into being because in the early 1970s
GM and other domestic manufacturers did not care enoungh about
safety to design their cars and seat belt systems so that the
belts provided a comfortable fit for a wide range of user sizes
‘nd shapes, i.e., without pressing too tightly against their
bodies and without cressing and rubbing against their pecks and
faces. Meanwhile, a growing number of foreiqgn manufacturers were
developing well-fitting belts refleuting sensitive, user-friendly
engineering and anchorage placement dictated by safety concerns,
not cosmetic or stylist concerns.

It was generally recognized in safety circles that the

better the belt fit, the more likely the belt would be used.
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Substantially higher U.S. belt use levels for foreign-built cars
' +n for domestic~built cars appeared to bear this out. But the
domestic companies seemed not to care; instead of designing bi.lts
with user-friendly fitting characteristics they simply decided.
beginning in the mid-1970s, to add windew shades to their
uncomfortable systems. The wearer whe was hothered by a bolt
cutting across & face or neck, or a belt preasing toc tightly
against the body, could "fix* the problem by putting slack into
the belt - and in the process, putting herself or himself at
increased risk of injury in a crash.

Without doubt the system was responsible from its earliest
introduction for deaths and injuries that would have been
prevented by snug, well-fitting belt designs. Bowever, these
apparently went largely undetected. For one thing, belt use
levels in the U.S. during the 1970s and early 19808 uere guite
low - never higher than 20 percent in observed use s.rveys. That
meant that a relatively small population of motorists was exposed
to the window shade slack hazard during its early yearcs.

Moreover - and of special importance - the window shade,
while producing deadly slack, usually leaves no evidence in the
wake of its harm. Window shade belts are designed to cancel
their slack and retract when the car door is openad or the belt
is unbuckled. This means that after a crash has occurxed and

rescue operations are in progress, the very act of extricating
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dead and injured occupants is likely to cause the incriminating
'~1t slack to disappear. Thus the window shade, like an ice
dagyer that melts after the murder, is an untraceable agent of
injvry.

As increasing numbers of domestically made cars were
equipped with window shades during the late 1970s and early
19808, the device’s hazards became apparent, as did the injuries
it was producing. Court suits against manufacturers were filed as
a result of such injuries.?* The National Transportativn Safety
Board began to urge NETSA to prohibit or discourage the window
shade, and - at least jnitially - NETSA itself seemed reasponsive.
(Attachment No. 2, Nos. 19, 24) In fact, during the late 1970s it
appeared that the regulatory agency was prepared to stop the car
companies from equipping their cars with window shades.
Rulemaking proposals and contractor research reports published by
NHTSA condemnad the device and developed stringent test
raquirements to inhibit its slack-producing capabilities.
{Attachment No. 2, Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 10}

But during the 1980s NHTSA, under changed leadership,
reversed course. In response to manufacturer requests gtarting in
1981, it delayed, then dropped, its slack-inhibiting test
requirements. In its restraint-system rulemaking notices the
agency began to characterize window shade slack hazards as
“misuse” by belt wearers rather than misdesign by manufacturers,
thus echoing one of GM‘s window shade defenses. It repeatedly

denied petitions by safety advocates seeking recall of defective
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window shade belt systems and adoption of regulations to
digcourage future such systes= And, it ignored NTSB
recommendations that window shades be discouraged or prohibhited,
particularly because they could produce belt slack inadvertently,
without the user‘s knowledge or wish. (Attachment No. 2, Nos. 11,
12, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 23}

NHTSA’s justification for continuing to allow the window
shade device became, during thie period, that the device was
needed because it increased belt use levels. Bven if slack night
produce injury - or se NHTSA claimed - the overall effect of the
window shade‘s presence was to encourage larger numbers of people
to use their belts. This also echoed a developing GM argument in
dofense of the window shade ~ one, however, which was entirely
unsupported by research or otber data. (In fact, during the 1970s
GM had fought NETSA proposals to require more comfortable and
botter-fitting belts by repesatedly contending that making bslts
more useable was ot a proven way to encourage more people to use
them. Its new position, that window shades promoted use by making
bolts more comfortable, directly contradicted its old one.)
{Attachment No. 2, Nos. 4, 8, 9, 11, 18)

The “increased use" position was, of course, unfounded and
untenable. As Australia, Sweden and the U.K. demonstrated years
esrlier, the only way to achieve durable and subsatantial belt use
increases was throngh legislation -~ something that America had
resisted and American car companies had declined to lobby for.
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With or without windowshades, belte were not being used in
important numbers in thie country until the mid 1980s, when
States increasingly began to enact belt use laws.

(At this point the companies did lobby vigorously for those
lawe. Their purpose, which they failed to achieve, was to head
off the passive restraint requirement promulgated in 1984 by
NETSA and the Department of Transportation under the Supreme
Court decision reversing the Reagan Administration’s attempt to
kill the requirement.)

The "increased use" argument remained unsupported until
1989. Then, with GM funding, three regearchers published s study
claiming to show that window shade cars had higher belt use
leveis and lower injury levels than sarlier non window shade
cars.'® The study, however, was fatally flawed in two obvious
tespacts, as described by subsequent analyses of the etudy.

First, in comparing GM non window ghade and window ghade
cars, it ignared the fact that the former were equipped with so-
called Automatic Locking Retractor (ALR) belt systens, while the
latter were equipped with Emergency Locking Retractor (ELR)
systems.

The difference - which had nothing to do with thae
windowshade device - was critical; ALR belts, which were hard to
buckle and became uncomfortably tight when worn, have a well-
docunented history of discouraging people from using their belte.
ELR systems, which GM introduced simultanecusly with the window

shade device, were easy to don and more comfortable to wear.
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Second, the GN-funded study bad failed to account for age
At £ferances between the older pon~windowshade cars and the newsr
window shade cars - differencas which could strongly affect their
belt use and crash injury histories. It was clear that the GM-
funded study was grossly incompetent and that its results might
have been completely reversed had it accounted for these
important and obvious facters.

Ths net outcome of this misbehavior by NETSA, GM and othex
panufacturers using window shade devices is that tens of millions
of cars remain on the highwaye today with such hazardous systems.
By and large panufacturers have discontinued window shades as
they have introduced passive belts, but there is no requlation to
prevent thelr reintroduction.

Nor, tragically, has there been any move by NATSA to have
these hazardous systems recalled and corrected. As stated, the
agency has rejected petitions for window shade recalls. They and
the manufacturers are entirely willing to leave these deadly
devices on the highways, meaning that as moxe and more psople
wear their belts in response to state use laws, more and more
people will be exposed to the risks of increased crash injury due
to slack in their belts. (Attachment No. 2, Nos. 21, 26, 30-33)

in fact, RETSA and the manufacturers are even unwilling teo
disconas .t nd deactivate the window shade device for car owners
who do not want it in their car and would pay for its remcval.
Window shade desctivation is a simple procedure which does not

affect the belt’s opexation in any way, other than to improve it
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by removing the risk of slack. In 1989 IIR asked the companios
end the federal agencies to inform motorists of the hazards of
the windowshade and tc arrangs for dealers to deactivate the
device on request. This entirely reasonable idea was rejected or
ignored by the companies and NETSA. To this day, dealers refuse
to deactivate the windowshads for safoty-conaciocus car cwners who
know that slack is bad and do pnot want it creeping into their
belt systems. (Attachment No. 2, Nos. 28, 29)

What can be to reduce the window shade hazard that NETSA and
the domestic car companies have spawned in tens of millions of
cars? First, NETSA ghould immediately inform the public of the
dangerous nature of thie system, through a vigorous public
information program that identifies cars equipped with window
shades. Second, it should cajole, urge and otherwise use its
influence to induce the companies to deactivate window shades for
sll car owners requesting that safety precantion ~ at no charge
if possible. Third, it shonld undertake recall actioas against
all euch devices ~ a process that may take months or years, but
is urgently needed to clear the environment of these ticking time
bombs. Fourth, it ghould adopt regulations precluding the future
use of window shade devices in belt systems and requiring that
belts be designed to fit comfortably and safely on a wide range
of wearers, thus precluding any excuses for slack as a “comfort*
feature.

The likelihood that NETSA will undertake any of these steps
is virtually nil unless Congress requiras them. The agency‘s
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intransigence toward safety progress was demonstrated recently in
Jite refusal to require full front seat air bags in future new
cars, despite NETSA’s own evidence that the air bag-seat belt
conbination is vastly superior to other restraint systams. Last
week, Congress did what NBTSA should have done by enacting air
bag raquirements as part of the Transportation Bill - a sad
commentary on the “safety” agency‘s behavior.

Further, NHETSA has refused even to require that shoulder
belts be equipped with adjustable anchorage points. Such
anchorage points allow a wide range of usere to position thair
belts across their upper torsos rather than across their faces or
necks. They are found on some cars as standard eguipment. They
would add only pennies to the cost
of the car. They would make an important contribution to safe
belt performance. Yot NHTSA recently rejected a petitiom to
require them because, it found, they would not be cost effective
and their safety benefits were "uncortain”.

Auto safety regulation is in industry hands. NHTSA since

198) has been headed by a series of totally unqualified, totally
uncommitted bureaucrats whose apparent chief concern is pleasing
the companies instead of protecting the public. They have
equelched efforts by members of the agency’s professional staff
to move forward with needed safety standards and defect recalls,
thus seriously demoralizing and frightening those members. Two of
NETSA’s leadership bureaucrats have left to become paid witnesses

on behalf of car companies in cases brought on behalf of people
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injured by defective automobiles. One of them heads an industrcy
~~alition to oppose fuel economy improvements. The incumbent has
attacked safety advocates as not credible and *lunatics*,”

The motoring public may believe that because an agency
called the National Righway Traffic Safety Administration exists
in Washington, auto safety regulation is in geod hands. Nothing
could be further from the truth. Auto safety ie in dangorous
hands. The motoring public is nesdlessly in peril and will stay
that way until RETSA’s leadership is overhauled and its auto

safety mission is restored to its original course.
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On behalf of the Institute‘s members and the Center for Auto
safety, which has joined us in this press conference, thank you for
being here.

Starting in 1986 the U.S. Department of Transportation, throughk
its National Highwsy Traffic Safety Adminstration (NBTSA}, began
requiring front-seat automatic restraint systems in pew cats. The
requirement, Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 208, was phased
in starting that year and now applies to all new cars.

The requirement has been a two-edged blade, cutting deaths and

:ries with one edge while increasing crash hasards with the
other.

On the beneficial side, FMVSS 208 permits manufacturers to equip
their cars with driver-side or full-front-geat air bag systems plus
manual lap-shoulder belts, That combination has been recegnized for
years as providing the best possible level of crash protectien,
especially in the higher-speed frontal impacts which account for
the majority of deaths and serious injuries. On the detrimental

side, the standard also permits manufacturers, if they do not want
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_ovide air bags, to equip their cars with the hazard-prone
alternative - the automatic belt system.

Even though air bags account for a relatively small share of the
automatic restraint systems provided in new cars to date, NETSA
evaluations of their real-world crash performance indicate that if
full-front-seat air bags were in all passenger cars, vans, light
trucks and wtility vehicles, more than 7,00" deaths and 80,000
injuries would be prevented annually. (IIR Testimony, March 21,
1991, Senate Commerce Committee Consumer Subceommittee, hearings on
s. 591.)

It bears repeating that air bag technology - the very kind now
being praised by lLse Iacocca and provided by many companies in at
least scme cars - has been feasible, economical and marketable
since the early 1970s. It was solely because of the industry’s
resistance, both to implementing improving crashworthiness
technclogy and to regulatory proposals for requiring it, that air
bage were pulled off the market in 1976 and kept off until a few
juals ago.

The Supreme Court called the industry’s campaign of resistance
*the regulatory equivalent of war against the air bag". More than
one mrillion Americans have been fatalities or seriously-hurt
casualties in it.

A principal weapon in that war has been the automatic, or so-
called passive, seat belt. Committed to undermining federal air bag
requirements in the 1970s, the car companies developed auntomatic

belt designs and presented them to the public, Congress and NEETA
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us 8 way to increase crash protection without providing air bags.
Regqulators modified their proposed “passive restraint® rules to
pPermit sutomatic balts. We have asked Yon here today te review the
results of that decision and to urge that it be rescinded.

In a moment we will describe for You the various automatic beslt
designs and demonstrate their hazards, which also are summarized
in the attachment, "“what Is Hazardous About Automatic Belts?"
(Attachment 2) These hazards and the injuries they produce are well
known to researchers, government officials and, of course, the
companies themselves, as shown in “Some Background Facts."
(Attachment 3)

One principal hazard stems from the doox-mounted design of many
automatic belt systems, that is, they are anchored se that when the
door cpens, the belt opens, pemitti~g the occupant to be fully or
partially ejected. Since doors open in an estimated 10 percent of
crashes, the resulting exposure to severe or fatal injuries for
door-mounted belt wearers is substantial -~ and avoidable.

Another major hazard ie that many sutomatic belt designs either
do not provide any kind of lap belt, or provide only a manual lap
belt which requires as much effort to put on as the former,
superior three~point manual designs commonly found n cars for the
past decade or go. The "shoulder-only* design can cause very severe
or fatal injuries to the chest, heart, and upper spinal cord when
eccupants submarine upder it because they lack lower-torso
restraint. And, absent a lap belt, occupants can submarine or roll
out of these belts, leading to injuries fram impacting interior
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ebjects or from ejection.

Early in the development of passive restraints it was believed
that even though the performance of sutomatic belts might be
inferior to manual three-point belts, their deficiencies would be
offset by the increased belt use they would generate. That argument
ne lenger is sufficient, nozr has it been for some years. One recent
North Carolina study showed that use rates for manual bslts, with
or without sir bags, have become nearly identical to those for
automatic belts, and that the latter were more often worn
incorrectly and dangexcusly.

The passage of State mandatory belt use laws has been the chief
driving force behind incroased belt wearing, and it bekooves aute
manufacturers and the government to see that all occupants, both
restrained and unrestrained, are givan the best protective system
poseible. That system is the air bag combined with the manual lap-
shoulder belt,

To eliminate automatic belt hazards and inswre the best
restraint protection possible for the widest number of motorists,
we are today making the following recommendations for action by
government and the car companies:

1. DOT/NBTSA - Initiate rulemaking to preclude all automatic
belt designs that embody the two principal hazards found in these
systeme, i.e., door mounted belts and shoulder-only helts.

2. DOT/NHTSA - Open investigations to determine the frequency
and severity of injuries being permitted or caused by hazardous

deeign characteristics of automatic belt systems, including door

-
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mountings, shoulder-only designs, high-mounted hardware, and
motorized operations - and issue recall notices for those systeme
found to be hazardoua.

3. DOT/NETSA ~ Publish consumer~information data showing the
comparative {njury and fatality reduction performances of air
bag/manual belt gsystems and automatic belt systems based on real-
vorld crash experience to date.

¢. DOT/NBTSA - Initiate rulemaking to require full front seat
air bag/manual belt systems in all now ears for the future. (If
NETSA fails to take this clearly and urgently nesded step, Congress
has readied legislation, S. 591, to do so.}

S: Auto Manufacturers, DOT/NETSA - Issue clear warnings to
prospective purchasers, owners and users of cars equipped with
aytomatic belts concerning their crash hazards, including labels
and other informational materials specifically describing the
nature of injuries that can be caused by absence of a lap belt
and/or ejection during a crash or rollover.

We in the auto safety movement have been asking motorists te
"buckle up® for many years. It is only right that those same
motorists, now that they are buckling up in very large numbers, be
given safe belts, and the best overall restraint systems, to do it
with.

bt
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Bigh MCAP Crash Test Failure Rate: Each year NETSA‘s NCAP
Togram crash-toste new cars in 3§ MPE frontal barrier
cte teo determine injury levels for front-seat occupants.
For the 1991 model year NETSA has tosted 40 cars
repressnting 68 models.

Twenty two of the cars teosted were equipped with driver-side
“automatic" belts; five failed the test. The remaining 18
cars wore egui wvith driver-side air oags and manual 3~
peint belts; on Y one failed. (1991 New Car Assesament
Program Results, NBTSA, 3/21/91)

L L ] *

HLDI ‘Best and Worst‘: The latest HLDI insurance data for
injury claims frequency reports that of the twenty passenger
car models with the lowest overall frequencies, five were
e gped with driver-side or driver/passenger side air bage.
Of the twenty cars with highest injury ela frequencies,
our were aguipigd with ‘automatic’ belits and only one with
8 driver-side a bag. The remainder in both groups had
manual belts. (Bighway Loss Data Institute, “Insurance
Injury Report I89-1,° september 1990)

- * -

Manual Belts More Effective When Worn: According to a 1988
NETSA “Research Note, " manual belts in compared cars were
40-50 percent effective in reducing fatalities when worn,
compared to 35-38 perecent for two-point door-mounted
‘autematic’ bhelts. (National) Bighway Traffic Safety
Administration Research Note, *Reduced Fatality Rates in
Toyota Cressidas With Automatic Belts,* May 1988)

51
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nitectiveness Limite: Although wearing rates for VW
*automatic® belts prior to State mandatory use laws were at
least double those for manual VW belts, fatality rstes per
vehicle month for the former were only 20 parcent lower than
for the latter. (NHTSA Research Notes, “Volkswagon Restraint
Systems and Fatality Rates,” February 1990)

Two-Point Shounlder Balte Not Permitted in Burcpe: The
European Economic Coomunity is among those jurisdictione
that doas not permit cars teo be oquggpad with two-point
shouldex-only belts, whether autcomatic or manusl- That is,
the sutomatic belt system sold in this country in large
volumes by Volkswagen may not be sold in that manufacturer‘s
own market. (EEC Council Directive 77/541, as amended)

Shoulder-Only Pangers

‘Pecple Won't Use Lap Balt‘: Ford, Chrysler, and most
foreign manufacturscs have chosen *antomatic® shoulder belts
that require the wearer to buckle a lap belt. GM has not,
"mostly because pesople would tend not to use the additional
lap belt.” (Mike Rains, GM systems manager for restrainte,
quoted in Law and Order magazine, March, 1991.)

- * -

Two-Point Shonlder Belt Injuries Known Since 1968: "In our
tests, the subjects received fatal trauma. This (shoulder-
only belt] system not only doss not provide pelvic
restraint, which allows tKe subject’s lower torso to swing
rorward and rotate out of the belt at impact (unless stopped
by striking the instrument panel, car door, or other
structure}, but in side impact produces an extremely lethal
whipping action in which the body literally rotates about
and ont of the belt. There have been several studies of
injuries attributed to this type of belt -~ including data on
chest injuries, a ruptured spleen, and sternal fracture."
(Pathology of Trauma Attributed to Restraint Systems in
Crash Impacts, Richard G. Snyder, PE.D., et al, Aerospace
Medicine, August, 1968)

0
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«wn’t Use Shouldsr-Only Belts’: *However, we must .
against those advecating the use of the single diagona.
enly (with no lap belt) as an adequate seat belt
system. ..the results to date do indicate strongly that this
can be a highly dangerous device.* (Seat Belt Injuries {n
Impact, Snyder et al, Federal Aviation Administration AD 698
289, March, 19%69)

Uso . Arquaent

‘Increasod Use’ Rationale Pading: An sarly defense of
Tautomatic” belts was that even though they might provide
less protection than manual belts, thie would be offeset by
the increased wearing levels they would generate. But a
University of North Carclina study has found that for
recent-model cars (198 and later}, belt use rates for
“automatic® belt cars are roughly the same as those for
manual-belt cars and air bag cars - 79.6 percent, 73.9
Percent and 76.3 percent, respectively. (“Usage Patterns and
Misuse Rates of Autamatic Seat Belts by System Type,"
Bighway Safety Research Center, University of North
Carclina, October 1990)

- - -

Misuse A Greater Problem Witk ‘Antcmatic’ Belts: The same

study found a “distreseing® level of misuse for automatic

belts, including excessive slack, discornection, belte under

arms, and failure to conrect the manval lar belt. {"Usage

Patterns and Misuse Rates of Automatic Sent Belts by System

Type,® Bighway Safety Research Center, Upivarsity of North
tolina, October 1990)

Ble:Sden Dongere Fiom Automatic Belts

wttctions More Common: When the doors of a veuicle epen in
4 ciash, the risk >f occupant »jection is greater for
vehicles swyaipped with sutomatic seat belts than for those
equipped ' ith manuc! belts. ™ 1938 NHTSA Resecsch Nete
stated that “"the Toyota {autoratic] belts =ziuced ejections
{ecoxpaced with ncn-bolt use], but probably pot to the same
OX.eLl as thres-point mar--1 belts.* (Natione! Yighway
Traffic Safety Administr _tiun Research Note, °®aseduced
fatniAtg Rates in Toyota Lressidas Wit} Automavic Belts,”
8y 1%28)
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Commonness of Door Opening in Crash: "DPata freom [Ineurance
Institute for Highway Safety] investigation...indicate that
latches opening and tearing off are a frequent occurrence in
towaway crashes. Trained investigators examined sach vehicle
in detsil. They found that 10 percent of the vehicles had
experienced door opening during the crash and an additional
2.3 percent had door latches torn away from their
mounting...Clearly, more than one out of ten is too high a
rate of door and latch failures." (Motor vshicle Crash
Injury Patterns and the Virginia Seat Belt Law, Lestina et
al, Insurance Institute for Bighway Safety, 1990.)

- - -~

GM Knew: "During a 30 mph lateral dolly rollover test
conducted using the FMVSS 208 test procedure, a passive
shoulder belt restrained, S0stile dummy initially positioned
in the outboard front seating position on the low side of
the vehicle was completely ejected from the passenger
compartrent. We believe this result demonstrates that a
belt type pelvic restraint mmet be combined with the passive
shoulder belt to provide the same degree of occupant
protection during rollover accidents as the current active
lap-shoulder belt system provides.®™ (“General Motors
Corporation Response to the Depariment of Transportation
Proposal on Occupant Crash Protection,” OST Docket 44,
Notice 76-8, September 17, 1976)

IIR
4/23/91
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NOAL_IS OAZARDOUS ABOUT
AUTOMATIC BELT DESIGNS?

Automatic belt designs vary. The fellowing list points
out the chief designs and, where applicable, their hazarde:

1. Two-Point Door-Mounted: Founu an many Volkswagen vehicles
manufactured during the mid-1970s to early 1980s, and again
since 1985. Alse found on Hyundai vehicles msnufactured
during the late 1980s. Hazards include the followings

-No Lap Belt: This sllows forward motion of the lower body
in a crash. Also allows the body to subserge from or roll
out of the belt aystem, depending on the crash
configuration, which may lead to injury from impact with
internal structure or ejection through windows or sunroofs.
Can produce serious or fatal injuries to the chest, heart
and upper spinal column from “hanging* injuries caused by
the shoulder-only design.

-Door-Mounted: If the door opens in & crash or while the
vehicle is in motion, the occupant may be ejected since the
balt is fastened to the door and no lap belt is provided to
prevent even partial ejection.

-Poor-Mounted Haxdware: The belt release hardware is
mounted at the top of the door, where in a crash it is
vilnerable to impact from outside objects or objecta in the

- which can trigger the belt release mechanism and leave
tae occupant unbelted. Alse, the rigid, unylielding hardware
itself, located near the wwarer’s head, becomes an injurious
structure in a crash.

2. Three-Point Door-Mounted: Found on many General Motors
vehiclas manufactured since 1285, ae well as some Japanese
vehicles. Hazards jinclude the following:

-Deor-Moynted: If the door opens in a crash or while the
vehicle is in motion, the occupant may be ejected since the
belt is fastened to the door.

~Slack: Some systems are equipped with *windowshade®
tension relievers which induce slack into the systenm,
further negating the belt‘s effectiveness in a crash.
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Pour-Point Automatic Shoulder/Manual Lap: Shoulder belt
«otorized in some, not in others. Favored by msnufacturera
ROt uaing the above designe, including moet Japanese
manufacturers. Hasards include:

-Non- Widely left unused by occupante
who may think that are “automatically® protected by the
shoulder portion, leaving then exposed to crash injuries
associated with two-point shoulder-only belts.

- : Some designs are door Dounted;
if the door °pens in a crash or while the vehicle is in
motion, the occupant not wearing a lap belt may be fully

belt to open when the door opens, which creataes a similar
hazard for non-door-mounted motorized systems. Pven
occupants wearing thejir manual lap belt® are exposed to
partial (upper torso, head) ejection by these designs.

IIR
4723/91

56



83

INSTITUTE FOR INJURY REDUCTION

ATH PRINCE UEOROES BOULKEY ARD
SUITE 20
UPPER MAKRLBOKCG. MAKYLAND 20772
——
KU YARDOUO
LT TH T VR T
FAN ¢t01r venwann

(Contract Na. DTNH22-87-C-07169)

“This crash occurred on a four lane roadway in Brunswick, Me., on
Sunday, September 30 at 1531 hours...The involved vehicle was a
marked Brunswick Police 1990 Chevrolet Caprice 4-door sedan that

system...affixed to the front door. ...the driver was apparently
in pursuit of a vehicle...The left rear door area of the Caprice

"Due to the B-pillar fajlure and the opening of the left front
door, the 3-point Aute.atic belt system that was affixed to the
door no longer restrained the driver, He was ejected through the
doox opening and impacted the asphalt sidewalk with the right
parietal aspect of Ega head, resulting in a skull fracture with
multiple underlying {fatal) cerebral injuries.* (Summary, p, 2)

“The door-mounted astomatic 3-point lap and shoulder beilt systemn
did not provide sufficient restraint for the driver due to the
striker post séparating from the B-pillar which caused the doar
‘.0 opan, thus creating en avenue for his nearly camplete ejection
srem the vehicle. » (Summary, p. 2)

*The Maine State Police, who investigated this fatal crash, have
subsaquently retrofitted all of their 19290 Chevrolet Caprice
police venicles (122 vehicles) with the 1989 active 3-point belt
system affixad to the left B-pillar.* (p. 16.)

i g
~J
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USAGE PATTERNS AND MISUSE RATES AUTOMAT  SEAT
BELTS BY SYSTEM TYPER

Donald W. Refnfurt
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Willian W. Hunter

Highvay Safety Research Center
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Chapel Hill, North Carolina

ABSTRACT

This study examined seat bealt usage by drivers of
4151 late model csrs in North Carolins equipped with a
varisty of restraint system types. Of special interest
was the usage of shoulder and/or lap belts for both
motorized and non-motor{zed sutomstic seat belt systems.
For comparison purposes, data vere also collected on usage
rates for three-peint manual systems. Usage rates sro
provided by restraint typs (sutomatic belt, air bag,
manual belt), by make/model and by driver characteristics
(age, sex and race). Hichast usage rates (79.62) vere
found for automatic belts followed by traditional manual
belts (76.32) and restraines provided in air bsg-equipped
cars (73.92). Although the spoulder balt vas utilized in
94.2 percent of the motorized balt cars such as the Ford
Tempo and Toyota Camry, the sccompanying lap belt vas
fastened in only 28.6% of these vehicles. Among the
sutomatic belt systems, the non-motorized automstic
lap/shoulder combination, such as used by General Motors
and Honda, was the least frequently utilized (76.92).
Misuse of the shoulder belt (e.g., excessive slack,
detached from tha door, placed under the arm)} vas found in
nearly six percent of the sample. As a result of this
survey along vith one conducted by the US DOT, it would
appsar that increased public fnformation and education
concerning these newv restraine systems {s warranted.

SEAT BELTS h: @ now been required fn psssenger vehicles
for over tvo decades: lap belts were required in 1966 and
lap and shoulder bslts in 19.8., The early lap and
shoulder belt systems verea not connectad (s four-paint
system), but fntecrconnected lap/shoulder belts (a throe-
point system) became standard in 1974, Through the early
1980°'s, however, U.S. geat belt uss rates vere

J4th ANNUAL PROCE EOINGS
ASSOCIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF AUTQMOTIVE ME OICINE
October 1.3, 1990, Scottsdate, Arizona
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approximatealy 10-13 percent, o that the vast ma; .ty of
motor vehicle occupants were electing not to use - -efre
avallable rostraints.

In 1974 an ignition fnterlock system was required on
all nev cars, such that they would not start unless the
driver lap/shoulder dalt vas engaged. Hovever, this
system vas 5o unpopula ' that Congress also repealed the
interlock rule effective Febdruary 1975,

The knowledga about design and isplesentation of air
bags in motor vehicles has been available for saveral
decades, yet movesent to requirs these sutomatic devices
‘has deen quits slow. Many highvay safety specialists feel
that the protracted srguing bDatween seat delt and sir bag
advocates over vhich systes should ba praferred vas a
major factor in holdaug dowvn the sast belt use rate Ln the
U.S. thus maintafining the status quo from around 197S till
1984. This dichotomy 414 not exist in Furope and.
Australis, and many of these cour"ries had high bait use
rates in the 1970's and 1980's.

Tennessee bacane the first state to psse s child
passenger safety lavw in 1977, and msny statas folloved
suit over the next fewv years. Ay 1983 all SO states had
such 2 lav in place. This sctivity may have hslped to
fnitiate the movesent that vas ta come in regard to adult
belt lavs. :

In 1984, Tedersl Notor Vshicle Safety Standerd
(FHVSS) 208 vas amended to promulgate the use of sutomatic
protection in motor vehicles. A phass~in vae set up such
that all cacs manufactured during tha 1990 model year and
later vould be required to have some form of sutosatic
protection that vould meet federal crash test require-
pents. The four-year phase-in took place in the folloving
manner: 10X of all 1987 model yesr cars sald in the U.S.
vere caquired to have sutomatic protection; 25X of 1988
model ysar cars; 40% of 1989 model year cars; and 100X of
all 1990 model year cars. .

During the early-to-mid 1980's, the suto menufac-
turers began promoting the passage of mandatory belt use
Iavs (HUL's), no doubt atfded by the prospect of possibly
not having to ssst the automatic protection phase-in
schedula if tva-thirds of the U.S. populstion verse coversd
by adequste MUL's. 1In 1984, Nev York became the first
state to requite belt use by deivers and front seat accu~
pants. By the end of 1935, [ifteen additional states
plus the District of Columbia had passed mandatory use
lavs. Although there have been repeals of NUL's by four
states, as of April 1990 there vare delt lavs in 3} states
plus the District of Coluabia that covered mors than 83
parcent of the U.S. papulation.

Although much of the U.S. population vas covered by
beit lavs, tha federal govarnment on other grounds
declined to overturn thas asendment to FMVSS 208 that
required the sutomatic protectfon phase-in. Initislly the
najority of vaehicles with sutomstic rastraints vere

gu
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oquippad with automstic seat “alts. Nov -ere is sn
increased production of driver sir bags wi:ich will
svantuslly slso include right (ront-seat passenger air bag
systams. Thesa als bag rostraint systoms aru supplewmuntal
systaas designed to asctivate in frontal and frontal
obliqua collisions only. Therefore, it is important for
the three-pofnt msnual seat belts to be used by sir dag-
aquipped sut sobdile drtvers.

Relativaly little {3 known adout the usage of suto-
matic seat Delts by the population-st-risk or the effec-
tiveness of thase systers {n crashes. The sase can be
said vith respect to the effectiveness of the supplasentsl
air bag systess in 'reducing deaths and injuries. In 1981,
Chi snd Reinfurt reported on 3 study involving some 10,336
Volksvagan Rabbits finvolved {1 crashes., The dataset con-
sisted of doth manusl restraint system Rabbits 23 well as
automatfc shoulder belt/knse bolster restraint Rabdics.
They concluded that the autoeatic delt Radbits experienced
betveen 20 and 30 percent fever serfous and fatal (njucies
than thelr counterparts {n Raddits with conventionsl
three-paint belt systeams. The ovarriding factor for this
reduction vas the increase (st least tva-fold) ia the delt
ussge rates in the sutomstic belt Rabbits. This study
concluded that, vhen used, the tve belt systems are
equally effective in reducing serious $njuclas.

Mors trecently, Nash (1989) reports on the effective-
ness of asutomatic delts {n reducing fatality rates in
Toyota Cressidas. Compacing Toyota Cressidas equipped
with motor-driven automatic balts since 1381 vich gimilar
Nissan Maxima's equipped vith three-point msnual belts and
using dats from the Fatal Accident Reparting System, he
concluded that tha fatslity reduction effectiveness for
thes Toyota sutomatic belts s spproximately 40 percent.
This fs consistent with the existing estimates of the
sffectivensss of manual restraint systems in facalicy
reduction (Parcyks, 1988).

Autamatic sest belts ars availabdle in three dasic
designs. VW produced tha first automstic balts in fts
1975 Rabbit podels. Thess consisted of tvo-peint shoulder
belts sttached te the upper rear of the front door and
connected to 2 take-up reel located betuvean the front
sests. Lover body crestraint vas provided by a knee bol-
Stor sinces no lap balts vere provided. These Delts vere
detachable but an ignition interlock was fnstalled to
sncourage usage.

With the 1981 Cressida, Toyota Introduced s second
design vhich ts & tvo-pofnt sotorized sutomstic belt
systam. The belt is a msotor~driven, non-detachable
sutcmatic shoulder harmess. Also {ncluded are manusl lap
belts slong with a2 knee bolster.

The third type of asutomstic belt used extensively by
Cenarsl Motors and Honda is a three-point non-sotorized
belt mounted near the upper and lover resr edge of tha
front door of the vehicle. There ara vaciations oa

¢ . "
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these basic systems, such as ths two-point zutomatic
"shoulder belt along with a manual lap balt found in sll
1990 Wi's,

Agsin, as the msjority of sutomatic belt aystems are
detachable and also are not accompanisd with ignition in-
terlock systems, relatively little fs known abou. the
acceptanca of these systems dy the motoring public. The
ussge in crashes reported by Chf and Reinfurt (1981) sug-
gested usage rates for the automstic belts roughly two-
fold that of the manual belts ~- at least in VW Rabbits.
The estimates ranged from 17 to 42 percsnt for manual
balts varsus 43 to 74 parcent for sutomstic belts based on
crash data from Nev York, Nocth Carolina, Haryland and
Colorado.

With respect to belt usage in the population-at-risk,
8 study conducted dy Willfams, Wells, Lund and Teed (1989)
shoved significantly higher belt usage rates for drivers
with automatic restraints compared with manual belts.
Additionally, there vere differences with regard to lap
belt use among the varfous automatfic systems, The data
vere conprised of 1987 model year vehicles observed in
different suburban areas of Washington, D.C., Chicago, Los
Angeles, and Philadelphia. The authors concluded that
some manufacturers were indeed more successful than others
in praviding automatfc belt systems that rasult in high
usage rates.

The most extensive study to date vas conducted in
conjunction vith the NHTSA's annuzl belt survey in 19
cities (Bowvman and Rounds, 1989). As an add-on to their
regular national survay of belt usage across the United
States, informatfon was collacted during 1987 and 1988 on
a total of 21,308 drivers in automatic balt passenger
cars. The results from thiz study provide usage rates by
type of sutomatic belt systems by manufacturer and make/
model. Comparisons are mads vith manual delt usage and
also by model year groups. Results are linited to
shoulder belt usage only because the cars cbserved were
not necessarily stopped. In addition, these results are
strictly for urban vehicles and da not include information
on driver characteristics such as age, race, and sex.

To close sone of these gaps In the data, the Highwsy
Safety Resecarch Center collected delt use dats fn cars
equipped with automatic belts, slong with air bag and
manusl belt vehicles (as a bltnlinog. The goal was to
provide knovledge about whether some belt systens vare
more accaptable (f.e., used) than others, and vhether
drivers with air bags actually use their available belts.
Comparisons are made with the U.S. DOT 19-city survey
where appropriate.

METHOD

TJo obtaln data on the use of restraints in cars
equipped with automatic restraints (lap/shoulder belts
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sndf/or air bags), supplement  ‘ata vare ..llected as part
of an on-going statewids bel. se survey for Nocth
Carolina. Data were collected in January-February, 1989,
June-July, 1989, and Janusry-Macch, 1990. Obsecvars vece
sent to signsl- ot stop-controlled intarsections scattered
scross the State, both in rural and in urban locations.
The tequirasent for signal- or stop-controlled intersec-
tions vas to enable the dsts collectors to correctly
ascertain lap balt use -- an essentisl ingredient of this
sutvey.

Starting with podel year 1985, passenger cars have
been required to have center, high-sounted rear brake
lights. And starting with the 1987 model vehicles, some
of the nev cars vera slso required to have automatic
restraints -- either air bags or automatic seat belts.
Thus, the observers focused on cars with the center, high-
nounted brake lights vith the exception of VW Rabbits,
vhich have hsd s portion of their vehicles equipped with
autonatic belts since model year 19?5. Since only 10
percent of the 1987 model yesr cars wers required to have
automatic restraints and 25 percent of the 1988 models,
the data collectors wers trained to recognize the varlous
makes and models likely to be equipped vith sutomatic
restraints by visiting autesobile dealer shovrooms and
studying the available literature. Hovever, the data vere
not restricted conly to ajr bag or sutomatic seat bdelt
vehicles, as information vas needed for nev model vehicles
egquipped only vith manual bdelts vhich vould serve as
baseline data.

The data collectors wnrked In pairs at these various
controlled intersections. One observer recorded age,
(under 25, 25-54, S and older), race (white, non-whits),
and sex of the driver; belt type (e.g.., Potorized auto-
matic shoulder belt vs. manual three-point system); and
usage of the lap and of the shoulder belt. In addition,
this obgerver recorded misuse vhich included the belt
being unhooked from the meunting position, excessive
slack, or the shoulder belt placed under the arm of the
driver. _

The second observer, positioned tovscd the resr of
the vehicle, first determined that there vas a center,
high-mounted brake 1ight present or else that tha vehicle
was 8 VW Rsbbit and hence sn eligibdle vehicle, recorded
the license plate number for cars vith North Csrolins
license plates snd provided a descciption of the car,
nacely, the mske and nodel as vell as body style (e.g.,
two-deor vs. four-door vs. station wvagon). The deserip-
tion of the vehicle was necessary to confirm the subse-
quent match vith the Notth Carolina vehicle registration
data since, vhen thare is s vaehicle transfer, the license
plate stays vith the owner. Thus, there is a period of
tize after this transfer vhen the old plate is on the nev
vehicle but the registration file information has not yet
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bean updsted. Thersfore, to guarantee that the ..osarved
license plste corresponds to the vehicle data cn the
registration file, this additional deseription of the car
was required. Data on belt use for a total of 4820 care
vere collected during these three sampling periods.

To determine ths type of restraint systes installed
in the vehicle, {t vas necesssry to obtain the vehicls
identification number (VIN). This is available on tis
North Carolina registration file for sll cara registered
in the State. Thus, each of the observed license plate
nusbers vas checked against the vshicle registration file.
If the description uf the vehicle agreed with that on ths
rvegistration file, then tha VIN from the file was racorded
for that vehicle. Othervise it wvaz neceszary ta exclude
that vehicle fren tha study. O0Of the inittal 4820 care
obsecved, some 4225 vehicles (or 87.7X) matched the dats
on the registration file, and hence had appropriste VIN's.

Using VINDICATOR, the VIN-decoding software package
developed by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
(IINS), the sample VIN's wers decoded to obt .n restraint
type. The resulting levaels of restraint typ: provided by
this program are manusl three-point balts, air bags, or
sutomatic seat belts. Some 4151 VIN's vere decoded using
the VINDICATOR package (i.e., 36.1X of the original
sacple).

As with the U.S. DOT study, there was particular
fnterest in the typas of automatic seat belts -- the
motorized two-point belts, the non-motorized shoulder belt
only, and tha non-motorized three-point (i1.e., automstic
shoulder/sutomatic lap combination) belt. In orde- to
provide this level of detail, the make/model and dal
yesr information from the VINDICATOR program was used,
along with detailed docunentation on specific typa of
sutomatic belt system provided annually by NHISA, IIKS,
and also Cefco Automobile Insurance Company.

Thus, the final study sasple consisted of belt usage
by systea type for 81] drivern with manusl three-point
halts, 230 with air bags (along vith three-point manual
belts), and 3,090 with automatic seat belts. Of these
3,090, there vere 41) motorized sutomatic shoulder/manual
Jap belts, 148 non-motorized sutomatic shoulder belts,
2,518 non-motorised sutiuastic shoulder/automatic lasp
belts, and an additional 11 non-motorized delt with type
unknown.

RESULTS

The distribution of the study sample of 4,45} drivers
of late model passenger cars s shown in Teble 1 by re-
straint type system. The majority (74.4X) of the sampled
vehicles had sutcsatic seat belts, 5.5 percent had air
bags vith manusl three-point belts s~d the remaining 20.1
percent had manual three-pofint belts without air bags. As
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thers vers only 21 cars with non-moto..zed automatic
shoulder/manual lap belt system (a.g., 1990 model W
Jatts), they were conbined vith the more common sutomatie
shoulder belt only systes {(e@.g., VW Rabdbbit). The colum
identified as “Shoulder Belted I" represents drivers vhere
the shoulder belt vas i{n use. The naxt column, labeled
"Correct Usage X" indicates that the entire system vas
being used sppropristoly. As will be seen, the main
instance of mlsuse vas when there was a manus]l lap belt
that was not dbuckled. The final column presents the
results from the US DOT 19-cfty sucvey of driver automatic
belt use rates (see Bowman and Rounds, 1988).

Table 1 - Percent Shoulder Belted and Parcent Correctly
Restrained by Restraint Type

19 Cley
Shoulder Correct Shoulder
Restraint Belted Usage Belted
Type Total X 4 b4
Auto Balt 3050 79.6 68.8 88.7
Haotacrized:
Aute S/Manuel L 41} 94.2 28.6 ¢7.2
Non-Matorized:
Aute S 148* 8}.8 78.7 a1.3
Auto S/Auto L 2518 76.9 74.9 76.9
Type Unknown It 90.9 8L.8 .-
Alc Bag 210 73.9 73.5
Manual Belt _8it 16.1 73.8
Overall 4151 18.6 10.0Q

148 = 127 (Auto S) + 21 (Auts S/Manual L)

It should be noled that in both the air dag cars and
the t anual delt cars. shoulder belt usage percentzges
correspond to usage of three-point manual belts provided
by thega veahiclas.

For the full sample, there was at least s shoulder
belt used fn 78.6 percent of the cases. When look’ g at
“correct usage,” the percentsge drops to 70.0 pe- ent.
This rathee high usage is partly due to the observations
focusing on nev model cars (bssically 1988 and later model
yasrs) snd also the sampling being carried out in North
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Carolina wvhace belt usage in the populatfon has b -:,
approximately 60 percent for the last sevaral years.

Results of applying Pearson's Chi-square test
indicate that thers is a significant diffsrence in
“shoulder belted” usage crates among drivera of vehicles
equipped with automatic belts, manual belts, or sir bags
(Chi-squara = 7.5, df = 2, p = 0.02). Shoulder belt usage
is highest for drivers with automatic belts (/9.62)
compared vith 76.3 percent for manual belts and 73.9
percent for air bags. Within the automatic restraint
systems, there is also a significent difference in
“shoulder belted™ usage rates (Chi-squars = 67.7, d4f = 3,
p < .001). The generally non-detachable motorized systeams
have the highest usage rates, namely 94.2 percent. This
was followed by the automatic shoulder belt system with
83.8 percent, and, somevhat lower at 76.9 percent, the
thzee-point automatic shoulder belt combined with thke
automatic lap belt as is comnly found in Cenersl Motors
and Monda vehicles.

A special feature of this study vas the determination
of not only shoulder belt usags but also lap belt use.
This is particularly fmportant in cases where the lap belt
must be fastened soparately, such as in the Toyota Camry
and Cress{da and the Ford Tempo and Escort. As is seen in
Table I, in the case of the non-motorized sutomat!:
shoulder/automatic lap belt, generally vhen the baelts are
used, they sce used correctly (76.9% vs 74:9%, respec-
tively). For the non-motorized automatie shoulder belt
systems, the drop from 83.8 percent belted to 75.7 erceat
correctly belted is mainly attributable to the 21 vehicles
for vhich the lap balt must ba buckled manually (e.g.,
1990 model "W Jetta).

For the fncreasingly popular motorized automatic
belts wvhare the shoulder belt ir motor-driven and a
saparste lap belt must bs manually attached, there is a 70
percent decline in correct usage going from 94.2 percent
usage (1.s., “Shoulder Belted I") dovn to 28.6 parcent
where the lap belt is also manually attached (1i.e.,
“Corract Usags I"). Often motorists would tell the data
collectors that "“they just forget to buckle the lap balt”
or that "they didn't knov that thcy had a lap belt." For
vhataver thes reason, it is clear that the drivers with tha
rotorized shoulder belre are most often neglecting to use
the {mportant manual lap belt. See Figure 1 for usage
rats comparfisons across restraint types.

Comparing the second and final columns of Table 1, it
is of (nterest to note that the results froa the urban DOT
study are relatively sisilar to those found in North
Carolina. Again, highest shoulder belt use rates (97.2%
DOT vs 94.2Z N.C.) vere seen with the motorized automatie
belts and lovest for the non-motacized automatic shoulder/
sutomatic lap belt combination (tdentical at 76.9%).
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Note vas sads by the sbservers of cbvious misuse of
the shoulder bdelt portion. Categoriss of misuse included
(1) belts that were unhooked from the door mounting,

(2) shoulder balts vith cbvious excessive slack (i.e.,
being "too loosa™ with st least six inches of extrs bele
webbing) and (1) shoulder belts vorn under the sra. The
most cosmon form of misuse was the shoulder belt bdaing
“too 1cese.™ In 3.0 percent of the cases (i.s., 126
drivers), there vas obvicus aexcessive slack in the
shoulder belt. In an additional 1.S percent of the cases,
the driver vas wesring the thoulder belt underneath the
srm. And in another 1.1} percent of the cases, the driver
had datached the shoulder belt from the door mounting.
Thus, overall nearly six parcent of the drivers obferved
in this survey were weacing their shoulder belt
incorrectly.

The next tvo tablaes deal vith belt use by car msnu-
facturer and by make and model wvithin sutomatic belt type.
Yor the mast part results sre limited to those subgroups
vith reasonadle sample sizes.

Table 2 displays belt usage by restraint type across
eenufacturer. Tirst, for each manufacturer, the pstcent-
age distridution by cestraint type fs given. For example,
in oyr sutvaey 21.6 percent of the Chrysler products had
sutomatic belts and 19.8 percent had alr bags with the
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Table 2 - Belt Usage by Restraint Type
Across Manufactucsr

Shoulder Corcsect

Yestraint . Belted |Usage
Type Manufacturer (X)* Total ) X
Auto Balt .
*:-acized Chrysler (21.6) s 82.9 37.1
Ford (61.1) 18t 94.5% 26.0
Toyota (93.1) 122 . 96.7 28.7
Non- W (97.0) 98 87.8 87.8
Motocized GM (91.8) 2337 76.9 74.8
Honda (72.6) 193 17.7 768.7
None Mercedes (0) L - --
Yolve (0) .- - --
Alr Bag
Chrysler (19.8) 32 68.9 68.8
Focd (9.5) 23 78.68 78.6
T°’°t‘ (.76) - - o -
w (0) -- - .-
oM (.08) amt - --
Honda (3.8) 10 50.0 50.0
Mecrcades (80.2) 93 68.8 68.8
‘VYolve (21.9) 40 90.0 90.0
Manual Belt
Chrysler (58.6) 9s 71.6 70.5
Ford (29.4) a7 72.4 69.0
Toyota (6.1) -- - --
w (3.0) -a - --
oM (8.2) 208 80.3 76.0
Honda (23.7) 63 77.8 76.2
Metcedas (19.8) 23 . 69,6 69.6
Volvo (78.1) 141 80.4 79.7

*Restraint types percent within manufacturer.
#4Call gize ¢ 10

ransining 58.6 percent having only manual beits. Consis-
tent with the praviocus table, the first thres listad
autcmatic belt manufacturers (l.e., Chrysler, Ford and
Toyota) have high shoulder belt use rates ranging from 83
pargent to 97 percent. However, too often the manual l1ap
belt is not belng used resulting in s sizable decline to a.
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"correct usage percentage ftanging fro. 26 percent to 37
percant,

Although the shoulder delt usage rate for the non-
wotorix.d sutomatic belt is lower than that for the motor-
ized nystem, these systems are much more likely to be
correctly used. Hera the range in usage of the shoulder
belt §s frem 77 percent to 83 percent with little decline
for correct usage, nasely 7S percent to BS percent.

For the air dag carsx as wvell ss the nanual delt care,
the usege rates of the three-point delts sra somevhat
Iover but there is very littls diffecence batvesn the per-
centage indicated as shoulder Delted versus having tha
entire belt systém used correctly.

Table 3 gives & further breakdown for the sutomatic
balt systess for various make/model combinations and

Table 3 - Belt Usags by Type of Automatic Belt Systes
for Various Make/Model Combinations

19 Cicy
Shoulder Correct Should.
Restraint Belted (Ussge BRelted
Type Nake Model Total 2 9 X
Motorized: Fard Fscort 108 91.1 7.6 92.7
Tempe 40 87.5 271.5 9.7
Toyota Camry 78 88.7 8.} 99.3%
Cressida ' ¥4 92.9 35.7 99.6
Non-
Motorfized:
Auto § w Jetta 47 95.7 9s.7 91.9
Rabbitf 49 19.6 719.6 - 96.1
Golf
Aute S/ Bufck LeSabre s 8S.4 83.8 78.9
Aute L Regal 1ts 73.7 71.1 81.2
Skylark 98 18.6 74.8 81.0
Chev. Beretta 150 67.3 §2.7 76.9
Corsica 87 7113 70.1 81.8
Olds. Calais 170 70.6 68.2 67.7
Cutlass 99 77.8 4.7 81.3

Delcas 88 254 8t.5 80.1 77.0

Pont. BRonneville 195 81.0 84.S 79.4
Grand AM A4S 72.2 70.2 748.4
Grand Prix 12} 74.8 67.8% 54.0

Konds Accord 110 72.2 1.8 7%.3
Preluda 68 8).8 8i.8 67.0
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compares the results of the North Carolina stud; with that
dons by U.S. DOT. Note the similarity in the results
betwaen the belted percent in North Carolina and the
indicated belted percent for the 19-city survey. Except
for the VW Rabbit/Golf, the parcentages srs most compar-
able betvesn the two surveys. Part of the veason for this
difference is that older model Rabdbdits with lower usa
rates are included in the North Carolina sample. Again
sll four motorised shoulder delt make/models show high
shauldar belt usage, namaly 92.9 percent to 98.7 percent,
but with a dramstic decline vhen accounting for correct
ussge. Within the non-motorized bhelt categories, thsre is
relatively litcle difference betwveen make/model combins-
tions other than for the VW Rabddbit/Golf model. In addi-
tion, when used, the non-motorized systems are generally
correctly used. . :

The final three tables deal vith driver characteris-
tics such as age, sex, and race. With respect to belt
usage by type of system, overall frequancies end usage
percentages by restraint type ave given in the first row
of each section of the table to serve as a bsseline for
comparison,

Belt use by driver age fs shown in Table 4. As can
bs geen, the percentage of drivers of cars with automatic

Table & - Balt Use by Restraldt Type
: by Age of Driver

Shoulder Correct

Restraint Belted Usage
Type Age Totsl b 4 b 4
Auto Belts Joso 79.68 68.8
Under 235 343 74.68 57.4
25-54 2016 19.9 69.1
5SS and aver 73 8.3 73.2
Alr Bags 230 73.9 73.8
Under 25 9 66.7 86.7
25-54 162 75.3 715.3
S5 and over 59 1.2 69.5
Manual Belts 831 76.1 73.8
Under 25 55 83.6 78.2
25-54 562 T4.4 72.2
5SS and over 214 79.4 76.6

#est belts using at lesst the shoulder bdelt (f.e.,
“Shoulder Belted 2") is lovest for the youngest drivers.
For air begs and manusl delts, the smsll sample sizes
limit draving conclusions for tha younger drivers. Within
restraint type, the range of percentage of drivers buckled
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up among the varfous age group is from seven to nine
Percent for sutomatic belts M4 manual deits. respective-
ly. The decline in percentages when accounting for
correct ussge {s generally greater for the younger
drivers, dropping to below 60 percent corvece usage for
those younger drivers in sutomstic delt cars.

Table 5 provides results of belt usage by restrafint
type sccording to driver sex. The sampla is split 44756

Table 3 - Belt Use by Restraint Type
by Sex of Driver
. Shoulder Correct

Restraint ) Belted Usage
Type Sex Total 4 X
Auto Belts 3090 79.6 63.8
Male 1371 79.4 69.3
Fenzle 1719 79.8 68.4
Alr Bags 230 73.9 731.5
Male 125 71.2 70.4
Female 105 77.1 77.1
Manusl Belts 831 76.3 73.8
Male §13 70.2 68.8
Fenale 418 82.3 8.7

by sex (male/female driver). Shoulder belt usage is
higher for female dcivers in both the air bag cars vith
thres-point manusl belts and in the mewual belt cars --
nasely some six to 12 percentage points higher. This ts
consistent with meny surveys desling vith belt usage by
deiver sex. Sisilar comments apply to the “correct vsage”
pevcentages by driver sex. For the automatic belt cste-
gory, both the percentage of drivers using at least shoul-
der belt as vell as the percentsge of drivers correctly
using thefr available belt system sre adout the same for
both male and femsle drivers.

Finally, Table 6 examines belt use by driver race.
In Nocth Carolina, since the seat belt law vith a $25
citstion vent intoc effect in January 1987, the vearing
rates of non-vhite drivers has consistantly been slightly
greater than that for thefr vhite counterpacts. In this
survey of nev sodel cars, the vearing rates for the ron-
vhite driver sre lower in both the air beg carz and the
manual belt cars. They are slighely higher, howvever, in
the sutomatic delt vehicles. PFor 21l three rastrsint
types, the percentage of drivers correctly using the
avatlable restraint systems §s» higher for the white driver
ranging from nearly five te eight percentage points
higher.

1"}




Table 6 -~ Belt Use by Rastraint Type
by Race of Driver

Shouldsr Correct

Restraint Belted Ussge

Type Race ota X .4

Auto Belts . Jaoo 79.6 68.8
White 21 9.4 69.6
Non-vhitae 353 81.3 62.0

Ar Bags ) 230 1.9 73.3
: Whits 17 74.2 13.7
Non-white 13 69.2 69.2

Manual Belts 831 76.3 73.8
White 719 7.1 74.5
Non-vhite 13¥4 71.4 68.8

DISCUSSION

Since all 1990 model year cars are required to de
squipped vith passive restraints (e.3., automstic sest
belts or air bags) following a gradusl phase-in which
started in 1987, and since relatively 1little {s known
sbout public scceptance of thesa new devices, an oppor-
tunity was seized upon to cepture dats on driver belt
ussge for nav model cars in North Carolina. This survey
vas carried out in conjunction with our periodic statewide
survey of balt use being done to help evaluste our manda-
tory use law.

For the most part, the sample of &,151 drivers vere
.driving 1988 snd later model year cars selected on the
basis of having center, high-mounted brake 1ights. Scoe
74.5 percent of the sample vere in automatic belt cars
with 20.0 percent in cars equipped with'manusl three-point
belts and the remaining S.5 percent {n air bag cars with
manual thres-point belts. :

Shoulder belt ussge rates for all systems (autosatic
belts 79.8 percent, air bags 73.9 percent, manusl belts
76.3 percent) considerably exceeded tha statevide aversge
of spproximataly 60 percent largely because these vehicles
are nearly all nev model cars. Within the sutomatic belt
group, usage vas highest (94.2 paccent) for the motorized
automitic shoulder/manual lap belt system, intermediate
(93.82) for the non-motorized system with automstiec
shoulder belts and lovest (76.92) for the nen-motorized
automatic shoulder/automstic lap delt systesm.

The results seen in North Carolins are quite consis-
tent vith the 19-city U.S. DOT survey rates of 97.2
percant, 81.3 percent, and 76.9 percent, respectively.
Thers-sre several features of this survey wvhich are.
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unfique. First, dsta were collected on tvo types of
automatic belt system misuse: The first type consisted of
deivars not fully utilising the restraint system avafl-
able. The second kind of misuse deslt with misuse of the
shoulder belt falling into categories of (1) belt deing
detached from the door mounting, (2) excessive slack in
the belt, and (3) shoulder.belt deing placed underneath
the arm. The other area in which this survay is unique §s
that it cospares usage rates by various driver character-
istics, namely, age, sex and race. .

With respsct to the first type of misuse, thst is,
failing to utilize the full restraint system provided,
this problem vas primarily experienced by drivers in
vehicles equipped with motorized shoulder bdelts and manual
lap belts such as the Ford Excort and Tempo and the Toyota
Casry and Cressida. Here, there vas a 70 percent decrease
in "ussge” (from 94.2% “shoulder bdalted” to 28.6%
"correctly delted”). The correspending drop in percent-
ages for the other systems (non-motorized sutomsatic belts
as vell as three-point systems avallable in Doth the air
bsg csrs and in the manual delt cars) was relatively minor
== generally, only several percentsge points.

The wost common foras of fncorrect usage was having
too much slack in the shoulder belt (3.0Z of the sasple)
folloved equally by the belt being detached from the door
mount fng (1.3X) and the shoulder belt bdeing placed under-
neath the arm (1.5X). These rates of misuse totaling
nearly siz percent are very consistent vith that which has
been observed in the North Carolina statevide surveys of
all cars regardless of belt system or model year.

With respect to driver age, the ycunger driver (under
25) had lover usage rates than other age groups except for
the case of manual balts. The lover rates for the younger
driver are certainly consistent with past seat belt sur-
vays conductad in the U.S. The decline accounting for
correct usage iz likevise greatest for the under 23 year
old with only 57.4 percent of the younger drivers cor-
rectly using thair automatic belts.

Az has been seen {n other surveys, females tended to
vear manual three-point delts more frequently than sales
ranging froe gix to 12 percentsge points higher. Female
usage of automatic belts fe¢ most cosparadle with that of
the male drivers, Likevise, their usage of the full
restraint system (f.e., "Correct Usage I") iz higher in
the afr bag cars and in the manuszl belt cars than that of
male drivers.

In our North Csrolins surveys covering cars of sodel
years 1968 and never, dDelt usage has consistently deen
higher for non-white drivers than for white drivers since
isplementstion of the North Carolina seat belt lav in
Janvary 1987. In this survey involving never model cars,
belt ussge for non-vhite drivers vas generally sosevhat
lover in the air bag and manual belt cars. For sll three
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restraint syestems, "correct™ usage rates for non-whita
drivers wvere lower than that for thelr white counterparts.

Several points bear mentioning. Pirst, more and more
carse are befng produced with motorized shoulder delt
nystems. It is disturbing that fever than 30 psicent of
the drivers obsarved in this survey vers getting the full
protection availsble which included buckling the lap Deit.
Sometines this vas likely a resvlt of ignorance while
perhaps mors often it was the resuvlt of not developing the
special habit required. Evidently, having the motorized
belt fall into place gives drivers of these cars the feel-
fng of baing buckled up. Clearly, additional educational
efforts are varranted in this situation.

Sscond)y, it is distressing te note that the thras-
point non-motorized automatic Delt systems were defeated
nearly 15 percent of the time. MNotorists indicate that it
is very easy to disconnect these systems gnd often if they
elect to use them, they use them #s manusl belts; in other
wvords, thay disconnesct them as they get cut of the car and
reconnect them once they have entered ths car for the next
trip. It would seem clear that usage rates of approxi-
mately 75 percent for these non-potorized automatic
shouldec/automatic lap balt systems {s balov vhat was
anticipated. -

On an encoursging side, it s good to see regstively
high usage of the three-peint mrpual belts tn air bag cars
(namely, 73.9%). Clearly air bags are designed to be
supplesental systems {n that they do not protect the
occupant in many crash modes guch as side impacts or
rollovers. Fronm dats collectors talking with many drivers
in afr bag-equipped cars, it was clear that many did
appreciste the fact that they needed to use the manual
tnree-point belts. Novever, some drivers vere not even
avare thet their car vas equipped with sir bsgs. Clearly,
ag more and more air bag cars are produced, public infor-
mation snd sducation with recpect to utilizing the manual
belts will becoms incressingly importent.
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UPPER MARLBORO, MD., April 23 - Two leading safety groups today
urged that hazardous automatic seat belts be outlawed and in their
place, air bag-manual belt systems be required in all future new
cars. They backed up their demand by demonstrating that many
automatic belt designs can allow their users to be ejected in

collisions or rollovers.

The Institute for Injury Reduction, joined by the Center for
Auto Safety, made the demand at a public showing today of automatic
belt dangers. Using General Motors, Byundai and Volkswagen cars,
IIR demonstrated what it termed a "principal hazard" of many such
belts, which is the risk of ejection to belted occupants when doore
open in crashes.

Many GM and other automatic belt systems are door-mounted,
weaning they leave the wearer unprotected in door-opening
collisions and rollovers.

Air bags with manual belts, which are mounted to the car‘s body,
would eliminate this and other hazards, an IIR official gaid. The
air bag-manual belt combination *has been recognited for years as
pProviding the best possible level of crash protection, especially
in the higher-speed frontal impacts which acecount for the majority

of deaths and serious injuries,* said Benjamin Kelley, IIR‘'s
president.

Relley pointed out that according te government and private
studies, doors open in an estimated 10 per cent of all injury-
producing crashes, meaning thst belt protection against ejection
in such crashes is "crucial and essential®.
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Other automatic-belt hazards described by IIR included fatal
and paralyzing injuries to the upper torso, head, and upper spinal
cord caused by two-point shoulder belts without lap belts -
injuries which have caused such desnigns to be outlawed in Europe.

IIR and CAS called on the U.S. Department of Transportation to
initiate investigations and rulemaking to eliminate hazardous
auntomatic belts and require air bag-manual belt systems in all rew
cars, If the Department "fails to take thic clearly and urgently
needed step,” Kelley noted, "Congrese has readied legislation, S.
591, to do seo."
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CALSTAN ON-CITLE LDTOMATIC LEAT RELT INVESTIGATION
CALEFAN CALY 3O, $1-7
TLILT « 2%8¢ TORD ELCUNT GT
LOCLTION = LILLINN, GR

FRCLONARE CTIARY

Tho cresh vcococurred on ¢ four lane dividest (painted fiush
sedian) bighwsy in Lilburn, GA. on Saturdsy, June i, 1951 Bt 3¢20
heure. At the tipe of theo croch, the asphalt road gurface wvas wet due
to &8 1ight rain. A withess reported that scveral minutes prior to tde
cresh it wus reining 2t a podavete to beavy yate and thot rain water
VEx Minning dowvn the concreto gutters located on cach side of tha
Tosdway. The north/south bound roaxdwey ded a negative grade of 3.1t
te the couth. The posted npcod 1limit was 45 sph.

This inventige.fon forused en 2 1588 Ford Eccort that was
equipped vith putoretic, rotorised 2-poist rboulder rostrointe and
Sanial lap balts in the loft front end right frobt seated positions.
Ths shoulder belt wekbding extended frcm an inartis rasl retractor that
was located at the inboard side of the front sadt cushion in the cen-
ter conscle s~ea. The wedbing was arfixed to & nondetacha®le dracket
thet rode en & track which becan at the upper third ot the A-pillar,
extanded 2long the side rall, then down ento the upper third srea of
the B~pillers. 13 an sccupant would ester the vadicils, the bolt wes
¥atracted forwerd to the A-pillar. with the door closed and tha
ignition swited turped t0 the on position, tHe belt is motorsd rear-
Yard across the ccoupant's cutboard shoulder o & locked pesition on
the B-piller. The cccupant nmust then fastel the active 2-point e
Pelt vhich retracts 2t the outdoaxd side of the front seat and buckles
=L the fmboard side adjacent to the certer console. FWarning labels
&re perpanmently affixed to the sun viscrs advising occupants of the
i=portance of lap bels usage.

The 1385 Ford Iscort CT, 2 &r. haschdeck, with & V.I.N. of
LIAPP93FITY and e> odepeter repiinc of S6,841.5 miles was traveling in
& northarly direction od the indoard travel lane 2% 2 police reported
goeed of ({0-45 mph. ThC 30 yvear old male &river of tha vebicle lost
contred of the Ford Facort on the vet road surfmce. The vwehicle ini-
tinted & counterclockwise Yaw and roteted across the center left turn
ltne and into the inkoerd sputhbound travel lane. A 1987 Sond2a Acccid
X1, 4 Ax. seden, was tTaveling southhound on the inboard lane at &
Police asticated speed of 35-45 rph. The vahicle vas occupied by & 34
F6ar old male driver, 2 8 vear odd right front occupent, a 32 yvear cle.
1eft rear occupant, and a 3 year olé right rear occupant. 21} occu-
Fa2nts o2 the Ecnie wvere wearing tbe active 3-point iap and sdoulder
belt systams. The 2 year olé riGht rear occupant was 2lme sented in a
chila booster seat (zake/model unimown). The driver cf 4¢he Bonda
Accord Prebedly braled in an attempt to avoid “he Ford Tgoert. Thare
wvere no skid merks visidle on the wvet rosd surisce.

The Ford Lecort roteated ppproxizately 100=-210° 4n a cow Circs-
Ton ang into tre peth of the femdn. The 2ull frente) e-ca of The
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noafls Cubgeguently struck ths sipls rear pide eXes vl the Ford Xceort
resultéing &m & 11130/3:30 o'clock inmpaci cenfiguration. The docepe %0
the Ford began et the rich: E-pillixy &nmd eriended reerwvard 10 the bum-
per corner. Crush veluet Dreruarel & £éd body devil wern os follews:
€y = 23,07 (M crush), Cp = 38.1%, C3 & 2t h®, Cp & 32.3%, € =
15.9“, g ® 0.4". The Eonds Accord suntiined 20Ucrate danape Cistrid.
uted mcross the entiro Lrontel structure ©f the vehicle vith a maxircun
erush walua 0f 31€.<" thpt was 2ecetad At the right corner ©f the front
busper., Crusk valust &t busper level wWe¥e oc followe: €y = 2.¢, €5 =
6.8%, Oy = 10.2%, C¢ = 22.0%, € = 15.3%, Cg ~ 26.4", The camape
algord of the CRASEPC progras computof velocity changes of 15.8 mph
for the Ford Eascert and 14.) oph for the EHonda,

The fron. t0 &ide irpect configureticon rotated the Tord Locort
rapidly in & clochoime direction across tke outboird coutbbound travel
lenc. 7The vehicle evarrode & 6" barxrler cwrd end climbed & landscoped
cshenioent before coming to et garpenéicu:a: t0 ths roadwany, The
vehicle retetod approximniely 2BEP ow frem its ixpect to 2inel rest
positicns, CThe Eonde came to Test at or near the point of ispect.

TRe letersl component of iz Zmpret force (FDOF €f ~259) diecplaced the
vehicle ¢o its rignt., AU rest, the vekicle hoe retated eppprevimatcly
28° CW 2rom its initiel heating.

The 20 veer cld =emla driver of the Ford Iscort was restraincs
> the stitonmezic shoulder belt. Ee was NOL werripg the attive lap
kelt. o l&p belt was found (2t the tima of velicle inspectaion)
frlly retrected o the vuilhoard side ©f the lelt Ireont seet. There
was ne demace o the i&2 belt systed and Ybe latehplate did nos Y.eld
evidence of rovtine tsage {(scregzches). A withess to the cresk
chsexvad the c€river in the vehicle with +«he shsulder belt across his
Rocy., The ¥itmess Zurther stoted RNat Sha driver was not woaring the
aetive lap balt. In response o the letered impact ferce, the dGriver

-T+ipted = lazertl trajeciory %o hig righit as the vehicle reteted out

< unNter timg., e loaZed the esutexmetic sboulider belt which mroguced

verticel striations on the insids surface of the belt webking. His
right hip and trich avee lcadcd the m=ide surface cf his seat cushicn
Lnd 4he center consdle, cisplecing the ronsgle " to the right. Sev?’r
sarks en the comsole ant eenter Rroreat evidenced Lhe CORTACT &Tee.
The drives's right lower gy l=pectled the Jerward left side of the
conseplae. & stuff derd continued zcross the conscle and onze the cen-
ter Defssce BYnted Glsplay. Kis right axm probibly contacied the
center mid instrunment panel, producing scull rarius kelpw the air con-
gitienine vents. Criver injury dote was not aveiledle et the time ef
cur investicetion. The driver cime to Tect rotated inm & clockwisc
cirectics with his torse pertielly betveen toe frent seat becks. Xe
corslained to the witness that the shouldder restraint wes too %tight
2nd asked hiz 0 cut T©he helt. The vitness subseyuently retrieves a
Lnife end hancdesd it 1o £ vopan (pesserby) vho cus the shoulder belt
LE.4" below the treck attecnment bracriet., Tne remeining belt
Tetracted inteo the cezter apunted Tetreactor. The driver ranmdaned in
the vekicls and was remowvad by rescue Dersonrel.  He was transported
©o & locel bespltal and adnitted for treament ¢l his injuriecs.

CZ 1ze Tord ITLoort (Eriver's wife) wis
stouldar beldt.  fhe v2s ndt weerlno

The Tight

l.s¢ Tesireinesd
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cile manuel lap belt, The latehzlate of the lap bele eyrter contained
only & fev scratches which infiicated thot e elt wvor celdon worn,
The Aisplaced centsr conscle concoales tho buckle asoexdly for the
right front lap belt, making it izpossitle te roloans the backls brd
:he belt beaen worn. The webbing csasechly vas zcund =ticldy oxtundeg
froa ths ratractor (:o.?s'}. Folice or tbe Kodical ner predably
tested the belt cduring their inspsction £2 the veliecln.

The 2ot force leckud tho inertis retractor for the ptsene
sr's cutomatic shoulder restraint. £bc initisted a lotersl trajoc-
to ber right and locaded the choulder Balt wabbing with der
right nack ayer. ¥er loading toxce ageinst the balt webbing causaed
the belt to bacome tout. The PRSCAnger's hesd begon te move toware
the right dcor windev opening (glass probably shattersd by vehicie
Saformation) which strepsed the balt webbing. Mhe belt webding con-
tacted the rmar vertice! winfow frame whieh prodoced o alagentlly
oriantated aprasion to the tg:mtce surface. The 1" vide abrasion
extended ¢.5 - 6,5 gbove top surface of the dosr papel, Tha
passangos’s right knee acted the right mid instrument ptnel betwesn
the glove box and the right dosr. The conteer probadly resulted in un
ebrasion (AY§-1) of the knee. Eex right .hz Contacted the loading
sigs of ths door pansd cal Tray mnd tde door vindow erenk. Both
Sosponants sxhidited fabric transfers and the vindow crank was cop-
prasssd into the doer pene). The Passanper's right hip and thoracic
door panel,  Hez Losding Tores Soitmcy ZibIiC TTANSTeTE) and upper
. Ear los orcse & T the door pane owed the panel
And doer structura 3.25% ontward., The bowing of the dcor daformed he
dooz lstch relesse &rm that extends f£ren the incide Treledse laver to
the letch sisexbly. As a rescit, the door latch relaassd end the door
cpaned. The inside door ilntch releass lever wvas found extended in e
opan position. The lateh plate catch aspendly was glgo found in the
opsn position and could not be closed due to the door defornation.

A% the occupant losded ths docr ang the <oor subsequently
opéned, the vahicles wera still engaged in their smpact positions.
The passenyer continved to ROVe laterally to bar right and fully
loaded the shonlder belt wabbing vith her right neck ares. The taus
balt webdding abraded the oscupent's neck in & sepi-circular Fattern
thet ertandes from the posterior zidiine forvard to the right to cha
anterior midline arer. The balz subsequently cut into the neck and
ssvarsd the neck reasuiting in 2 cemplete decapitation at the €~
leval (AIS-5).

" The passengers torsc loaded the autanatic shoulder »it wabbing
es it continued to rove lxtarally. The balt adraded and contumed the
SeAsedger‘e right antevior chest, left anterior chest, and left arn
(AIS=1) af her body was ajected through the door epening. The pes-
sanger's body care to rest incediately forwasd of the-:gght Lrent
correr of the Eonda Accord. Thore wvas no contaot between the body and
the Monde. Numerous abrasions ocsurred to the Dody as it contmected
the road surface before coning to ress. Elood spattexrs were also
found en the right front vheel of the ¥onda apd Probably occurred
Sering the eaxly edjection seguance of the body. The desasitated head
wes ejected fron the vehicle and ceze to rest a4 the curd, foruvard cof

LA e I
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. The right frent sutomatic shouldur belt re=dined in whe repr-
warée position as the door oponod. Vehicle dcformetion dofornad the
cotoriny track essenbly &G the belt retrested 3.25% forwpré frog itS

~ £ull 2etked position. Occupant 1pecing on tbe belt webbing Produced

two verticel ctristicns thet oxtandsd 12.25 ~ 1€% below the motariscd
treck nttechmant bracket. The strintions wore lockted on the inside
(occupant sids) surfasce o the belt wepbing and ptralleled the edges,
Ya7ev irborsd of the cdges. Using the naked cye, what appcarcs to be
tigpue treasfars were visidle on the outside curisce ©f he belt web-
Ping 6.625 - 11.75¢ helow the track sttachment bracket. veing an 6
povar megnifying lens. sultiple tissue fregments wera vicibla and
oobedded ante the woven patterd cf the belt wabbing. The recdical
Cyapiner cut two SAmples frem tbe belt wehbing und sSeveral othors {roo
irterier cobponants to tost for tizsue apd dlood typing.

& therouch inspection of botb vehicles, coperated compenents,
ané intexmal loose ebjects failed to identity en nltermate necbanisn
fe- the decspitstion. The right wpper g-pille= slso ctbiclded the
oecupant freo the possible conzect with the frontal surtece ©f the
Eonde.

Protograpts of both vekicles, the police rerort. and BUTEPEY
report mre included with this summery as attacrments.

111
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CALSPAR CORPORATION

Accident Resesrch Section
Buffslo, New York 14238

CALSPAN ON-SITE AUTOMATIC SEAT BELT INVESTIGATION
CASE NO. 90.37

FLEET - 1990 CHEVROLET CAPRICE
(BRUNSNICK, NE POLICE)

LOCATION - BRUNSNICK., NE
ACCIDENT DATE - SEPTEMBER SO, 1990

Contract No, DTNH22-87-C-07169

Prepared for:
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CALSPAN ON-SITE AUTORATIC SEAT BELT INVESTIGATION
CALSPAN CASE NO. 90-17

FLCET - 1990 CHEVROLLT CAPRICC
LOCATION - BRUNSNICK, ME

SIMUARY

This crash occurred on & four lane Toadwsy in frunswich, ME, an Sunday,
September 30 at 1531 hours. Az the tise of the accident the road surface vas
wet dus to 1ight rain. The involved vehicle was s marked snunswick Police 1990
Chevrolet Caprice ¢ door sedan (VIN: 1GC1BLS4271A149146) that was equipped
with 2 3-point sutomatic lsp and shoulder belt systes. The lap belt and
shoulder beit were mounted on inertis reel retractors that were affixed to the
front doors. The latchPlate is detachable from the buckle as this type of systew
is typicaily used as sn 8ctive systes inatead of sutosstic,

The Ceprice was traveling in an easterly dirsction on the inboard travel
lane at an unknewn Tete of speed, The driver was apparently in pursuit of »
vehicle and was traveling with his overhesd lights and siren scrivated. As he
approached the accident scene, a noncontact vehicle entered the roadwsy fros a
parking lot drivewsy located at the north (left) rosdedge. The noncontact
vehicle initiated & left turn into the sastbound traver lanes. The driver of
the Caprice swerved into the right (cutboard) travel “ame in an atgempt to
avoid contact with the other vehicle. The driver o7 the noncomtact vehicle
continued inro the right eastbound lane in front >f the police vehicle, The
driver of the Caprico swerved to his left and entersd the left eastbound 1sne.
He again spplied a clockwise Steering input as he successfully avoided the
noncontact vehicle. Due to the wet rosd surface and the rapid stesring fnputs,
the vehicle initiasted & clockwise yaw as it crossed into the right tra. ol lane,

The Caprico mounted the 5" barrier curb that pars’leled the travel lanss

rer teing in damage to the left froat wheel. The curb ispact probably enhanced
yav of the vehicle as it departed the rosdway in & near brosdaide orienta-

cion. The lefe rear door area of the Csprice impacted a utility pole that was
locatod 175" cutbosrd of the curb. Impact speed was computed at 32.7 aph by
the damage and trajectory mode of the CRASHS progras. The 8 o'clock direction
of force impact (PWF-SSK) crushed the left rear door to a maximum despth of 37.3".
The dacage was vertically uniforw from the sill to the roof side rail. The
FRASH3 program computed s velocity change of 25.5 sph with & latersl component
of 25.1 mph. The impact, having occurred resrwsrd of the vehicle's center of
gravity, reversed its rotation to a caumterclockwise direction. The left front
fender ares of the vehicle Subsequently impacted 8 concrete reinforced steel post
that was mounted in a landscaped island bordered by raiircad ties. The subse-
quent impact crushed the left front fendor to 2 maxisue depth of 16.4" located
13.6% forward of the left front axle. The vehicle caze to rest fully engaged
with the utility pole anl guard post, facing in a Southesasterly direction.
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The initial utility pole ispact displaced the left B-pillar both latoralls
and rearward approximatesy 5.6". The pillar displacement eacrted a force load
on the letch and strike assembly of the lefr front door. The door itsclf was
not damaged by the impact. The latch and strihe POst remained closed; however,
the strihe sepsrated from the B-piliar,

The B-pillar was manufactured from o double layer of sheetmetal with an
approximate 1" diameter hole bored mid stream in the lower pillar for attachment
of the tatch stTike assembly, The B-pillar end of the sirike was threaded into
& steel reinforcement brachet that was 5 an length x 1.625" in width x .125"
(178") in thickness. The reinforcement brachet was placed into the pillar through
the 1 diameter hole. The strike post sas then bached by twmo 1.5 diameter
{ourside diameter]) washers. The inpact force Jeformed the reanforcement brachet
to & U-shape which allowed the bracket to pull through the B-pillar creating »
jagged hole that messured 2.5 wvartically x 1.75 horizontally. As & result of
the strike post seporating from the B-pallar the left front door opened.

The driver of the Caprice was & 29 yesr 0ld male, 67 in hedght and 165 ibs.
He wss wearing the "automatic® 3-point 1ap and shoulder belt svstem. Restraint
usage was supported by a blue belt webbing transfer on his service revolver holster
that he wore on his right hip and by heavy loading marks on the lap belt webbing.
The 1oading marks consisted of grooved marks that extended from 12-27.5 sbove
the latchplate. The grooved marks paralleled the edges of the webbing. The
driver moved 1aterally vo his left end initially loaded the left front door panel.
His contsct with the door fractured the plastic armrest panel and bowed the upper
surface of the door outward 0,75, The extent of the door opening was probably
restricted by the inerctia reels of the lap and shoulder belt webbing. The driver
began to rotate in 8 clockwise direcrion as he moved laterally to his left. HMis
rotation was probably initfiared by the equipment on his utility belt (revolver
holster, smmo clip, and handcuff case) as it snagged the lap belt webbing, and
his probable gripping of the steering whesl rim. Due to the B-pillar failure and
the opening of the left front door, the }-point sutomatic belt system that was
affixed to the door no longer restrained the driver. He was sjected through the
door opening and impacted the asphalt sidewalk with the right parietal aspect of
his head, resulting in » skull fracture with sultiple underlying cerebral injuries.

The driver came to rest on his back with his feet resting on the left
corner of the seat cushion. The door was fully opened and he was in &
prone position, lying en his beck. The first officers who arrived on scene
found him in this position with the 3-peint belt system securely buckled. The
driver was lying between the left front door and the B-pillar with the belt
webbing extending over the anterior aspect of his lower legs.

The driver was transported by ambulance to & local hospitel. He was later
transferred to & major medical center where he expired on Dctober 1, at 184§
hours.

The door mounted sutomatic 3-point lap and shoulder belt system did not
provide gufficient restraint for the driver due 1o the strike post Separating
from the B-pillar which caused the door to open, thus creating an avenue for
his neorly complete ejection from the vehicle,
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GENERAL MO, IRS CCRPORATION
o RESPONSE 1O
THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PROPOSAL ON |
OCCUPANT CRASH PROTECTIOM

OST DOCKET 44, NOTICE 76-8
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SEP YEMBER 17, 1976
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USG 1440, Pect (TR
p. Passive Shoylder Welg Puzforuance

For reasons which ore disrosuet later tn this pai-o
a passive shoulder keali aupears ta hi the only curs
rently known passive Lolt gystem vhich is hath rote .
tially acceptable to at least some consumers an}
capable of moeting the proposed ter' reguirementir.
Unfortunately, there is far too lit.le publicly
available data concerning the passive shoulder

belt restraint system's performance in accidents

to permit making an effectiveness estimate for

this system. The 22 azcident cases presented st

the January 27, 1976 National Moter Vehlcle Safety
Advigory Council meeting ere the only ones of vhich
we are aware invelving such a restraint concept.
However, our testing indicates that such restraints
may have significant performance limgtations. These
tests weres conducted using an expgrimental passive
shouldex belt installed in a GM stubeccompact ‘vehicle,

Twe potential problems should be discussed here,
Puring a 30 mph lateral dolly rollover test con-
Adueted using the FMVSS 20§ test procedure, &8 passive
ghoulder belt restrained., S0%tile dummy initially
‘posltloned in the outboard front seating position
on the low aide of the vehicle was completely. .
ejoctad from the p«ss»réer cnﬁns:tmqnc. We believe
this result demonstrates that a belt type pelvic
:esc:atnt must be combirad with the passive
shoulder belt to ptovlde thie samg degree of ocgu-
pant protectiou during roliover accidents as the
current active lap-shouldsr belet systen provides.

The second concarn is the loading of the dummy's
lower abdomen by the psssive shoulier balt, This
oucurred during s simulatoed 30 mph, $0¢ car-to-Tal

_..._._-.-j-ﬁiiiiii-------—--ﬂ------
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side impact with tha dusay scated on the "far olds.”
Unfortunately, cthera is no way of assesSsing thn po-
tontial for injury using the currvent test technology.
Hewaver, we beliesve this loading pattern te bo
potentially serious during sevoro side impacts.
pecause of the possibilifity of damagn to internal
organs., Lap or lap-shoulder belts, ih contrast,
apply restraint forcoas to tho pelvic structure.

Even L{f these concorns about tha possible perioriiance
limitations of such systems are not supported by

the fiald accident data when it Becomes availablo,

we would still have reservations about the appropriate-
ness of depanding on a knea impact surface instead

of a lap belt to provide lower torso restraint.

We cannot be sure, for example, that a knee fmpact
surface used in conjunction with a passive shoulder
belt will adequately protect an oye-of-po:ihion occupant,
a small alult, or a child occupant in frontal or
angular accidents bacause the per{ormance of such a
system is highly dependent on the spacing betwean tl2
knee and the knee irmpact surface. This spacing is
affected by the seat location and the occupant's leg
orfentation as well as the tength-of -his-upper leg.

Based on thase considerations, we have concluded
that it would be necessary to combine an active
lsp belt with the passive shoulder belt to provide
cccupant protection equal to that trovided by use
of active lap shouldsr belts over the full range
of accident conditions.

Although we have ‘8 nunber of praciical veservations

about the passive belt concept (some of which are

discussed in a later section), wo reiterate our
prorosal §1 D. Il. Mertin‘s Jacemier 8, 1978 lettes
to Dr. J. B. Grezory that the MiTSA institute a

117
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study of passive bult fleld accident data in a nanper
simlilar to that slready Leing followed to evaluate
air cushion restrafnt cvstoms. e believo such &
study 18 2 nocessary sten towards deteraining the
technical aceeptability of cuch systems and would

be an appropriate project for tha Fedoral Goverurnnt
to undertake.
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EEY_DOCUMENTATION OF NHTSA'S
VIEW OF °WINDOWSHADE® BELTS

P TN - - - . S -

1. March 3, 1873

NHTSA letter to GM: Expresses "concern about possible reductions in
shoulder belt effectiveness due to excessive belt slack.” Says
comfort clips, which regulate the amount of slack. are permissible.

2. Nov. B, 1973

NHTSA latter to American Safety Equipment Corp: "As we understand
the concept of a tension reliever, it allows a small amount of
slack to be introduced intoc the webbing..."

3. Dec. 16, 1976

NHTSA Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Docket No. 74-14,
Notice 7: States that the tandency of window shade retractors “to
permit excessive slack in thp upper torso portien [of the belt) is
an argument against permitt:ng their use.” Suggests that improving
belt comfort and convenience might increase belt use.

4. April 22, 1877

GM letter to NHTSA in Docket 74-14, Notice 7: Extensively disagrees
that comfort and convenience factors influence belt use, impact of
comfort and convenience on use is "largely unknown," disagrees with
***SA that *“improved comfort and cenvenience would increase belt
4ye.* Also says NHTSA proposals to set comfortable levels of belt
tension across the weaxer’s chest, which GM cpposes, would be "a de
facto mandate of mechanical tension relievers." Asks that "any belt
retraction test procedures” adopted by NHTSA exr lude the use of
tension relievers because they are "user control.ied operations”,

5. Januarxy 1879

Examination of Comfort and Convenience of 1979 Safety Belt Syatems,
study carrfed out for NHTSA (DOT HS-B8-01984). Finds that "systems
with windowshade devices have more incomplete retraction and
excessive slack pxroblems than belts without windowshade devices....
Since excessive slack reduces the protection te the wearer, a
safoty probler {s indicated.* Also
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6. June 1979

awt of FMVSS 208, cComfort and Convenience, on vVehicle
hanufacturing, study carried out for NHTSA (DOT HS5-9-02110}. Study
is an in-depth evaluation of NHTSA‘s proposed standards for
increasing comfort and convenience, eliminating eome design
hazards. NNTSA's requirements would reguire better shoulder helt
£it for & wider range of body sizes and a controlled level of belt
pressure on the occupant.

“Tension Reliever: Because currently produced comfort clips and
window shade type devices to relieve pressure of the shoulder belt
often allow excessive and dangerous slack in the shouldes belt,
these devices should not be employed, Allowable tension relievers
should perform so that the belt remains in contact with the
occupant at all times.” The proposed standard vould prohibit (?)
such devices.

Study finds that a number of GM belt systems, as well as those of
other manufacturers, are in non-compliance with the proposed
standards but could easily be brought inte compliance by the 1981
model year. Concludes that §2.61 would be saved by dropping the
windowshade device from GM belt designs.

7. pec. 31, 1979

NPRM, Dpocket 74-14, Notice 17: ®"...this notice proposes to
eliminate manual or automatic devices that allow the introduction
of slack in the belt webbing of an npper torso belt.- Also, *the
agency is particularly {ntereste in possible performance
requiraments or test procedures to measure and limit the amount of
slack that can be introduced in the belt webbing by such devir--, ~

8. April 1, 1580

™ ‘etter to NHTSA in 74-14, Notice 17: Opposes NHTSA'S proposed

. «fort and convenience® standards because *information that is
available is contrary to the NHTSA contention that the lack of
comfert and convenience in teday’s belt systems is the cause of low
use and that the proposed requlation wil{ increase usage. -

However, also opposes  NHTSA plan to forbid windowshades:
".-.General Motors believes that a tension relieving device, such
a8 the windowshade device, is a highly desirable part of a seat
belt system from a comfort standpoint and is necessary to make the
belt system acceptable to the greatest pumber of users.* (p. 9)

9. April 1, 1980

MVMA letter to NHMTSA in 74-14, Notice 17: “Erperience shows that
such features as..,tension relieving devices...which already have
bean incorporated into belt Systems to improve comfort and
convenience have not resulted in gignificant increased usage. "

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

U



117

10. January 8, 1981

tinal rule, 74~-14, Notice 19: "Windowshade" or "other tension
feisieving devices can reduce the effectivensss of belts in crash
situations if the occupant uses the device to put exceasive slack
in the belt webbing, i{i.e., sc that the belt is not snugly against
the occupant...”

Reguires that sutomatic belts equipped with windowshades must meet
the dynamic crash test criteria with the belts extended to the
greatest amount of slack enabled by the windowshade. Since manual
talte will be phased out in the near future under NHTSA's then-
effective passive restraint rule, they are not required to mseet the
dynaric test criteria. Rowever, *the agency doas urgs manufacturers
to voluntarily limit the amount of slack that can be introduced in
their manual belt systems...”

11. March 9, 1981

GM petition for reconsideration of the final rule: Aske thar the
windowshade belt requirement be limited to the amount of slack
present in "normal use,® i.e., that recoomended by GM, rather than
any slack enabled by the device. "...there is no practical way to
compleotely eliminate all possibility that misuse of a tension
relief device, or any other dsvice intended for occupant use, will
occur. Further, it is doubtful that a vehicle occupant will use
excess slack, willfully introduced from misuse of a tansion relief
dovice, as a means of defeating his restraint systex." No mention
is made of inadvertent introduction of slack.

12. October, 1961

NHTSA delay, revecation of passive restraint rule:s Although this
action guarantees that manual belts will cemain the predominant
front-seat restraint systems for yoars to come, it cludes no
~-“ibition or limiting of windowshade devices in such belts. (?)

13. Augqust 25, 1981

Patent ¢,285.479: Patent to inventor Hubert P. Blom, assigned to
General Motors, covers a device which would deactivate the
windowshade at forces lower than the decelerative forces necessary

to lock the retracter, thus negating the worst feature of the
windowshade,

14. February 18, 1982

NHTSA response to GM and other petitions for reconsideration of
pertions of the final rule in 74~14, Notice 19: NHTSA postpones its
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offective date until September 1, 1983. It later {Nov. 15, 1%82)
extends this delay to September 1, 1985.

i>. April 12, 1985

NHTSA Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in 74-14, Notice 37, response
to petitions: Acknowledges that windowshades “can reduce the
effectiveness of belts in crash situstions where excessive glack
has been introduced in the belt webbing." Finds that for some
designs a windowshade device is needed *soc that & small amount of
slack can be introduced in order to move the belt webbing off the
occupant’'s neck” when the anchorsge has been placed to cause
improper belt fit.

The notice proposes to remove the requirement for testing of
automatic belts with windowshade devices, in dynamic impacts, with
the belt slack at the greatest amount enabled by the device, and
calls for & warning in the operator’s manual against excessive
slack. It seeks dats and comments on "the potential effect that
tension-relievers may have on belt effectivencss and belt usage.”

16, July 17, 1984

NHTSA Final Rule in pocket 74-14, Notice 136: Responding to a
Supreme Court decision, reinstitutes a passive restraint standard
to beqgin phasing in on September 1, 1986. This insures that manual
lap-shoulder belts in front-seat positions will be standard in
millions of new cars, including those with air bags, for many years
to come.

17. April 12, 1885

NHTSA Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in 74-14, Notice 30:
Acknowledges that windowshade create the possibility of evrassive
slack resulting in "unsafe levels of this forward movement*® which
"~~:1d oceur for restrained vehicle occupants, " which "increases

fchances of occupant contact with potentially hostile interior
surfaces.*

Proposes to require dynamic tests for manual belts, but to allow
slack to be set to “amount...that is recommended by <he
manufacturer for the shoulder belt under normal use conditions in
accordance with the instyuctions in the owner's manual.-"

18. May 28, 1985

Letter from GM to NHTSA in 74-14, Notice 37: Commends NHTSA for
allowing crash tests of windowshade belts with the “device adjusted
as recommendad in the owners manual...i.e., occupant usage of
tension relief in the intended manner.*
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Yot admits that *There is no doubt that belt slack, even if minimal
and consistent with the manufacturers’ recomsendations as well as
the concept of ‘normal usage,’ does increase occupant excursion and
the potential for higher values of Head Injury Criterion and chest
G*'s than would be the case without belt slack.”

Also admits that some GM belt designs “may dictate an anchor
jocation that is not conducive to avoiding shoulder or neck
irritation from the shoulder belt. This cowld be compensated for,
at lsast in part, by tension relief features.®

Claims that the windowshade device “is essential for maintaining
high levsls of belt use.*

19. June 14, 1985

fetter from NTSB to MHTSA in 74-14, Notice 37: Objects strongly to
NHTSA‘s proposal to allow testing of windowshade belts with only
*recommended® slack rather than full slack.

*...many users who do not know how to use this systes correctly
introduce excess slack, and we believe the existence of
instructions in the owner’s manual is not a sufficient guarantee of
m.' In addition, "research has shown that it im possible

tly to introduce sxcessive slack in these belts through
normal movements involved ‘in cperating a vehicle." And, "The Board
believes that permitting additional slack in the shoulder belt is
not an acceptable way to deal with belt geometry problems generated
by poer anchor design and location.”

20. November &, 1985

NHTSA Final Rule, 74-14, Notice 42: Allows dynamic testing of
windowshads belts with only slack recosmended by the manufacturer.
Defends windowshades as use promoting, but offers no evidence of
use increases associated with windowshades; “Allowing mantfacturers
to install tension-reliev devicas makes it possib a for an
occupant to introduce a small amount of slack to relieve shounlder
belt pressuxe or to get the belt away from the neck. As a result,
safety belt use is promoted.”

Waives belt pressure limitations for systems equipped with
windowshade devices, thus prometing the latter.

2. June 27, 1987

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety Report: Finda, in a survey
of D.C. area vehicles, much higher levels of slack cobserved for
belt wearers in cars likely to be equipped with “windowshade-®
devices than in those not likely to be equipped with such devices,
i.e., domestically-made v. Jaranese-made cars.
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23. November 23, 1987

Pinal Rule, NHTSA docket 74-14, Notice 53: Again rejects pleas that
windowshade belt systaems be dynamically tested with the full amount
of possible slack, and agrees with manufacturers to test with
“recommended" slack. States, “the ngoncg‘ believes that the
inadvertent introduction of slack into a 1t system, which is
bsyond that for normal use, ig unlikely in most current systems.*®
Offers no evidence to support this belief. Describes the excessive
slack problem as "misuse® rather than windowshade design,

23, Mmarch 1988

NTSB Report, Performance of Lap/Shoulder Belts in 167 Motor vehicle
Crashes: Recommends that NHTSA adopt standards requiring either
than window shade belts be crash-tested at full slack under the
FMVSS 208 dynamic test criteria, or that they be equipped with
tensioners to eliminate the slack when a crash occurs,

25, August 2, 1988

Lettar from NHTSA to NTSB: Rejects NTSB's recommendation because
“we do not believe that a safety problem has been demonstrated for
window shade devices..."

26. Feb. 17, 1989

Letter from NETSA to IIR: Rejects IIR’s request that NHTSA set
standarde precluding window shade devices; -We believe that the
increase in belt usage encouraged by some comfort features will
provide safety benefits.* Criticizes IR program to educate the
public about the window shade’'s slack belt hazerds: ~...the
practical effect of such a publicity campaign is to undemmine
public confidence in safety belts..,.*

27, July 11, 1989

NHTSA Final Rule, 74-14, Notice £1: Rejects petitions and requests
that window shade dewices be prohibited or discouraged by "full
slack® dynamic crash test requirements. Characterizes the
introduction of excessive slack in window shade belts as *misuse”,
and avoids discussion of inadvertent slack. Concludes that the
"possibility of misuse is not a sufficient justification for
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prohibiting devices that have the potential to increase safety belt
use. "

28. Soptember 11, 1989

IIR letter to NHTSA: Encloses letters from YIIR urging manufacturers
to disengoge window shade devices for safety-conscious motorists
who do not wish to have the harard of slack present in their belts.
Asks NHTSA to take steps to accomplish that result, including
publicity efforts and an investigation of window shade crashes,

.29, October 13, 1989

NHTSA response to IIR: Notes that petitions for window shade
recalls and rulemaking are ponding before NHTSA. Does not respond
to IIR’s call for disengagement of window shades for requesting car
owners.

30. December 8, 1989

NHTSA Denial of Petition:s NHTSA rejects petition by Mark Geodson
for an order to recall and correct window shade belt syf@tems based
on a erash in which a fatality was found by the County Medical
Examiner’s Office in Dallas to have been associated with the
prasence of a window shade. "Since these devices has been used
widely over the past 15 years and the agency has explicitly
permitted their use, thare is no reasonable posaibility that such
:: crcier would be issued at the conclusion of an investigation into
is issue."

31. January 30, 1991

NHTSA Petition denial: Rejects a petition by Motor voters to
require adjustabls upper seat belt anchorages to increase belt
safety and comfort by enhancing belt fit for a wide range of users.
finds that the proposal, which would add about $1 to the cost of
each lap-shoulder belt seating position, would not be cost
effective. Calls on manufacturers to make “voluntary provision® of
adjustable anchorages. Finds "no significant safety bemefit® from
such anchorages.

32. February 1%, 1991

NETSA Termination of rulemakings Drops rulemaking to prohibit or
restrict window shade devices. Finds °no demonstrated real-world
problem resulting from the misuse of tension-relieving devices on
safety belts.” Adds that, "Bven if there were soms minimal negative
safety effects, window shade type tension ralieving devices will
not be installed in any vehicles manufactured on or after September
1, 1991" under cu-rent manufacturer plans, so there is "no reason
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to proceed with the rulemaking action...”
?° Tily 5, 1991

NHTSA Denial of petition: Denies request by The Institute for
Sefety Analysis seeking rulemaking and defect Ainvestigation
activity to preclude window shade devices. Restates that because
manufacturers have announced plans to discontinue window shades “by
the end of the 1951 model year," no rulemaking is warranted.
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Air Bags for All Cars

By Joan Claybrook
and Benjamin Kelley

WasHINGTON

chance 10 make public safe-

ty history — pubile

health,  really —

comes (o few people.

Now it has come o

dJerry Curry tn the

form of the air bag, which a few years
8§0 the auto industry scorned.

Mr. Curry, Adminisirator of the
Nationst Highway Traffic Safely AQ.
ministration, ean uitimately prevem
&t Jenst 7,000 denths and 80,000 erips
PURE injuries each year by ordering
that front-sest atr bags become avall.
oblc as standard equipment In all new
passenger vehicles, Me is flinching,
because the Administration -vants 1o
let the industry go decide whe does
“nd ¢oesn't get suje cars.

The agency admunisiers the puto-
waiic erash protection rule, which
reQUIres  manufociurers fe  fnsiall
froni-seat air bags or automatic beits
in cars, snd, under a rule change in
March, in vans, hight trucks and sraalt
buses beginning in Iate 299¢.

Why is.the
safety chief
dithering?

For years, autoc makers opposed
sir baps as inefiective, dangerous,
expensive and peediess. During the
carly Reagan years, the highway ad.
mhmsiration rescinded the nle. At
the behest of insurers and safety
Broups, the Supreme Court in 1933
ordered an en¢ (0 *“'the regulatory
tquivalent of war agawst the air
bag"™ and forcea the agency 1o reis.

sue the rule. The rule, phased in for’

Joan Cloybrook, Administrator of ihe
Nationat Highway Traffic Sofety Ag-
ménistretion in the Carier Adminis-
frauon, 1s president of Public Cinizen.
Benjamin Kelley 12 presidens of the
Institure for Injury Reductipn,

128§

1987 to 1090 car models (vans and
hght trucks will be phased in between
1993 =nd 1085 modrit), gives euch

-company the choice of providing air

bags or a useruniriendly = often
unsafe ~~ shermative, the automatic
acat beh, .

Despiie the sir bag's vastly superi.
or performonce, most new cars made
and sold under the rule since JU8Y
have been equipped wih automatic
behis. Now, with five mithon curs
equipped with dags on the road, it 1s
Clear the bags provide unique prorec.
t1on In frontal erashes. Not even auto
Industry officials dispute this; wi.
ness Lee lacocca’s wm-around from
opponent to head cheericader for the
8ir bag, which Chrysicr is promaoting
in most of its new cars,

Since Mr. Curry has not acted on a
Congressionat request to onder ajr
baps in new passenger vehicles, the
Congress is poised te do so. The Sep-
ate recemiy possed the highwisy bill,
whith mandsies front-scot air bugs
for the driver and passengers. To-
merrow, p House bill 1 10 be intro-
duced by Gerry Sikorski, Democray
of Minnesota, thet contalns vebicle
safely requirements similar to those
in the Senate highway meosure.

" Requiring air bags for alt new vehi.

cles would lesd to importsnt econo-
mies for the ndustry gn¢ motorists,
for the' greater and more prediciable
the volume of production, the lower
the unit cost. Also, requiring them
would heighten competition between
manufacturers to produce superior
systems. It has been known for years
that air bags can provide thcredible
protection even in 40 to 50 mile per
hour crashes — far above the current
30 m.ph. standard — and ecan be
designed to provide proiection in side
impact cras',es.

Cor companses, particularly Ja.
pan’s, which have mostly resisied asr
bags, might oppose a Federsl man-
date. But Mr. Curry cen raliy a
8roundswell of consumer and insur.
ance industry support for it, In a 1990
speech to the Society of Automotive
Engineers, he stressed that his agen.
€y “alane is accountable for making
correcy decisions abaut Nie and death
in car crashes, Jf 30, this boast leaves
him ne choiee but (o 1ssue an aki-ajr.
bag rule. I heldoesnt, Congross
should aet. ]
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NHTSA‘s “Estimated Safety Benefits from Air Bags" projects, on
the basis of real-world crash experience with air bag-equipped
cars already on the highways, that by 1995 some 18.23 percent of
the .S, possenger car fleet will bo equipped with «driver-side
air bags and that 10.82 percent will be equipped with both driver
and passenger-side air bags. (See Table 1, “Estimnted Benefits
of Air Bags, 1990-19%5").

An extrapolation from those figures was carried out to estimate
the reductions in deaths and injuries which would be realirzed
wera all cars on the highways equipped with driver and fromt
pg;aenqer air bags, based on the fleet size assumed by NHTSA for
198S.

NETSA’s estimates for that year, based on 18.35 percent of the
national passenger-car fleet being equipped with driver air bags
o1d 10.82 percent with passenger air bags, were that a total of
779 fatalities and 10,597 injuries wonld be prevented.
Multiplying those figures by factors reflecting the projected
presance of driver and passenger-side air bags in all cars (5.45
and 9.24, respectively) produced the estimate of 5,368 fatalities
and 63,590 moderate to sarious injuries prevented.

This estimate would be higher by at least 230 percent if such
popular passenger vehicles as vans, light trucks and utility
vehicles (multipurpose vehicles) held or expanded their market
and flest shares during the period. It would also be higher to
the extent that center front seat deaths and injuries, not
counted in the NHTSA study, were reduced by the provision of
front seat driver and passenger air bags.

Dacember 4, 1991
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ESTIMATED BENEFITS OF AIR BAGS, 1990-1995

NHTSA hes developed information segarcing the pottion of the on-road selicle fee! that
will be equipped with air bags and the safery benelits that will result for each year berween
pow and 1995, The vehicles tha will be equippec with air bage through the 199] model
year &re Inown end an estimate of 2ir bag sales can be developed for 1990 and 193] based
on 1989 sales for those models. For 1992.1995, estimates wil’ have 1o be made based on
starements made by menuvfasurers and assumplions rzparding the pace of air bag
installation in news models. GM, has annonneed tha: it will insiall driver end passenges air
bags in all of its domestically produced velkicles by 1995, Ford hes indicated that i1 will
also install 2ir bags in jis entire Geet by the mid- 199035 (bui has not specified 2 sprcific
year). Chrysles has already installed driver air bags in iis entire dornestic Geet. Hongs has
announceg that it wilJ ins:al] driver and passenges s bags in all Honds 2n¢ Accure models
by the 1004 mod:=] vezr, Al bags are already insialed or 2nnounzed in many modsls by
Volve, Avdi, Tovota, Saab, Porche, Nissian, Mitsubishi, Mercedes-Benz, Jaguar, EMW

' end Alphz Romeo. Overall, i appears most of the new passenger car feet will be equippzd
with driver and passenges-side air bags by 1995. W'e have estimated annpal safety baneflus

<! on the following assumptions:

1} 90 percent of model year 1995 passenger cars will have driver and passcnger air
bags. Half of the increase in sales of models with air bags (over 1081 Jevels) will
occur in 199S.

2} Half of the remaining increase wil} occur medel year 1004,

3} The remaining increase will be spread evenly between 1003 and 092,

o i3u
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4) Afier 9/1/93, (the 1994 mode! year) all vehicles that have driver air bag systems

will also have front seaf passenger systems.

90 percent was chosen as the 199S installation rate because manufacturers® announcements
indicate that about 80 percent of all domestically produced vehicles will have air bags by
the mid-nineties, and it is assumed that impons will follow suit 1o stay competirive.
Although Ford has not specificd the exact year they will be completely convened, it is
assumed that they will eonvert by 1995 to stay competitive with GM, Chrysler, and Honda,

The assumptions regarding the pace of conversion are somewhat arbitrary, but are
consistent with the expectation that installation rates will increase gradually, with most new
models being convened during the 1994-1995 period. This expectation is dictaied by
company announcements and leadtime considerations for both driver and passenger

systems,

The assumption that all MY 1994 and later air bag equipped vehicles will have both driver
and passenger side systems is based on the fact that the exenption which allows manual
belt installations at the ovtboard passenger position if an air bag is provided at the driver

4 -sition will expire on 9/1/93. Although manufacrurers could provide an zutomatic behi at
the outboard passenger position, it is unlikely that they would do so in any signifcant
production volumes becanse this would put them 2t 2 competitive disadvantage vis-a-vis
most other manvfacturess who have announced their intention o provide passenger side air

bags.
Based on these assumpticns, the portion of the in-vse passenger car fleet that will be

equipped with driver air bags will increase from 1.8 percent in 1990 to 18.3 percent in
1995, The portion that is equipped with passenger side air bags will increase from 0.2
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percent in 1990 to 10.8 percent fn 1995. The safety benefits that would sesult from air bags
Auring these years are shown in the antached table (Table 1). During this time period,
assuming that belt usage rates sxay af curvent levels, air bags should save an estimsted 2,400

lives and 29,000 moderate to critical injuries.

Note that the banefits shown in Table J do not include center seats. Center seating
positions are exempied from the sutomatic restraint requirements of FMVSS 208 and jt is
80t clear whethes passenger-side air bags will provide benefits for these positions.
However, the contribution of these positiens is minimal, and would increase total benefits

by no more than one percent. -
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N 3
T tver Air Bap Tnatallations in
the lnlise Fleerece
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When Safety Belts
Aren’t Safe

A History of Auto Seat B=lt Protection

By Edward M. Ricel, Eaq.
Benjamin Kelley
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FOREWORD

“Buckle Up For Safety!™

Probably every American whao drives or rides in a car has heasd the call to "buckle
up™—not once but over and over again. Lawa in a majority of states require seat belt
use. Inaddition, feder! and state safety officials, consumer groups, physicians and com-
panies that manufacture and sell cars, loudly and repeatedly urge drivers and passengers
to wear their belts. Drivers and passengers are saving toeach other: “Buckle up for safety”

Is anybody listening?

In fe-t, cens of millions of Americans are listening and they are heeding the call every
day across the country. Belt use has sosred in the past few vears, from a low of about
10 percent to well above 50, 60 and even 70 percent in some aress. W have become
2 nation of belt wearers. We are, increasingly, buckling up.

But what are we buckling xp with!

Ins the vase msjority of cars on the highways rodsy, we are buckling up with deficiens,
defective, demaging or deteriorating belts, Yet the car companies, which have con-
sﬂcumslﬂohaddse"buckkup‘dmn.hmdmektdeormd\hummm
national harard. And our fedem! safety officials do not scem to care,

The bortom fine is thas motortsts need to buckle up, but they need safe, hazard free
belta. As belt use soars, injuries caused or aggravated by belts soar with it.

It ts tragic enough that car compendcs fafl to build sufficient overall crashworthiness
into cheir cars. But when they do not care encugh even m provide oprimum ssfeey
in scat belts, components that exist solely for safety purposes, it is a scandel. Today
that scandal is exposing a large majosity of Americans to hosvendous injurics from the
very system provided o prosect chem.
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INTRODUCTION

ar coshworthiness is & life and desth concept. The widespread, decades-long

failure of suto manufacturers to adhese to this concepe has brought mostal
injury or lifetime disabitity ro miilions upon millions of Americana. The flawed state
of sest belt design and performance is one of the chief causes. Car crashes are entirely
foreseeable and often unavoidable. But whether cavsed by bad westher, inexperienced
driving, defective vehicle companents, or any other condition, the crashes themselves
do noc in many cases need to produce desdly injuries. Frequently, when serious in-
juries doresult, it is because the compenies that manufactured the cars failed or refised
o make those cars adequately crashworthy.

Sefety belt performance plays s centra! role in the eriad of coashworthiness: coneain,
maintain, restrain. The crashworthiness triad dicestes that the car'’s design does the
following in a crash:

Contain the occupants by providing doors, windows, sunsoofs and other aper-

tures that discournge ejection. If rich designs cannoc be provided and the menufac-
turer nevertheless insists on marketing the car, it is obliged co at lesst warn che prospec-
tive buyer and afl potential wsers about the vehicle's ejection hazards and their injurious
or farsl consequences.
Maintain the integrity of the vehicles so they will not collapee, crush, rip open
or otherwise deform in ways chat violate the allimportant “protective envelope™ pro-
vided by the occupant compartment. The site of the envelope must, of course, be ade-
quate in the first place. “Maintsin™ also applics 1o the tntegrity of fure! tanks and lines;
defectively designed, they can spew deadly gas andt fumes that produce mging, deadly
postcrash bleses.

Restrain the occupants by preventing or minimizing thetr violent movt ment within
the vehicle or from it, preventing or minimizing their risk of hitting damaging steuc-
tures in the vehscle and making alf interior seructures as “forgiving” 1.c., energy manag-
g, as possible in the event of impact. Historically seat helts have been the major com-
ponent for sccomplishing this cruvially important piece of the crashworthiness rrad.

The properly designed seat belt has been recognized by physicians and independent
safety engineers as the most effective active means for restreining occupants in vehicles
to minimize thefr viclent movement within or from crashing vehicles. It is “active ™ becatese
it requires the active, repeated coopemtion of the user who must put the belt on each
time he or she gees in the car. In contrast, “passive” or sutomstic systems such as air
bags, energy absorbing steering columns, laminated windshields, padded dashboands
and most other aut.. safecy features in the car require no occupant acrivation. And,
despite the protmcted and fierce opposition of car compandes to providing standiard
equipment seat belts during the 1950 and 1960, they have existed for many years.
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\ Isitors 0o the Wells Fergo Museumn in San Francisco can sce ane of the carticst
versions of & sest belt, # sct of straps thae stage cosch pessengens tied sround

their waists to prevent efection during rocky cross-country journeys. On the East Conse,
the Smishsonizss Alr and Space Museum exhilvits Woeks War 1ces planes thae sre oquip-
ped with belts intended to “restein® pilots and passengeees from falling from their craft
churing besred roll manesvers, Even before Workd War I, ploocering physicians snd vehicle
design experts weve beginning w idencify a crying nesd for scet bele restraings in pasenger
cars. As car sales snd omfic climbed, o did the dewth and injury coll from crashes.

Examining crashes and injuries, these madical and engincering expercs soon ssw pat-
terns of trauma emerging chat made f¢ clesr tha by effectively restrining occupenes
from excemsive or vicknt motion during the splisssvond momene of imgpace, scvious
injuries could be svoided or grestly minimised.

One of the cxrliest snfiety advoceses, 8 Detroit plastic surgeon named Claire L. Semnith,
devised a sest helt sysem and installed it in his cwn car in the estly 19308 Despite
the urgings of Sersith, Dr. Fleccher Woodwand, Hugh DeHaven, Dr. Hoesce Campbetl,
De. Williem Haddon, Col. John Seapp and others, most US car cocpenies declined
to offer seendard equipment scar beles uneil ordered to do g0, firee by individual stece
legislatures in the mid-1960s and, finally, by the foderal government under che National
Teaffic and Motor Vehicle Sefecy Act of 1966,

Even then, the bele sandards set under the Safety Act conesined only minimum
criteria thst left broad design discretion to the manufacryrers, For instance, the san-
dards have faflod t= require arry type of dynamic testing for seat beft in the vast majord-
ty of cars now on the highweys. Mesnwhile, at heast one Europesn company was forg-
ing ahead by provicing sese belts in ins cars, both in Europe and the United Seates,
akchough not requived by faw. Yohuo, the Swedish manefacruser whose new car marketing
stresad safery and reliaiNlicy rather than spoed and cosmetics, proclsimed the value
of scae beley during the 19508 on the besis of excensive car crash tescs, laborstoey work
and fleld eveluston!

By the lete 1960k, as US manufacturers were fighting faders! proposals o require
Lap-shotlder instend of lap-only belts in dwe frone sests of new cars, Yolvo was sbis o
show the vastly superior performence of the lap-shoulder design based co crash ex-
pecience for the huge number of vehicles with belos that it sokf in Sweden.

Volhvo's work helped to underacoe two critically impartant poines:

Froperty dosignod seat belrs could make 2 mejor injury-seducing difference in coashes,
andd poorly designad belts could remlt in decrassad effectiveness and, i face, could cveate,
enhince or permit acherwise avoidable injuries.

“A BELT IS A BELT"_

l odsy, mose than 20 years after che Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards
(FMVSS) required safery belts in motor vehicles, many car companies and
the Nstional Highwey Tesfiic Safety Administration (NHTSA)still have the public believe
thar “a belt is s bele)™ that every bele design, no mateer how poor or hazardous, is as
ssfe as any other. NHTSA's pesition is, “We can't tell people sbout this injury problem
because if we did they wouldn't wear the lap belts”™ It apparently had not occurred
to the agency that its duty was not to dehude people into wearing unsafe befes but to
force recall and correction of the hazardous lap-only designs, for which the agency has
ample authority.
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The car companies seeadfastly refuse to recall and ewrect the majority of their defi-
cient belts. NHTSA hxx been acting to protect the companies mather than the motor-
ing public. The burden of desling with the bad-belt injury crists has fallen on the tort
system. People hurt by the car companies’ failure to provide adequate beles in the first
place find they must turn to the coures for cedress because the compandes and reguls-
tion have fafled chem,

As court case after court cave reveals, belr systerns and designs differ vastly and alarm-
ingly in their performance when the chips are down—that is, when a crash occurs and
the belt wearer suddenly, crucially, needs the belt's benefits. In that splic second, the
manufacturer's failure ro hsve equipped the vehicle with sn adequate belt system can
become the difference between life snd dests. = 7 the belt wearer who has, after all,
done his or her part by “buckling up”

BELTS - FOR BETTER OR WORSE

H ow should a progerly designed seat belt perform! What protection should its
wearer expect!

The answer is found in the nature of the car crash ftse'f. In the cas’s impact with
a fixed object or another vehicle, the so-cafled “first collision,” ti.= occupant continues
to move after the car itself has develerared. The movement will onty be dowed or ar-
rested when the occupant’s body meets an opposing structure in the “sec. n.i collision”

1f that structure is hostile, e.g., a rigid metal roof rall, jegged windshielC glass or the
hard surface of 2 pavernent outside the car, the resules can be devastating. 1f the struc-
ture is protective, that is, if it spreads the crash forces across the occupant's bovdy, diverts
them from body sress especially vulnerable to Efe-threatening injuries and yivlds suffi-
ciently o the body’s impace, jnjuries can be prevented or substantislly minimized.

The role of 2 properly designed seat belt system is to provide just that kind o 'protec-
tion in the “second collision” becsuse, when womn, it is the first structure me- by the
violently moving occupant’s body. As stated by the principal research scientist at {General
Motors (but routinely violsted by thst company in many of its belt designs):

“A snug firting lap-shoulder belt ties the occupant directly to the passenger con-part-
ment and allows that accupant to ride down'’ the crash,” thus eliminating “the rore
severe occupant-to-interior ‘second collisions; provided the belts are themselves fairly
tight™ And, “Belts are also designed to distribute restraining loads over strong sketeeit
structures, inchuding the shoulder, rib cage, and pelvis, ro optimize protection during
decelerstion™

But 2 belt thar is not properly designed, s former Ford engincer warned as early as
1970, “may itself contribute to infury in specific ciccumstances™ And a Society of
Automotive Engineers (SAE) report catrcioned s early s 1K1 chat a belt “should per-
form in @ manner which spplies restraint forces to appropriste areas of the snatomy
and which results in minimel occupant injury, with consideration of skeletal, interna}
organ and softtissue damege, including disfigurement™

How well have the warnings been heeded by car manufacturers? How closely are belts
meeting even the basic criteria suggested by GM's own principal research scientist and
the SAE? The answers are found in the real-world belt systems that Americans are be-
ing urged or required to "buckle up” in most cars on the highways today.
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Even a lintle slack can create
serious hatards for ocoupanss in
crashes. Socaﬂn! “windoey-
shade* stack inducers am allow
large amosents of ack & be in-
rrodiced inte shoulder belts, with
or withose the seser's knoudedge,
In these tests, the National
“lighway Traffic Safery Ad-
ministration fosed that even 2 (-
ches of stack am nearly dosble in-
Juvioss forces on the head in a
crashand ehat wich full dlack, che
forces il be 4% times cthose with
a g belt. A jury found the
“windowshade'*
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BELT BY BELT: A BRIFF OVERVIEW

Mhpmmjuhlmd!ewb&nhlmdbymhdomdutmhp

behdneh:dmlhdtndmmmwarddhAmric.pﬂamlm.
represented a deadly menace in very common crashes, especially o children. The news
mh&ehndamdﬁ'hﬁmmdlmﬁdmh%ﬁvnﬂl%’w&!ﬂ\v
dthMTmmSafnmedm).ﬁw&duﬂmm%
safety “warchdog”

Hm%mmnmmﬂnmtheummu&c&m&rmd&y
wmwwmmamwmmwmm
mtodypnmknadl&kﬂuﬁuhmmhu,butlbomuldmkﬂmﬁsmd
that properly desigred lap-shoulder belts would eliminate these hazards.

Updamuthumﬁnga.mﬁmndwkd:“hpbdmminducemjnmm
inmkyﬁmmhwmﬁﬂmthehed:splne;lbdomen;im«bdmnhulvm
connecting tissue, and blood vessels; and intra-thoracic viscer, connecting tissue, and
Nodmwh&&ﬂﬁummsﬂhmhmﬁmﬁw.“mmm
dwbdmmmmhﬂdiniuwbvaﬂcﬁmd\eummwswhgfomd.andab-
dominal and spinal cord injury by overloading the lower torso with crash forces,

Rearbelt use has increased since 1986; predictably and t.agically, injuries have also
chmbed.EvaHl'SA,whidrhuﬁilcdmmcaﬂmchbdcsoreffmﬁwlymnmthe
mﬁmdmw&rbdm,hmdmkmdm&mrhmummmémo
dmhwimmnwmmwhpmhmmmmdhpmﬂym
beles with {ap-shoulder helts.

Ommnﬂfortheinjurypmu&nﬁmisthnthehpbdmo&rnrideowrthepdﬁs
in crashes. Bydoingso.lheyﬁohtnfedﬂs!motorwhicknmdnquuhingthebch
to “remain on the pelvis™ in crashes.? This further increases the likelthood of severe
sMomﬁmlandspim!cotdmma.mﬂvmmmnchﬂdedeliummmlm
andskkmlstmcmm,coupledwiththeﬁ!qumcyof&miﬂ:swningthekldsinthe
MEmt.mmnthwmmhﬁvﬂmdmmkpbelrdnnuge.

Slack Indwcing “Tension Relievers:” An auro manufacturer can choose t in-
mllapmpcﬂyﬁtdng,comfmmbk.sn&lqnhmidﬂbekfmdﬂmmdpmmgm
ar it can choose instead o provide an ifl fitting, uncomfortable, dangerous belt and
then attempt to offset the poor design with a so-called “tension refiever™ that makes
the belt more toleruble to wear but even more dangerous in a crash. Faced with federal
standards requiring front seat outboard lapshoulder belts in new cars sterting in che
early 1970s, most ULS, manufacturers took the second chotce. Their lap-shoulder belts
Mymnmﬂywmmwwmﬁmmf“
which discouraged use, and were routed scross the necks and faces of shorter wearers
that created or incressed injury risks in craghes.

demthanwmthebdummhthmufemdmmformhk,dnmm
immﬁmbwdﬁm%s“mmﬂm"dcvkehwnnn“m‘
This is & device that allows the wearer © put up to seversl inches of stack in the bek
bvglﬁmknmﬂndukhmmedwnlwdmdﬂn&nndd&wnmﬂng
pmbkmgwnlmmthmuplmeudkmnkuﬂmmmbmAh«ebdt
segreve hazardin & crash. Accordingto NHTSA tests, even an inch of stack can subsean-
mymwmmmw.hmmmmmemmﬁ
&cﬂm‘ﬁﬁmudﬁc&b&mpﬂm&mnﬂmdﬂmmﬁmm&mﬂm@
M"hdam!nde”mmdnkbochbvemwwthebehmwmhdn
thmnﬂhlﬂmﬁxgdrhu-«medmesmyumdkwmmhmdw
belt without the wearer's knowledge. -
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The best restraint system for front-
seat cocuepeants inacvash is the air
bag com* ined with a three-poine
seat belt, But mansfactsorers hove
withheld that svstem from maost
aass. Instead, chey have provided
so-cafled “axtomatic®’ seat b les,
many of which are havardously
designed. This “‘automanc*’
shoulder belt, tessed by HR in a
rollover, gives no protection
against ejection when the door
opens in a crash beanae it is
mosnted to the doar instead of the
car's interior.
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InJune of 979 s NHTSA contractor, completing an exhastive snalysis of bek design
problen, wermod thas windowshades “should not be employed™ bocmuss they “oiten
allow cxcessive and dengerou slack in the shoulder bele..* NHTSA sleo indicasnd thee
removal of such devices would sve not only ives bue money, since the reslting cost
of beics 30 car buyers would be lasm® Bt menufactusers heve ignored the warning.

In 1958 the NTSE repestad the axming and, refarring o daca, indicasad that “in-
cremsing slack in 5 windowshade equipped lspshoulder belt incrasscs the chance of
serious or facal head injaries™ ks urged curraliment of mach devices. Although manufic-
futers sppasr to hsve begun phasing the devices out during the 1990 end 1991 model
mmm»m&nhmMmﬂw&mhﬂqa
risk hundreds of millions of American motrists.

DoorMounted Belts: When a car door unincentionally opens, 80 occupsnt’s neesd
for & belt s especially urgent. Only & well-designed belt systeny will restrain the user
from ejection through en open door. But i che belt opens with the dooe, i je as if the
wezrer never had 2 belt on in the first place! This is just what can happen with a com-
monly offered version of “sutomatic™ sest beits, the oncs that are supposed to buckle
themecives up with no help from the user. Because the belts are anchored to the door,
Mwﬂmﬁdthhammmdd&mdﬁd\
is a leading cause of catastrophic tnjury in rollover and other crashes. In Iste 1990 &
Mmho&rddﬁunmﬁmmmdmdhbwmdm
opened in 2 side impace with & telephone pole and the door-snchored “surtomatic™ bele
system beceme ineffective. To prevent additional eagedies, Miine has rerofitted manual
bdum:ﬂbpdbem“kmmmmmmjplhdrmmm
dmmmdkhdm'h&mmummdmmnkuwmh
highwsys or warn their owners about the efection hesard.

SkoulderOnly Belts: For s long time @ shoulder belt without e lap belt has been
widely recognised as an extremely hazardous design. “In one study it wae found thae
:beupwmhdthhne]mpmdumlmmmhndmdnhpbdmdm
fype of strap can cause severe injuries to internal organs or the neck [when the wearer
slides out of the beft). Even & Iap strap slone was considered preferable.. ™ So wroce
& leading biomechanics expert in 1970,

mmamwmmmmmm
ments in Europe and Acstralis to forbid the use of this design in sny car. Yet as cecently
&3 1990 such belts were being sold in the US. markee and are still permirred under
NHTSA sefety scandands.

mmmwwwamwwmmmm
1mmmwmwmwmmmusm
mb&hhﬁmmmmwwdubw‘nm‘
belt would be an secepaable substitute for the air bag, However, the shoulderonly
“sutomatic” belt comporinds the harards becguse it is mounted to the car door. It has
turned out to be & nightmare for cocupants who have suffered the injuries it s needlenly
causcs. The design is also found on recent model Hyundai and other vehicles; varia-
tions of it, poprlar with some ULS. and Jxpancse manufacturess, include an “sutomatic®
shoulder belt snd manus! tap bek. Car-mounted, motorized “sutomatic™ shoulder belts
are also & hezard; when the door opens, it triggers the motor to remove the belt from
the cccupent.

mmmmcmﬂhe&uwmmm&m
mdw%b&wﬂuhﬁdﬂ%umhmm
bdtismmhezmdudchmnuhpbdt‘"&mehmmwd\emm
mmwmmmhmmmhmm
on el so-cafied “rtomatic™ shoulder-only belt syscema. It is an omission thet will con-
dnuwwmmhuhmm&eemwmm
removed from highways.
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Althowgh the crash spead of this Ford Excort 18 reracst oot
ioarad by M sesz bele. va&“fﬂmu*m.h:
dard, che belt slid off his peluns, remslring in devastating spimel cond and ahdboreingl tnfuries

o kima e o pcpleic. Th fone e cspanis, who e conplontysobeed,
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1) oarly Placed Anchoreges: A number of car models populst in the United
Scares are equipped with thrve-poing lap-shoulder befea. The upper anchoege
Jocations enstre s pooe;, dangerous fit for many users, inckading children and small aduks.
A few car companies have setempoed 1o cosvest these problenms by providing newer
models with adjustahle shoulder belt anchorages. This permits the shoulder belt to
be positioned in a o favorsble and saffe refarionship to the upper torso, such as acroe
the chest tather chan acroes the neck, which ensures adequace procection in & crssh.
Yet despite the smplicity end low cost of adjustsble anchorages, they are found on very
few cann.

“Convenience” Hapards: In an effort to meet foders! standards requiring belt
accewsibility, some manufacturers have ignored sfecy.

For ecample, to keep its rear lap-only belts from elipping behind the seat of many
Escort madets, Ford Motor Company stteched the belt buckie to the sest by sn dastic
“strap reainee” Tiagically, che “strap recainer™ applied forcss chee pulied the belr off
the wesrer’s pelvis, mesning that in & crssh it becomes o lethal threge to abdominal
organs end che spinal cord. In Garverr . Ford, s US Districe court jury in Baltimore
found the Escort belt to be defective bath because of the “srep recainer™ and because,
unlike Eyropesn Escoro, it provided no shoulder belt in the rear seac®

Excessive Playout: A belt chat is loose is a belt that does not provide adequate
protection, In normat use, the belt must be reasonably snugin 8 crash; it must remain
tight across the chest and pehvis. Although some “give™ in the belt webbing is mecessary
to ateenuate the crash forces, roo much slack will permit excessive forwand motion of
the wearer.

Belt systemns can have too much slack for a number of ressons. These include designs
that delay the lockup of the belt retractor mechanism. They also inchsde unaccepeably
high amounts of spool-out, ie., belt playoust &3 the webbing tightens sround the
recractoe. And of course, they include the “windowshade™ slackinducing designs
described above.

A longavailable but rarely used device for offsetting these deflciencics is the pre-
tensioner. A pre-tensioner is s device for tightening the belt sround the wearer when
 crash is sensed. Impressive s this simple technology has proven to be in reducing
auhmmiu.kim&enﬂyonlhw”m

Wﬂmmmm*dmmdww
befs tnfuries in asr cashes. In Garrete o Fond, & fedens! conye found Ford Mogor Co eesponst-
Be for such injaties inflicnd on e 1 Maryland boy. The fadensd govevnmeens has
estimanad that as many 23 6,000 and injuries could be avoided in crasher aach warr
if the rear st belts of all cars were equipped wsith kap-showlder belts insead of lap-only belos.
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OONCLUSION

F ederal safety regulations have failed 0o keep unsafe sest belt syseems off the
market. As & result, the vast majority of cars driven by American. "1y are
equipped with the kinds of insdequate, hazardous beles discussed in this pocr. Cur-
rent federal segulstory policy effectively shields the manufacturers of these defective
weat belt systems from tougher standerds and recalls of defective belts. The federal govern-
ment is not living up to its statutory mandste to adope effective bele standards for new
vehicles and recall unsafe belts in older vehicles.

The original intent of the FMVSS for seat belts has been perverted. It is both tregc
and perversely ironic thar, 29 belt use incresses, needless and fatal infuries from bed
belts are increasing proportionately. When belt usage in the United Seates was minimat,
defects inherent in restraint systems were not apparent. Now, sest belt usage laws and
“buckle up™ campaigns have exposed s frightening potential for injury and death from
these unsafe “sefety™ belts.

Becsuse of the snticonsumer stritude ofboth foderst regutators and the suto indusry
in genenal, sutomobile occupents injured or kifled as @ result of unsafe seat belts have
tirdle recourse other than the tort system. In pursuing cheir righeful claime for safe seet
beles they will continue to bring pressure on esrant suto manufacturers and, hopefully,
NHTSA o honor their responsibilities to provide resteaing systems that are safe and
to replace those that are noe.

“Baackle up” is # gos’ we can all applzud. However, it will continue to be 8 biteerswert
and pain-inged refruin as long ss urasfe belts are used on America's highways.
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Chairwoman Scroeper. Thank you. Mr. O’Neill.

STATEMENT OF BRIAN O'NEILL, PRESIDENT, INSURANCE
INSTITUTE FOR HIGHWAY SAFETY, ARLINGTON, VA

Mr. O'NEns. Thank you Mrs. Schroeder.
I will summarize my statement and ask that the complete state-

ment be placed in the record.

I am President of the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, a
nonprofit research and communications organization sup by
the nation’s casualty insurers.

At the subcommittee’s request, I am submitting comments on the
history of manual and nonmanual automatic restraints and the
safeguards in place for underriding big trucks.

Crashes are the number one cause of death for people under 85
years old. They cause 20 percent of all deaths of 5 to 29 vear olds—
40 percent of all deaths of people in their late teens. And deaths
aren’t the only problem—motor vehicles are associated with more
than 500,000 hospital admissions annually. Crashes are the leading
cause of head injuries, brain injuries, and spinal cord injuries.

Now that millions of cars are being equipped with air bags there
is no longer any debate, everyone t the combination of a
good lap/shoulder belt plus an air is the best way to protect

ple. The road to acceptance of not only air bags but also safety

Its is a long and rocky one. It took longer to get manual shoulder
belts in all cars than it did air bags.

As early as 1903 there was a patent on a restraint system con-
sisting of adjustable lab belts for cars. In the 1940s physicians were
urging car companies to install seat belts as standard equipment. It
was not until 1955 that Ford and Chrysler made seatbelts options
in 1956 models. It was not until the late 1950s and early 1960s that
some state laws required lap belts to be installed in new cars. It
was not until 1978 that three point lap/shoulder belts with inertial
tx'ie:la"ls were required by federal standard. Air bags also took a long

e.

In 1952 there was the first air bag patent. In 1970 the Depart-
ment of Transportation ordered automatic restraints to be installed
by the 1974 model year. The standard was on a%am and off again
and it was not until the 1987 model year that the restraints were
installed under a Federal requirement.

Today all new cars are required to have automatic restraints in
the front seats, either air bags or automatic seatbelts. Automatic
belts have twe basic varieties, automatic shoulder belts aceomdg‘a)-
nied by a manual lap belt and you saw some of these in the video.
gucl;eslgtems do produce higher use rates than manual lap/shoul-

er 5

As you heard earlier, there is the problem that many people fail
to buckle up the lap belt and consequently they are not as well tgro—
tected. They are not as well protected as they would be with a
buckled lap/shoulder belt and an air bag.

Another kind is the three g‘(;;lilst automatic seatbelt used in Gen-
eral Motors and Honda cars. This is so difficult to use automatical-
ly angle lso easy to disconnect, it is a joke to consider it an automatic
seat belt.

1ou
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We are fortunate I think that we are finally reaching the point
where all manufacturers have recognized the value of air gggs,
plus manual lap/shoulder belts. Automatic seat belts will be disap-
pearing from new cars. We have still the problems of many cars
equipped with them. We will see the automatic seat belts going the
way of the dinosaur. They will become extinct and not too soon.

ou have heard from Mr. Bloch about the problem of truck un-
derrides. About 400 deaths occur each year because of collisions
into the back of trucks. Although less than 100 of these deaths in-
volve underride, this is an area of highway safety in which U.S.
standards lag behind those of Europe where effective underride
guards are required on the backs of trucks.

The agency may say the underrides are not a big problem be-
cause of the small number of deaths that occur each year but it is
an issue where we should have effective standard.

The government does have a requirement and it has been in
effect since the 1950s, and this requirement is worse than none. It
says to provide protection against underride, when as you saw in
the video, these devices are totally ineffective. Effective underride
guards can be put on the backs of trucks to prevent deaths. We
should replace the present ineffective standard with one that
would be effective. We should have reflectors.

We should have better conspicuity of vehicles and refiectors on
the sides as well as the rear. We should have effective underride

I would just like to say one thing in relation to the effects of
safety standards on competitiveness. That is a question you raised
earlier. There is a strong case to be made that effective Federal

ation enhances U.S. competitiveness.

t me give you two examples: In the late 1970s there was a Fed-
eral requirement that all large trucks be equipped with antilock
brakes. That standard went into effect. It was a controversial
standard but there is absolutely no question that as a result of that
standard in the late 1970s, U.S. industry led the world in antilock
brake technology. The rest of the world was licensing that technol-
i:gg{. This U.S. technology was spurred by aggressive Federal regu-
ations.
. The standard was overturned in a court challenge by the truck-
ing industry and the manufacturers, and because there was no
longer any demand for these brakes on big trucks, U.S. manufac-
turers abandoned the technology. The Europeans picked it up.
They have adopted antilock brake requirements for big trucks and
now we buy the technology back from them. We are in effect
buyxgg our own technology which was exported to Europe, than im-
proved in Europe, and we now use the Suropean technology which
was technology that originated here.

Another example where U.S. competitiveness is enhanced is air
bags. Air bags are a big success story. It is also important to under-
stand that the bulk of the air bag supply industry is U.S. The Japa-
nese manufacturers are buying U.S. technology when it comes to
air bags. There are some European suppliers, but most of the sup-
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g‘l!iers and most of the technol is US. I think a strong case can
made that by leading the world in safety regulations we can en-
ce and not impede U.S. competitiveness.

{Prepared statement of Brian O’Neill follows:)
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Preranzp STAYEMENT OF Brian O'Nmns, Insvrance INSTITUTE
rop Hauway Sarery, AzLiNaTON, VA

Tha insurance insthie for Mighway Safely is & nonproft research and communications
organzation, supporied by the nation's property and casually insurens, that identifiss ways to
mdios motor vehiicle crashes and crash losees. m the Institute’'s president and, at this
commities's request, I'm submREINg commants on the history of manual and automatio restraints
and the absence of adequate safeguards againet passenger vehicies undamiding big truck rigs.

Motor vehicle crashios have a profound effect on American childen, youth, and fsmiliss. Crashes
&, In fact, the number One cause of dastt in the United States for psople ages # to 35 yoars
oid. They cause 20 peroent Of aR deaths of 5-29 yasr olds - 40 percent of all deaths of peopie
in their igte teens. And desths aren't the only probiem —~ motor vehicies are associated with more
than 500,000 hospital admissions annuafly. Crashes are the leading causs of head injurfes, brain
injuries, and spinal cord injuries.

By far the largest category of mofor vehicie deaths involves passanger vehicla occupants. Moro
than 32,000 peopie diad ss occupants of passenger vehicles (cars incifing the populgr
passengsr vans that are ofien referrad (0 &8 minivans, langer vans, pickup trucks, and utifity
vehicles) in 1890. It is this group of people — passangar vehicie occupants -- that automatic
restraints and fruck undomide guards are designad to protect.

Manual LepvShouider Beits

Now that milfions of new cars are being equippad with air bags, we can safely say that the ong
debate sbout whether they really save fives is over. Alr bags go save lives — wo've known for
decades ey would - and the combinstion of an alr bag and a iap/shoulder safety beit is the best
avaiighie orash protaction. But the road t acospiance of not anly air bags but aiso safaly belts
has been a long and rocky one. In fact, it might surprise this commitise to know that it took longer
10 got manua! lap'shouider beits instalied in all cars than it did to get air bags to their prasent
sisius as the gutomatic restraint system of choice.

As agrly as 1903, a Mr, Loveau of France doviead a restraint systom consisting of adjustable
cross and [og siraps. it then took 70 more years to get beite Installed in all new cars sold in the
Unitsd States:
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15208:  Lap belts begin to be ueed iy race cars

1830s: Eartiest cail for factory-instaled sest bells comes from two physicians, Claire
Straith and C.JJ. Strickiand

1854: Sports Car Club of America makes lap beft use mandatory for competing drivars

1954: Automoblie Menufaciurers Association’s Vahicie Safety Commitiee says that “until
it is factually known® whethar bails provide “increasad protection for the wearer or
cause increased bodily injury, & would be unethicat for the angineers or the
vehicie safely commiltes fo rscommend thelr use®

1955: Ford and Chrysler announce that seat beits will be options in 1958 modsis;
American Mofors and, istar, Genersl Motors, follow suit

1959-61:  Seven states anact laws roquiving ssat befts in new cars
1964: Most U.S. automakers bagin instaling front-saat lap belts as standard equipment
1968: Sports Car Clud of America mandates shaulder belt use for competing drivers

1986: Transportation Oepartment proposes aquipping cars with shoulder bafts, baginning
with 1968 models; General Molors respondie by saying it knows “of no rellable
statistics) data on shouider bells ... persuades us to recommend against
mandatory instakation of shouifer belt designs®

1568: Federal standard requires (ap and shoulder beits In frant-seat positions of all new
cars except convertdles
1973: Three-point (sp/shcuider belts with inartia reels ere required by federal standard

As this brief chronology indicatss, it took a very iong time to get tap/shoulder belts in alt new cars.
Andg still, psopie waren nacessarily protected in crashes because requiring manufacturers to
install the beits dian't mean motorists would use them. Voluntary belt usa rates have always been
iow and, despite numerous promotionsl campaligns conducted over many years and at consider-
able cost, kit has been found that warks to cajole motorists to buckie up voluntarily.

It was specifically 10 incresse use rates that safety belt faws began to be enacted, beginning in
Austraiia in 1970. Such laws gamered ltle political support in the Unitod States, howsver, and
didn't even begin to be enacted in this country untit the mid 1990s. Now most U.S. states have
belt uss laws, but many of them don't provide for strong enforcement and ars, consaquently, not
producing use raies much beyond 50 percent.
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Automatic Restraints
Automatic restraints - first caled "passive” restraints - wer Iceived as a means of protecting
motorists in a range af crash types without the need for occupants to bucikls up.

Alr Bags. The first gutomatic restraint was the air bag, which was designed to infiate
automatically and protect ocoupants’ heads and taces in front- and front-angle crashes. it was
known from the beginning that air bage wouid be used jn gddition fo beits, so they wouldn't
provide 8 whally automatic system of crash protection. Stff, air bags would save Hves in the
Geadfiest kind of crash — the frontal crash,

The history of air bags Is not uniike that of lagvshoulder belts in that both are fraught with delay.
Finally, miions of new 1892 model cars ars being equipped with driver-side ]ir bags -- most wilt
have passanger-side air bags in upcoming madel years -- but the road has besn long and bumpy:

« 1852:  First air bag patent is filed
» 1970: Transportation Department orders automatic restraints by 1874 modet year
*1972;  Automatic prolection rule is amendad to afiow ignition Interfock as an alternative

° $973: General Motors piedges to bulld 1,000,000 alr bag-equipped cars in 1874 mode!
year; actual production is limited to 10.000 cars in 1874 and ‘75 mode! yaars

= 1974:  Congress outlaws interfock

* 1977: Transportation Department substitites demonstration program for automatic
restraint requirsment; Ford, General Motors, and Morcades-Benz agres fo
manutacture care with air bags in 1980 mode! ysar; later in 1977, automatic
restraint standard le reinstated with d-year phase-in starting in 1881

= 1881:  Automasiic restraint standard is canceted - again

+1883:  Finding cancellation “artitrary and capricious,” U.S. Supreme Court sends maiter
back to Transportation Department

+1884:  Automstic rastraint standard is reinstated with phase-in of automatic befts or air
bage to bagin with 1887 madet year

- 1891: Ammmwmmnmummmmmngermmugmwm
and vans beginning with 1995 models
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The theme of this abbravigted chronology is that akr bags, Ke safely belts befors thsm, weron't
grostad with universal enthusiasm. The effectivencass of both had been demonstrated in iaboratory
teste and on-the-road use. But adoption was delayed by politicsl considerations. This is the way
with most motor vehicie 8afsty innovationa. That s, it's usuafly political contravensy — nottechnical
Mm-mmmsnfwmc-nﬂunmmﬂmunmmwmwtofm
tater rather than sooner.

Automatic Safety Baits. Conceived by automakers as & mesns of avoiding air bags, automatic
balts are of two basic varistios — sutomatic shouides beity accompanied by either 8 manua! lap
beit or no iap beit &t all. Such systems do prockics higher use rates than manual lapvshouider
beits and, since first instafied in 1975 Volkswagens, some fypes of sutomatic befts have been
associated with reductions in motor vahicie occupent deaths gnd injurigs.

The first automatio belts were instatiec: a3 options in Valkswagen Rabbits, beginning with 1975
models. YW's system was dasigned 1o sutomatically position a shouider bait sround drivers and
front-seat passengers. In place of & Isp belt, & knee bofster was included to restrain the lower
body in a crash. These rastraints wers found 10 be effective - the frequency of insurance claims
for oocupant injuries in frontal crashes involving Rabbits with sutomatic beits was 17 percent
lower than for comparable Rabbits with manuat belts. The frequency of head injury wan 43
porcant lower. These findings are important becauss frontal crashes in psneral and head injuries
in pastioufar cause the majority of motor vehic’s cocupant desths.

Tho next cans 1o bs equipped with automatic belts ware Toyota Cressidas. The shoulder beit
dasign for this car was the first mokwizad one -- that is, the first designad to move along a guide
rall In he car root and pasition itseif around an occupant whan the door is closad and the ignition
tumed on. Lise ratss of 90 porcent wers cbsarved after such beits wers instalied ~ far higher than
the 20 peroent or 80 rats that pravalled with manual befts. And insurance claims for injuries were
lower for Cressides than for Nissan Maximas, similar cars equipped with manual beits.

Despite ths benafils associatad with the first 38 wed g9 later generations of automatic beits, there
wre probiems with these systems. One is that many automatic belis provide only an guto-matic
shouider portion, so motoriste have o remember to buckle thelr manual Inp beits. Another
problem is that many automatic befts are inconvenient to use and easy to disoonnect — 50 easy
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nmmmmm.hmmmwmmbmmmmmmm
mMnuhmmmwmmH«mequ
beits and the kind of sutomatic belt that's 80 inconvenient to use and easy to disoonnect.

R would be essantial to ensure that gt sutomstic befts wore of the easy-to-use and hard-to-getach
MV-WMWWMMhMMNmmmm.
mwmautnrmMmmthmnmm.mw
wmumnmm-wmmmﬂwm1mmm.wmmyan
mmmwmvnuumwmmwmmmmwwma
passengers as wedl a3 drivers. Then the question of which sutomatic beit Is bast witt be moot,

Truck Underride
MWMﬁmwmmmmmremhmm of
mmmmmwmmummmmmmm-a
dmﬂmhtmm.mvmmmmmrmouw-mm
mmmm«umunmmwnmmwmmm
mmm.mmmmmmmmwmmmm.m
m«mhm~mwm—mumemummmm.

Mhmmummhmu&mwmmmmmmm
Em.ﬁmchdnuﬁmﬂaw“mmmwmmmmm.mmm
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmﬁ
h&m.TmMMmWh&mmm.dewm
the lind of guarde aireadly required in Europe but not in the United States.

AWMMM!‘MWN 18508, purports 1o address the
mmnummy.mu.ncm.memumnnmn
munwmmmmmmmmmmma
mmummmmmmmm«m
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m.ntmm.mwmmlitgwtmmwmymmmw
that they crumpie under the foroe of even low- or moderats-speed impacts. Effective undside
Quards do sxist - remember that they're required in Europe but not in the United States.

Ancther problem with the undamide standard e its specification that “ciearance between the
affective bottom of {truck] bumpers or devices and the ground shall not excesd 30 inches with the
mm.'mhmam«natmm—hmmmmmmm
mmmmmmm.nummwmwmmr
mrmmmmmmThbhmammmm
property restrained by safsty belts and/or air bags.

i's because of such shortcomings in the undemide standard that the (nsurance Institute for
Highway Safety petitioned the U.S. Dspastment of Transportation In 1977 to estabiish
mmmmmMnerMSmm.mmmm
mwdhmwmamwmmmdmmmmmmmm
Mmawmmmw.amummmmm
to require lower, sturdier rear truck guarde, starting with 1984 models; in 1983, a final decision
mmwwm:him.mﬂmafmmmwmmmm
sovon years later, no standard has been issued. The latest word s that the Transportation
Wmmr%mmmwmmmmr@mm
mnaﬁondwmmmuMMwmmmmmnMymanumwmw~
the same thing the Department has besn saying for, isrally, decades.

Conclusion
wmmmmmbmmhmemmmmwlmmnIteomsstoairbags
hmrmmwmwmressehm”motmmmﬂpwmaseﬁom
M~mm—mmﬂ.mem'sbemnommmmm.soﬁvssm-
ﬂtvwmbemmmmmmessmﬂnmmbemsmwmmu‘stimefm
action - nat bacause so many deaths are involvad in underride crashes but because te solution
Is so simpie.
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Chairwoman SCHROEDER. I thank you both very much. I appreci-
ate your patience in waiting.

Mr. Kelley, I want to go through what you said about disconnect-
ing. There is the automatic belt and the slack mechanism. You are
talking about the slack mechanism, correct?

Mr. KeLiey. I am. I am not in any way in this proposal referring
to anything but the windowshade slack mechanism which is found
on three point lap/shoulder belts placed on domestic cars up until
last year.

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. So that mechanism is the thing that
cuts in after you have closed the door?

Mr. KeLLey [Demonstrating]. When I have closed the door on
this button, t>~ retractor, here, is down in the base of the car’s B-
Pillar. If my cuileague will keep the door closed for me, I will then
extend the belt and show how much slack can be put in it. That is
all looseness in the belt across the upper torso, put there as you
gaw in the film by simply riding in the car. That slack stays until
you give it a good yank and then it is released.

When the door is opened the slack is taken out of the belt so it
won’t be caught in the door. This has nothing to do with the belt
following you when you move forward. All this slack is caused by
this little lever here. This little lever which is attached by a tiny
spring can be removed. The little spring can be removed or the
button can be removed. Any one of those steps which a backyard
mechanic can do in 2 or 3 minutes, stops the slack mechanism.

Chairwoman SCHROEDER. But if you do that, you would not be
lashed to your seat?

Mr. Keriev. That is correct. The car companies have implied
that would be the result. You can still move back and forward. The
belt is in no way impaired.

Chairwoman SCHROEDER. You are now moving the belt without
the slack mechanism?

Mr. Keriey. That is correct. The slack only happens if the button
is pushed in.

Chairwoman ScHrOEDER. You sort of lock it in?

d Mr.,tl{m.mr. That is right. Sometimes it works. Sometimes it
oesn't.

Chairwoman ScCHROEDER. You are not coming out against the
shoulder harness. You are not coming out being lashed to the seat
which could be harmful?

Mr. KeLiey. Not at all. The inertial belt reel which follows you
when you move is inside the retractor. The windowshade device,
which the car companies added to the car, increased the car cost by
$25. (NHTSA said in a report that it costs the companies $2.50). It
can be disconnected with no trouble.

Chairwoman SCHROEDER. What happens if you take this into
your car dealer because you are a klutz like Pat Schroeder and you

I saw this in a hearing and I want this taken off.

Mr. Kepiey. Don’t do it yourself. If something else goes wrong
with the belt, the car companies will blame you. But if you go to
the dealer and ask that it be disconnected, the dealer’s response
will be, I am not allowed and I am not going to touch that system
because it is covered by Federal safety regulations.
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We have written to every manufacturcr and to NHTSA asking
them to make this disconnect available. They have completely re-

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. Is there a Federal regulation?

Mr. KeLrey. No, there is no Federal regulation whatsoever gov-
erning the presence of this windowshade.

Chairwoman ScHrROEDER. Do you think their mindset might
change when you see recalls like today?

Mr. mrechdf wish has been for some time that the car compa-
nies simply this and do it on their own, that they do it with-
out every consumer having to go to the dealership and asking that
it be done. I don't see any chance of that happening given
NHTSA's attitude. Every one of these should be disconnected.

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. Does anyone know why the car compa-
nies have stopped usingethese as of late? I don’t think they are
using the windowshade belts, are they?

Mr. KsLigy, That is correct. When NHTSA wasg petitioned to set
a standard on this, one of their reasons for denying it was that car
companies were going to take them out anyway. I found shat inter-

esting. If wind es are fine but the car companies are going to
take them out, there is a certain contradiction in now not investi-
gating why.

They are not now being included in new cars. Yet new-car
manual belts are being worn and are doing very well in cars with-
out windowshades. There is no reason whatsoever they could not be
disconnected in the past cars.

I believe the car companies are taking them out because they are
beli‘ﬁ sued by an increasing number of people who have been in-
Jjured or whose loved ones were killed because of the belt slack.

_Chairwoman ScHROEDER. I understand, Mr. O’Neill, your agency

did a survey of car dealers about what families want in a car?

Mr. O’'Nems. Yes. We asked car dealers in the area a number of

uestions relating to what the perceptions uf the dealers were and

the items that were most important to new car purchasers today.

The item that received the g?ghest response was quality. In other
words, the dealers believed that the new car purc r was over-
whelmingly interested in the quality of the product. Number two
was safety, it ranked higher than price, performance, styling.

Chairwoman ScHrROEDER. Why don’t the dealers convey that to
the car manufacturers?

Mr. O'NgrLL. 1 think they are today. I hear from manufacturers
that they are getting tremendous pressure from their dealers on
air . You heard about the Saturn. A very bad decision was
made by General Motors a few years ago not to design an air bag
into that car.

I understand there is an accelerated air bag design for the
Saturn. Saturn dealers say they have too many people asking for
air bags. I think the message is coming back today. This is a new

m% the dealers.

Mr. . We have recently heard interesting reports that un-
derscore how popular the air bag is. We have h from people
who purchaset}_ cars without air bags after being told by the sales-
man that the car had an air bag.
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It i:difﬁcult to see if there is an air bag in that steering wheel
or no

Chairwoman ScHROEDER. They are terribly tggpular. I know all
sorts of people where that is the only thing they are looking for.
They don’t care if it has tires.

was NHTSA's response to the truck underride information
we saw in the film before?

Mr. O’'NenL. There have been proposals languishing since the
early 1980s. In fact, the agency hds just allowed that pending rule

to in effect sit on a shelf. There are now rumors that some
sort of a rule will be proposed before the end of the year.

We have periodically put research information into the docket to
keep the issue alive but there hes been virtually no interest on the
gart of the agency on truck underride rule making since the early

980s, despite the fact that we have among other things put into
the docket evidence of the effectiveness of the European require-
ments.

This is not major or complicated rule making, We are not talking
about sophisticated devices, This is just simply saying if we are
going to have underride devices, let’s have some performance,
strengths and height requirements that make sense with reference
to the problem that is supposed to be addressed.

Chairwoman SCHROEDER. And we are waiting.

You saw also the videos on crashes and the slack inducing belt.
Is that an accurate portrayal on what is going on?

Mr. O’'NEemL. There is no question that slack in a seat belt great-
ly compromises the ability to restrain people in crashes. We did
studies to find out how often slack was out there in the traffic
siream. In domestic cars that permit slack in the belt, many motor-
ists had excessive slack in the belts. )

By contrast in Europe cars where there have been no such thm.§s
as windowshades and other devices, you saw no slack, yet people
still buckle up. It is not a question of people will only buckle up if
they have the so-called comfort and convenience features in their
belt systems because clearly people are buckling up in imports
which don't have these features.

Mr. KeLLEY. The imports had a higher rate of use even though
the domestics provided these windowshade slack features. I have
looked at many cases where the slack was the cause of injury and
ma:ly were low-speed crashes where a properly buckled person
would have no injuries.

The injuries were devastating, including quadriplegiac because
they were permitted as the body moves forward over the lap belt.
It was as if you had no shoulder belt at all.

Chairwoman SCHROEDER. I guess one of my real frustrations is I
thought we would have news, since Congress passed the high-
way bill. I had hoped A would tell us they were moving for-
ward. I think some American manufacturers are moving ahead.
They are not using sex to sell cars. They have been talking safety.

So I am saddened to hear that it may be a front, and maybe not
what is going on behind the scenes. I hope what is going behind is
that the dealers are telling them that safety sells.

I am sure if we hear from them they will say Mr. Kelley and Mr.
Q'Neill are representing lawyers and insurers and we know law-
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yers and insurers because they are the people you bury 26 feet
down because deep down they are really good people.

How do you respond to that? You have had two groups here that
theylovetotaint.too.()neofthet.hingslheardmthisdebatexs
we cannot make this debate nonpartisan or figure out what we
should do economically and competitively about safety, they tend
to attack the messengers, that anybody who attacks American
autos are flakes.

I am sure they will say your money came from lawyers or insur-
ance companies. So they may say we may be bad, but those guys
are worse,

Mr. KeLiey. I am double tainted because for 16 years I was with
the Insurante Institute on Safety. The only answer I can give you
is this one: The people who sug&ort my present organization
number fewer than attorneys. These particular attorneys don't
like to see the broken bodies. have seen a lot of them. They
knoz there are unsafe products and want them taken off the
market.

When I was with the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, the
insurance people I knew were similarly committeg, ang I think Mr.
O’Neill will tell you that is what is happening today. Today we are
seeing safety advertised by car comganies as you observed,
Madame Chairwoman. That }s exciting, but underscores a tragical-
ly missed opportunity by the NHTSA.

NHTSA should be saying, we will mandate what you want, man-
date what we see in these commercials—air bags, better safety,
more crashworthiness, safe belts.

is is an unparalleled opportunity to move on a wave of public
support and NHTSA is totally ignoring that public support. We
need to mandate these and not have them for the rich folks, We
docn;f have pasteurized milk just for those who can afford it.

couldn’t say “gee, we can put that in because it costs us more
money.” Lets see if the Sweedish Bikini team can sell it without it.

We don't see them being a bridge or tryintg to build this consen-
Sus or give the seal that people rely on rather than duck behind
the Datx_: Quayle competitive council shield, which I think people are
tired of.

Mr. O'NE1LL. Let me add my response as well. The insurance in-
dustry is unique in one respect because when it comes to highway
safety and reducing deaths, injuries and losses on the highway, the

A few things about the car com ies and .
issues talked about today reflect mx—y The windowshade device
is gone at least from new cars. Automatic seat belts are disa
ing as fast as manufarturers can get suppliers to provide air .
We are hearing about new improved m& impact&rowction, and
there is competition to claim the safest product out there.
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I t}‘;ree with Mr. Kelley this provides wonderful opportunities for
the Federal agency to play an aggressive role in ing sure that
we don't up with only Volvos with protective fea but
that all car manufacturers pick up the technology that is out there.

This is an exciting time. We need tog)romote competition among
car manufacturers. I think ranking and rating cars by name has a
role in this. But I must say in contrast to the car companies, which
{0 indusiry. Tha atistude of the srucking industry to rogulation s

in . The attitude of the ing in ion is
that we have to fix all the bad drivers and shippers; don't make us
do anything to our trucks. Big trucks are involved in 5,000 fatali-
ties a year.
We need antilock brakes, on-board recording devices, and other
safety improvements on trucks, but we don’t do this because the
truck industry attitudes are like the car industry attitudes of the
1960’s—it is not the vehicle, it is the nut behind the wheel.

It is time we got the trucking industry to come into the 20th cen-
tury and understand that things need to be done to their equip-
ment to make it safer on our highways.
an(‘)lhairwoman .Scnaonvm.dJmt as theréo are some oo:ll g,awgers

some good insurers and some good Congresspeople, let’s ho
there are some good trucking companies and auto firms, and we do
need to make J:rogress on it. As I recall my physics, the greater
mass wins, and the greatest mass on the highway is the truck. So
thatdbecomes a great concern as to what you do in any kind of a
accident.

It is interesting how automotive companies were willing to use
that greater mass in the commercials. As we were talking about
fuel efticiency, suddenly the Congress was finding that you drive a

blow-up car that was going to be crushed by a pickup. If we
wanted fuel economy we would have to drive small dangerous cars.
We have a lot of work to do and let's hope the highway bill is the
kickoff. The more we can encourage that kind of competition, the
better off we will be.

I thank you both for being here and I appreciate your contribu-
tion to the whole oversight.

Qur last witness was supposed to be our Federal rulemaking au-
thority funded by all the happy taxpayers, the National Highwa
Traffic Safety Administration in asi;ingion, D.C. I don’t t.me
they are here, and I guess they kept their word—they did not
come. I find that very sad. I guess that shows that Sununu is not
the only one with an overgrown ego in the city.

People get mad because they fund agencies that are suﬁiposed to
defend them, and we were hoping they could come and shed light
and it would be a new day. Maybe we will have to subpoena them.
It saddens me that they feel that they can thumb their nose at the
Congress and not ap and not answer many of the very serious
questions that I think we had today.

With that, since we don’t have our last witness, we will adjourn
the hearing. We will be more than halgl‘gy to hold the record open
for anyone who has things they would hike to add. '
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Thank you very much, and the hearing is adjourned.

memn:ron at 12 noon, the select committee was adjourned.)
teri tted for inclusion in the record follows:]
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Ns. Joan Claybrook, President
Public citizen

2000 P Street, N.W., suite sio
washington, DC 20036

Dear Ns. Claybrook:

I wvant to express sy persanal appreciation to you for l{p.u:lng
before the Select Committes onp Children, Youth, and Pamiljes at
our hearing, "Automctive Safety: Is Enough Bsing Dons to Protect
America‘s Families?® held hare in Washington on December 4, 1991.
Your testimony was importunt to the work of the Committes.

The Committese is now in tha procass of prsparing the transcript
for printing. It would be helpful if you would go over the
enclesed copy of your remarks to assurs that they are accurate,
and return the transcript by Nonday, December 30, with any
necessary corrsctions.

In addition, Repressntative Clyde C. Holloway, a membar of the
onmittes. has reguested that you answer ths following questions
‘~e inclusion in the printed record:

'} The written statement of a witness who has testified,
Mr. Benjamin Kelley, notes that he produced a film on truck
underzide for the Insursnce Institute in 1973, You,
Ns.. Claybrook, were & NHTSA administrater for four years,
fru~ 1977 to 1081, If this probles was so serious and well~
documented, . 'y did yvou wait so long te address it?

2}  As an NITSA A sinistrator you pushed the suto industry to
improse the _omfort and convenience of safety belts, did you
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not? Dpidn’t automakers develop tension relievars or so-
called windowshades in response to concerns about the
comfort and coenvenience of safety belts?
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Resronse FRoM Joan Craveroox 1o Questions Posep sy
Conoressman Crype C. HorLLoway

1. The written etatament of & witness vho has testified, Nr.
fenjarin Kelley, notes that hs produced a film on truck underride
for the Insurance Institute for Highwvay Safety in 1973. You, Mas,
Claybrook, vere a NHTSA sdministrator for four years, from 1977
to 1981. If thie problem wvas so sarious and wvell documented, why
dia you wait so long to address it?

Response: As NHTSA Administrator, I Aaid address the problem of
truck underride. The agency under my direction conducted
research and testing and issued a proposed safety atandard.
However, after I left, 1ittle vwork continued and no final
standard has aver basn jasued. As the hearings wera dbeing
iniciated in late 19921 by Nrs. Schrosder to investigate the
agency‘’s inaction, the NNTSA issued a nev proposed standard.

2. As an NETSA administrator you pushed the auto industry to

rove the comfort and convenience ox safety belts, did you not?
Didn’t automakers develop tonsion relievers or so-called
windovshades in Tesponse to concerna about the comfort and
convanience of safety bhelts?

Response: I did push automakers to improve the comfort and
convenience of safety belts. In fact prior administrators, from
the beginning of the agency, had urged belt design lmprovements
and issued requirements for threse point deits because of the
difficult to use designs offered by the manpufacturers.

The windowshade concept, of allowing the balt te retain slack
vhile in ure, was originated by the manufacturers and never
required or urged by NHTSA. In fact, the agency made it
abundantly clear in its internal and contract research work and
its rulemaking that the windowshsde system created unsafe slack
and vas not ths best solution for improved comfort and
convenience of belt wystems. It may De the least expensive
cption for encouraging use but it is also unsafe. I doubt that
any vehicle manufactured with the windovshade device that is
crash tested at 30 mph under Federal Motor vehicle Safet
Standard 208 frontal crash would pass whan the belt is a‘justed
with the slack.

67
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Auto Safety Design
7732 Tuckerman Lane
Patomac, Maryland 20854

Dear Mr. Bloch:

I vant to express my persomal appreciation to you for a ing
befors thc Select Committee on Children, Youth, and lies at
our hearing, "Automotive Safety: Is Bnough Being DPone to Protect
Amrica's Families?™ held hers in Washington on Dacember 4, 1991,
smmmnymwmmm:ormmm.

The Committee is now mmmnozmmmmxp:
for prinsting. It would be helpful if you would go over the
mlomaaworyourrmrntocmromttbwmcmu,
and return the transcript by Nonday, Deceamber 30, with any
NECesSSAry corrections.

In addition, .chnuntnttw Clyde C. Holloway, & member of the
conmittes, has requested that you answar the following questicns
for inclusion in the printed reccrd:

1} Materisls distribduted h{ committes staff describe you as an
"suto safety desi ong -® Por the record, do you have
any forsal education in a field related to suto safety
design? For vhom have you besn eEployed as an auto safety
design engineer?

2} Page #ix of your testimon urges & warning label on
windowshade seat belts, tg be placea on the sun visor of
Chevrolet and Ford cars with this of seat belts, to all
registered ovners. Aren't you ng the risk of reduced
saat belt use? How do you SnCOUrage more people to comply?

B ﬂ*
Chairvosan
Select Committee on Children,

Youth, and Familias

Enclosure
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Resronse FroM Byson Brocu 1o ons PosEb Y
ConaressmMaN Crypx C. HoLiloway

L. My formal education includes a Bachelor of Arts degree from
the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) in 1961. My
ma jor field was Industrial Design. I then continued studies
in the Master's Program at UCLA, also in Industrial Design.

I have been employed as a consultant in Auto Safety Design by
ROAD TEST Magazine (as Research Editor); by Automotive Safety
Devices, Inc. (to assist in safety seat evaluation and testing);
Inca Manufacturing Company (regarding energy-sbsorbing bumper
systems); numerous law firms (regard%ng evaluation of alleged
defective designs of motor vehicles); ABC Television News (to
prepare and present Auto Safety Reports to the public}.

2. I urge a warning label be placed on the sunvisors of GM and Ford
vehicles that are equipped with slack-inducing "windowshade” type
of seat belts. (Preferably, the cars should be recalled and
these hazardous belts replaced with safer non-windowshade belts.
Another recall option could be to disable or disconnect the
slack-inducing windowshade feature)

I don't believe there's a risk that such warning labels will
cause reduced seat belt use. I think many people have avoided
using such windowshade seat belts because they felt they were
too loose to be effective in a crash anyway. Warning labels
that prompt them to use their seat belt with a more secure,

snug fit, would encourage more people to regularly wear such
wvindowshade belts with more confidence in the belt's ability
to safely restrain them in a crash accident.

Aomaly
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Mr. Benjamin Kelley

Institute for Injury Reduction

378 Prince Gedorge‘s Blvd., Suite 200
UpPper Marlboro, MD 20772

Dasr Mr. Kelley:

I want Lo expross py personal appreciation to you for appearing
bafors the Select Committss on Children, Youth, and Families at
onr hearing, “Automotive Safety: Is Enough Being Done to Protact
America‘s Families?" hald here in Washington on December 3, 1991,
Your testimony was important to the work of the Committee.

The Committee is now in the process of preparing the transcript
for printing. It would be helpful i{f you would go over the
enclosed copy of your remarks to assure that they are accurate,
and rasturn the transcript by Monday, December 30, with any
neccoaeary corrections.

In addition, Representative Clyde C. Holloway, a member of the
committee, has reguasted that rou answer the following questions
for inclusien in the printed record:

1} Do you gat a salary or fee as president of the Institute for
Injury Reduction? What percentage of your incoma is that?
what percentage of your income comes from serving as an
expert to plaintiffs in product liability cases? Wwhat
percentage of your income is in no way related to product
liability-related igsues?

2) Do you have any skill, training or sducation which wounld
egtabligh expertise in the subjects about which you offer to
toptify today?

3) You state that NHTSA has had “totally unqualified ana
totally uncommitted leadership®™ since 1981. Isn't it truve
that the current NHTSA administrater has put inm place more
significant safety regulations than any of his recent

E PiC 17u
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pradecessors, including Ks. Claybrook (who testified at the
hearing) and that unlike the experience of some of his

ors, these regulations have not been sericusly
challenged or overturned?

13
P CIA EDER
ChairvoRan

Select Committee on Children,
Youth, and Families

Enclosure
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Rxsponse From Binsaman Keiisy 10 Questions Posep sy
CongressMAN Crype C. HoLroway

Dacember 29, 1891

The Honorable Patricia Schroeder
U.§. Bouse of Rapresentatives
The House Select Committee oOn
Children, Youth and Families
365 Howse Office Building Annex 2
« PC 20515~-6401
Attn: Joan Godley, Clerk

Dear Chajirwosan Schroeder:

Enclosed please find the transcript, with
corrections, of my testimony before the Dec. &
hearing on Automotive Safety.

Here are the answers to the gquestions raised by Rep.
Holloway:

1. Ky salary from the Institute for Injucy
Reduction, which is a matter of public record under
IIR‘s status as a tax-exsspt orgarization, is §1,000
per yesar. No other part of my income is received
from public-service work, snd those parts of it that
involve ny work in the private sector, as 8 salaried

loyee of A. B. Kelley Corperation, are not
relevant to this hearing and would be irappropriate
for discussion in connection with it.

2. A copy of my biography and bibliography is
attached and P; responsive to this question.

3. mo. The current administrator has held the office
for enly a relatively short period within the 1981-
1991 time frame, but during that period he has
failed to implemant very important rulemaking
actions in a number of areas which have been pending
since prior to 1381, including the subjects of these
hearings (windowshade prohibition, trxuck underride
and hun&ou automatic belt designe}, utility
veahicle rollovers, ndin-tnhlc belt anchorages and
many others. In addition, his failure to mandate
front seat air bags in all new cars led Congress to
enact such a mqug:mt over his opposition.

Pt
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His predecessors’ records were even less impressive; most
notoriously, they included a full-scale attack on then-
gnh‘ restraint requirements which, if lott in place, would
bhrought air bags iato American cars in the early 1980-.
Cam decision was required to overturn # attempt
mtth air bags and other passive restrainte, and fmuy toreod
NETSA and DOT to reinstate the standard. Administrator
Claybrook’s recoxrd, which you also mention, included ion of
that critically isportant regulation - probably the single most
important rulesaking in NHTSA's history.
Myr. Curxy has had an unparalleled opportunity to be an effective
NETSA administrator. His actions and attitudes - including those
reflected in his refusal to testify at, send an agency witness

to, or aven attend this hearing - are elogquent evidence of his
decision to forego that opportunity.

b { ally, z"“

Benj Ya‘f

Encloaures b
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Banjamin Kelley is a nationally established authority on motor
1e crashes and crash injuries. His experience includes service

as a senior official of rhe federal highway and motor vehicle safety
rograms: overall policy W“ sanagement of a highly-ragarded

ighway nfot{ research organization; expertise as a witness before
national and local legislative bodies, regqulatory agencies and courts
of law; and two decades of continuing activity as an author,
lecturer, docmnng film maksr, analyst, investigator and
commantator in the highway-motor vehicle crash field.

== Mr. Kelley is Prasident of the Institute for Injury Reduction, a
non-profit research and educational group foundsd by plaintiff‘s
attorneys to address issues involving product-related injuries. He
is also President of A. B. Kelley Corporation, a comltmg
organization which he founded in 1984 to provide a range of advisory
services in the safety and health fields.

-— From 1969 to 1984 he was Sanior Vice President of the Insurance
Institute for Highway Safety, and was a principal architect of its
highly-regarded research and communications work. With the late
William Haddon, Jr., N.D., a highway safety Pioneer who was the
Institute’s president during the same pericd, he was intisately
involved in the design, execution and interpretetion of the
organization’s many groundbresking research ¢ fforts, as well as in
the conduct of its oversll mission to reduce motor vehicle crash
deaths, injuries and property damage.

==~ From 1967 to 1969 Mr. Kelley was Diractor of the Qffice of
Public, Legislative and Goverrmental Affairs for the U.S. Department
of Transportation‘s highway, motor vehicle safety anc highway safety
programs swithin the U.8. Federsl Highway Administration. In addition
to founding and managing this office and its staff, he served as o
policy advisor to the moter vehicle and highway safety bureau
director and the federal highway administrator in issue areas
involving motor veohicle and highway safety ragulation, statutory
consistency and intent, harmonizing and public interests.
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A summary of Mr. Kelley’s prior axparience followa:

-- 1%66-67s NManager, Transportation and Comsunicatiomns policy
Departzent, Chambar of Commerce of the United States -~ responsible
for analysing and implesenting Chamber policies involving
transportation regulatery and legislative issues and developments.

==~ 1963-66s Special Assistant to Intexstate Cosmerce Commissiocner
William H. Tucker -- provided policy advice and execution in the
areas of motor vehicle and ralgomulatxan. including safety
regulation; transportation company mergers, and nt
organization of tramsportation premotional and regulatory activities.

-~ 1961-63: Transportation Editor, New York Journal of Commerce,
Washington ({DC) Bursau--responsible for cmrago, editorial opinion
concerning transportation regulation and legislation.

-= 1960-61: Reporter, Traffic World Magazine, Washington, D.C.--
Coversd Interstate Commerce Commission regulatory activities; writer,
Washington column, Automotive News magarine.

== 1957~60: Rditor/Reporter, Shipping and Trade News, Tokyo News
Service, Tokyo, Japan,

-~ 1954-57: Military Service: U.S. Army Security Agency/National
Security Agency.

Education: Diplomas in Korean {U.S. Government Language School,
Monteray, California), Japaness (Naganuma Institute, Tokyo, Japan).
Course work at Sophia University, Tokyo, Japsn. Special mid-career
executive course, Harvard Business School.

Writing, Lecturing: Lecturer, 1979-present, Johns Hopkins
University, School of Hygiens and Public Health. 1983 Roscoe Pound

Foundation icipant. 1990 American Assembly participant. (See
attached bibliography for complete list of writing, testimony,
lectures.)

Present, Past Memberships: National Coalition for Car Crash injury
Reduction; CRASH (Citizens for Reliable and safe Highways) (Board of
Directors); Center for Auto Safety {Board of Directors); National
Safety Council (Board of Directors); American Public Health
Association; National Press Clubi American Aasociation of Automotive
Medicine; CINE (Board of Directors); Society of Automotive Engineers.

Awarde, Recognitions: CINE Golden Eagle: 3agreb Film Festival; U.S.

R;gaftment of Transportation Special Achiovement Award; Who's Who In
rica.

RIC -
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PARTIAL BI:LIOGELPBY
o
BEAJAMIN EELLEY
Books:

1. ...with Haddon, et al. REPORT TO CORGRESS ON ALCOHOL AND
HIGHWAY SAFETY. U.S. Department of Transportation, 1968.

2. Kelley, Ben: THE PAVERS AND THE PAVED, New York: Donald w.
Brown, Inc., 1871.

Acticles and Chsoters in Professional Jowrmnals and Books:

1. ...with Haddon. SPEED DOES KILL. The National Underwriter,
September 5, 1969, 1, 29.

2. GETTING THE MESSAGE ACROSS. Pressnted to the Govarnor's
traffic Safety Confarence and Oklahoma-Armed Forces-Federsl
Traffic Safety workshop, October 17, 1969.

3. ...with Haddon. STRATEGIRS FOR CUTTING HIGHWAY LOSSES. The
National Underwriter €1:12-64. Rsprinted as SAFETY: PRINCIPALS,
INSTRUCTION AND READINGS (ed. Alton L. Thygerson), 32-94.
Bnglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prontice-Hall.

4. ...with Haddon. MEDIA COVERAGE OF CAR CRASHES. Traffic
Digest and Reviawa 1832 (4-5). Also reprinted as MEDIA
REPORTING OF TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS. California Journ.l of Trafflic
Safety EBducation 17t3 (8~10)

5., ...with Haddon. ALARMING ROLE OF THE MODBRN MUSCLE CAR. The
National Undexwriter (1, 24). Reprinted as NUSCLE CARS--~ NEWEST
mans 'Bg TRAFFIC SAPETY? Journal of Traffic Safety Education.
1821 (7-8).

6. ABOUT HOT CARS. Presented at the annual meeting of the Greater
Jacksonville Safety Council, December 17, 1969.

7. ...with Haddon. THE UNDERWRITER COLUMNS ON HIGHWAY LOSS
REDUCTION. 1970.

8. BATDON ROUGE PROJECT: WHERE TO PROM HERE? KBY ISSUES IN HIGHWAY
LOSS REPUSTION. Pproceedings of the Insurance Institute for
Highway Safety 1970 Symposium, June 9-10 (ed. Charies W. Wixom),
65-70. Washington, DC: Insurance Institute for Highway Safety.
Reprinted in National Safety Congress Transsctions: Fapers
delivered at the Pifty-Bighth Nstional Safety Congress, 54:58-
61. Chicago, IL: National Safety Council.
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9. HON GOVERNMENT DOES -- AND DOESN’T «- WORK. KEY ISSUES IR
HIGHWAY LOSS REDUCTION. Proceedings of the Insurance Institute
for Highway Safety. Reprinted ({n the Naticnal Safety Congress
Transactions: Papers delivered at the Fifty-gighth National
Safety Congress, 54:58-60. Chicago, IL: National Safety
Council. 1970.

10, ...with Hebert, Richard. PRIORITIES OR TRUST FUNDS? Ths
Ration. April 1§, 1971.

11. LOSS REDUCTION -~ A NEW DIMENSION IN DRIVER EDUCATION? Traffic
Safety 71:6 (8-11. 38), June 1971.

12. THE H;(_’B:HA! LOBBY IN ANBUSH. The Nation. MAC16303. November
15, 1 .

13. THE HIGHWAY LOBRY -- CONGESTION AND POLLUTION. Lithopinion 26,
1972. pp. 32-40.

14. FOR GREATER HIGHWAY SAFETY: THE NEED TO REMOVE ROADSIDE
HAEARDS. Current (July/Angust 1973) (33-7).

15. OUR BOOBRY-TRAPPED HIGHWAYS. World, Vol. 2, No., 6 (Mar. 13,
1973).

16. SPEED AND CAR CRASH-WORTHIRESS: UNFIXING A GREAT GULF.
Presented to the section on injury control and emergency health
services, American Health Asscciation, Rovember 6, 1973,
Washington, DC: Inwurance Inatitute for Highway Safety.

17. RSV, CRASH BASARDS AND PUBLIC SUPPORT. Frocsedin of the
rifth International Technical Conference on Exparimental Safety,
June 4-7, 1974 ({573-601). Washington, DC: t1.5. Government
Printing Office.

18. ...with Fulmer, Daniel W. THE LAW .ND ROADSIDE HASARDS.
Intreduction by A.B. Kelley. The Insurance Institute for
Highway Safety and the Michie Company, 1974.

12. ...with Robertson, Leon S., et al. A CONTROLLED STUDY OF THE
EFFECT OF TELEVISION MESSAGES ON SAFETY BELT USE. American
Journal of Public Health 643211 (1071-1080).

20. ARE SOME PUBLIC HEALTH PROBLENMS MORE EQUAL THAN OTHERS?
(editorial). Axerican Journal of Public Health 65:2 {182} .
Pebruary, 1975,

21. PASSIVE VS. ACTIVE = LIFE VS. DEATH. Presented at the Auto-
motive Engineering Congress and Exposition, Warrendale, PA?
Society of Automotive Enginears (SAE) Technical Paper 750391,
Fabruary 24-28, 1975.
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MORE OR LESS RBGULATION?s THR WRONG ISSUE. Remarks before the
Geoneral Session Pansl, Fourth International Congress on
Automobile Safety, July 14-16, 1875, washington, DC: Insurance
Institute for Highway Safety.

A COMMENT ON NOTORCYCLES. Presentad at the American Association
for Automotive Medicine annusl meeting, November 21, 197S.

COMMENTARY: MOTORCYCLES AND PUBLIC APATHY. American Journal of
Fublic Health (88:475-476). May 5, 1976.

TO SAVE FUEL AND LIVES: BIG LIGHTWRIGHTS {letter to the
editor). The New York Times, June 16, 1977.

HIGHWAY SLAUGETER: BY CARING, WE COULD STOP IT. Washington
Post, July 2, 1977 (AlS5).

MAKE MOTORCYCLISTS WBAR HELMETS? (interview). U.S, News and
World Report, July 18, 1977 (39-40).

OR ARE THEY? Road Rider, October, 1978 (34-5).

A MBEDIA ROLE FOR PUBLIC HEALTM COMPLIANCE? Compliance in
Health Care (ed. by R. B. Hayes, D. W. Taylor, and D. L.
m:;:at:). Baltimors, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press
(193-201).

RSV, SAFETY, AND THE NEW-CAR MARKET-PLACE. Prasented at the
Eighth International Technical Conference on Experimental
Safety Vehicles, Wolfsburg, Germany, October 22, 19g0.

GM AND THE AIR BAG: A DECADE OF DELAY. Business and Society
Review, No. 35 (54-9).

THE MULTI-PIECE TRUCK WHEEL. (Lecture, Johns Hopkins University
School of Hygiene and Public Health.) 1980.

...with O‘Neill, Brian, ot al. AUTOMOBILE HEAD RESTRAINTS:
FREQUENCY OF NECKR INJURY CLAIMS IN RELATION TO THE PRESENCE OF
m;an RESTRAINTS. American Journal of Public Health §2:399-406.
1972.

.-.with O’Neill, Brian. COSTS, BENEFITS, EFFECTIVENESS AND
SAFPETY: SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT. Prosented at the
Autamobile Engineering Congress, Society of Automotive
Bngineers. SAE paper No. 7409088. warrendale, PA: Society of
Actomotive Enginesrs. Reprinted in Professional Safety 2018
{28-44). 1975,
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«+ .Mith O'Nefll, Brian. EVALUATING MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY
PERFORMANRCE STANDARDS. Pxocc«ungo of the Fourth Internaticnal
Congress on Autcmotive Safety, July 14-16, 1975. (851.560)
Washington, DC: U.S. Govermment Printing Office.

+« . with 0°Neill, Brisn, et sl. A LABORATORY EVALUATION OF A LOW
COST MOTOR VERICLE CRASH RECORDER. Accident Analysis &
Prevention 1211 (33-39). 1879.

THE HIGHWAY SAFETY OUTLOOKs PRODBLENS AND PROSPECTS. Pressnted
at the Comstock Club, Sacramsnto, Californies. 1982. Also
printad as HIGHWAY CARNAGE: IT CAN BE CURED. The Journal of
Insurance (Novesber/December 1982), pp. 12-17.

?!;C J'ggl; CJ ROLIOVER IRJURIESs A BACKGROUND PAPER. Novamber
e 1 .

THE ROLE OF STABILITY IN ROLLOVER~INITIATED FATAL NOTOR VEHICLE
CRASHES UNDER ON-ROAD DRIVING CONDITIONS, A. Benjamin Kelley
and Leon S. Robertson, Ph.D., May 1986.

ANNUAL HUMAN FACTORS WORKSHOP. Speech before ths TRANSPORTATION
RESEARCH SOARD, 1987 Annual Meeting, January 11, 1987.

SEATBELTS IN WASHINGTON TAXIS. The Washington Post, March 22,
1987.

AUTO SAFETY IN A CUL-DE~SAC. The New York Times, Septasber 8,
19868, (a 29).

STATIC STABILITY AS A PREDICTOR OF OVERTURN IN FATAL NOTOR
VEHICLE CRASHES, A. Benjamin Kelley and Leon $. Robsrteon,
PRh.D., The Journal of Trausa, Vol. 29, No. 3, 1989.

.. .with Harold A. Saksyan, Gerald I. Holte. MORE THAN A CASE
ABOUT A CAR: AN ANALYSIS OR GARRET? v. FORP MOTOX COMPINY.
Trial Magazire, Fesbruary 1489, pp. 34-139.

REPORT "I STAYIC, DYNAMTIS TESTS, ‘FALSE LATCH’ DEFECT, CVENFLO
MODEL =+ <HILD RESTRAIND, Inutitute for Injury Reductior,
November 3, 198%5.

AH UPDA~ID SURVM'! OF HEW CR DEALER: TC DETERMINE AVAILABILITY

OF RETROFIT LAl «:HOULDER B:ITS PUR REAR SEAT POSITIONS O IN-USE

CARS, A. Seniinin Kslley and Jon 8. vesnick, Sorves, (astitute
iern'mjunr Reduct’ on News Arief, Washingtom, D.C., Februery 1,
90,

A SURVEY OF NEW CAR DEALERS TO DEISRMINE AVAILABILITY oF
RETROFIT LA+ SHOQULDER 3BLTS FOR REAR SPAT POSITIONS OF IN-USE
CARS, A. Ben) rin Xelley and Jou §. Vernick, Institute of Injurv
Reductfop £ ipterbes 28, 1990,
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WHY FUEL ECONONY SHOULD LEAD TO IMPROVED SAFETY, The washington
Poat, April §, 1991, (A19).

.++with Bdward Ricci. WHEN SAFETY BELTS AREN'T SAPE ~ A HISTORY
OF AUTO SEAT BELT PROTECTION, July, 1991

-..with Joan Claybrook. AIR BAGS FOR ALL CARS, The Naw York
Times, July 30, 1991 (QP-ED).

FACTORS AFPFECTING SEAT BELT USE ON WINDOWSHADE RQUIPPED
VEHICLESs A CRITICAL ANALYSIS, Jon S. Vernick, william J. Kumbar
and Benjamin Kelley, IIR Review in prass, September 1991,

CRITIQUE OF *RBAR SEAT SUBMARINING INVESTIGATION, * A NETSA
STUDY, Bsnjamin Kelley and Lynne Smith, IIR Review in press,
September 1991,

Destisoniess
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U.S. Congresa. House. 1969. Rearings before the House
Committee on Public Works, Subcommittes on Roads. Sist
Congress, 1st session. (Testimony of Albert Benjamin Kelley
rogarding Highway Safety act on May 27, 1969.)

U.8. Congresa. House. 1969. Comajittee on Public Works.
Highway Legislation. Hearings before the Subcomeittoe on roads
regarding H.R. 4808 (and ralated bills), H.R. 6785 (and related
bills), and the Federal-Afd Highway Programs, 91st Congress, lat
session. ihstm of Albert Benjamin Kelley regarding the
progress of the Highway Safety Act of 1966, Jume 5, 1969.)

U.S. Congress. House. 1969. Apgmpriationa Committeo,
Subcommitteo on Transportation, 1st Congroass, lst session.
Haarings before the committes on appropriations for the Highway
Safety Program. (Testimony of Albert Benjamin Kelley,
Insurance Institute for Righway safety, Octobar 22, 196%.)

U.S. Congress. Senate. 1969. Committee on Appropriation-,
Subcommittes on Transportation. Rearings before the
subcommittee on appropriations for the Highway Safety Program.
91st Congress, 1st session. {Teatimony of Albert Benjamin
Kelley, October 30, 1969.)

U.S. Congress. Senate. 1970, Committes on Appropriation.
Departaent of Transportatien and Related Agencies Appropriations
for Fiscal vear 1971. Hearings before the subcommittee on
appropriations for H.R. 17755, 91st Congress, 2nd session.
(Testimony of Albert Benjamin Kelley regarding incressed federal

§:nd.:ggotor the National Highway safety Administration, Angust
. -)
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U.5. Congress. Senate. 197i1. Comnittee on Public Works.
Oversight Mearings on the Highwoy Safety Program. Hearings
before the subcommittes on roads, 92nd Congress, ist Session.
('Nlt.‘.mn; ©of Albert Benjamin Kelley regarding roadside hazards,
May 14, 1871.)

U.S. Congress. House. 1971. Committee on Appropriations.
Department of Transportation and Related Agoncies Appropriations
for 1972. Hearings (Part 11I) before the subcoamittee of the
Committes on Ap, ropristions on H.R. 17755. 92nd Congress, ist
session. (Test of Albert Benjamin Kelley regarding
increased federa}l funding for the National Highway Safety
Administration, May 26, 1971.

u.8. l:onms;. Senate. 2971. sz ::;o on Agp:cprxatm?s .
Department o Transportation and Rela Agencies Appropristions
Fiscal Year 1972. Hearin befors the subcommittee on the
sppxopriations on H.R. 9667, 92nd Congress, 1st session.
Testimony of Albert Benjamin Kelley regarding appropriations
or the Righway Safety P e July 1, 1871.)

U.S. Congress. Senate. 1975, Committee on Comwerce, Motor
vehicle information and cost savings act oversight, before the
subcommittee for consumers, 34th Congress, ist session.
shlumny of Albert Benjanin Kelley presenting resuits and
ilms of the 1IES low-speed crash tests, March 1s, 1975.)

Statesent before the U.5. Department of Transportation, NHTSA -~
Public Meeting - poC. 70-27, Botice 12, Hydraulic Brake
Systems -PNVSS 108.75. April 1, 197S.

Statenent before the NHTSA - Fublic Meeting - DOC. 74-11, Notice
7 DOC. 73-19, Notice € - Bunper Standard. April 4, 1975.

Statement before the .mHTSA - Public Mesting - std. 208, Occupant
Crash Protection. May 13, 197S,

Statemant at the NHTSA - Public Meeting on Std. 208, Ociupant
Crash Protection. May 23, 1975,

U.S. Congress. Senate. 1877. Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Comserce. National traffic and motor vehicle safety act
amendments.  Hearings before the subcommittes on consumer
m::cuon ;:.m t.imceton H.R. 291, Nthlc“mn. and
seasion. ¢ stimony of Albert Senjamin Xell arding fedars]
air brake standard, March 3, 19876.) ¥ reg v
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U.S. Congress. Senate. 1977. Committee on Commerce, Science
and Transportation. Auto-truck crash safety. Hearings before
the subcommittee for consumers, 95th Congress, 1st sossion.
(Testimony of william Haddon, Jr., M.D. and Albert Renjamin
Kelley regarding automobile-truck undexride collision, March 16,
1977.)

U.S. Congress. House. 1977. Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. Motor vehicle information and cost savings
act of 1972. Hearinge before the subcommittes on consumer
protection and finanCe, 95th Congress, ist session. {Tostimony
of Albert Benjamin Kelley, Brian O’Neill, Paul Taylor and
Douglas Taylor presenting the results and f£ilms IIHS 1977 aute
low~spaed crash tests, May 6, 1977.)

Statement before the NHTSA - Public Meeting - Damageability
Requiremonts and Consumer Information. July 28, 1977.

U.&. Congress. Senate. 19%77. Hearings before the Senate

Committee on Commerxce, Science and Transpertation, censumer
subcommittes. (Statement of Albert Benjamin Kelley on the

Pasaive restraint decision by the U.S. Department of Trans-
portation on september 8, 1977.)

U.S. Congress. Senate. 1977. Comnittee on Commerce, Science
and Transportation. Passive restraint rule. Hearings before
the subcommittee for consumers, 95th Congress, 1st session.
{Testimony of william Haddon, Jr., M.D., Albart Benjamin Kelley
and Brian 0‘Neill regarding Department of Transportation’s
decigion for 1960 requirement of passive restraints, September
9, 1877.)

U.S. Congress. Housa. 1977. Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. Hearings before the subcommittee on consumer
protection and finance on installation of passive restraints in
sutamobiles, 95th Congress, lst session. (Testimony of William
Haddon, Jr., MD, Albert Benjamin Relley, and Brian O'Neill,
September 12, 1977.)

U.S. Congress. sSenate. 1978. Committee on Commerce, Science
and Transpertation, consumer subcommittee. Oversight hearings on
Rational Traffic and Motor vehicle Safety Act of 1966 and Metor
Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act of 1972. 09Sth
Congress, 2nd session. (Statement of Albert Benjamin Ralley,
March 22, 1978. R

U.8. Congress. Senate. 1978. Committee on Commerce, Science
and Transportation. National traffic and motor vehicle
information and cost savings authoriszations of 1979 and 1980.
Hearings bafore the subcommittee for consumers, 95th Congress,
2nd session, (Testimony of Albert Benjamin Kelley and Leon
Robertson, Ph.D. regarding active restraints, June 7. 1978,.)
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U.5. Congrass. House. 1978. Hearings pefore the House
Committee on Interstate Commerce, subcommittee on consumer
protection and finance on automobile repairs, Chicago, IL.
(Statement by Albert Benjamin Kelley, October 15, 1978.)

U.5. Congress. House Committes on Interstate® and Foreign
Commercae. Hesrings before the subcommittee on Consumer
protection and finance on automobile repairs, 95th Congress, 2nd
session. (Statement of Albert Benjamin Kelley, December 4,
1978.)

U.S. Congress. Senate. 1979. Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science and Transportation. Hearings before the consumer
subcommittee, 96th Congress, 1ist seasion. {Statemoent of Albert
Bengamin Relley on Oversight Hearings on the NHTSA, March 28,
1979.)

U.S. Congress. Howse. 1979. Committee on Interstste and
Foreign Commerce. Hearings before the subcommittee on consumer
protection and finance on National Highway Traffic Safety
Administratjon ~-- authorization and oversight, 96th Congress,
1st session. (Testimony of Albert Benjamin Relley and Brian
O‘Neill regarding Part 581 - Bumper Standard, March 28, 1879.1)

U.5. Congress. HNouse. 1981. Committee on Energy and Commerce,
Bubcommittes on telecommunications, consumer protection anc
finance hearings on Fedaral Motor vehicle Safety Standard 208,
97¢h Congress, 1st session. {Testimony of Albert Benjamin
Kelley regarding Passive Restraint Standard, April 27, 1881.)

U.S. Congress. Senate. 1983. Hearings before the Senate
Committec on Commerce, Science and Transportation. subcommittee
on surface transportation, 98th Congress, ist session.
{Statement of Albert Benjamin Kelley on Occupant Crash
Protection, March 10, 1883.)

U.S. Congress. Senate, 1285. Heerings befors the Senate
Committee on Commerxce, Science and Transportation 99th Congreas,
lat session. (Testimony of Albert Benjamin Kelley regarding
NHTSA authorizations, Fabruary 21, 1985.)

U.S. Congress. House. 1985. Hearings before the House
Transportation Committee, aPPropriations subcommittee, 99th
Congress, lst session. (Tostimony of Albert Banjamin Relley
rogarding the Passive Restraint/Seat Belt Educatlon Program
p;ggosnx of the U.S. Department of Transportation, February 26,
1 )

Ohlio State Legislature. House. 1985. HMouse Committee on

Highways and Highway Safety. (Testimony of Albert Benjamin

gglleyésuational Coalition to Reduce Car Crash Injuries, March
¢ 1985.)

Al Y
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Massachusetts State Legislature. 1985. Hearings before the
Senate and House Joint Committee on Tranaportation.

Florida State Legislature. House. 1%85. Hearings bafore the
House cormmittee on transportaticn. {Testimony of Albert
Benjamin Kelley, National Coalition to Reduce Car Crash
Injuries, April 2, 1983.)

U.8. Ccongress. House. 1988. Hearings before the house
Government Operations Cammittee, government activities and
transpcrtation subcommittes. 100th Congress. (Testimony of
Albert Benjamin Kelley regarding *Seat Belt Safety: NHTSA
Oversight,* June 23, 1988.)

U.S. Congress. Senate. 1989. Hearings before Senate Cotmittee
on Cammerce, Scieace and Transportation, Consumer Subcosmittee.

101st Congress. (Testimony of Alburt Benjamin Kelley regarding

"NHTSA Authorizations®, April 5, 198%9).

National Boating Safety Advisory Council, Orlando, Florida.
Hearings before the Propeller Guard Subcommittee. (Remarks of
Benjamin Relley, President, Institute for Injury Reduction,
November 4, 1989.

.8, Congress. Saenat?:. ’'991. Hearing of the Subcommittee on
Consumer Affairs, Senate Commerce Committee Into. S. 591,
Highway Fatality and Injury Reduction Act of 1991. (Testimony
ogg?snjamln Kelley regarding "Mandatory Air Bags®, March 21,
1991).

Pocumentary and Resaarch Pilms:
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“Highways Are For Peopie", Federal Highway Administration, 1968.

“Putting The Pieces Together"”, Federal Highway Administration,
b3

“...In the Crash®, Insurance Institute for Highway Safety,
1970.+

“Boobytrap:s Highway Hazards", Insurance Institute for Highway
Safety, 1971.*

“Small Cars and Crash~s”, Insurance Institute for Highway
Safety, 1972.

“Cars That Crash and Burn: Fuel System Integrity®, Insurance
Institute for Highway Safety, 1973,
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‘low-Speed Car Crash Series”, Insurance Institute for Highway
Safety, 1970~84.

"Crashax That Need Not Kills Passive Restraints®, Insurance
Institote for Highway Safoty, 1977.¢

“The Automatic Answer: Passive Restraints*, Insurance Institute
for Highway Safety, 1978.

“Underride: Rear-Bnd Injuries®, Insurance Institute for Righway
Safety, 1978.

;g;;p CJ~5 Rollovers®, Insurance Institute for Righway Safety,

*Multipiece Txuck Wheel Rim Separations", Insurance Institute
for Highway Safety, 1981.

"Faces In Crashes: Pacial !njurg Production®, Insurance
Institute for Highway Safety, 1983.

;glet: Injury Fact Book", Insurance Institute for Righway Safety,

"Presenting The Breed Air Bag®, Mational Highway Traffic Safsty
Adminigtration, 198S.

"Some Crashes With and Without Restraints®, Nstional Coalition
to Reduce Car Crash Injuries, 198S.

“Introducing Quixote Corporation®, Quixota Coxporation, 1986.
"Quixote ‘88", Quixote Corporation, 1988.

“Accelarator Sled Tests: Comparison of Lap, Lap-Shoulder Bslted
Rear Seat Automobile Occupant Loadin: 8", Institute for Injury
Reduction, 1988.

*Youth Suicides The Desdliest Option”, New Jersay Psychiatric
Association, 1989.

“Soft Landings®, Energy Absorption Systems, 1989.

*Winner, International Golden Eagle Award

O
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The Honorable Jexry R. Curr
Administrator

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
400 7th Street, s.W.

Nashingten, D.C. 20590

Desar Nr. Curry:

As you knov, the Salect Committes on Children, Youth, and
Familie® held a heaar on Wednesday, December 4, 1991, on
automotive safety, entitled: “Automotive safety: Is Encugh
Being Done To Protect Amarica's Families?”

N

unfortunately, and for reasons which still do not make
sense to me, the Select Committee was informed st the last
minute that your agency wounld not be attending the hearing
unless they appeared as the first witness. As chair of this
Select Committes, I want to make sy position on your ageancy'’s
no-show perfectly clear to you. NETSA is an agency created
by the Congress, funded by the taxpayer, and subject to the
oversight responsibility of this Committee. I am sure thst
you will agree that in the futurs, your ag will be more
responsiva to the Committee's requests and this type of last-
minute maneuverings won't occur again.

9ince your agency aid not appsar at the December 4th
hearing, there vwore sany questions regarding ssatbelts and
tiuck undarrids that were not able to be asked. Therefore,
pleass ¢ nd by Decamber 18, 1991, to the following
questicns in writing so that they can be submitted into the
record of the December 4th hearing.

SPATBELT QUESTIONS

1. NHTSA's views regarding windowshade gestbelts have
changed over the yesrs. In 1979, NETSA issued rulemaking
which called for the elimination of slack in the shoulder

156
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porticn of the bdelt system, Yat, this proposal was naver
anactad. wWhy?

F 8 xnuu.mumnzmxm.onmcmmm
mvutmimohyn“&mmtvwmumumum
tasted with their maximum amcunt of permissible siack, adout
16 inches. Bm.msumlrnxomdohydfortm
mmumemzm«mmtumm

U ma—muameotnm.mezm,
amﬂm-msmummxummmm
lmtl{lt-. m{uam ts
of slack it would allow to be tested ngmeauaa
n‘mt"uhuludntﬁmrs.:hntmnpn-rup:m:h::m
National Transportation ety Board‘'s -} change
in vhat smount of slack would b testad’

3. Mmmtmmtolmwmtctoymamin
1928 stating that they were looking for better ways to reduce
tha potantisl for occupant *miguse® of wvindowshade belts,
memmm'-mmuwmmumerm
vord "miguse?® Isn‘t {t true that wip lowshade belts
mwme.mu.metm:hmunmmwmx

usage? Now can scmath t from normal usage of
the balt be descr as suse?® Ig it NHTSA'‘s
position t it is the consumer's fault for having slisck in
the systea?

4. When the American auto tndutryvrototomwmym
stated that they were going to eliminate these vindewshade
balts by 1991, what ressan did they give? Didn‘t it seem oad
that if thess belts ware warnng ®0 well, that the industry
would decide to stop uping them

S. In a July 13, 1987, Wall Straset Journsl article regarding
vindovshade ssatbelts, NHTSA‘s Associate Administrator for
Rulemsking, Nr. Barry Falrice, stated that *I see pecple
riding arcund with their (shoulder) belts really looss. They
just as wall not be wearing one.® This statement tells me
mtomtyunnw, mnqmymwn‘oo:thodnmct
salack in the vindowshsde belt. Dpontt {ou think that NHTSA
and the American sute industry should initiste an intensive

6. What is NHTSA currentl doing to infors the public ahout
the inherent dangers assoc with vindovahade seatbelts?

7. NRHTSA was supposed to release a report late this year
which discusses the inferior protection provided by some
passive saatbelt systems that were perritted under the 1984

ERIC
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Federal Notor Vehicle Safety Standard 208. Is this report
tinished? [f not, why not? when will it be finished?

IRUCK UNDERRIDE QUESTIONS
1. NHTSA proposed a truck underride rule in 1967, 1989,
1970, 1977, and 1981, slwvays noting that needless deaths

and severs injuries could be prevanted by tahle underride
guards at the rsar of large trucks and trajlers. It is now
more than 24 vegra after the first NHTSA proposal and 10
Ysars after the upgraded, wallesupported 1981 proposal. Yet,
NHTSA still has not issued a truck undervide guard rule. Wy
has NHTSA delayed a truck underride guard rule for mors than
24 ysars? What could possibly cause this long of a delay?

2. NHTSA and automotive industry crash tests conducted back
in 1969 and 197Q showed that a suitable tyuck underride guard
could prevent ths rear structure of a large truck from
crashing into the passenger compartmsnt of a car in a rear-
and collision. Didn’t these tests, conducted over 20 years
ago, convince NHTSA that s solution to the underride guard
problen vas in-hend?

3. The Insurance Institute for Highway Safsty conducted a
series of crash tests in 1976 wvith the existing ICC guards
and {zproved underride guards and showed the dramatic life-
saving difference that an effective underride guard would
make. later, in 1979, NHTSA spent $578,000 for a geries of
crash tests that pointed out how a strongsr, widsr, and
lover-to~the-ground underride guard could prevent a large
truck from penstrating the passenger compartmant of even a
s3all car. Why didn‘t KETSA proceed ahead in the 19808 by
nndaung that such underride-prevention safety guards be
required

4. Acvording to NETSA's recant anslysis, thers have been at
least 136 deaths par year in truck underrids accidents over
the past 10 years. In sddition, tens of thousands of people
have been sariousiy injured in such accidents. How does
NHTSA justify its continuing delay in failing to issue a
final rule that would requirs these underride safety guards?

3. Improved truck underride prevention devices wvere
implemented in Sweden in the 19708 and then extended into
Great Britain snd most of Europs in the early 19s0s. with
the rest of the world® moving ahead with regulationa,
directives, and actual installation of truck underride
prevention devices, why does America's vehicle safety agency
not do the same?

6. In the long history of this on-again, off-again truck
underride proposal, cars have gotten smaller and lowver. Yet,
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the NETSA posed underride guare height has gone in the
oppasite 4 on=~from 18 inches sbove the ground in 1969
to NETSA's current strategy to & 22 inches above the
. Wby does NHTSA favor a 23 inch height for a resr
underride guard vhen it knovs that perhaps 40 to 50 percent
of the cars on the road will go bensath such a guard height
and cause excessive penstration into the passanger
cospartaant?

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. If you

have any Qquastions, please csll Nr. Tim Morrison or Ns.
Mickey Uslses at (202) 226~7660.

Artald

SELECT m ON CHILDREN,
YOUTH, AND FAMILIES
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Adeinistrator
g?mmamnm
Notionat Mghwoy
Trofiic Safely
Administrotion
DEC 3 1 o

The Honorable Patricia Schroeder
chairwonan, Select compittee

on Children, Youth, and Pamiliaes
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515-6401

Dear Madam Chairwoman:

400 Seventh Straet, S.W,
Washington, D.C. 20500

Enclosed are the answers to questions contained in your

letter on seatbelts and truck underride.

Enclosure

RIC
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Resronse From JEREY CURRY TO QuesTions Posep By
CHAIRWOMAN PATRICIA SCHROEDER

SEATRELT OUESTIONS

Jansion Raliavprs

Prior to answering your specific quastions, ve balieve it
appropriate to provide a brief statement of this agency’s
ani on on tansion rslisvars, or "windowshade," devices. First,
£ must be undexstood that the nost effsctive means of reducing
highvay casualties is tha wearing of safety belts. Accidant data
analyses have shown that front seat lap/sheulder belts are 40-%0
percent effective in reducing fatalitiss, compared to
unrastrained cccupants. Hovever, belt usage in the lata 1970’S
‘and early 1980‘’s hovered arcund the 10-1S percent range. Thus,
the primary goal of the agency at that time was to increase balt
usage.

Study after study concluded that two of the primary reasons that
pPoople did not wear belts were the incorrect fit (s.g., cutting
across the occupant’s neck) and uncomfortable pressure of the
balts. 1In an attempt to address these problems, manufacturers
introduced davices which, with the introduction of a minimum
amount of slack, could address these issues and result in higher
belt usage. This was a laudable goal ~- increasing belt usage --
and ona which was supported by all agency Administrators over tha
past 15 years.

At the sane time, it wvas recognized that gxgeasive slack would
reducs belt effsctivensss. The gquestion “hen, was, on balance,
did tension relievers -- with their prope.._ity to increase beit
usage but slightly decreass effectiveness if excegsive slack were
introduced -~ yield net safoty benefits to the motoring public?

Becauge of the myriad factors affecting belt usage, tension
relievers could net bs eqpvingingly shown to inarease beit usage
(there ware some studies which demonstrated higher bolt usage).
Nevertheless, since tension relievers addressed two of the
Erincipal reasons uhy paople did gt wear belts, logic would
dictata that soms number of people were their balts whe otherwiss
would not have. At the same tims, NETSA gtudies showed that
excessive glack was exhibitsd by less than two (2) percent cf
belt wvearers. At this rate, if tansion raliesvers {ncreased usage
:yena:,.:ittle &3 one percentage point, they would yield net safety
. .

As & result, NETSA

tensjon rolievers. Instead, NHTSA consistantly allowad their
Uan, wWhile it actively infermed consumers that belts must be worn
snuyly to be most offective. While excessive slack can degrade
belt affectiveness, a belt not worn has zero effectivenass.
Tension relievers wers intended to increase belt usaga. While
there ave not been studies that khave shown that tersien
relisvars have demonstrably improved motor vehicla ¢ 1ifaty, there

19]
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bhave also not been studias that have shown that they degrade
safety. In essence, this agency stranglr ralieves that the
affect of tension relievars on safety is basically unknown,
allegations on both sides to the contrary. We believe that the
public needs to be continually advised that belts nust be worn
properly, and we encourages tha Committee to use its resources to
help the agency deliver this message.
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QUESTION #1.: NHTSA’s views regarding windowshade seatbelts have
changed over the years. In 1979, NHTSA issued a rulemaking which
callsd for the elimination of slack in the shoulder portion of
the belt syatem. Yet, this proposal was never enacted. Why?

ANQWER: We do not bslieve that the agency’s pelicy on tension
ralievers -- or ®"windowshade® devices -- has changed over time.
The agency’s policy has consistently becen to increase belt usage,
while minirmizing decreased affectiveness of belts when used.

For example, in an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on belt
confort and convenienca issued in 1976 (41 FR 54961,

December 16, 1976, copy enclosed), NHTSA stated that "improved
comfort and convenience would increase belt usage and thus
contribute to motor vehicle safety." The agency further
recognized that it was essential to “balance comfort and
convenience considerations against potentia) loss of safety
performance...” As teo tension relievers, the agency indicated
they "might be allowed if they retract automatically...whenever
the assembly is unfastened and the belt released, and whenever
the door is opened." The agency went on to recognize that
"excessive slack...is an argument against permitting their use®
and specifically scught comments on this issue.

In its next rulemaking notice, an NPRM issued in Decenber 1979
(44 FR 77210, December 32, 1972}, NHTSA noted the continua) low
usage of safety belts and the prominence of comfort/convenience
issues being reasons for the low belt usage. The NPRM noted that
"Any comfort or convenience problem which is beyond the
capability or willingness of the potential user to tolerate
can...create a nen-user.™ The agency noted that "Many belts...do
not fit properly (e.g., cross the occupant’s neck, apply too much
pressure...)."®™ These are thea very problems which tension
relievers address.

In this NPRM, NHTSA believed that the proposal to limit belt
contact force to 0.7 lbs. "would serve essentially the same
purpose...as...‘window-shode devices’.®  "Therefore...this
notice proposes to eliminate...devices that sllow the
introduction of slack in the baelt webbing of an upper torso
restraint.® The notice went ¢n to specifically request comment
on "methods to preclude excessive slack if...‘/window-shade-
devices’ continue to be permitted...*"(emphasis added).

In responding to comments to the above NPRM, NNTSA naoted that
“there is some merit to [manufacturer) arguments® that some
amount of glack should be permitted and that the 0.7 1b. belt
contact force wasa not an adequate surrogate (46 FR 2071, January
8, 1981). The final rule issued by the agency in January 1981

stated that “tension-relieving devices are pot
prohibited..."”(empt asis added). Thus, the agency first agked if
tensior relievers should be banned and then concluded that they
should pot be.
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While the rule igsued in January 1981 would have effectively
- banned tension relievers in gutgmatic belts, (requiring them to
be tested with the maximum apount of slack that it was possille
to induca), it spscifically allovegd them for nanual balt systens
("The agency does urge manufacturers to yxgluntarily limit the
apount of slack that can be introduced in their manual belt
systens” {emphasis added). Thus, all light trucks and vans and
all passengar cars with air bags would have continued to be
allovad to have tansion relisvars under ths January 1981 rula.

In 1985 (50 FR 46056, Navamber 6, 1985) the 1981 rule was furthar
anended. A8 noted abovs, tls 1981 rule reguired the dynanmic
tasting of vehiclas with tension reliavers in their autematic
belts to ba tosted with the maximun apount of slack that could
possibly ba introduced inte the system. Sevaral manufacturers
objactad to this provision, srquing that the standard’s injury
eriteria would have to be met avan when the tension relievers
ware nisused to produce excessive slack in order, essentially, te
defaat the systen. Tha agancy found this requirsment "unduly
stringent® and amended the rule to require testing with whatever
amount ©f slack the manufacturer recomsendad counld be safely
introduced into the systen. Furthermors, the rmile ruquired that
the vohicle‘s cwner’s nanuerl stats this maxisum amount ef safe
slack, ,utpla!.? how tha tension relisvar works and ;um_:has

* g\ yond oun ot pignd -3
ash”™ (4% CFR 871.208

ye
87.4.2) (onphasis added).

Thus, vehicle owvners werc regquired by regqulation to be wvarned
that belts nmust be worn snugly for maximum pratection and they
were informad lhow to eliminate belt slack if it becane excessive.

While semwe allege that most people did not read owner’s manuals,
wo disagres, Furthermore, the Congress itself, in the racently
enactod NETSA Authorization Act of 1991, requirad the agency to
inform the public, vig gtatepants {n vehicles’ owners’ menualg.
that sarfety belts must be vorn all the time, and that air bags
offer supplemental protection to that provided by belts, and are
ggt substitutes for them. Thus, ¢
! 3] -

Finally, the agency in 1986 coerrected a daficiency in the 1981
rule by extending its requiraments for tension relievers to
manual belt systsxs (S1 FR 9800, March 21, 1986). Thus, all
light trucks and vans and vehicles vith air bags (which usually
bave manual belts) werse now covered -- more than deubling the
nunboyr of vehicles subject to the standard.

Atttachment 1 contains copies of the abova-menticned noticas.
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QUESTION $#2.,: 1In 198., NHTSA issued a final mmle on the comfort
and convenience issue by stating that windowshade balts would be
inches. Howsver, this final ruls was Qelayed for 4 years and
changed to parmit testing of the belt with the manufagturer's
recomnended amount of slack, about 1 inch, even though much more
slack is routinely introduced inte the seatbelt gystem. Why diad
NHTSA change its mind in the amount of slack it would allow to be
tested? Upon what data did NHTSA base its decision? What vas
NHTSA'’s response to the National Transportation Safety Board‘'s
protest to this change in what amount of slack would be tested?

ANSHER: The final rule issued in 1981 would have required the
dynamic teating of vehicles with automatic belts with any tensicn
rellevers in such belts adjusted to introduce as much slack as
possible. In some vehicles, as much as 16 inches of slack coulgd
physically be introduced. As noted in the previous answer,
tension relievers in vehicles with manual belts (such as those
with air bags and light trucks and vans) were pot regulated by
the 1981 rule.

The agency amended the 1981 rule in 1985 to require testing (in
vehicles with automatic belts) with the tension ralievers being
adjusted to the maximum amount of slack that could be safely
incroduced into the system, as recommended by manufacturers in
the owner’s manual. This amount is typically about one inch.
This change was based on manufacturer comments contained in
petitions for reconsideration of the 1981 rule. Manufacturers
argued that it was highly unlikely that consumers would introduce
the maximum amount of slack that the system was physically
capable of accomuodating (e.g9., 16 inches). Thus, such testing
was unreasonable. The agency, in the 1985 amendment, found such
arquments persuasive and termed the 1981 rule "unduly stringent®
in this regard. The amendment was based on the petitions for
reconsideration, not on additional accident or test data.

on June 14, 1985, the National Transportation Safety Board
registered its objection to the proposed chanze of testing
vehicles with tension relievers from the original "any pesitioen
to vhich it could be adjusted” to "that is recommended by the
vehicle manufacturer in the owner's panual...® Ths Safety
Board's objection was based on their conclusion that "many users
who do not know how to use this system correctly introduce excess
slack, and ... the owner's manual is not a sufficient guarantee
of proper use.® The agency did not agree with this position. In
the Final Rule, on November 6, 1985, the agency concluded that
"the occupant should notice that excessive slack is present and a
correction ius needed regardless of whethar he or she has read
the vehicle's owners manual.®

We believe that tension-relievers may in fact prevent safety belt
misuse and, moxeover, may prevent safety belt non-vse. These
devices make safety belts more comfortable for small adults and
children. With have recelved an increased number of complaints
os safety belt disconfort for smaller pecople.
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QUESTION §2.: When the American sauto industry wrote your Aagency
in 1988 etating that they were lcoking for batter ways to reduce
the potential for occupant "misuse® of windowshade bslts, what
wvas your agency’s raaction to the industry's use of the worad
*miguse?® Isn't it true that windowshada belts introduce
excessive slack intc the belt system during normal usage? How
can sopething that happsns from normal usage of the balt system
be described as "misuse?” Is it NATSA's position that it is the
consumer's fault for having slack in the system?

t It is the agency'’s position that the term "misuse,® as
it relates to this subject, refers to responsibilities of both
the manufacturer And the consumer. Manufacturers are responsible
for irovidinq gafety belts that meet the safety performance
requirements set out in our standards. They are alsc ressponsible
for including in the owner's manual spacific information on the
operation and use of a safaty belt system that incorporates a
tension relieving device. Consumers are respensible for properly
utilizing the safety belts installed in their vehicles. 1In
addition te information supplied by the manufacturer, this agency
provides information te the public on safety belt use in general
and information on the proper use of the tension ralieving device
in particular.

while windowshade devices can inadvertently induce slack, it is
unlikely that the maximum amount that can physically be
introduced can be introduced by the system itself. Such
excessive slack (e.g., 16 inches) would occur as the result of
the occupant acting deliberately.

Thus, we belisve that "excsssive" slack is often caused by a
conbination of the systen itself plua consumer action. We do not
believe it is the fault of the consumer that amall amounts of
slack are introducad inte the system. Thus, we required warnings
in owner's npanuals and instituted consumer information Prograns
te advise consumers on Correct usage.
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QUESTION #. .: When the American auto industry wrote to your
ag:ney and stated that they were going to eliminate these
wvindowshada belts by 1991, what reason did they give? Didn't it
seen codd that if these belts werae working sco well, that the
industry would decide to stop using them?

ANSWER: On Septembaxr 7, 1988, NHTSA wrote to Chrysler, Ford, and
General Motors (GM), referencing the National Transportation
Safety Board's raport on belt usage which advarsely comnented on
the role of belt slack i{n inducing injury. The agency sought
information on these manufacturers' plans regarding future use of
tension relievers sc as to enable NHTSA to factually respond to
the Board's report.

Each of the companies provided its future plans regarding these
devices (the individual responses are enclosed as Attachment 2).
Chryslar indicated that by the 1990 model year (MY), tension
relievers would pot be used except on two light truck models.
Chrysler indicated that "new belt systems have been refined to
minimize friction so that the amount of tension required to
retract the belt when it is unbuckled is substantially reduced.®
Thus, Chrysler believed that advancement in belt technology
raeduced the nead to continue to produce tension relievers.

Ford stated that tension relievers would be removed "from all of
its safety belts by September i, 1989 [MY 1990}." Ford did not
provide a reason for its phase-out of tension relievers.

GM indicated that they are continually looking for improvements
to their belt systems. GM stated that certain “restraint design
concepts we are considering for the future might help increase
the level of perceived comfort...without the use of a tension
relieving device.® 1In an amendment submitted on

September 1, 1989, GM indicated that "multiple factors —--
mandatory belt laws, education programs and a rising level of
driver safety awareness -- have combined to increase and sustain
higher usage rates. Therefore, GM is currently reducing its
usage of ftension relievers].®

The spread of mandatory use laws and their enfoercement, coupled
with the increased awarcness of the public about safety in
genaral, led to increases in belt usage from 10-15 percent in the
early 1980's to nearly S50 percent in 1988. As a raesult, the
incremental usage effect of tension relievers seemed
inconsequential with respect to these more powerful inducements.
Thus, manufacturers apparently felt that it was no longer
necessary to take advantage of the use-inducing features of
tension relievers.
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QUESTION #5.: In a July 13, 1987, wall Strest Journsl article
rsgarding windowshade geatbelts, NHTSA's Associate Administrator
for Rulemaking, Mr. Barry Felrice, stated that “I sse people
riding around with their (shoulder) belts rsally loose. They
just as well [might] not be wearing one.® This statement tells
me that aver 4 ysars ago, your agency was aware of the danger of
slack in the windowshads belt. Don't you think that NHTSA and
the American suto industry should initiate an intensive and
thoreugh public information campaign to warn the drivers of more
than 50 million cars of the inherent danger of the belt systems
that they are relying on to protect them?

ANSWFR: NHTSR has been aware for at least AS_years of the trade-
offs between higher usage and the potential for decreased
effectiveness. As noted earlier, the agencyY's ANPRM in 2976
noted that there was a need to "balance comfort and convenience
considsxations [e.g., tension relievers] against potential loss
of gafety performance® [41 FR 54961, December 16, 1976},

Alse, the agency has long attempted to inform the public of the
need to wear belts properlys i.s., as snug adainst the torso as
possible. We have not only mandated that owners' manuals inform
consumers of the maximum amount of safe slack to be introduced
into the belt system, but in an attempt to limit that amount, we
have stated that we will dynamically test the vehicle with the
maximum amount of slack recommended by the manufacturer. As a
result, manufacturers recommended that no more than 1 inch of
slack be introduced. o©One inch of slack has no significant effect
on occupant gafety.

Also, all of the agency'’'s consumer information brochures,
reports, instructicnal documents, etc. that are distributed to
the public, educators, physicians, the law enforcemant comnunity,
et al, stress that belts should be worn with a minimal amount of
slack so as to provide maximum occupant protecticn. gSafety belts
s s

# «" as your question implies. We hope
that the Conmittee will join the agency and the safety community
in advising consumers to wear their bsilts properly, sec as te
ocbtain the maximum safety benefit possible. Informed consumers
should be assursd that they are adequately protected.
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OQUESTION #6,.: What is NHTSA currantly deing to inform the public
about the inherent dangers aascciated with windowshade seatbelts?

ANSNER: Again, we wvant to repeat that safety belts equipped with
cension relisvers, vhen worn preoperly, do not impose any
*inherent danger.®” As stated in response te the previous
question, thes agency's consumers information bulletins and
documents that are distributed to the public indicate the proper
manner in which to wear safety belta and atress that safety belts
equippsd with tension relisvers should be worn with a minimal
apount of slack. We urge the Committee to Join us in so
informing the public.

NHTSA oncoura?es correct use of safety belts through publication
and distribution of consumer information. We provide this and
other information on correct use to the public dirsctly and
through health and safety professionals such as physicians and
nurses, as wall as through state and local government agencies.
Agency officials also pronote correct safety belt use at every
available forum.

For example, our Consumer Information Bulletin on the propar use
of safety balts explains that soms manufacturers have installed
tension relieving devices in the belt systems and provides
specific information on how to use them properly. A copy of the
bullatin is attached. This bulletin is distributed to the public
threugh ocur Auto Safety Hotline and te consumers who call our
offices requesting information on mafety belt use. Approximately
$,000 of these bulletins have been distributed to the public over
the last three years.

This agency's concern on the proper use of safety belts by
consumers is carried over in our public service releases that are
utilized in newspapers and nagazines. Examples of these releasas
are attached and emphasize: "wear it right! shoulder bolts
should be snug. Don't allow mors than 1 inch of slack.®

The committee is being provided with two othur reports as
examples of how the agancy works with health and safety
professionals in supplying them with information on the praper
manner in which to wear safety belts and in particular the proper
way to correctly utilize any tension relieving feature. One is
titled "sudden Impact® and the other is titled ®"Protecting our
own.®

[0
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Alsc, we require manufacturers that utilise tension ralieving
devices to place information in the vehicle owvner‘'s manual as te
the gxcpoz operation of the device and the recommended amount of
slack and "warn that introducing slack beyond the specif.ed
amount could significantly reduce the effectiveness of the belt
in a crash* (42 CFR 208 87.4.2).

Attachzent 3 contains the above-referenced materjal.
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QUESTION #7.: NHTSA war supposed to release a report late this
yaar which discussed the inferior protection provided by some
passive seatbelt systems that were permitted under the 1984
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard 208. Is this report
finished? If not, why not? When will it be finished?

ANSWER: NHTSA’s report is pot about "the inferior protection
provided by some passive seatbelt systems.®™ The report is an
evaluation of the “real-world” costs and benefits of the agency’s
1984 amendments to FMVSS Neo. 208. 1In our report, we plan to
develop estimates of the actual effectiveness, in crashes, of the
various types of restraint systems manufacturers have used to
meet the requirements of the 1984 amendments, as well as an
assessment of the costs of these systems. This analysis requires
substantial accident data to reach statistically significant
conclusions on the level of occupant protection provided by each
type of restraint system. We have revised our schedule for the
evaluation because there are still not enough cases available to
provide results about the effectiveness of autematic belts. We
will do further analyses when more 1991 crash data are available.
New target dates for a report have not been established, but we
hope to complete a report in 1992.

201
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IRUCK UNDERRIDE QUESTIONS

: NHTSA propased & truck undarride rule in 1967,
1969, 1970, 1977, and 1981, »iways noting that many needless
deaths and severe injuries could be prevented by ral*able
underride guards at the rear of large trucks .4 trailers. It is
now more than 24 vearg after the first NHTSA proposal and
10 years after the upgraded, well-supported 1981 proposal. Yeot,
NHTSA still has not issued & truck undsrride guard rule. Why has
NHTSA delayed a truck underride guard rule for pore than 24
years? What could possibly cause this long of a delay?

ANSWNER: First, we are unable to reconstruct all agency actions
on this subjact since 1967 as those responsible are no longer
employed here. What we can say is that

- 8% 5 e =22C S » ~) - a9 N e 1448 A 83 » {3 =43 Re
We stated publicly ip our Priority Plan issued in 1990 that in
1991 we would make a8 regulatory decision on this subject. 1In the
1991 version of the Plan, we stated that the regulatory decision
would be made in the summer of 1991. Wes met that commitment,
having decided to issue a supplemental notice to the one issued
in 1981. This decision was announced in a public meeting held in
Detroit on August 20, 1991, a transcript of which is publicly
available for those whe could not attend the meeting and which is
included in attachment 4. We also noted in our recently issued
conspicuity NPRM that we expected to soon issue a notice on truck
underride. The underride proposal was cleared by OMB on Dacember
26, 1991, and it should be published in the Federal Register
during the week of Decembear 30, 1991. Attachment 5 is the
supplemental NFRM.

Second, while some advocates would have the agency focus solely
on the potential safety benefits of its rulemakings, the law does
not permit this single focus. NHTSA’s authorizing legislation
requires that its standards be "practicable.” Legislative
history and court decisions have led us to conclude that the ternm
not only includes the capability of producing the required safety
performance, but also a balancing of benefits and costs, which is
alsco specifically required by Presidential Executive Order.
Furthernore, the Administrative Procedure Act, which governs all
rulemaking, requires that agencies be reasponsive to public
conments on their proposals.

This process was ably summed up by Chairman Dingell, in an
October &, 1991, oversight hearing of NHTSA, wherein ha said that
*"Regulations muat be made with care to consider the rights and
interests of all persons, the consumers as well as the
manufacturers...The process of making regulations...is something
that takes an enormous amount of time and ig subject to an
enormous number of vagaries. That includes...the
requirements...with regard to due process, tha development of an
adequate record, the gathering of appropriate information upen
which you may properly act and, of course, the requiremants of
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due proceas and the supsrvision of the Congress and the courts.®

The above, of course, doas not msan that it should take decades
to decide regulatory issues. In the case of truck underride,
NHTSA . in 1970, to no longer pursue this issuve, as it
felt that the bansfits wsre not commensurate with the costs.
wWhile one can disagree with that decision, it yas & decision and,
thus, it is not accurate to imply that this rulemaking was
pending for all those years.

Since the 1981 NPRM, the agency has concentrated on two major
aspects of the truck underride issue. The first concerns the
subject of truck conspicuity. Clearly, it is more desirable to
prevent rear-end crashes into heavy trucks than to minimize the
consequences when they occur. The agency specifically mentioned
this activity in the 1981 notice. <Commenters to the docket
strongly suggested that NHTSA consider a conspicuity rule as a
substitute for underride protection. As a result, the agency
embarked on a fleet study to evaluate the effects of conepicuity
treatments (e.g¢., reflectorized tape). The time for the
procurenent process, the actual fleet test, and comments on the
study, consumed several years, and these activities were not
finished until 198 .. An NPRM on that subject was published on
December &, 1991.

The sscond subject was the concern of small (in gize of pumber of
enployeea) trailer manufacturera that the destructive testing of
the underride guards was too costly for them and thus not
"practicable,” as required by law. The Regulatory Flexibility
Act, P.L. 96-354, September 19, 1980, required regulatory
agencies to specifically consider the effects of their rules on
small businesses. As noted in attachment 4,while the top 25
trailer manufacturers produce 28 percent of all trailers, the
remaining 17 percent is produced by over 200 firms. Pifty of
these firms produce 20 or fewer trailers per vear, and 35 of then
produce fewer than 10. Thus, most trailer manufacturers are
szall busineases wheose nesds had to be spacifically addressed.
Henge. the 1981 proposal had to be amended to accomplish this
goal.

Again, this Administration has atated that truck vear underride
is an agency priority, has announced its schedule to resclve the
renaining issues, and has pot jite commitments.

O
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QUESTION #2.: NHTSA and automotive industry crash tosts
conducted back in 31362 and 1970 showed that a suitable truck
underride guard could prevent the rear structure of a large truck
from crashing into the passengar compartment of car in a rear end
collision. Didn‘t thase tests, conducted over 20 Yyears ago,
:onvinca NHTSA that a solution to the underride guard problem was
n-hand?

: The results of heavy truck underride protection research
in the 1969-1970 time frame and other infermation convinced the
agency that effactive underride guards wers worthy of furthar
consideration. That is, guards capable of prevencing passenger
compartment intrusion that can occur vhen & small passenger
vehicle collides with thae rear of a heavy truck or triiler, were

technically feasible.

Tha agency issued notices in 1969 and 1970 proposing underride
protection guards for heavy trucks and trailers. These notices
were based on the physical research mentioned in your guestion.
However, many of tha comments to these notices statsad that the
anticipated injury and fatality reduction benefits of the
proposals were insufficiant when compared with the projected
costs associated with the development and installation of the
guards and tha payload capacity lost due to the weight of the
guards. Based on the comments received and thea evaluation of
cost and accident data, the agency concluded that, at that time,
tha safaty benefits achievable in terms of injury and fatality
feduction would not be commensurate with the cost of implementing
the proposed requirements.
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QUESTION #3,: The Insurance Institute for Highway Safet
conducted a series of crash tests in 1376 with tho exist ice
ards and improved underride guards and showed the dramatic
ife-saving difference that an effective underride guard would
make. later, in 1979, FHTSA spent $573,000 for A series of cuash
tests that pointea out how a stronger, wider, and lower-to thae-
ground underride guard could prevent a large truck from
panetrating the passenger compartment of even a small car. Why
ddun’t NHTSA prcceed ahead in the 1980s by mandating that such
underride-prsvantion safety guards be required.

ANSHER: Sec answer to irick underride question No. 1. Further,
NHTSA did proceed with rulemaking in the 1980s by issuing an NPRM
on Jan. 8, 1981 which proposed parformance requirements for
underride protectivae devices on most trucks and trailers that
have gross vehicle weight ratings greater than 10,000 pounds.

sSome commenters objected to the proposed requirements and
suggested alternative means to reduce the deaths and injuries
associated with underride crashes, such as by reducing the
incidence of such crashes by improving the conspicuity of heavy
vehicles. As a result of those comments, NHTSA undertook
research on whether the potential reduction in fatalities that
might be achieved by underride guards could be achieved by
improved conspicuity as well.

Comments on the NPRM also expressed concerns that the proposed
requirements would imposa substantiz) burdens on trailer
manufacturers. The trailer manufacturing industry censists of
many firms that vary widely in size and engineering capabilities.
Some of the firms may lack the financial or technical resources
to conduct the vehicla-based test that was proposed in the NPRM.
As a result of the comments, the agency sought to determine
whether it could revise its proposal to reduce the burden on
small manufacturers.

9 - 20y
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QUESTION #4.: According to NHTSA’s recent analysis, thare have
besn at least 136 deaths per year in truck underride accidents
over the past 10 ysars. In addition, tens of thousands of people
have besn sericusly injured in such accidents. How does NHTSA
justify its continuing delay in failing to issue a final rule
that would reguire these underride safety guards?

ANSWER: The agency’s analysis of fatalities in which a passenger
Car or light truck *underrode™ a heavy truck, averaged 134 for
the 8-year period 1982-89. We are unaware of data which indicate
that “"tens of thousands of psople havs besen seriously injured in
such accidents®. Our information shows that in rear-end crashes
into heavy trucks, there ars only about 800-900 injuries par year
to light duty vehicle cccupants wvhich are coded as “serious® or
above. However, only & small percentage of these (approximately
10 parcent) involve "underride®. The remainder are rear-snd,

1~ -causad injuries.

Also, half of the underride fatalities occur in side crashes.

The agency has never considered a side underride rualemaking. Nor
does any other country have a side underride standard. Thus, the
fatality magnitude associated with rear underride is
approximately 60 per yYear. Based on Furcpean sxperience and
agency research and analyses, we could expact to reduce this
nurbar by abut 15 percent, or 9-10 lives per year.

As stated previously, thig Administration is not delaying
rulemaking on this subject. we have consistently pointed out our
int;ntian to move on this issue and have met all our commitaents
to do so. .

2!
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: Improved truck underride prevention devices were
implemented in Sweden in the 19708 and then extended into Great
Britain and most of Eurcpe in the early 1980s. Wwith the rest of
the world moving ahead with regulations, diractives, and actual
installation of truck underride prevention devices, vhy does
America's vehicle safety agency not do the same?

ANSWER: While Sweden and Great Britain have mandatory
reguiraments for heavy truck underride protection guards, it is
our understanding that the majority of the pamber countries of
the European Economic Community (EEC) and the Economic Commission
for Rurope (ECE)} do not regquire truck underride grotection. ECF
Regulation No. 58 and EEC Directive 79/490 are s milar heavy

trv ~k underride protection standards “adopted® by the respective
pembsr countries. NHTSA is in the process of deternining which
Eurcpean countries actually require truck underride protection.
Adoption or endorsement of an EEC directive or an ECE regulation
does not obligate a country to enforce it.

As we have frequently stated, this Administration has committed
to address the underride issues and we are meeting our
commitments. In our priority plan, we have stated that we would
reach a regulatory decision on the matter this past summer. We
aid reach and announce that decision. A Supplemental Notice of
Propesed Rulemaking (SNPRM) addreasing the concerns raised in
comments to the 1981 NPRM was issued on December 26, 1921.
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QUESTION ¢#6: 1In the long history of this on-again, off-again
truck underride Proposal, cars have gotten snaller and lowver.
Yet, the NHTSA underride guard height has gone in the opposite
direction--from 18 inches te 22 inches above the ground. why
doesx NHTSA faver a 22 inch height for a rsar underride guard when
it knows that perhaps 40 to So forecnt of the cars on the road
will go baneath such a guaxrd height and cause excessive
penatration into the passengsr compartment?

ANSHER: There ara many trade-offs that anter into any decision
as to what {s an appropriate maximum quard height-above-the-
ground regquirsment. Obviously, if one looks at only the safety
of underriding vehicles, zero ground clearance provides the most
protection. This is clearly impractical, as a truck neads
sufficient underride guard ground Clsarance to parfors its
functions, such as loading and unloading at docks, clearing ramps
and other cbstacles, ete. In general, the higher the guard
ground clearance the greater performance flexidbility a truck has.

In NETSA's January 1981 NPRM, the agency expressed the viev that
& 21.65 inch maximum underride ground clearance requirement would
adequately balance both underride protection and truck
parforsance reguirexents. The agency believed this

clearance allowed trucks the flexibility to perfora most of the
tasks they need to perform and alsc assured that the guard would

We do not believe that an 18 inech ground clearance requirement is
& key issue. Car bunpers essentially prevent cosmetic dsmage
during low speed crashes. During M?hcr intensity crashes that
have tho potsntial to produce signiticant injury, the en
Qissipated by the bunper is insignificant when compared to the
snexgy diseipated by other load paths. What is necessary i{s that
an underride guard engage the main structural members of ths
underriding car such as the engine, and not the vehicle's bumper.

Alsc, NETSA has no infermation indicating that 40 to so percent
of the cars on the road will go beneath a 22 inch height guard,

We would like to aleo point out that there are other gecmetric
requirements -- such as the width of the guard relative to the
trajler's width -~ ang performance requirements -~ such as the
snergy-absorbing capacity of the guard -~ that are just as, if
net more important, than guard ground clearance. These isaues
are all being addressed in our recently issued underride notice.




In addition, in your letter you point cut that Sweden, Great
Britain, and moat of Europa have moved ahead with underride
pravention devices vhile the United States has not. The
Committea’s letter suggests that NHTSA shculd follow their
example. The agency notes that, to our best knowledge, all these
countries reguire maximum underride guard ground clearances of
approximately 22 inches (S5 centimeters), the same value being
condidered by us.

[Attachments referred to in NHTSA's response are retained in
committee files.]
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Tha Honorabls Jerry R. Curry
Administrator

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
400 7th Street, 5. W.
wWaahingtoun, D.C. 20890

Dear Ganeral Curry:

Pursuant to Rule XI of the U. S. House of Representatives, the
Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families is conducting an
inqui into NETSA's rulemaking concerning the issue of truck
underride tection. As an aid in this inQuiry, ve request that
NHTSA provide the following inforsation to the Committee no later
than December 20, 1991:

1. Copy of Octobar 14, 1967, Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
{ANFRM} resgarding truck and trailer underride.

2. Copy of March 12, 1969, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM)
on rear truck underride; summary of comments to the dockst on the
NPRM. Results of Crach tests conducted by NHTSA at this time.
Copy of NHTSA study conducted by Cornell Aeronautical Labdboratory,
Inc., now CALSPAN, on "Underrids/override of Automobile Front
Structuyres in Intervehicular Collisions®.

3. Copy of June 10, 1971, Federal Register Notice of Termination
of Rulemaking on truck underride. Copy of National Transportation
Safety Board‘s comments to NHTSA urging NETSA to renev its plans
to requirs underrids protaction.

¢. Copy of 1972 cost/benefit rationale for tarminsting NPRM.

5. Copy of August 29, 1977 ANPRM on rear end underride protection.
Copy of summary of cosments tO the docket.

6. Copy of Septeaber 1980 NHTSA report "Development of Compliance
Teat for Truck Rear Underride Pretection®.

7. Copy of January 1981 NPRM on Rear Underride Protection.
Summary of coxments t> the docket.

ERIC
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8. Current status of 1981 NFRM. Chronology of review process and
sction taken each time NPRM went to Office of the Secretary of
Transportation, 0ffice of Managezent and Budget, and back to NNTSA
together with comments from Office of the Secretary and office of
Nansgemant and Budget.

9. W%het objections, if any, doss ONB have to the proposed rule?

10. Have all raviews been conducted?

311. When will the final rule be published?

12. In NETSA's Highway Safety Priority Plan, a requlatory decision
on rear truck underride was axpected to be made by Summer ©f 1991,
what led the agency to belifeve it would neet this goal?

Na appreciste your cocperation in this inquiry. Please
contact Tim Norrison or Mickey Ualses of the Committee staff if
further information is needed,

ely,

.~

PATRICIA SCHROEDER
Chairvoman

211
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U Deparfment Administrator 400 Seventh Strest, S.W.
of Fansporanon Washington, D.C. 20580
Nationot Highwery

Traffic Sofety

Admintstrotion

OEC 30 199!

The Honorable Patricia sSchroeder
Chairwoman, Sslect Committee

on Children, Youth, and Families
United States House of Representatives
washington, DC 20515-6401

Dear Madam Chairwoman:

Enclosed are responsas to the questions in your recent letter on

truck underride devices.

Sincerely,

Enclosures

. 217
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Response or JerrY R. Curgy 10 ons Poszp BY
CHAIRWOMAN PATRICIA EDER

The material requested by items 1-7 of the Committees’s latter is

attached.

Pleass note that:

Item 2, suRmary of comments to the docket on the

Narch 19, 1969, NPRM, i{s not available. We have
checked both NHTSA and FHWA dockets (NHTSA was part of
FHWA at the time), as well as with current and former
esployeas, and a docket summary does not ap| to have
been prepared. We would be pleased to provide the
individual docket comments to the Committes if desired.

The notice of termination of rulemaking was dated

June 18, 1971, not June 10, as indicated in item 3. Wea
have 2180 included the Safety Board’s January 12, 1972,
letter to NHTSA asking the agency to reconsider its
termination of rulemaking. The agency’s

February 14, 1972, response to the Board is also
included.

As with item 2, wa could not locate a summary of docket
comments to the ANPRM issued in 1977, as reguested in
item 5. However, the individual comments are available
if the Committee desirss them.

The material requested in items 1~7 follows the answers
to your questions in items 8-12.

213
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: Current status of 1981 NPRM. Chronology of review
process and action taken each time NFRM went to Office of the
Secretary of Transportation, Office of Managesment and Budget, and
back to NHTSA together with comments from Office of the Secretary
and office of Management and Budget. .
ANSNRER: The agency's subsequent regulatory action to the
issuance of the 1981 NPRN, was the preparation of a supplemental
NPRM, which addresses public concerns expressed to that earlier
notice. This supplemental notice was submitted to the office of
the Secreta of Transportation on August 1, 12991. There were
not any earlier submittalse. It was returned to NHTSA on August
28, 1991 to add questions to the preamble concerning the
limitation of tha SNPRM to trailers and te the ground clesarance
of the guard -- the proposal itself was not changed -- and
resubmitted to the 0ffice of the Secratary on September 13, 1991.
The notice wos submitted to the 0ffice of Management and Budget
(OMB) on December 5, 1991, and was cleared by OMP on December 26,
1991. OMB only asked that we add a sontence regarding the
relationship of this notice to the conspicuity proposal issued
earlier in December.

A copy of the notice is included in the attachment.
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QUESTION £8: What objections, if any doss OMB have to the
proposed rule?

ANSWER: The supplemental NPRM was sent to OMB on Dacember S,

1991, and cleared on December 26, 1991. OMB did not axpress any
cbjections to the proposal.
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QUESTION $1Q: Have s11 reviews been conducted?

ANSWER: Yes. The notice was cleared by OMB on December 26,
1991, and should ba published in the Federal Reaister the week of
Dacember 0.
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QUESTION €11t When will the final rule be publishea?

* We can not pre-judge the rulemaking process by dsclaring
that we will issue a final rule prior to receiving comnents on
the lenental NPRM. If the fssuance of & final rule were the

appropriste subseguent action, it could be promulgated by the end
of calendar year 1992.
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QUESTION £12: In NHTSA’s Highway Safety Priority Plan, a
regulatory decision on rear truck underride was expscted to be
made by Summer of 1991. What led the agency to believe it would
meet this goal.

ANSNER: The agency did meet thims 1. It was decided by the
agency during the summer that the issuance of a supplemental NPRX
was appropriate. That decision was comaunicated to the pPublic at
the agency’s guarterly meeting on the status of rulemaking, held
in Detroit on August 20, 1991. The transcript of the mesting was
placed in a public docket and the releavant pages of that
transcript are enclosed for your perusal.

Parhaps the term “"requlatory decision® is confusing to the
Committes. By this term ve mean that the agency will decide
whether or not it balieves that regulation on a specific subject
ie appropriate. In this case, we decided it wvas. However, the
ternm does not necessarily mean that a public notice will be
issued by that time because of the need for reviews of our
rulenakings outside the agency. 1In any eavent, we communicate our
internal decisions to the public, usually through these guarterly
neetings as was done in this case.

[Information and response to chairwoman Schroeder’s Questions, 1
through 7 are retained in committee files.)

O
FAR

r:




215

008 AN SRS congrns ol
S SRR, DX S TS AN
S oo SEea
N H.&. Bouse of Repregentatives ST Hew
by Yoy SEUECT COMMTTES Of Fo gy ey
gl CHLOREM, YOUTI, AND FAMRLIER | e
S e wariae curesma 59 HOVIs OWRCS SUmbmS Am 2 PO
-':% Wamangrn, DC 208158401 —
e ) ==
P e STV e
R e e —
TR CH 8. s December 18, 19%1 e

AL

-
L

M CU IR
WRAPEOND 08 TI0-PRR

The BEonorable Jerry R. curry

Administrator

National Highway Tratfic Safety Administration

400 7th Streset, S.W.

washington, D. C. 205%0

Daar Nr. Qurry:

Pollowing up oy letter of Dacember 11, 1991, posing questions

concerning seatbalts and truck underride, Representative Clyde C.

Holloway, has requested that you respond in writing to the

following questions for inclusion in the official record of the

hearing held by the Select Committee on Decexmber 4, 1991,

entitled "Automotive Safety: Is Enough Being Dens to Protect

America‘'s Families?"

1) How many people ware killed in 1990 on our highways? How
aany of these fatalities were associsted with truck
underride crashes, tension ralievers and automatic belts?
Do these areas represent significant safety problems?

2) what ars ths most significant areas in which this Comnittes
could work to jioprove highway safety?

3) Your rules raguire that autosobile manufacturscs Place
instructions in the vehicle owner's manual as to the correct
use of tension relisvers. Do ¥ou believe that Placing
instructions in this document is a visble means of
communicating with consumers?

¢) What mesns does the agency use to cosmunicate propar safety
belt use to consumera?

8) What is thes ralationship between vehicle conspicuity and
truck underride devices? Will the reflective marking of
trucke help to reduce the ‘:nderride problea?

6) Has the sedia baen helpful in disseminating information on
proper belt usage?

215
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7 It ir alleged that some autcmatic delts do not offer
protection in certain types of crashes. Are you concerned
about that and if so, wvhat ars you doing about it?

8) Are sutomatic balts producing safety benefits?

9) Since tension relfevers in balts can result in excaseive
slack, vhy are they alloved?

Ve wvould appreciate your response to these questions by Nonday,
Decsmbar 30, 1991.

(@23 /-

P CIA SEHROEDER

Chairvoman

Select Committee on Children,
Youth and Pamfliom

Enclosurs
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‘ 2««\;
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115 Deportmen Adminiatrator 400 Seventh Street, S.W.
of fansporanon

Washington, D.C. 2080
Notional Nighway

AN 1 5 9

The Honorabls Patricia Schroeder
Chairwoman, Select Committes
on Children, Youth, and Fapilies
United Statss House of Representatives
washington, D.C. 20515-6401
Dear Madam Chairwoman:
Enclosed are responses to the questions submitted by
Representative Holloway. Please let ne know if I can ke of
further assistance.

Sincerel

Jerry Ralph Curry
Enclosures
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Resronsz From Rarrn Cyrry T NS Possp py
Conanxssman Cryps C. AY

Quention #1: How many paople were killed in 1990 on our
highways? How many of these fatalities were associated with
underride crashes, tension relievers, and automatic belts? Do
these areas represent significant safety problems?

Ansyeri The detailed fatality numbers for 1990 have not been
published as yet. 1In 1989, there were 33,586 occupants of
passenger cars, light trucks,and multipurpose vehicles killed on
the highways. There were 133 occupants of cars and light trucks
killed in upderride collisions with heavy trucks in 1989; 74 of
these w:re killed in side underride collisions and 59 warae killed
in rear underride collisions. Thus, while even a single death is
tragic, rear underride crashes represent a relatively small
portion of the highway fatality problen.

We have no indication at this time that automatic belts or
tension relievers represent any type of safety problem, let alone
a significant one. We believe that these devices encourage
restraint usage by persons who otherwise might not bhe inclined to
use restraints. For example, while overall driver belt usage
through September 1991 was 51 percent, the usage of automatic
belts was 80 percent. This higher belt usade leads to safety
benefits, not safety problems,

As menticned in the answer to Question #8, we are currently
conducting a study to determine if some types of automatic
restraints are more effective than others.

oo
<.




219

LJEBSTION #2: What are the most significant areas in which this
Committes could work to improve highway safaty?

ANSWER: To most improve highway safati, tha Committse could help
the agency by impressing upon the public the importance of

(1) wearing safety belts (and wearing them correctly), (2) not
excssding the spesd limit, (3) having children restrained in
aPProved child safaty seats, and (4) not driving while under the
influence of alcohol or drugs. By creating and supporting
awarsness campaigns in these areas, the Committee could help the
safety community to provide an immediate safety benefit for large
nunbers of psople. The Committee could alsco help the agency
supplement its vehicle regulatory activities by informing
consumers about safety equipment such as air bags, anti~lock
brakes, adjustable upper anchorages (which can improve belt fit),
etc. Creating a public awareness about available vehicle safety
features would encourage manufacturers to include them before
thay are required to do so.

We have enclosed a3 copy of NHTSA’s Priority Plan, which
highlights our views on the most important safety priorities. we
would be happy to work with the Committee to determine which of
these areas might be mogt suitable for Committee invclvement,

[SBolc))le{ entitledtﬂi_ghway Sarf&y. Pr%grigy gallalr-‘l l!;?1-1993, fronéé}xe
. Department of Transportation, Nation ighway Traffic
ty Administration is retained in committee files] = o CRre

223
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QUESTION #3.: Your riles requirs that autorcbile panufacturers
pPlace instructions in \he vehicles owner's -.anual as to the
correct use of tension .~elievers. Do you believe that pic~ing
instructions in this document is a viable means of communicating
vith consumers?

: Yes. The owner's manual is the means through which the
vehicle manufacturer relates important product information to the
consuner. The agency has often also used this means to impart
important information to consuners on safety belt use, the
placement of child safety seats, utility vehicle handling, and
other safety information. wWe wish to point out that the Congress
itself beli~ves that owner's manuals are a viable means of
conveying important information to consumers. Section 2508(A)(2)
of the ruscently enacted NHTSA Authorization Act of 1991 requires
that ot ner manuals include statements of the need to wear safety
balts in vebicles with air bags and that belts should always be
WOTrn .y all eccupants.

while we would not expect that all vehicls owners read every word
of their manual, we think most owners ~- or the vehicle'’s
principal driver -- do read the manual. A vehicle is the second-
nest expensive purchase (next to a homs) for most Americans. and
the most expenaive for many others. Consumers act rationally
with regard to expensive purchases and it is rational to read the
instructiens that come with a car. We would also point out that
not all cccupants need to re.d the manual as the actions of the
driver {such as wearing a safety belt and wearing it preperly)
are often copied by other occupants as the driver functions aas
the "captain® of the vehicle. Thus, we balieve that instructions
on t.® proper use of safety bhelts (i.e., to bhe worn snugly) being
placed 1> vehicle owner's manuals is a viable means of
communica:ing with consumers. And, as related to the Committee
in prior correspondence, the agency also extensively uses other
means ~I conveying safety information to consumers.

2.7
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QUNSTION #4.: what means does the agency use to communicate
proper safety belt use to consumers?

ANSWER: As we indicated in our previous response to the
Committee, NHTSA encourages correct use of safety belts throuc:
publication and distribution of consumer information. We prov..ic
this and other information on correct use to the public dirs.* v
and through health and safety professionals such as physicians
and nurses, as well as through state and local governmen®
agencies. Agency officials also promote correct safety L. " wLse
at every available forum.

For example, our Consumer Information Bulletin on the proper ise
of safety belts explains that some manufacturers have install :d
tension relieving devices in the belt systems and provides
specific information on how to use them properly. This bulletin
is distributed to the public through our Autc Safety Hotline and
tae consumers who call our offices requesting information on
safety belt use. Approximately 5,000 of these bulletins have
been distributed to the public over the last three vears. This
agency’s concern on the proper use of safety belts by conhsumers
is carried over in our public service releases that are utilized
in newspapers and magazines. The agency works with health and
safety professionals by supplying them with information on the
proper manner in which to wear safety belts and in particular the
proper way to correctly utilize any tension relieving feature.

Copies of the consumer information bulletin, press releases, and
the type of reports distributed to health and safety
professionals were included in our previous response to the
committee.

Also, we require manufacturers that utilize tension relieving
devices to place information in the vehicle owner’s manual as to
the proper operation of the device and the recommended safe
amount of slack and “warn that introducing slack beyond the
specified amount could significantly reduce the effectiveness of
the belt in a crash” (49 CFR 208 §7.4.2).

225
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¢ What is the relationship hetwsen vehicle
connrieuity and truck underride devicea? Will the reflective
marking of trucks help reduce the underride problem?

LNSHAER: Improvements in conspicuity are aimed toward reducing
the nusber of rear end and side collisions with trucks; underride
d+vi~es are used to reduca the ..vnrlti of injuries caused by
certzin rear end crashes. It is clear Y mors bsneficial to aveiq
& crash than to reduce ite consequences, should it occur. In
this regard, conspicuit: treatmants can eliminate some of the
underrice crashes. It is expected that the proposed conspicuity
treatme~’. will prevent 25t of the rear and crashes that occur at
night, resuiting in the elimination of 9% of all rear end
crashcg. It is also expescted that 158 of the night time fatal
rear ond crashes in which the rear of a trailer or semi-trailer
is struck will be eliminated.

2.6
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QUESTION $#6: Has the media been helpful in disseminating
information on proper belt usage?

ANSWER: The media has beeh extremely helpful in relaying
certain safety messages, particularly those relating to drunk or
drugged driving and the need to buckle up. However, when it
comes to the specific question of the proper use of tension
relievers, aevan though the agency has provided extensive
material to the media on this subject, certain media outlets
have chosen instead to highlight the alleged problems with these
belts. It is ironic that the same media outlets (particularly
major TV natworks) that produce shows that claim that consumers
are unaware of how to propsrly wear safety belts with temsion
relievers, decline to air informaticn that we pProvide them on
that very subject. In general, it is difficult to get
instructional information to consumers through the media; we
have fared better in reaching consumer groups through state and
lecal governmental safety networks.

227
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QUEPTION £#7.t It is anezod that soms automatic belts de not
offer protection in certain types of crashes. Ars YOou concerned
about that and if go, what are you doing about it?

ANENER: NETSA is aware through communication with the Public and
its own monitoring activities of concerns expressed r rding the
parforzance of the different types of automatic rastra « The
public has raised questions regarding how effective these systems
are in prsventing ejection, the poss ility of receiving injuries
fron the systess themselves, and other important concerns. As
part of the original rulemaking in 31984 requiring autematic
restraints, ths effectivensss of the different typss of automatic
Systems -- both automatic belts and air bags -~ reducing
injury and fatality were estimated,

Firat, it should be stressed that the fact that the estimated
effactiveness of these different Systeans would be in the range of
35-50% means that, like any nafet{ device, they ars not effective
in all crash situations. Autonmatic restraints are not a panacea
for all crash consequences and there are situations, such as
catastrophic crashes, that ars not survivable ragardless of the
parformance of these systeas. Second, the original rulesaking
recognized that each of the automatic restraints might not be ag
effective in all types of crashes. Issues were raised at that
time that automatic belts might not be as effective as nanual
belts in preventing sjection. Also, air bags alone would not be
effective in side cts and rollovers and air bags without the
use of lap/shoulder belts would offer less protection than
lap/shculder belts alone. Thus, we recognized the need to warn
consumers to wvear their belts in cars equipped with air baga.
Even given these considerations, based on the estimates of the
original gtudy, the effectiveness of these systems (35 to 59
percent) was similar to that for manual belts (40 to SO percent).
The decision was made by the Department that the only way to
increase the low belt usage rates, which hovered around 10-15
psrcent in the late 1970's and early 1980’s, and to obtain the
increased effactiveness of restraints was to implement automatic
occupant protection.

The agency, in cesponse to a petition from the Center for Auto
Safety, conducted an analysis on autematic door-mounted safety
balts to determine if wea should pursue an finvestigation into
whether this system wag defective. Based on our review of the
performance of this system, we concluded that the system was
working as designed and there were no data suggesting a defect.

Beyond this determination, the agency is in the process of
conducting a comprehensiva evaluation of the effectiveness of all
types of automxtic restraints -- air bags, and the aitferent
types of automatic balts. The results of this evaluation should
bs available in 1992,
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QUESTION #8.1 Are automatic kelts producing safety benefits?

: NHTSA is presently evaluating the benefits of automatic
restraints -- both automatic belts and air bags -- and a Teport
is besing developed which will praesent the results of this
evaluation.

The report is an evaluation of the "real-world"™ cests and
renefits of the agency’s 1984 anendments of FMVSS 208. In that
report, we plan to develop estimates of the actual effectiveness,
in crashes, of the various types of restraint systems
panufacturers have used to meet the regquirements of the 1284
amendments, as wall as an assessmpent of the costs of these
systens. This analysis requires substantial accident data to
reach statistically significant conclusions on the level of
occoupant protection provided by each type of restraint system.
We have revised our schedule for the svaluation because there are
still not enocugh cases available to provide results about the
effectiveness of automatic belts. We will do further analyses
when more 1991 crash data are available. New target dates for a
repert have not brnen established, but we hope to complete a
report in 1992.

2289
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QUESTION #8.: Since tension relievers in belts can result in
excessive slack, why are they allowed?

ANSWER: Tension-relieving devices were added by auto
manufacturers to help improve the comfort and fit of safety balts
and thus increase belt usage. Studies conducted by this agency
indicated that two of the primary reasons that psople did not
wear belts were the incorrect fit and uncomfortable pressure of
the belts. The tension-relieving device was introduced by
manufacturars to encaurage Pecple of different heights and
weights to use their safety belts.

The agency alsoc rscognized that axcespive slack would reduce belt
effectiveness. The question then, was, on balance, did tension
relievars -- with their propensity to increase belt usage but
slightly decrease affectiveness if excessive slack were
introduced -- yield net safety benefits to the motoring public?

Because of the myriad factors affecting belt usage, tension
relievers could not he shown to increase usage,
(there were some studies which demonstrated higher pelt usage) .
Nevertheless, since tension reliavers sddressed two of the
principal reasons why People did not wear palts, logic would
dictate that some immeasurable hunber of peaple wore their belts
who otherwise would not have. At the game time, NHTSA studies
shoved that excessive slack was exhibjited by less than two (2)
percent of pelt wearers. At this rate, if tension relievers
increased usage by as little as one percentage point, they would
yield net safety benefits,

It should be recognized that for any device aimed at improving
the £it of safety belts by allowing adjustments by intreoducing
slack. altering the geomatry, or other means, there will always
be a possibility that consumers may improperly adjust the safety
belt. Again, the question ig whether the jincreased usage and
greater comfort that Ray result from the inatallation of thesge
devices off-set any possible decrease in belt effectiveness
bacause of improper adjustment.

<
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC., ON OVRRSIGHT
HeARING oN REAR Unprzams Guazns, WasmngToN, DC

These commants ars submitted on behalf of the American
Trucking Associations, ATA, the national trade association of the
trucking industry and its 4,000 yembers. Through its 51 affiliated
trucking associations located in every state and the District of
cotumbia, 10 affiliated cenferences and their 30,000 motor carrier
members, ATA Trepresents every type and class of motor carrier in
the country, both for-hire and private; regulated and exempt.

The trucking industry is diverse in nature. There are over
45,000 for-hire motor carriers of property with Interstate Comnerce
Commission Authority, less than 2,000 of which earn ovar $1 million
in annpual revenues. Owner cperators and private motor carriers
conprise another 167,000 businesses. Most carriers are small; over
95 parcent of all moteor carriers in this country operate less than
six vehicles.

ATA appreciates the opportunity to provide the following
statement to the Select Committee on the issue of rear underride

guards for trucks.

231




ATA an? the trucking industry have a long and established
record of commitment to highway safety. For many years, the
industry has worked tirelessly to improve the safe operation of
vehicles on the nation’s highways and to improve safety-related
equipment on all cosmercial vehicles.

ATA and the trucking industry have bean strong and early
advaocates for many safely initiatives both in Congress and at the

Dapartment of Transportation. We have fought for and won

substantial improvements in numerous truck safety requlations, most

notably:
L Creation of a single commerciasl drivers license;
* Elimination of the commercial 2one safety exemption;

* Requirsments for mandatery drug and alcchol testing;

. Establishment of the Motor Carrier Safety Assistance
Program, including randos roadside inspections for
driver, vehicle and load safety;

* Banning radar detectors from commercial vehicles;

* Shutting down motor carriers who pose an impinent hazard
te highway safety:; and

* Maintaining a 55 oph speed limit for trucks.
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ATA sulse has initiated numerocus programs for the trucking
industry that have helpad attain safety objectives, including:
. Training programs for drivers, supervisors, and driving
schools;

* Management programs to assure safe vehicles, safe drivers
and safs opsrations;

. Resesrch to redvce acciden® experience; and
* Cooperative programs to improve vehicle performance,
especially in the area of truck braking systenms.
These initiatives and other activities to promote and
encourage safety are working. 1In the period of 1977-1987:

» The fatal crash involvement rate for heavy trucks has
declined by 4oug?rcant, i
the numpbor of |

* There has bdeen an 18 percent drop in total fatalities
invelving medium and heavy duty trucks,

* The number ¢f fatal truck accidents has dropped 1?7
percent, and

* Five purcent fewsr trucks and 16 psrcent fewer drivers
vers pPlaced out-of-service after the Roadcheck ‘21

inspection project, than wvere for a similar nationwide
inspection effort in 19%0.

The industry {s proud of its accomplishments in highway
safety, and is working toward continuing improvemeats in the
future.

The Se.ect Committee has requasted ATA’s participation in this
oversight hearing on rear underride guards found on commercial

vahicles. A rear underride guard is a device found at the back of
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trucks and - truck trailers which is designed to reduce the
likelihood that striking vehicles will go beneath it, hence the
tern underride. A diagram of a typical rear underride device is
shown in Attachment A,

It is important to note that there is currently a federal
motor carrier safety regulation, issued by the U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration, office ef Mator
Carrier Safety (FHWA/ONC) requiring rear end protection (Title g9
C.F.R. 393.86). The current underride guard requirements ware
established by the Saction ef Motor Carrier Safety of the ICC in

1953, and are as follows:

88 _Reaxr spd proteqtion

“Every motor vehicls, axcept truck tractors, pole trailars and
vehicles engaged in driveavay~tovaway operations, the date of
manufacture of which is subsequent to December 31, 1952, which
is so constructed that the body or the chassis assembly if so
constructed without a body has a clearance at the rear end of
more than 30 inches from the ground when empty, shall he
provided with bumpers or devices serving similar purposes
which shall be so constructed and located that:

(a) The clearance between the effective botton of the bumpers
or devices and the ground shall not exceed 30 inches with the

vehicle empty;

(b} the maximum distance between the closest points batween
bumpers, or devices, if more than one is used, shall not
exceed 24 inches;

(c} the maxinum transverse distance from the widest part of
the motor vehicle at the rear to the bupper or device shall
not exceed 18 inches;

(d} the bumpers or devices ghall be located net more than 24
inches forward of the extreme rear of the vehicles; and

(e) the bumpers or devices shall be substantially constructed
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and firmly attached. Motor vehicles constructed and

maintained so that the body, chassis or other parts of the

vahicle afford the rear end protection contemplated shall be

deemsd to be in compliance with this section. *

Since its inception in the 1950’s, when rear and protection
was incorporated in the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations,
ATA has supported a system to prevent and reduce the severity of
accidents invelving underride. As a result of industry pressure
and demands., most equipment manufactured today incorporates
underride guards which have featurea that go beyond the minimum

specitications in 49 C.F.R. 391.86.

According to statistics of the U.S. DOT, rear end underride

accidents result in around 60 deaths each year. Although svaryone
in the trucking industry would like to see that numbar be reduced
to zera, in many cases, colliding vehicle speed was so high that
death could not have besn prevented by any device or guard.

Copparatively, according to the National Transportation Safety
Board, in calendar year 1990, there were 5,432 2ccidents resulting
in 607 fatalities from trains striking cars at grade crossings.
There are also around 3000 motor vehicle fatalities each year
resulting from impact with trees. There are more fatalities from
1ightning, hunting, bicycling and swimsing than from underride.
Attachment B lists fatality rates for a variety of common products
and activities.

In evaluating underride pretectiva devices, it is important to

235
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consider whether injury and death can be reduced from sone mandated
change in technology. Since underride is an incident of 1low
fraquency, care must be taken to assure that countermeasures do not
themselves create a hasard. For example, further lowering a guard
could cause the truck or the trailer to drag, hang up or get caught
on dips and grade divided crossings, thereby stalling the truck and
subjecting both it and the driver to impact from oncoming traffic

or trains at rail crossings.

Requlatoxy Efforts Relating to Rear Underrxide

While the guard mandated by today’s federal motor carrier
safety regulation has ganerally been adegquate, numerous sfforts
cenducted by DOT over the past 24 years, including testing and
studies costing millions eof dellars, indicate that it can be
improved. As regulatory changes have been proposed over the years,
ATA has consistently supperted improvements for rear underride
protection.

In october 1967, NHTSA proposed a new Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standard which required improved underride protection on all
new vehicles. The first dockat to create the new guard was debated
via the public comment mechanism and an amended proposal was
published in August, 1970,

After further public comment, NHTSA terminated the proposed
rulemaking because:

*... the Administration has concluded that, at the
present time, the safety benefits achievable in terms of

2
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lives and injuries saved would nol be commansurate with
the cost of implementing the proposed requirements.”
(see Attachment D)

In August of 1977, acting on a petition from the Insurance
Institute for Highway Safety (IIHS), the Bureau of Motor Carrier
Safety of FHNA (now the office of Motor Carriers, (OMC)) and NHTSA
jointly initiated a program to aexplere underride guard
improvements. The focus of the NHTSA/OMC research was on the guard
that provided the best overall protection for the vehicle
occupants, not the one which necessarily best stopped underride
itself.

Designing the cptimum raar underride proteciion is far from a
sinple matter. There are tradeoffs Dbetween guar: strength,
underride penetration, and the forces of the accident vransmitted
to car occcupants that were never systematically anslyzed wntil this
investigation. To conduct this work, NHTSA/OMC used an underride
crash and risk analysis model, (UCAN).

This work proved that it is best to have a vielaiag guard; one
which deforms when struck, ratber than one which is construsted to
standards that render it virtually unyislding ané impenetralle.

The thecry behind a collapsible underride guard is falrly
simple. During a rear end crash, energy from the striking vehicle
is expsnded en the collapse and deformation of the underride guard
rather than on the deformation of the striking vehicle. Whereas an
unyielding barrier will prevent underride but cause death., It was
found that systems with some ngive® will help save lives.

#hen all was said and done, NHTSA used the output of these

51-937 0 - 92 - ¢
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studies, conditioned by & European Economic Community (EEC)
pircctive and Swedish regulations to publish the 1981 notice of
propaosed rulemaking, This is the proposed standard that ATA
accopted in 1986, in a letter to the TFederal Highway
Administration. (Attachment C)

ATA supported NHETSA‘s approach to establish a strangth
performance factor for the guard to specify its structural
spacifications and psrformance upon impacts from striking vehicles,
and more stringent dimensional requirements. Howaver, we did not
believe that a guard alone would have much effect on the underride
problem as, using the most ¢ptimistic data available on mmber of
1ivas saved, the 1981 proposal afforded no greater banefit thap the
one NHTSA terminated in 1971, Because of that, we also felt that
some effort should be focused on preventing the cause of rear
underride accidents in the first place rather than only trying to
mitigate what is essentially a fatal encounter above 35 mph.’

Therefore, ATA concluded that enhanced underride protection
alone would not afford s completely satisfactory countsrmeasure.
(Subsequently the industry and DOT have conducted substantial
research in tha area of conspicuity; making trucks more visible to
motorists from the rear and sides.)

In terns of the cost of implementing rear underride ptotecticn
in sccordance with NHTSA‘s 1981 docket, we estimated an annual cost

of $250,000,000 for full compliance with the then-proposed NHTSA

! Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards are directed at
making barriar collision accidents survivable at speeds
of 28 mph cor less.
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rule. NHTSA had estimated that the proposed rule terminated for
not being cost beneficial in 1971 would cost $500,000,000 annually.
(sse Attachment E)

Recent underride activities include statemants by NHTSA that
the agency will soon publish proposed rulemaking involving both
conspicuity and underride. Also, a further study of rear underride
is called for in ths Jjust passed Surface Transportation
Reauthorization Act which has been sent to the President for

signaturs into law.
Potentia) Alternative Technologies

Nention has been made from time to time of using a “shock®
(energy) absorbing guard which is reported to ba in service on soms
European vshicles as a potential optien to help ilmprove rear
underride protection. Instead of collapsing, such guards use
springs or aimilar technology to absorb the energy of impact. The
1981 NHTSA proposal incorporated aspects of the EEC and Swedish
rules which govern this area and in fact, NHTSA concluded that the
moderate strength guard proposed was “reasonably comparable to the
energy absorbing guard.* It is important to note that this
comparability was achieved without the additional welight,
inspection and maintenance problems, and posaibility of malfunction
associated with this alternative shock (energy) absorking guard.

After the industry commented on NHTSA‘s 1981 Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking for underxride, it began tha traditional process

23¢




of awaiting the publicatian of a final rule. As it bacsme apparent
that a final rule was not forthcoming, and upon being asked for ite
poasition by the Fedsral Highwvay Administrator, in June 1986 ATA
want on record with FHWA supporting ravisions to the federal
underride standards, stating in a letter to FF./A that we would
aceapt propéoaln for both 1lowering the guard (to 22%) and
specifying asppropriate strength requiremants. (Attachment C)

turing those years and evan now, the industry is adopting
underride protection similar to NHTSA’s 1981 proposal, and it is
doing so without a new requlation.

Indus*xy Initiatives

As a8 resavlt of the industry’s concern for safety and rear
underride prevention, ATA has baeb an cdvocate of POT activity in
the ares of makinry vehicles more easily seen; otherwise known as
conspicuity. Through tha ATA Foundation‘s Trucking Research
Instituta, we have initiated research in conjunction with industry
insurers and our mexbers, we have been active participants {n
reflective material standards setting committees at the Soclaty of
Automotive Engineers, and are supporting conspicuity evaluations
with DOT.

Conspicuity is of particular significance. There are numsrous
reports of underride incidents vhich have cccurred at car speeds
above S0 mph with no evidence of skid marks at the accident scene,
particularly st night or in certain weather conditions. This is an
indjcation that because of alcohol or drug intoxication, fatigue,

<1u
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or inattention for some other reason, the passanger car driver
either did not see or selectsd to run into (suicide) the truck
vhich was about to be struck. 1In these instances, it is likely
that no amount of underride protection would improve survivability
of the crash, but in certain cases. some conspicuity enhancement
might help complstely avoid the incident.

Because approximately two-thixds of all rear underride
accidents occur at night, the American Trucking Associations
Foundation’s Trucking Research Institute is currently conducting
research to evaluate the effectiveness of various conspicuity
trsatrents on the incidence of side and rear underride on truck
trailers. This evalustion includes different reflective materials
and patterns on the rear and side of trailers under diffaerent
operational conditions.

Preliminary results from this study suggest that sonme
conspicuity enhancements have positive effects on reducing the
incidence of accidents related to striking trailers along the sides
of roads under certain time and weather conditions. 0Of the 12
fleete and several thousand trailers which have been treated with
reflsctive materials thus far in the study, from the period 1987 to
1989, a reported 0.12 "T-bone" conspicuity-related accidents (an
accident in which a vehicle strikes the side of a trailer) per
million vehicle niles traveled was ‘bserved. Similar data is not
yot available on the effectiveness of conspicuity treatments on the
incidence of rear underride. It is important to note that these
specific data and conclusions for side underride are not

211




necassarily transferrable to rear underride, although it is
possible that the sams trends nay be observed.

Based on projected dats for 1991, there are an expected 1.8
*T=bone" accidents per million miles for the study fleet. To date
howaver, thers have been pg conspicuity related accidents resported
thus far in the study sample using conspicuity treataments. work
continues on defining the optimum reflective materials.
applications and use. We believe that this work in conspicuity
will provide useful information and a batter understanding of the
causses and potential preventiva neasures of seme underride
accidents.

In azdition, the industry has initiated it’s own standard and
raconmanded practice for rear underride dimensions. The
Maintenance council (TMC)} of ATA published a recommended practice
(RP) in 1988 which established & 22" height for the rear bumpers of
general freaight equipment (Attacheent A). This practice does not
have strangth requirements, but is dimensionally similar to the
1981 NHETSA undexride propesal. This rescommended practice has
sarved notice on the manufacturers of trucking equipzent that a 22%
height is thg standard.

This RP was developed as part of a move in the shipper
community to the use of devices known as dock locks. These davices
“grab® the rear of underride guards and securely hold trailers to
prevent any inadvertent movement and the posaibility that the
trailer might pull away from the dock while being loaded or
unlocaded. Obviocusly movexent away from the dock opens a gap which
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pecple can fall through. Dock locks help assure compliance with
standards of the Occupational Safety and Health Adminjistration
(OSHA), to prevent such cpanings and, thereby, promote safaty
during the losding and unloading of trailers by either forklifts or
hand cartying freight.

To work on all equipment, the dock lock must be designed to
git within a univarsally accepted latching envelope. The industry
sponsored TMC RP defines that envelope. While many dimensions
could have bean used in establishing that target, the conditions
and restraints eet DY the 1983 NETSA proposal were nead out of &
concern for reducing underride.

QONCLUSIONS

The trucking industry has been a strong supporter, advocate
and leader of many safety initistives involving vehicles, equipnent
and drivers. The 7.8 million men and wvomen employed by the
trucking industry are committed te highway safety.

Ne have supported sfforts tc improve current rear underride
protection as noted in the previous comments. Because of the
industry’s work in preomoting the Recommanded Practice of The
Naintenance Councii of ATA, we believa taere is & general trend
towvard implemsntation of the 1981 NNTSA propesal, and we believe
that many motor carriers in the industry are purchasing trailers
puilt with gquards that reflect the requirements in the 1981

proposal.
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sn canclusicn, we believe that work on assuring that drivers
can ses trucks (conspicuity) is a very important part of underride
control as & praventive measure; and, wva ars conducting research in
that area. Further effoxrts to research rear underride protection
itself are included in the recently passed Surface Transportation
Reauthorization Act now awaiting the President’s signature inte
law.

ATA and the trucking industry ars committed to highway safety
and appreciate the opportunity to provide this statemsnt for the
Select Committee, and would be pleased to respond to any further
inguiries or questions.

/attachments

ro

44




Dl Y R R X

241

ATTACHMENT A
m«ommended Practice
RP 707 VMRS 78-008

ICC BUMPER DIMENSIONS

memn score

The following Recommended Practice i sublect 0 Foraltrallers required (0 operale wih ICC bumpers
mm:mmammu tUseregre in savvice whers (he uss of dOck loCking devicas
wped o read the Digctaimer betore congkiering  anticipated.
munmammm NOTE

Oimensions shown 0N foSowmng drawng

PURPQSE
Ttus Recommendad Practice was preparad 10 stan
darcze 1CC Bumper Dimensions

[ I

el L

(1)
DU T

m Shaded stea ta be ctear of edatrwctions

RP 707-1 issued 188
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ATTACHMENT B
ANNUAL FATALITIES
All Causes, 1982 1,975,797
All Accidents, 1982 94,082
Motor Vehicles, 1982 43,721
Suicide, 1982 28,242
Homicide, 1982 22073
Home Living, 1982 21,000
Falls, 1982 12,077
Orowning, 1982 6,427
Fires, Burns, 1982 5,210
Paisoning, 1982 3,474
Swimming, 1982 2,522
Construction, 1982 2,100
General Aviation, 1982 1,183
Bicycling, 1982 854
Mining, 1982 600
Hunting, 1580 290
Lightning, 1982 100
Flying Scheduled Domestic Airline, annual avg. for 1980-1982 78 A
Scuba Diving, 1882 68
Travelling in School Bus, 1982 65
Operating Forkfift, annual avg. for 1980-1986 47
(S'J«‘}fggigg m(y.;ump and Flight), 1982 ‘g)
Skiing, annual avg. for 1978/79-1980/81 37
Football Games (High School and Coflege), 1982 7

Note: Fatsiias for forktift opesaiors Based on diats from Cafitoents Division of Lador StaSistics and Research (Cal DLSRY
Supplarmentary Data System (SDS).

FATRLT
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ANNUAL FATALITIES FOR SOME COMMON PRODUCTS

Beds 684
Ovens and Ranges 282
Gasoline 278
Windows and Window Glass 238
Chalrs 193
Bedding 158
Hot Water 1268
Plastic Bags 117
Pipes (exciuding smoking pipes) 114
Sofas/Couches 92
Garden Tractors 78
Tollets s6
Operating Forkiift 47
Lawn Mowers, Power and Unspecified 43
Refrigerators /Freezers as
Drills, Power and Not Specified 34
Hairdryers 29
Balloons (loy} 2
Swings and Swing Sets 22
Telephones 8
Steeping Bags 2

. AR estimates ase for 1562, pxcapt for farkkfts which are 2n ennull Sveage Ky 15901980

. Fatakities for forkkik Opetators based en dets kom Catfonia Dixeion of Labor Statiatics ancdt fizwacch (Cat BLSRY
Supplementary Data System (SDS).

» Aiguren rounded after cafoutation,

COMMONPN
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{”’} National
Transportation

Q'@';’ Safety Board

Safety Information Washington,0 C. 20594

\

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: WEDNESDAY, JUNE 24, 1581

SBVEN PERCENT OF HIGHWAY FATALITIES 81-47/2815B
INVOLVE CRASHES INTO ROADSIDE TREES

More than 7 percent of the nation's motor vehicle fatalities involve Impact with
roadside trees, and the number of fatal accidents Is increasing, the Netional Transportation
Safety Board reported today.

Its review of accident data showed that the six New Englend states were ameng

the seven states with the highest porcentages of fatal crashes into trees as compared
to total fatal motor vehicle accidents.

The Safety Board also found that fatal creshes into trees CAR occur at mpact

speeds as low a3 15 mph when occupants are unrestrained. The aversge speed at which
unrestrained occupants were killed was just over 31 mph,

The Board's review included dats from its own investigation of 19 accldents (1
aen a5 data obtained from several states and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
o,

The typical aceident jnvolved & car leaving th' coad at & curve ¢ the night
on a reeal, undivided, two-fane asphalt road, the . .rd sald. M pecomm that the
Federal Highway Administration develop demonstration profects which evaluate Improved
e of signs, pevement markings and reflectorized delineators that show rosdway direction -~
particularly at eurves on county rosds. The Board said this could “the potential
of reducing the number and sevarity of scoidents with trees.”

The Board also the National Lesgue of Citles, the Nattonel Association of
Towns and Township cials, and the Natioaal Associetion of Counties to "¢
he development of lacal programs® to reduce the number of gocidents involving motorists
striking roadside trees.

Last year there were slightly more than 64,000 motor vehicle fatalities, excluding

?ncdmﬂml. Inat year, the Boprd ssid, some 38,280 people are killed in 2,800 eceidents
which thelr vehicle atrikes a tree.

Single copies of the Safety Board's printed report, "Motor Vehicle Colllslons With
Trees Along Highways, Roads, and Strects: An Assessment, may be obtained without
charge by writing to the Publications Branch, National Transportation Safety Board,
Washington, D.C. 2059¢€. Multipls coples may be purchased by mail from the National
Techajcal Information Service, D.S. Department of Commeree, Speingfield, virginie
21161,

~=0dg==
Contact: Brad Dunbep
(202) 2832-5605

N
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NTSB Urges Action to Make
Trains More Visible at Night

The National Transportation Ssfety [research by the Federat Railroad Ad
Board Nas asked for tdn- [minisiration showing that addin.
dustry rescarch and initial feders! reg- [reflective markings to the sides ©
ulstory action to make US. nilrosd |rallroed cam and couh
cars and locomotives more visible to {
matosists Bt night st call-highway tis mighttime accidents fn which veh

crossings. cles sirike irains a1 grade crossings
The board s2id more visible sl {The FRA his Yer 10 act on i Bnd
foad equipmens could ssve & third of

the lives row tost in nighttime grade board ssid accideat siatistic
accidents in which & motor |show therd are seven times 83 man
vehicle sirikes 8 train. The boand cited [ highway vehicles hitling trains v
g;ce crossings 8 night 53 in daylight
iy 20% of these accidonis involve:
inciement weather, and oaly 7Y
were cases in which the weathe
would Nave affected reBector effec
tiveness, Accident data slso show the
various warning systems were in plac
st more than of al} the crossing
where the accidenis occurred.
Grade separstion, *'the ideal solv
tipn™ to the grade crossing scsider
problem, is 100 expensive 10 be feas:
be on & Iarge-scalke, the safety doat
said. Flashing lights and gates sre 31
ather sotution dut, sccording to 1h
.| board, are “expensive snd not {ull
effective.’” Most crossings has
nelther lights noe gates.
The cited unpublished re

shows that reflectorization is 8 cos
beneficial solution. The board s
reflectors oo trains would save 48
fives at an cAlmsted cast of 358 me
Kon ovsr 10 years, compared with th
ent of Transpostation’s cst
mate of 276 Gressaved st acost of §
tiiion fos active crossing signals an
for signs and pavement markings.
The safety board recommende
that the FRA begin rutemaking smit
in six months sceling “"the improve
ment of nightiime irain cat and tos:
motive visbility ©1 grade crossings
emphasizing the deneflts of reflectis
devices or matesials on the sides
irainy cars and focomotives.
It siso recommended that the FR
e with the Federal Highw.
Administeastion, the Nstional Con
mitiee oo Uniform Traffie Contr
Devices, and the Association -
Amesican Raflroads in research on:
ria for use of such devires of mat.
rials in either mandatorsy of solunts

coples of the NTSB's print.
report, *Safety Efectiveness Evalu
tioa ~ The Emprovement of Nigh
timg C. of Raitrosd Trains.
may be without charge }
writing to the Publications Branc:
Nationa) Transporiation Safe
Board, Washington, D.C. 2089
Multiple coples may be purchss
from the Nasioasl Technical Infeem
tion Sorvics, US. Depanment
Commerce, Springfieid, Va 22161

i~
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ATTACHMENT ¢

AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC.

Trtkas J Dovomne 2200 Mps R
PEsagn a® ALcnan, Visosa 229
Coaw BamesYve Orrcen e 6301000 ¢

June 20, 1986

Nr. Fay A. Barnhars
Federal Righway Administration
U.8. Department of Transportation
400 Seventh Street, §.%., Room ¢218
"..h*ﬂgton., p.C. 305'9

Dear Ray:

1 underscand, from Lana patte, that you
discuneed at the Nationsl Motor Carrier Advieory
Committes possibly revising the requirsment for
rear end protection, Section 393.86 of the
federsl Motor Carrier Sefety Regulations. ATA
has xens heid that en effective and practicel
£e2F #n3 guard coulé be schieved by 8dding an
;‘:gf:g!‘ltl strength requiremsnt tO FNCER Section

However, ATA has alsc held that any changes
must bs cost-effective. So far, no ptopesal
hes net that criteris. For example, in the
January B, 1882, it vap noted
that DOT has detersined the tulensking wes
teminated efter *...the sgency Concluded that
the safety benefits achievable with the
persicilar eype of underride guard then
cen:tnshnd woulé not De commensurste with the
cce: of implenenting the stendard.*

in-apcsl of 981y § uw“'mum""”':
; t has become - .
automebile Mtcl;é has Deen reduced. Nence, th
30 llxu:’llu':l.\_. ':gir::unr__ pe 1€1e8 ‘%“ the e
ulstion £o exce
::gpon ropelsh tar’hth le'ioriﬁ' e h!ghc of
€3¢ guerd and specifying » riate etrength
TeGuirenents. - A 1oaded tratler ulgbe of 22
fnches is ‘scnathing which carciers have

r
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Nr. Ray A. Dernhart
June 20. 1986
Page Twe

deternined will prove sdequats to clder Righ
ebstzuctions at grade transitions and for lp::{ll
sctisities 1ike piggydack ggcrselonn. tavers
strength 18 unNecCeasasy. ¢ strength )
seguirenents must ronise between the Quards’
rigidity and flexibility. Too rigtd a guard
would prevent undesride Dut create & *brick vasll*
which would kill impacting motorists. Exncessive
flexibility wil) result in a guard that allovs
sevese underride. Deflectione in the range of 1t
tnches appsar adequate.

3ne aspect of the current Section 392.06
which ATA would like retained is the govision
that compliance is met if the pody, chassis, or
other parts of the vehicle (&neluding tires)
afford the reer end protection contemplated by
section 3%3.86.

ATA has perticipated in each DOT rulemsking
dozket concerning underride. I have & great
intezast in this topic and & wide knevledge about
it. ‘!;caoo call {f I cen be of help as you study
the issue.

Sincer

as J. Donohue

/ne
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ATTACHMENT D

Wt e e
(49 CFR Port 571 1
[Dosket Na. 1~11; Natice 6}

REAR UNDEQRIDE PROTECTION

Noticas ‘proposiog— s molof vihicle
m’mfnmmgnm
" were pubiished October 14, 1967 (33 FR,
14278), March 15, 1969 (34 PR. 3383,

Motor Vehicie Progrems:.
[FR Doc.71-863 Filed #-17-11;8:03 s}

FEDERAL REGISTER, vOUL 36, NO. t18—FRIDAY, SUNE I8, Y07%
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ATTACHMENT E

BEFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NATIONAL BIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

DOCKET NO. 1-117 ROTICE 8
FEDERAL MOTOR VEHICLE SAPETY STANDARDSy
REAR UNDERRIDE PROTECTION

43 C.F.R. PART 571

COMMENTS OF AMERICAN
TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, Inc.

Nelson J. Cooney

Ganeral Counsel
Alan J. Thiemann

Attorney

Larry N. Stravhorn
Director

Victor A. Suski
Automotive Engineer
Engineecing pepartment

1616 P Street. N.f.
Hashington, D.C. 20036

Date: April 8, 1981




BEFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

—

HATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

DOCKET NO. 1~11; NOTICE 8
FEDERAL MOTOR VEMICLE SAFETY STANDARDS;
REAR UNDERRIDE PROTCTION

4% C.F.R. PART 571

COMMENTS OF AMERICAN
TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, Inc.

Comes now American Trucking Assocfations, Inc. (ATA), and
files these coaments in response to the notice ot. proposed
rulemaking published in the Federasl Register on January 8, 1981
(46 Fed. Reg. 2136). NHTSA has invitea public comment on the
Proposed performance standarad for underride protective devices on
ost trucks and trailers having a gross vehicle weight rating
greatsr than 10,000 pounds. Comments are due April 8, .1981.

ATA is the national organizstion of the trucking
industry, representing al} typPes of motor carriers of pProperty,
both for-hire and private, on .whose behalf it custonarfly appesrs
in proceedings before the ‘Pepartmont of Transportation, the
Interstate Commerce Comnisafion and the courts. it is a nen-stock,
ron~profit corporation organfzed and existing inder the laws of
the Pistrict of Columbia, with offices at 1616 P Street, Northwest,
Washington, n.cC. 20036.

>
!
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As the national representative of the trucking industry.
ATA is interested in safety standacds and regulations which will
affect the quaiity and performance of equipment utilized by motor
carciers. ATA has participated in numerous proceedings before
NRTSA involving the formulation snd promulgation of motor vehicle
safety standards applicable to motor carrier equipment, including
carlier efforts in Docket No. l-11. Consequently, we urge that
the attached comments of our Engineering Department be given

considerable weiy - in finalizing action in this proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,
AMERICAR TRUCKING ~SSOCIATIONS, INC,

Relson J. Cooney
General Counsel .

Alan J. Thiemann
Attorney

Attachment
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Comnents of the ATA Engineering Dessartaent

In earlier filings to Docket 1~11, filed in November,
1977 and October, 1970, ATA stated that FMCSR 393.86 provided a
starting point from which an acceptable regulation providing
improved underride protection could be developed. ATA's positfon
since 1970 has been that an effective and practical guard system
could be developed by amending 393.86 to .inclnde a strength factor
with moce stringent dimensional requirements., Except for some
requirenments to limit deflection of the guard (discussed herein),
no evidence has been presented to warrant any change i{n our
position. - We are gratified to find that, from an engineering
standpoint, the propesals in this docket are essentially consistent
with ouxr long-held@ view. Inssmuch as the proposed FMVSS would
apply only to new cquipment, we could support {t, were it not far
several unresclved shortcomings of an economic natere.

ATA volced several reservations in itg 1977 filing that
went beyond the mere ferformance aspects of an underride guard:

1) accident data on car into truck resr end
occurrences were inadequate to support rulemaking;

2) guards would be {neffective in impacts above
35S mphs

k) ingufficfent sttention was being given to the
strength and shock absorbing gualities of
passenger car structures.

bespite diligent and professional resea'rch conducted by

NHTSA, no dasta has been developed to eliminate these reservations.

o
1
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Indced. other concerns muat be rafsed (a addition to the previous

ones
4) Dbenefits will not be commonsurate with costs
(the same expenditures would provide greater
aafety benefits if applied to other areas}); and

5) industrcy will bear the brunt of a future
conspicuity enhanccement rule in addition te
rear underride protection, further Incteasing
costs over benefits. ‘

We will attempt to discuss these new problems fa the following
two sections and respond to specific questions asked in the

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.

X. CURRENT UNDERRIDE ACCIDB!“.‘ DATA DEHMONSTRATE
eI o o sbuREE” ST M ot

In attempting to determine approxicately how many
fatalities occur from underride, we have used the dsta froo
Partyk.l, which {nSicates that 29 occupants of cars were killed
in roar-end collisions with heavy trucks in 1978. These fatalities
cccurred in 25 collisfons in which the striking auto underrode
the truck to an exCessive degree, compared to 288 fatalities
resulting from impact forces, not underride. A number of these
fatalities from underride are suspect because FARS dces not
explicitly code underride occurrences.? However, Partyka estimated
the number of lives saved from the adoption of {mproved underride
guards to be 29 to 58, using a factor of 2 to account for alleged
BMCS underreporting. As a résult of this statistical manipulation,

1 pPartyks., Susan, "An Ana;xsla of Available pata for Car_to
Heavy Truck Accidents and the Underride Problem,® Rational Center
for Statistics Analysis Research and Davelopment, National Righway
Traffic Safoty Adsinistratfon, June 1979.

2 ~4SRI Res:-arch Review-~Collisions of Cars with Tractor—-
Semfitraflerz,” Michael 8. Kubacki, Nov.-Dec. 1979, Vol. 10 wxo. V.




254

the anticipated saving of 60 lives per year stated in the NPRM
could actually be as low as 29, 1In mp-rhon; during isn there
were 1,263 fatalities resulting from cars striking other cars fron
the rear.d

As noted in the NPRM, in 1971, NETSA terainated its
rulenaking efforts when it was estimated that it would cost
$500,000,000 to save 50-100 lives. Comparing 1971 to 1984 (th.o
first full year of implesenting of the proposed rule), ATA submits
that the costs of the proposal are as dhproportipmto today as
they were in 1971. Our 1984 cost calculation {s attached as
Attachnent I.

1971 1984
LIVES SAVED ' 50-100 29-58
ANNUAL COST $500,000,000 $250,000,000

Although ATA notes that the NPRM makes ro deaignation
of this standard under the Regulatory riexibility Act, the
Department of Tranportation’s semi-annval summary of regulstions
shows this proceeding as ®nonsignificant.® 46 Fed. Reg. 20036
(Aprid 2, 1981). Op the basis of our calculation of fixst-vear
costs of §250,000,000, ATA submits that this rulemaking is a
major regulatory actfon for p.urposec of the Regulatory Plexibility
Act and E.0. 12291, 46 Fed. Reg. 13193 (Februoaxy 19, 1981). We
hereby formally take issue with the prior determinstion and
request NHATSA to change ft designation fn accordance with cur

calculstion. Further, we must request that NBTSA make available

3 Dpockee 81-02, Center Righ Mounted Stoplam,s for Passenger
Cars.
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within a reasonable time a full and complete regulatory impact
analysis and otherwise comply fully with E.O. 1229},

IT. OTHER ACCIDENT COUNTERMEASURES WOULD HAVE MORE

BENEFICIAL EFFECTS THAN THE UNDERRIDE PROPOSAZL

If conspicuity enhancement measures are ultimately added
to the trucks/trailers, the cost for underride protectién/prevention
would approach $320,000,000 for the first year.$ ATA submits
that an investment of this magnitude would be better employed in
more productive safety areas. For example, aver half the drivers
colliding with truck/trafiler rear ends wore under the influence
of alcohol or drugs or were asleep.d The l.cge costs we estimate
would eventually become costs to society through increased
frelght rates, would, if applied to enforcemeont activities geared
at removing impaired drivers from the highway, save thousards of
1fves. The 53 mph speed limit has saved 40,000 to 50,000 lives
since 1974 without motor vehicle awners having to purchase any
hardeare at all. NHTSA {s far more aware than we are of the very
substantial impact which a quarter of a billion dollar investment
could have on traffic safety, if spent in these more productive areas.

We strongly urge that the Administration seek to eliminate
car inta truck rear end collisions, rather than attempt to
amelicrate the effects of the collision once it happens. bnderride

gquards have been shown by all research conducted, to bes ineffective

4 onis figure is arrived at b{ adding $200 per vehicle cost of
conspicuity enhancement (reported in Notfice of Proposed Rulemaking)

for 356,700 trucks/trailers to the estimated $250,000,0008 annual
cast of the underride guard.

$  *fruck Conspicuity Evsluation.” Yellow Freight Systems, Inc.,
Oct. 1, 19840.

OO
-l

O

FRIC o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



256

above 35 mph. Thus, DOT'S own studies support the view that
efforts should be directed to accident prevention.6. 7 ‘

NHTSA is currently conducting = conspicuity study which
should define drivers’ needs for visual cucs and the effectiveness
of various approaches to make trucks and truck trallers more
conspicuous. Since this study appears to be well designed, the
data obtained should be of assistance in determining the value,
{n terms of lives saved, of enhanced truck and truck trailer
conspicuity. Therefore, ATA suggests that final consideration of
underride protection be deferred until results of the conspicuity
study are known and the cost effectiveness of that approach can
be determined.

Undeccride protection is a extremely difficult problem to s
satisfactorily. Although excessive underride may be fatal, so
ray impact with a device that inhibits underride, which results
in an impact similar to crashing into a "brick wall.” NETSA
itself focuses in the NPRM on that range between no and total
underrids when such intrusion that does occur enhances the
Xikelihood of survival. Thiz is a chancy business at best.

One reason the problem is so intractable is that ail
the attention has focused on doing senething to the truck and/or
trafler. The automobile has been totally neg!ectéa. The problem
would not be so unmanageable, in engineering terms at any rate,

it some attention were directed toward modifying auto front ends

6" partyka, Susan, supra n. 1.

7 Buth, Eugene and Hirsch, T.J., et al., "Perforsance Upyrading
of Commercial Vehicle Rear Underride Buards,* Texas A & M Research
Foundation, Texas Transportation Institute, Texas A ¢ M University,
Sept. 1980.
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to incorporate bumpers high cnough to engage existing underride
guards and increased enexgy absorbing structures. 'l‘her:.e is the
possibility here for even more safety payoff when cars strike
things other than the resr of trucks. While we are nol suggesting
that all emphasis be placed upon design of the striking vehfcle,
it must not be completely overlooked:

We respectfully suggest that NHTSA seek ocut the root
causes of traffic fatalitfes. It will find these in the behavier
of the drivers. In one study 34.68% of those colliding with the
rear of a trafler had be;en drinking.8 1n analycing nine months
of operation {n 1980, Yellow Freight Systens deternmined that
where the rear of their trailers were struck, 27% of the offending
drivers had been drinking, 0% were under the influence of drugs,
and 1608 had been aslcep st the wheel.? '

The NHTSA approach of attempting to *{aiot proof® the
doafgn and operation of equipmsnt to compensate for irresponsible
drivers has met with increasing diminfshing safety returns. The
fatali., rate in tratfic sccidents increased 318 in 1979 over 1978
and trafl - dgaths were expected to increase 158 in 1980 over 1979.10

11Z. °BSPONSE TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
AT+ o lers the following responses to the specific
Questions in tae NPN':
1. Ringed guords (i t* 7 energy absorbing guard) would

appear "o be uneconomical because of a very high Inftial

8 Supra, n. 2.

® Suprs, n. S.
10 Patal Accident Reporting System Fifth Ronual Repart.
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cost, maintenance butden (ceplenishment of fluids or
replacesent of crushable members, if dsmaged by impact
vith fixed objocts or if impacted by vehtein rear
ending the truck ow trailer), and replacement cost it
damaged beyond repair. Operatfonally, questions
regarding jamming by ice or debris, or Ereczing of the
mechanical elesents of a hinged absorber must also be
addrassed in evaluating hinged guards.

Many city pick-up and delivery trucks. and some 40-45
foot vans have hydraulic tailgates. The majority are
held by arms which straddle the existing underride
guard. Requiring & guard to extend across the rear of
the trailer, as proposed in the NPRM, will necessitate
redesign of such equipment. A few tailgstes are attached
st the extreme sides of the truck allowing an underride
gusrd to extend ACross its rear.

Generally, ATA §s not conversant with the detail problems
smell manufacturers face. We would note, however, that
the economies of scale and the need for expensive
engineerifg tise to be amortized over fever unfts will
result in guards produced by small unqtaciurem casting
the trucking industry considerably more than thoae
produced by the lstger manufacturers. These costs may
put many small asnufacturers in a non-cospetitive
position. The trucking industry does not wish to see
these companies placed in a aifficalt situation.

ATA has no ability to comment regarding lead time.

2t



IV. COonNCLUSION

ATA strongly recommends further study of the effectiveness
of increased conspicuity before fina}l xrulemaking on undercide.
We have recommended gpecification of strength and deflection
requirements {n BMCS regulation 393.86 if a cost beneficial need
is shown for such changes. while we conclude that this proposal
will essentially do that, we do not support it because:

1}  the data on which the proposed rule is based
have not been validated;

2}  even using NRTSA's figure of lives saved, the
benefits of the proposed rule are not commensurate
with the costs to society;

3) alternative safety uses for sor ety*s fnvestment
in underride guards need to be e lored to
deternine where the greeter benefit will
accrue; and

4) a more productive approach would attempt to
prevent rear-end collisions rather than try to
mitigate the effects of the impact.

Resmtfully. submitted,

Engineering Departsant

Larry W. Strawhorn
Pirector

Victor A, suski
Automotive gngineer
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Cost Impact on Trucking Industry

In order to estimate the cost impact, we must first
have a reasonable estimate of the weight of an improved underride
guard. Review of several reports indicates that the NHTSA estimate
af 100 pounds is reasonable, although some devices could weigh as
much as 200 pounds. Next, an estimate of the number of trucks
and trailers affected by the rule is necessary. We accept the
assertion of Taylor and tudkell that there will be 178,700 trucks
affected in 1984 (the first full year 6£ operation under the
proposed rule) and TTMA's estimate that 178,000 trailers will be
shipped that year.12 This gives us a total of 356,700 vehicles
affected. The final nead for this analysis is an estimate of the
snit cost of the guards in 1984. Using 1980 prices such estimates
range from the $85 in the NPRM to $200 using $2 per pound of
steel, while annual operating costs are taken as §5 per pound of
added weight.l3 Determination of improved guard costs and weight

are shovn as followa:s

11 Ta¥1or. Theodore, Jr. and Ludke, Norman F., "Design and Cost
Analysis of Truck/Trailer Rear Underride Guards,® Corporate Tech.
Planning, Inc., March 198e.

12 r"outlook fur Trailer Demand 1979-1984,° Truck Trafler
Manufacturers' Association, August 6, 1379. -

13  guth, Eugene, et al., "Perfornance Upgrading of Commercial
vohicle Rear Underride Guards,®™ Texas Transportation Institute,
September 13980, .
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Impraved Currentlé Increment Over
Characteristic cuard Guard Existing Guard
Cost. 1980 $100-200 $ 23.00 §127.00
weight, lbs. 100 41.5 58.5
Operating Costs $500/yr. $207.59 $392.50

Using 108 per year inflatfon g!ves.a 1984 unit cost of
$185.90 and $428.24 operating cost.

The total cost to the industry iz made up of:

1. initial cost and interest (over existing guard);

2. Increased fuel consumption due to added weight:

3. Loss of revenue due to cargo dlsplaced by weight;

4. Increased operating costs. )
For 1: Initial cost to equip trucks = 178,700 x $186 = §$33,238,200

Initial cost to equip trailers » 178,000 x $186 = _ 33,108,000

Total . 66,346,200
Plus Interest @ 15%/yr. for first yr. 9,951,930
TOTAL INITIAL COST $76,298,130

For 2: Increased fuel consumption, based on Murphy,}5 and fuel
oF 2: I3 e46/ga1. 18 Lo PRy

gp® = _00000093 x GCW = .00000093 x 52.5
= ,000053 gpm x $2.446/gal.

14 -~pjternate Approaches for Truck Underride Guard Protection,®
pioneer Engineering & Manufacturing Company, Corporate Tech.
Planning, Inc., October 1980

33  Murphy, R.W., "Ioprovement in Fuel Economy and Productfivity
Through Use of Lightweight Components. in Reavy Duty Bighway
Trucks,® Proceedings of the First International Auto. Fuel Fconomy
Rescarch Con.. Washington. D.C., 10/31-11/2, 1979.

16 Regina T. Selva and Roger W. Kolins, “The Impact of Gross

vehicle Welights Line Haul Trucking Costs: 1981 and 1985," Issues
in Truck Sizes, Weights, Technical Report TSW-81~3, ATA, Inc., 1981,
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= .000129 x 120,000 miles/yr. per truck/trailer
= §15.48 per truck/traller per year
15.48 x 356,700 vehicles = §5,521,71¢

for 3: Loss of rcovenue is also based on Murphy.

ss-cmxnx'r/mox:.xe-mx-m p)

JCL YT}
PL
tWhere:

§8 = dollars saved per vehicle
CPR® = cost to operate vehicle, §/mile =

1.068 fn 1980 + 30% inflation = 1,33817
N = Annual Mileage -
T T Tayier s Ludker 68, “ac 64 to e conceriirivey:
L = Useful Life- = 5 years (.eomervattve}
ROI = Return on Inveatment = 20% after Murphy.
IR =« Interest Rate = 100
4 - Weigh§ saved, lbs. = 58.51 1Ib.
PL = Paylbad (50,000 1b., Murphy: 47,500 Taylor & Ludke

{use 50,000 to be conservative)
$8 = 1,388 x 120,000 x .06 x S x (1-.20-.10) 58.5 = 40.93
40.93 x 356,700 vehicles . 14,599,732}

For 4: Operating costs (accounts for maintenance, repairs to
guard and/or frame, replacement of guards damaged beyond
repair}.

356,700 x 425.00 " = §156,3512,600
TOTAL firat year cost = $292,939,177
17 Ibid.
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