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Summary of 
Recommendations 

The deliberations and conclusions of the six work- 	If the Department of Transportation is reorganized, 
shops of the Conference on the Future of the Na- 	highway and traffic safety should be administered by 
tional Highway Safety Program are detailed in the 	a single agency. 
final section of this report. The following summa- 
ries abstract the major elements of these recommen- 	STATE-LOCAL RELATIONSHIPS 
dations. 

HIGHWAY SAFETY STANDARDS 
AND THEIR USE 

The present 18 highway safety standards should be 
replaced by two types of requirements for state pro-
gram approval. The first set of requirements would 
deal with features in which national uniformity is 
considered essential: rules of the road; driver li-
censing; registration and titling; traffic control de-
vices; highway design, construction, and maintenance; 
and traffic records systems. The second condition for 
federal funding of state safety programs would re-
quire approval of the procedures used by a state to 
plan and evaluate its program efforts. Program ele-
ments, such as driver education, school bus safety, 
and traffic law enforcement, would not be subject 
to federal approval and would be considered accept-
able as long as the process by which the elements 
were selected had been approved in advance. 

FEDERAL-STATE PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

State governors should be responsible for the admin-
istration and performance of state highway safety 
programs. States should be encouraged to concen-
trate program planning and administration within a 
single highway safety agency, which would be held 
to certain minimum standards of competency in 
planning and administration; this agency would also 
coordinate state-supported highway safety activities. 

On the federal level, the National Highway Safety 
Program should be administered as a single program. 

The federal government should continue to rely on 
the states to aid the highway safety efforts of local 
jurisdictions and to require that a minimum of 40 
percent of a state's highway safety grant funded 
under section 402 of the Highway Safety Act of 1966 
be expended by local jurisdictions. Where it is pos-
sible, states should be encouraged to increase the ex-
penditure of both safety and highway-construction 
funds at the local level. The selection of local proj-
ects to be funded should be a cooperative effort be-
tween state and local governments, but these proj-
ects should remain subject to state approval. 

A highway safety construction-grant program 
should be developed for all public roads, and these 
funds should be distributed according to criteria de-
veloped by the states in consultation with local of-
ficials and approved by the Secretary of Transporta-
tion. 

RESEARCH AND MANPOWER 
DEVELOPMENT 

The federal government, in cooperation with the 
states and the private sector, should plan and co-
ordinate a national highway safety research program 
and should set priorities for research in certain areas. 
Funds, including section 402 funds, should be avail-
able for basic research as well as development. The 
commitment of research funds should be designed 
to improve the quality of research proposals and of 
research personnel. The federal government should 
take measures to encourage the dissemination and 
expedite the implementation of research results. 

Higher priority and increased support should be 
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given to programs to develop technical and ad-
ministrative skills in highway safety. Development 
funds should be authorized under sections 402 and 
403; these should cover recipients' indirect costs as 
well as their education costs. 

PRIVATE-SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 

The federal government should acknowledge the role 
of and work more effectively with the private sector 
as a third partner in the national highway safety ef-
fort. This partnership should be active from the re-
search and development stages through the imple-
mentation and evaluation phases of safety projects. 
An effective working relationship will require an 
in forma tion-e xchange network and the development 
of mechanisms for private-sector review of and ad- 

vice on highway safety programs and directions. 

FUNDING, INCENTIVES, AND 
SANCTIONS 

Federal funding should continue at its present level 
pending estimates of funding requirements necessary 
to achieve specified objectives. The I-lighway Trust 
Fund is the most appropriate source of federal high-
way safety funds. Sanctions should be eliminated 
because they are detrimental to good federal-state 
relationships and because they distort state responses 
to national objectives. Incentives should also be dis-
continued since they are of questionable value in 
stimulating program improvement and their clistri-
bution under the present system is inequitable. 



Conference Plan 
Under section 208b of the Highway Safety Act of 
1976, Congress required that 

The Secretary of Transportation shall, in cooperation with 
the States, conduct an evaluation of the adequacy and ap-
propriateness of all uniform safety standards established un-
der Section 402 of Title 23 of the United States Code which 
are in effect on the date of enactment of this Act. The Sec-
retary shall report his findings, together with his recommen-
dations, including but not limited to the need for revision or 
consolidation of existing standards and the establishment of 
new standards, to Congress on or before July 1, 1977.... 

The Department of Transportation (DOT), choosing 
to meet this mandate in its broadest scope, has un-
dertaken to reevaluate the essentials—including the 
safety standards—of the present national highway 
safety program. As part of this effort, DOT asked 
the Transportation Research Board to hold a con-
ference for the purpose of making the experience, 
expertise, and advice of key members of the nation's 
highway safety community available to the Secretary 
of Transportation. The 140 conference participants 
represented a nearly complete cross section of pro-
fessional, organizational, jurisdictional, and geo-
graphic interests and backgrounds in the field of 
highway safety. 

The Conference on the Future of the National 
Highway Safety Program used both workshops and 
plenary sessions as forums for discussion of major 
issues. In the opening meeting of the conference, 
participants were greeted by W. N. Carey, Executive 
Director of TRB, and by Mortimer L. Downey III, 
Deputy Undersecretary of Transportation, who ex-
plained DOT's interest in this conference. The first 
working plenary session was addressed by Michael 
Finkeistein of the National Highway Traffic Safety 

Administration (NHTSA) and by Howard Anderson 
of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
who summarized the issues that DOT hoped would 
be discussed. The federal role and current problems 
in highway safety were reviewed by James K. Wil-
liams of TRB, and the future prospects of the na-
tional highway safety effort were previewed by Noel 
Bufe, the conference chairman. 

The intent of this conference was not to address 
specific highway  safety problems, such as alcohol or 
use of safety belts, but to share ideas about the struc-
ture, management, and financing of a national pro-
gram to improve highway safety. This broad arena 
was divided into six issues: 

Standards, guides, and goals; 
Federal-state program management; 
State-local relationships; 
Research and manpower development; 
Private-sector involvement; and 
Funding, incentives, and sanctions. 

Each of these issues was assigned as a separate work-
shop topic, and each conferee participated in one of 
the six parallel workshops. Representatives of FHWA 
and NHTSA acted as resource persons both in the 
workshops and in the plenary sessions. 

Although each workshop explored a different 
facet, the core question in all was how the federal 
government, in cooperation with state and local 
governments and with the private sector, could act 
most effectively and efficiently to reduce both the 
frequency and the severity of accidents associated 
with the operation of motor vehicles on the nation's 
roadways. Does the present highway safety program 
fulfill this objective? If not, how can the program 
be improved? 
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Perspective 
As the incidence of death and injury on the highways 
has grown over the years, the role of the federal gov-
ernment in reducing the number and severity of ac-
cidents has evolved from a passive, advisory capacity 
into one of active program direction and support. 
Although the federal executive branch was concerned 
about highway safety as early as 1924, when Secre-
tary of Commerce Herbert Hoover held a National 
Conference on Street and Highway Safety, until the 
mid-1 960s program initiatives rested largely with the 
individual states. 

EARLY HIGHWAY SAFETY 
EFFORTS 

Programs such as motor vehicle inspection; driver 
education; driver licensing; traffic courts; emergency 
medical services; highway  design, construction, and 
maintenance; traffic engineering; high-frequency  ac-
cident location, identification, and correction; pupil 
transportation; and pedestrian safety were developed 
in the states, although not all states were active in all 
areas. In addition, state governments were signifi-
cantly involved with the private sector in promoting 
safer driving practices among the motoring public. 
With very few exceptions, however, there was no 
central coordination of this substantial state com-
mitment to highway safety. 

The federal government's highway safety efforts 
were equally fragmented during this period. The 
Bureau of Public Roads, then in the Department of 
Commerce, had a major responsibility for the safety 
of the highways, but many other departments also 
had programs that touched directly or indirectly on 
highway safety. The Public Health Service had a 
Division of Accident Prevention, which had an inter-
est in traffic accidents, and its National Center for 
Health Statistics collected traffic accident data. The 
Food and Drug Administration, the Vocational Re-
habilitation Administration, the Office of Education,  

and the Office of Aging had traffic safety programs 
aimed at particular problems or groups of drivers. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission supervised the 
operation of commercial interstate vehicles. The De-
partment of Labor was concerned with motor vehi-
cle accidents among workers. All departments, but 
particularly those with large fleets of motor vehicles, 
regulated their own internal vehicle-safety problems. 

Many of these federal units conducted safety-
related research programs, specified regulations and 
guidelines intended to promote traffic safety, and 
maintained some contact with state, private, and 
other federal groups with similar interests. Until the 
1960s,   however, these efforts—like those of the state 
governments —werenot formally coordinated, and 
there was no systematic federal approach to the 
problem of highway safety. 

EVOLUTION OF FEDERAL 
HIGHWAY SAFETY POLICY 

The first congressional highway safety effort came 
in 1956. That year, the House Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Subcommittee on 
Health and Safety conducted hearings on the na-
tional highway safety problem. The Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1956 instructed the Secretary of 
Commerce to study possible federal actions to in-
crease highway safety in the United States. 

While this study was under way, Congressman 
John Beamer, in 1958, introduced a joint resolution 
that is considered landmark legislation in highway 
safety. The Beamer Resolution proposed that Con-
gress give approval to interstate compacts for the ad-
vancement of highway safety. Notably, the resolu-
tion relied on the states for the development of 
safety programs. 

In 1959, the Bureau of Public Roads completed 
the study mandated by the 1956 Federal-Aid High-
way Act, and a comprehensive report was submitted 



to Congress. The report concluded that federal ac-
tion should be directed toward establishing a favor-
able environment for the highway safety activities 
conducted by state and local governments. The 
role envisioned for the federal government included 
establishing two new safety-related units: a drivers' 
records clearance center that could identify drivers 
with records of license suspensions and revocations 
and an interdepartmental safety board to coordinate 
all federal highway safety programs. 

Adoption of the first recommendation established 
the National Driver Register Service in the Office of 
Highway Safety, a major organizational unit of the 
Bureau of Public Roads. The second recommenda-
tion was fulfilled in 1960, when the Interdepart-
mental Highway Safety Board was created by ex-
ecutive order. 

PRELUDE TO THE HIGHWAY 
SAFETY ACT 

The federal government's quickening interest in pro-
moting the cause of highway safety accompanied an 
alarming increase in traffic accidents and death rates. 
The annual number of traffic deaths had reached 
50 000 by the mid-1960s; the death rate, which had 
declined from 11.3/100 000 000 vehicle-kilometers 
(18.2/100 000 000 vehicle-miles) in the late 1920s 
to 3.2 (5.2) in the early 1960s, had leveled off and 
started upward to 3.7 (6.0) by 1966. This reversal 
in trend emphasized the national dimensions of the 
highway safety problem and accelerated the federal 
response. 

In March 1965, the Interdepartmental Highway 
Safety Board submitted to the President its Special 
Report on Federal Policy and Programs for Highway 
Safety. The report declared that the incidence of 
traffic accidents was not related to state or local 
boundaries but rather was a national problem of 
major proportions. Although state and local govern-
ments traditionally had been responsible for virtually 
every aspect of highway  safety, the report concluded  

that "the failure of these jurisdictions to perform 
adequately is a major reason for the current (traffic 
accident) crisis." The board recommended the es-
tablishment of a single, focal unit for the highway 
safety efforts of the federal government. This unit 
was to have an organizational structure that would 
provide for participation by state and local govern-
ments in working aggressively toward more effective 
solutions to the national highway safety problem. 

During the same year, Congressman John Baldwin 
proposed an amendment to the Federal-Aid Highway 
Act of 1965 that would require each state to set up 
a highway  safety program aimed at reducing property 
damage, injuries, and deaths from traffic accidents 
on highways within the federal-aid system. Stan-
dards for the state programs would have to be ap-
proved by the Secretary of Commerce, but the 
amendment did not provide for federal funds to 
help the states meet these standards. The Baldwin 
Amendment was eventually incorporated in the 
Highway Safety Act of 1966. 

In 1966, the Senate Committee on Governmental 
Operations Subcommittee on Executive Reorgani-
zation held hearings on the Highway Safety Act. The 
subcommittee concluded that the federal govern-
ment did not have a clearly defined national safety 
policy and that meaningful progress in highway safety 
could be achieved through an expanded federal role. 

The report on the act of the congressional confer-
ence committee articulated the underlying philosophy 
of the new federal role in highway safety. The con-
ference committee applauded the efforts of some 
states to develop comprehensive highway  safety pro-
grams, but it concluded that these programs "are in-
sufficient and there are too few of them." In broad 
scope, the conference report set forth as ground 
rules for federal-state management of highway safety 
that "the federal government can and must assume 
a position of leadership in this field. The actual 
working programs must remain in the hands of the 
states." 



Introduction to the 
Highway Safety Act of 
1966 

The basic features of the Highway Safety Act of 
1966 cast the mold for national highway safety pol-
icy, and this policy has retained essentially the same 
shape. The federal government did not so much 
usurp the role of the states in highway safety as it 
superimposed uniformity on some aspects of state 
programs and offered a source of financial assistance 
for state efforts. 

NATIONAL SAFETY STANDARDS 

The heart of the act is section 402, which calls for 
the promulgation of uniform national standards that 
state programs must meet in order to qualify for 
federal highway safety grants. The statute requires 
that the standards be expressed in terms of perfor-
mance, but over the years they have tended increas-
ingly to specify required means of achieving this per-
formance. At present, there are 18 such standards, 
which may be divided into three categories: 

Standards intended to provide infrastructure 
for a highway safety program, such as traffic records 
systems, accident location reporting, registration, and 
driver licensing; 

Standards that provide operational guidelines 
for managing specific activities, such as highway de-
sign requirements, uniform signing, uniform rules of 
the road, and driver education; and 

Standards specific to certain problem areas 
common to all states, such as alcohol consumption 
and school bus safety. 

Monitoring state compliance with the standards 
was originally the province of the National Highway 
Safety Bureau, a part of FHWA. In 1970, the re-
sponsibility for driver- and vehicle-related standards 
was separated from that for highway construction 
and signing standards. The National Highway Safety 
Bureau was replaced with a new organizational unit, 

NHTSA, which assumed supervision of the driver-
and vehicle-related standards; the highway-related 
standards remained under the jurisdiction of FHWA. 
Both units administer the standard related to pedes-
trian safety. 

State safety programs that are in compliance or 
are attempting to comply with the federal standards 
are eligible for federal highway safety grants; a por-
tion of each state's grant must be passed through the 
state program to local areas. FHWA and NHTSA 
have jointly administered the highway safety grant 
program. Recent legislation and administrative ac-
tion are tending toward separate management, and 
Congress now funds activities of the two agencies 
separately. 

Grants are used as both carrot and stick to en-
courage compliance with the standards. States that 
have not made reasonable progress or that have failed 
to implement an approved program might have their 
highway safety grants withheld; originally, noncom-
plying states might also lose 10 percent of their 
federal-aid highway construction funds. On the 
other hand, the Secretary of Transportation may 
award additional funds to states that pass safety-belt 
legislation or that achieve certain reductions in high-
way fatalities or fatality rates. 

STATE ADMINISTRATION OF 
SAFETY ACTIVITIES 

The 1966 Highway Safety Act designated state gov-
ernors as the officials ultimately responsible to the 
federal government for the highway safety programs 
of their states. Intrastate administrative structures 
were left to the discretion of each state. As a result, 
state organization to implement highway safety pro-
grams is quite diverse. 

States have been asked to designate a governor's 
representative to deal with the federal agencies, to 
administer grants within the state, and to coordinate 
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intrastate highway safety activities. Governors' 
representatives also maintain contact with their 
counterparts in other states in order to compare 
notes on state programs. 

The governor's representative may report directly 
to the governor or may be part of the state highway, 
transportation, motor vehicle, or police office. The 
influence of this official within the state may depend 
on his or her place in the administrative or political 
structure of the state, on the relative amount of 
funds available for safety purposes, or on factors pe-
culiar to any individual state. 

Many highway  safety activities are actually carried 
out by local jurisdictions, and at least 40 percent of 
the funds a state receives under section 402 must be 
spent in the local jurisdictions. Local expenditures 
are subject to state approval, but they do not always 
conform with the comprehensive state safety plan. 
In many cases, funds are passed along to localities 
upon application rather than as a component part of 
a problem-oriented statewide approach to highway 
safety. 

Almost every aspect of the federal highway re-
search program is undertaken at the federal level 
under the auspices of NHTSA or FHWA. Section 
403 of the Highway Safety Act of 1966 provides 
funds for cooperative efforts with state and local 
agencies, institutions, and individuals for the pur-
poses of training or educating highway safety per-
sonnel, granting fellowships in highway safety, im-
proving accident investigation procedures, develop-
ing emergency medical service plans, producing dem-
onstration projects, and furthering other safety-
related research or manpower development purposes. 
These funds are budgeted and administered sepa-
rately by NHTSA and FHWA along the same lines 
that divide their responsibility for the safety stan-
dards. 

In addition to the funds provided under section 
403, states may use part of the grants they receive 
under section 402 to support research projects re-
lated to safety problems. Apart from the funds pro-
vided under the Highway Safety Act, state safety re-
search efforts may receive some support from the 
percentage of highway construction funds that is 
earmarked for planning and research. 

THE 1966 HIGHWAY SAFETY 
ACT IN 1977 

The 1966 act was a departure from the leave-it-to-
the-states approach of previous years; it carved out 
a niche for the federal government in the nation's 
highway safety efforts, providing unity, direction, 
and financial and technical assistance to state and 
local programs. The act was a response to the times—
a high and rising accident rate, ineffective efforts in 
some states to control this rate, lack of coordination 

among state programs, and the emergence of truly 
national safety problems. 

But times are changing. Despite greater use of 
motOr vehicles, traffic fatalities have fallen from 
53 000 in 1966 to 46 000; the death rate is down 
from nearly 3.7 per hundred million vehicle-
kilometers (6 per hundred million vehicle-miles) 
to 2.2 (3.5) in 1975. Although this decline is partly 
due to energy conservation measures, some part may 
also be due to the success of the Highway  Safety 
Act. Whatever the distribution of causality, the 
downward trend in accidents is not conclusive evi-
dence that the 1966 act is the best approach to high-
way safety more than a decade later. 

It is evident that the Congress, reflecting the mood 
of state and local governments, has become increas-
ingly restless about the prescriptive and punitive as-
pects of the federal-state relationship in highway 
safety. In 1973, for instance, Congress amended the 
Highway Safety Act so that new standards cannot be 
added, nor existing standards revised, without the 
approval of Congress. In 1976, the Secretary of 
Transportation's authority to impose sanctions and 
penalties for noncompliance with the standards was 
severely restricted. The legislative mandate calling 
for reevaluation of the act, which prompted the TRB 
conference, is perhaps the culmination of this un-
easiness about how the federal-state partnership is 
managing the national highway safety problem. 

Although the congressional mandate provided the 
immediate impetus, there are ample reasons that 
taking stock of present patterns and programs for 
managing highway safety problems is in order at this 
time. 

Highway traffic conditions have changed, alter-
ing the nature of the problem to be dealt with. For 
instance, there has been considerable technological 
improvement in vehicles, in highway construction 
and marking, in emergency medical care, and in many 
other factors that affect accident and death rates; 
there are more "educated" drivers; speed limits are 
generally lower; daily commuting distances have in-
creased; there are more cars on the road, and more 
of these are small cars. Although the net effect of 
these changes cannot be calculated, there is no doubt 
that highway conditions today are different from 
those in 1966. Further, these changes have affected 
different states in different degrees and patterns. 

Highway safety programs have matured. Leg-
islation designed to stimulate and direct state high-
way safety efforts in their fledgling form may unduly 
restrict mature state programs. Now that many states 
have set up the administrative machinery for con-
fronting their traffic problems, they may need more 
latitude in solving them. Conversely, some types of 
federal assistance—for research and training programs, 
for instance—that might have been premature in the 
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context of the state safety programs of 10 years ago 
may be highly fruitful now. 

3. After a decade-long learning period, the nuts 
and bolts of the national program may need adjusting 
so that it will achieve its highway safety objectives to 
a greater degree and more efficiently. Now that the 
new approach of 1966 has been road tested, it should 
be possible to sort out its long-term deficiencies and 
strengths and to alter the act accordingly. 

The Conference on the Future of the National 
Highway Safety Program provided a forum for 
weighing the significance of these changes. Each  

participant's experience under the program and in 
the field was brought to bear on designing a "best" 
approacl1 for 1977 and beyond. Although each 
workshop took a different avenue, the common 
ground for all was defined by two questions: 

I. How should the federal government participate 
in the effort to improve highway safety, and how 
does its role differ from state and local roles? 

2. How should a national (as opposed to federal) 
program be structured to achieve best the goal of 
reducing traffic accidents and their severity? 



Federal Role in 
Highway Safety 

Both the resource paper DOT provided for the con-
ference (Discussion of the Issues and Alternatives) 
and the keynote speakers asked the conferees to con-
sider their assigned topics against the broad backdrop 
of defining what highway safety actions are appro-
priate to the federal government. This implied that 
any changes the workshops might recommend should 
be more than modernizations of the 1966 Highway 
Safety Act to meet current conditions; they should 
also be part of a new basic foundation on which ad-
justments for future conditions might rest. 

Narrow, program-oriented recommendations are 
necessarily predicated on specific assumptions about 
the program's environment. Such recommendations 
can be obviated by the future failure or drastic alter-
ation of these assumptions. For instance, a reorga-
nization of DOT, a decision by Congress to eliminate 
all categorical assistance programs, or a severe energy 
crisis might make today's conclusions irrelevant to-
morrow. 

For this reason, the chairman of the Conference 
on the Future of the National Highway Safety Pro-
gram suggested that the workshops couch their rec-
ommendations in terms of functional relationships, 
which are more likely to withstand the institutional, 
statutory, and circumstantial changes that will inev-
itably occur over the next few years. A very valid 
example of such a change might be a reduction in 
highway safety funds. The success of the Highway 
Safety Act, as much as or more than its deficiencies, 
may inspire this result; Congress may feel that the 
act has now fulfilled its purpose and that the federal 
effort could now be relaxed in favor of other, less 
robust programs. Further, if diminishing energy sup-
plies and increasing gas and oil prices reduce the 
number and the speed of automobiles using the high-
ways, one by-product could be fewer traffic accidents 
and less pressure to increase or even to maintain the 
present scale of highway safety commitments. 

If a reduction in federal funding should occur, the  

national highway  safety effort may have to strip 
down to its essentials. The question of what in the 
federal role is truly essential and truly unique then 
becomes very important. Should the reduction in 
effort take the form of lesser support for all pro-
grams? Should some programs be terminated? If so, 
which should survive? Can some parts of the federal 
effort be accomplished as well as state or local levels? 
Could some be carried out by the private sector? 

The shape of the highway safety program's future 
may be affected not only by the level of funding but 
also by the form in which that funding is forwarded 
to the states. Different grant-in-aid delivery systems 
produce very different program management results. 
The principal difference lies in the degree of federal 
control over state and local programs; this control 
is a very important aspect that must be considered 
in defining the proper federal role in highway safety. 
Several approaches to grant-in-aid delivery may be 
distinguished in terms of the program control each 
allows. 

The prescriptive approach emphasizes what the 
federal money is spent for, but it offers little orga-
nizational guidance. Program requirements each ju-
risdiction must satisfy are defined precisely, and ex-
plicit approval at the federal level is required for 
every expenditure. 

In the process approach, the principal emphasis 
is on how decisions are made rather than on the sub-
stance of the decisions themselves. The prescrip-
tions of the preceding approach are replaced by gen-
eral guidelines with relatively few explicit program 
requirements and no sanctions for noncompliance. 
There are, however, more stringent organizational 
and program planning and evaluation requirements. 

Under the block grant approach, a wide range 
of eligible uses for federal funds is defined. State ex-
penditures are not prescribed but are postaudited to 
ensure that funds were in fact spent on permitted 
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activities. There could be an additional requirement 
that states maintain their previous level of effort in 
order to avoid the straight substitution of federal 
dollars for state and local dollars. 

4. The revenue-sharing approach would make fed-
eral funds generally available for state use without 
any restriction on the nature of their use. Untagged 
tax dollars are simply redistributed from federal to 
state and local jurisdictions. 

Quite often, the selection of a particular approach 
is dictated by precisely how federal objectives are de-
fined and by how nearly federal and state priorities 
match. Obviously, narrowly defined federal objec-
tives that differ from those of the states would invite 
the use of stringent categorical grant programs—the 
prescriptive approach. 

The 1966 Highway Safety Act took a strong pre-
scriptive stance that may no longer be necessary. 
The dimensions of the highway safety problem are 
now generally viewed as national rather than state or 
local or even solely federal in scope, and there is a 
better understanding of program objectives and pri-
orities. At least some identity of purpose and ap-
proach has emerged among the states. It may now 
be time to allow the states greater latitude in pro-
gram management, leaving to the federal government 
those functions that can only be managed at the fed-
eral level and those that can best be managed at the 
federal level. 

The definition of what to include in this distinc-
tively federal role in highway safety is quite different 
today from what it was in 1966. The Congress, DOT, 
and the states have in various ways asked for redefi-
nition. Some of their concerns were enumerated for 
the TRB conference by its chairman, Noel Bufe: 

Patterns of funding—whether federal assistance 
should be delivered in the form of categorical grants, 
block grants, or revenue sharing; 

Top-down versus bottom-up problem defi-
nition and planning—whether program initiatives 
should come from the federal, state, or local 
level; 

Whether federal standards and goals should be 
standards, guidelines, advice, or some combination 
of these; 

Diversity among patterns of state organization 
to carry out highway safety programs and whether 
some state highway safety officials are less influen-
tial than they should be in their state governments; 

Coordination of highway safety planning with 
highway construction expenditures; 

Development of planning, evaluation, and 
statistical analysis at the state level; 

Reduction in federal funding and how state 
agencies can be institutionalized to ensure their sur- 

vival without federal assistance; 
Organization of the federal effort and whether 

the program should be managed by a single agency 
rather than two agencies; 

Distribution of effort between state and local 
problems and which should have primacy; and 

Sanctions and incentives to encourage state 
programs to adhere to national goals and standards. 

A final, and more comprehensive, concern ex-
pressed by the chairman was that the federal role 
should be defined in the context of change; it should 
provide a viable future platform for highway safety 
efforts. To this end, some possible ways that the 
federal highway safety program might be changed to 
meet contemporary and potential future problems 
were presented as a point of departure for workshop 
discussions. These suggestions included 

Placing greater emphasis on technical assistance 
to state and local highway  safety programs; 

Placing greater emphasis on research and evalu-
ation; 

Funding state programs on a competitive basis 
as a means of encouraging the development of plan-
ning, quantitative analysis, and evaluation expertise 
on state and local levels; 

Encouraging greater use of mass transportation, 
hicluding both private car pools and public systems; 

Considering the health aspects of traffic stress 
and environmental pollution; 

Considering the economical use of land re-
sources for highway construction; 

Developing and maintaining a national reposi-
tory for highway safety data that would be available 
for research and analytical purposes; 

Combining supervision of construction and 
safety efforts in a single agency within DOT; and 

Encouraging stronger influence and greater 
activity in the government's highway safety effort by 
private-sector organizations. 

Although it was not within the purpose of indi-
vidual workshops to confront the entire range of 
concerns, the workshops did address their assigned 
subjects from the viewpoint of "What should the 
federal government do?" The implicit approach was 
to isolate and reserve for action on a national level 
only those functions that are unique to or could best 
be performed by the federal government; all other 
functions would be left to the discretion of the states 
or, at the option of each state, to local jurisdictions. 
The workshop recommendations that developed gen-
erally viewed the new federal role as more advisory, 
supportive, coordinative, and less prescriptive than 
it has been under existing legislation. 



Workshops: 
Discussion and 
Recommendations 

Most participants in the Conference on the Future 
of the National Highway Safety Program were as-
signed to a workshop on the basis of their own stated 
preferences. However, in arranging the workshops, 
some effort was made to select a mix of backgrounds 
and viewpoints that would enhance the balance of 
the whole and provide DOT with a full range of re-
sponses. Thus, although each workshop adopted a 
series of recommendations by majority vote, unan-
imity was seldom reached, nor was it particularly 
sought. Discussion was the keynote and the real 
contribution of each workshop. 

Although each of the six workshops had a differ-
ent focus, their areas of interest often overlapped—
particularly as discussion ranged over the implica-
tions of their recommendations. In some cases, the 
discussion or recommendations were highly depen-
dent on those of another workshop; for example, 
questions of program management, jurisdictional 
relationships, and sanctions and incentives were 
closely related to the recommendations of the work-
shop on standards. For this reason, the conference 
met in plenary session on the evening of the first full 
day so that all participants might be informed of the 
direction taken and the progress made by all work-
shops. 

The presentation of workshop reports to the final 
plenary sessions widened the exchange of ideas and 
viewpoints and, in some cases, resulted in minor al-
terations of or additions to the initial recommenda-
tions of the workshops. As in the workshops them-
selves, the objective of the plenary endorsements 
was not unanimity; comments, additions, and dif-
ferences were heard and discussed, and many of the 
exceptions to the workshop reports have been noted 
here. Because of the general emphasis on discussion, 
the workshop summaries, which follow, attempt to 
report on the route the workshops took to arrive at 
their findings as well as on the conclusions them-
selves. 

HIGHWAY SAFETY STANDARDS 
AND THEIR USE 

Chairman: Charles H. Hartman 
Vice Chairman: William H. Franey 
Recorder: Cordell Smith 
Participants: James E. Aaron, John P. Anderson, 
Gerald P. Balcar, Joseph F. Banks, Jr., Donald J. 
Bardell, R. Clarke Bennett, Elmer N. Burns, Joseph 
E. Cameron, Doris N. Carroll, Edward B. Cohen, 
Robert R. Coleman, William D. Cushman, James E. 
Forrester, Sandra W. Gerson, Edward F. Kearney, 
Robert Lazarewicz, Charles G. Livingston, Joseph P. 
Murphy, Carl Nash, Thomas 0. Reel, James L. 
Rummel, Mark Steinbach, Patricia F. Wailer, James 
E. Wilson, Paul Yates 

Background 

The present national highway safety program is 
structured around the 18 highway safety standards 
detailed by DOT. These standards spell out specific 
countermeasures designed to alleviate problems that 
have been identified as national or at least as common 
to all states. State programs must meet these stan-
dards in order to receive highway  safety grants from 
the federal government. Thus, the standards pre-
scribed are requirements, rather than guides or goals, 
for state highway safety programs. 

Although keeping the present standards in their 
present form would have the advantage of familiar-
ity—state program managers know what is expected 
of them, and states are generally in compliance with 
these standards—there are problems with this system. 
For instance, mandatory standards that require cer-
tain measures to be included in state programs allow 
little latitude for solving the unique problems of each 
state and its local jurisdictions. In addition, the flex-
ibility of program managers is limited by these stan-
dards, and innovation may be inhibited by the stan- 
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dards' concentration on detail. A wide variety of al-
ternatives to the present system could be considered. 

The number of standards could be reduced by 
eliminating or combining some of the present stan-
dards. 

Standards could be based on the achievement 
of performance criteria specified in section 402 of 
the 1966 act, so that the federal interest would lie 
in the results of state programs, rather than in the 
means of achieving these results. 

Standards could be classified into two types—
those in which national uniformity is essential and 
those in which states must have a program that meets 
minimum requirements or specifications but leaves 
program content to the states. 

Standards could be set forth as guidance prin-
ciples only. 

All standards could be eliminated. 
Standards could relate only to activities car-

ried out with federal funds. 
National standards, guidelines, and priorities 

could be determined by a commission that repre-
sents various constituencies of the highway safety 
community. 

Discussion 

The first issue the workshop addressed was how to 
define the work standards—as mandatory require-
ments, as guidelines, or as advisories. It was noted 
that the definition of standards is symbolic of the 
relationships that exist among federal, state, and lo-
êal jurisdictions, that is, whether standards are in-
tended as a control device. It was agreed that na-
tional uniformity is essential in some aspects of high-
way safety, such as traffic signals. On other points, 
accident situations or resources to meet them may 
vary widely from state to state; here, national uni-
formity seems less important than giving states lati-
tude to identify their own major problems and pri-
orities and to develop their own solutions. 

A two-part approach to the question of standards 
evolved from this discussion. The first would require 
compliance with certain nationwide traffic safety 
practices; the second would require that any pro-
cedures a state might use to develop other measures 
to combat its safety problems be approved by DOT. 

The workshop's task was then to list the areas in 
which national uniformity is both feasible and de-
sirable. Those identified initially were (a) rules of 
the road; (b) driver licensing; (c) signs, signals, and 
markings—including school bus color and markings; 
(d) motor vehicle registration and titling; and (e) 
traffic records data and the criteria for their collec-
tion. Two additional items were considered for in-
clusion: highway-user education and highway design, 
construction, and maintenance. 

The adoption of highway-user education as a uni-
form requirement was discussed at some length. 
Those in favor of including it in the list argued that, 
just as drivers should be assured of uniformity in 
highways and markings, they should also be assured 
of equal driver capabilities in each state. Opponents 
felt that uniformity in drivers, in contrast to inani-
mate objects, would be impossible to achieve, even 
if uniform driver-education techniques were in use. 
In a formal vote, 8 workshop members favored in-
cluding driver education, 11 were against it, and 5 
abstained. The suggestion that highway design, con-
struction, and maintenance be among the uniform 
requirements was favorably received and adopted by 
the workshop. 

Parallel to the six mandatory requirements would 
be a program process requirement. This would im-
pose uniformity on the way states approach their 
problems, but it would not specify what their prob-
lems are or what countermeasures they should apply 
to any given problem. Process approval would hold 
states to certain basic criteria for problem identifica-
tion, to serious consideration of a full range of po-
tentially effective countermeasures, and to future 
evaluation of the effectiveness of the countermea-
sures chosen. 

Those of the present 18 standards that are not in 
the list of six uniform requirements could be among 
the possible countermeasures states consider, but the 
countermeasures states propose need not be limited 
to the present standards. States would be free to in-
novate in designing solutions to fit their own situ-
ations and to call on any source of technical assis-
tance. The federal government, in turn, would sup-
ply research findings or other information that might 
help state personnel analyze their problems, design 
and apply countermeasures, or evaluate results. The 
particular countermeasure selected would not be 
subject to review and approval by the federal gov-
ernment; federal oversight would extend only to the 
procedures a state uses to arrive at the chosen coun-
termeasure. 

Recommendations 

In its final report to the conference as a whole, the 
workshop on Highway Safety Standards and Their 
Use recommended the following: 

1. A list of uniform national requirements should 
be developed. These would be based on but not nec-
essarily limited to given reference documents or pro-
grams, such as the Uniform Vehicle Code, the Manual 
on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, and current 
FHWA safety and construction design standards. 
The national requirements would extend to (a) rules 
of the road; (b) driver licensing; (c) registration and 
titling; (d) traffic control devices; (e) highway  design, 
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construction, and maintenance; and (f) traffic rec-
ords systems. 

2. Approval of the planning and evaluation pro-
cess should be required of all federally funded state 
safety programs. States could use technical assis-
tance from any source in carrying out these approved 
procedures. The federal government would review 
and approve the procedures proposed before a coun-
termeasure is actually selected and put into use, but 
the countermeasure itself would not require approval. 
The required process would consist of three major 
steps: (a) Problem identification procedures would 
include development of a goal statement, data syn-
thesis, data analysis, and preparation of a problem 
statement based on the data analysis; (b) counter-
measure selection procedures would include identi-
fication of alternative countermeasures (which might 
entail one or more of the present elements of the 
highway safety program or parts thereof), determi-
nation of the likely impact of individual counter-
measures and sets of countermeasures, selection of 
countermeasures to be used in the program, and de-
velopment of an implementation and evaluation plan; 
and (c) effectiveness evaluation would occur 2 or 3 
years after implementation of the program detailed 
above and would include measuring the results of the 
program, using accident and injury reduction as mea-
sures where appropriate, and comparing actual re-
sults with projected or anticipated results. 

Conference Response 

Most of the questions and comments from the floor 
during the plenary session dealt with one of three 
categories: (a) the identification of some, but not 
all, existing standards; (b) the need to clarify the in-
tent of certain aspects of the report; and (c) the ap-
parent shift of control from federal to state govern-
ments. 

There was some concern that failure to specify 
certain of the present standards diminished the im-
portance of these standards. Assurance was given 
that none of the existing 18 standards would nec-
essarily be eliminated or unfunded merely because 
it would not be specifically required of state pro-
grams. Any existing standard could be included in 
state programs and funded if the standard were con-
sidered an effective countermeasure to the identified 
problems of a specific state. 

Questions about certain aspects of the report, 
such as the acceptability of private technical assis-
tance or the use of particular effectiveness-evaluation 
techniques, were resolved by the workshop chairman. 
It was also questioned whether reducing required 
program elements to six might not leave the states 
with an area of program discretion too wide for their 
present level of experience and competence. Whether 
the states could capably respond to greater program  

responsibility was debated, but there was no motion 
to amend the workshop report. 

The workshop's recommendations were accepted 
by a majority of the conference participants. Two 
exceptions to the recommendations were filed with 
the conference committee. One expressed the view 
that basic issues, such as weaknesses in the present 
standards and the concepts underlying various man-
agement alternatives, had not been adequately ad-
dressed in workshop discussions. It also underscored 
the opinion that the final workshop recommendations 
gave the states program flexibility beyond their pres-
ent levels of competence and experience. 

The second exception pointed to the comparative 
importance of the behavior of highway users as a 
cause of traffic accidents and suggested that the list 
of federal requirements for state programs include 
standards in program administration and evaluation, 
traffic laws or regulations, vehicle requirements, 
traffic-safety education, driver licensing, police traf-
fic services, traffic courts and adjudication, and 
emergency medical services. 

FEDERAL-STATE PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

Chairman: G. Albert Weese 
Vice Chairman: Norman Darwick 
Recorder: Robert D. McMillen 
Participants: Clifford E. Aden, Dwight Carlson, 
William L. Carson, Kenneth E. Cook, Frank Ephraim, 
Wayne S. Ferguson, Canton Fisher, G. A. Fleischer, 
James E. Foley, Thomas A. Hall, Gloria Hill, Everett 
L. McBride, Donald E. Orne, Joe Rhodes, Edwin M. 
Smith, Lynne Smith, Ferdinand Thar, Orin J. 
Tonemah, Vincent D. Walsh, Sr. 

Background 

Since 1970, DOT has divided management responsi-
bility for the highway safety program between FHWA 
and NHTSA. FHWA is responsible for the highway-
related standards required of state programs, and 
NHTSA manages the driver- and vehicle-related stan-
dards. Both agencies jointly administer the highway 
safety grant program. Each agency has its own field 
offices through which state and local problems are 
filtered. Both NHTSA and FHWA have regional of-
fices within the same regional boundaries, and FHWA 
also has division offices in each state. 

State program managers are now accustomed to 
dealing with this dual supervision, although it does 
delay action on their programs since clearance must 
come from both agencies. Unfortunately, the delay 
is not compensated by a doubly thorough review of 
the programs, because neither NHTSA nor FHWA 
reviews in detail the technical aspects of programs 
relating to the other's purview. 
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As alternatives to the present federal structure, it 
has been suggested that all federal safety activities be 
delegated to a single agency within DOT or that 
FHWA and NHTSA responsibilities for procedural 
requirements or program approvals be completely 
separated. 

At the state level, locations and lines of manage-
ment vary widely from one state to another. The 
Highway Safety Act specifies only that a state's gov-
ernor must be responsible for administering the 
state's program; beyond this, each state organizes 
its highway safety efforts according to its own pri-
orities, interests, and political structure. At present, 
the highway safety office in 40 percent of the states 
is directly under the governor, usually in a highway 
safety agency; in the other states, the safety office 
is within a major department, usually the department 
of transportation or the department of highways. 

The federal government influences state organiza-
tions and operations only indirectly, since state high-
way safety projects must be subjected to planning, 
review, and fiscal control procedures in order to be 
approved for funding under section 402. Although 
these procedures vary from state to state, they are at 
least consistent over time within any one state. 

There are several possible ways that the federal 
government's influence with respect to state organi-
zation of highway safety matters could be changed. 

The state highway  safety agency could be given 
total responsibility for both federal- and state-
supported programs, and the duties of this agency 
could be spelled out in more detail by the federal 
government. 

The federal government could require minimum 
levels of expenditure on state planning and adminis-
tration in order to encourage competency on the 
state level. 

The functions of state agencies could be split 
along the same lines as in the federal government, 
that is, between highway-construction safety and 
traffic safety. 

The federal government could allow the states 
complete flexibility in organizing state safety efforts 

Discussion 

The workshop's deliberations focused on alternatives 
and recommendations that could be influenced by 
administrative or legislative action of the federal gov-
ernment; actions that states might take on their own 
were not considered. It was agreed that program 
management should be designed to minimize red 
tape, serve the needs of the public, and preserve the 
continuity of existing programs. The management 
process should lend itself to problem identification, 
data analysis, and evaluation procedures. The work-
shop first considered the alternatives for improving 

state management systems and then the alternatives 
for management of the federal program. It was rec-
ognized that the two systems must be compatible 
and consistent. 

In the course of discussion, the basic state man-
agement options were narrowed to three: keeping 
the present system, allowing complete flexibility in 
state organization, and splitting responsibility be-
tween safety construction and traffic safety. It was 
generally agreed that governors should be responsible 
for the management of state highway  safety pro-
grams but that allowing them complete program 
flexibility was not realistic—some federal guidelines 
are a necessity. The dual-responsibility form of or-
ganization was also believed to be impractical. It was 
unanimously agreed that vesting the state safety pro-
gram in a single agency would best ensure the con-
tinuity of present programs and the coordination of 
the safety construction standards with the categori-
cal programs. This form would also facilitate man-
agement along the principles of problem identifica-
tion and evaluation. 

It was generally felt that two additional require-
ments should be placed on state programs. The first 
would establish minimum levels of competency in 
planning and administration. The emphasis in this 
condition would be on ability rather than on the 
level of investment brought into the process of plan-
ning and administration. Although programs in sev-
eral states are mature enough to participate to some 
extent in financing their own departments, it would 
be unrealistic to expect states .to contribute more 
than 20 percent of the funds used for planning and 
administration over the next several years. 

The second requirement would give state safety 
agencies coordination responsibility for all other 
state-supported highway safety programs and related 
activities, along with their responsibility for the sec-
tion 402 program. Four workshop members felt that 
this coordinative function should extend to federal, 
state, and local safety activities. Further, certain ac-
tivities, such as direct responsibility for counter-
measure planning and evaluation, should be made 
an explicit part of this function. There was a unani-
mous vote to include this modified proposal in the 
workshop's report to the full conference. 

The workshop then turned its attention to the 
management of the federal program. It was pointed 
out that many federal agencies—NHTSA, FHWA, 
HEW, and HUD—have some role in highway safety. 
The special needs of the Indian Nation in the safety 
program were also discussed. It was generally agreed 
that neither the existing system of joint NHTSA and 
FHWA responsibility nor the alternative of com-
pletely separating management of the highway  and 
traffic safety standards would be effective or desir-
able in the long run. The workshop also considered 
the following policy recommendation of the Na- 
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tional Governors' Conference: 

The governors recommend that the National Highway Traf-
fic Safety Administration and the Federal Highway Admin-
istration administer the Highway Safety Program in a unified 
manner as a single program. The two administrations should 
move toward a programmed approach for highway safety 
funds by adopting flexibility in administering the Highway 
Safety Program. The federal aid requirements should be sim 
p1 if ied and states should be permitted to focus federal high-
way safety resources on the most pressing problems in each 
state. 

Workshop members agreed that the single-agency 
approach is the best way to coordinate systematic 
efforts in problem identification, data analysis, and 
evaluation. They also felt that this approach would 
provide uniformity of program administration and 
give proper priority to the highway safety program. 
It was recognized that any recommendation that the 
federal program be managed by a single agency is 
contingent on a reorganization of DOT. In the ab-
sence of reorganization, it was agreed that the fund-
ing of the highway safety program should be through 
a single source. 

Recommendations 

The workshop developed basic recommendations for 
national and for state organization. 

State organization 

The governor should be responsible for the adminis-
tration of the highway safety program and for the 
adequacy of its final performance. In order to 
achieve the objectives of the program, the governor 
should retain full organizational flexibility. The gov-
ernor should be urged to concentrate responsibility 
for problem identification, countermeasure develop-
ment, and effectiveness evaluation in a single central 
agency. The workshop also recommended two re-
quirements for state highway safety agencies that 
could be applied regardless of the organizational 
form these agencies take. 

Minimum levels of competency in planning and 
administration—The institutional development of the 
highway safety agency should be expanded by re-
quiring that certain skills (e.g., planning, evaluation, 
and statistical analysis) be obtained and maintained. 
No administrative ceiling on funding for planning and 
administration should be permitted to interfere with 
the accomplishment and maintenance of these ob-
jectives. State matching funds of not more than 20 
percent would be required. The Secretary of Trans-
portation may waive this requirement for the Indian 
Nation. 

Coordination for state safety agencies —Because  

there was some disagreement among workshop mem-
bers on this requirement, two versions were de-
scribed: (a) DOT would require that the highway 
safety agency have coordination responsibility for 
state-supported highway safety programs and related 
activities in addition to the section 402 program and 
(b) the state highway safety agency would coordinate 
the state highway safety program plan with other 
federal, state, and local programs and activities relat-
ing to or having impact on highway safety (this co-
ordination would include but not be limited to ac-
cess to state and local traffic records data and other 
related highway safety program data to ensure ade-
quacy of problem identification as well as direct re-
sponsibility for countermeasure planning and eval-
uation). 

Federal organization 

NHTSA and FHWA should administer the National 
Highway Safety Program in a unified manner as a 
single program. To facilitate the single-program con-
cept, Congress should provide a single funding autho-
rization for the highway safety program. Should re-
organization occur, DOT should consider establishing 
a single agency to administer highway and traffic 
safety. 

Conference Response 

The presentation of the workshop's recommendations 
to the conference as a whole provoked a lengthy dis-
cussion among participants. Most of those expressing 
disagreement with the workshop's conclusions 
thought that the basic state-level recommendation 
should have required that the state highway safety 
agency have review and approval responsibility over 
all highway-safety-related activities at the state level. 
A few of those disagreeing with the report thought 
that requiring state financial participation at a pos-
sible level of 20 percent of planning and administra-
tion costs is not realistic and would hurt the highway 
safety program in some states. 

The proponents of the recommendations agreed 
that it would be desirable for the highway  safety 
agency to have review and approval authority over 
all state highway safety activities, but they felt that 
this is not realistically possible in the foreseeable 
future because the highway safety program is not 
high enough on the states' lists of priorities to permit 
this type of overview responsibility to become a re-
ality. 

The workshop report and recommendations were 
accepted by the conference by a vote of 44 to 42. 
One formal dissenting opinion was filed during the 
week following the conference. In this opinion, the 
workshop's recommendations failed to include sub-
stantive proposals for change in the present federal 
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or state systems for program management; the work-
shop should have clearly recommended that a single 
federal agency be designated to administer highway 
safety programs and that definite guidelines be set 
forth for the organization of state agencies. Finally, 
it was felt that the state agency should control rather 
than coordinate highway-safety-related activities in 
order to elevate the influence of this agency and its 
safety efforts among other state agencies and activ-
ities. 

STATE-LOCAL RELATIONSHIPS 

Chairman: Francis X. Colleton 
Vice Chairman: Patricia Hause Ehrlich. 
Recorder: Jan H. Lyle 
Participants: Donato J. Altobelli, H. Lee Arledge, 
Donald S. Berry, John F. Blenn, Thomas W. Brahms, 
David H. Bulman, Rupert A. Doan, J. Robert 
Doughty, Richard Guyer, David W. Gwynn, Donald 
B. Head, Vern L. Hill, Paul C. Hooper, K. B. Johns, 
Andrew J. Lampe, Thomas A. Lanhard, William H. 
Lautz, James C. Ray, William E. Roach, Jr. 

Background 

Although local agencies actually perform many high-
way safety activities, there is no direct federal pipe-
line to local areas. Any federal funds that local ju-
risdictions receive for highway safety purposes pass 
through the state highway  safety agency. Under the 
Highway Safety Act of 1966, 40 percent of the funds 
a state receives under section 402 must be expended 
by local jurisdictions. Although states control the 
distribution of funds among local areas, there is usu-
ally little coordination of local projects with state 
plans and even less with federal goals. 

Just as the federal government does not specify 
all elements of state highway safety programs, state 
governments have difficulty encompassing local op-
erations within the overall state program. State high-
way safety efforts may be handicapped by inade-
quate data or by the lack of analytically trained man-
power, but local areas are even more poorly equipped 
in this respect. As a result, local requests for safety 
funds are largely for ad hoc projects, and few local 
safety efforts originate in a process oriented to prob-
lem identification and solution. At the federal level, 
there is usually little review of local programs or of 
the way the state selects local projects for funding. 

State-local and federal-local relationships are crit-
ical to the effective delivery of a highway safety 
program. Traditionally, however, the federal gov-
ernment affects local activities by influencing state-
local relationships. Among the many options that 
could be used to change this relationship with regard 
to highway  safety are the following: 

States could be required to develop an intra-
state apportionment formula to allocate the 40 per-
cent for local funds among counties and cities in 
order to ensure a more objective distribution of high-
way safety funds. 

States could be required to develop explicit 
criteria for selecting projects to be financed with the 
40 percent for local funds. 

The 40 percent requirement could be elimi-
nated, leaving states to pass funds through to local 
areas at their own discretion. 

The share of section 402 funding that goes to 
local jurisdictions could be increased at the expense 
of state-level funding. 

Discussion 

At the outset, the workshop decided that whatever 
recommendations it proposed should provide suffi-
cient flexibility to allow for differences between 
states and their local constituents in administrative 
organization and authority. Discussion then moved 
to the four suggested alternatives to the existing sys-
tem for funding local safety efforts. The first (that 
states should distribute local funds by formula) was 
rejected on the grounds that the states would be 
mere conduits from the federal to local governments 
and would have little discretion in project selection. 
It was felt that either state programs would be di-
minished in favor of local options or local options 
would have to be dictated by the states; neither re-
sult was considered acceptable. The alternative that 
would eliminate the 40 percent minimum was also 
rejected; it seemed unlikely that local governments 
would be willing to give up this guarantee of safety 
funds. 

The workshop considered the basic structure of 
the present system acceptable, since it allows state 
autonomy, and also functional. It was felt, however, 
that some mechanism was needed to coordinate lo-
cal projects with state safety plans. The members of 
the workshop agreed that the development of 
project-selection criteria by the state, in cooperation 
with local governments, would provide local officials 
with a better understanding of the highway  safety 
program and their roles in it. In addition, a more 
comprehensive program addressed to local problems 
might result from considering highway construction 
safety along with section 402 funds. Approval was 
given to retaining the 40 percent minimum require-
ment, but increasing the local share should be en-
couraged where this would be practical and pro-
ductive. 

The workshop also discussed explicitly what role 
the federal government should play in highway safety 
programs in general. The idea that a national statis-
tical data base should be developed was rejected un-
til such time as its usefulness, practicability, and 
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limitations could be evaluated. It was suggested that 
the federal government could best serve a national 
highway safety program by 

Increasing financial and technical assistance 
for the purposes of accelerating and promoting ef-
fective highway safety programing at all levels of 
government (a predictable and adequate source of 
highway safety funding should be provided through 
trust funds or other equally dependable means); 

Monitoring and disseminating information 
about federal, state, local, and private-sector efforts 
in research, demonstration, and evaluation programs 
(a specific percentage of section 403 funds should be 
earmarked for research by the states); 

Initiating legislative recommendations at the 
national level; and 

Developing a public information program cov-
ering needs, projects, and successes in the highway 
safety field in order to generate public awareness and 
support. 

Recommendations 

The workshop suggested several actions affecting the 
states and their local jurisdictions that would in-
crease the efficiency of highway  safety programs. 

Increased highway safety funding in local ju-
risdictions is appropriate and should be encouraged. 
The requirement that a minimum of 40 percent of 
section 402 funds be expended by or for the benefit 
of local government is good and valid and should be 
continued. In states in which many highway safety 
activities are local responsibilities, the expenditure 
of more than this minimum is appropriate and should 
be strongly encouraged. In addition, special efforts 
should be made to increase the expenditure of high-
way construction funds at the local level. 

The federal government should continue to 
rely on the states to aid local jurisdictions in their 
highway safety efforts. Local projects funded under 
section 402 should remain subject to state approval. 
This delivery system requires close coordination be-
tween state and local jurisdictions in identifying 
problem areas. The state, in consultation with local 
governments, should develop and make available 
criteria for selecting local projects. 

Existing safety construction categorical grant 
programs under title 23 of the 1966 Highway Safety 
Act should be eliminated in favor of developing a 
highway safety construction grant program for all 
public roads in a state. This program would require 
that criteria be established by the state, in consulta-
tion with local officials, for a fair and equitable dis-
tribution of funds, subject to approval by the Sec-
retary of Transportation. 

Conference Response 

The workshop recommendations prompted several 
comments concerning the local share of highway 
safety funding. One participant suggested that pro-
grams should develop from the bottom up and that 
local areas should therefore be financed directly by 
the federal government. There was also some ques-
tion as to whether the recommendations indicated 
that the 40 percent share of section 402 funds must 
be passed through to local areas for expenditure or 
whether it could be spent by a state on behalf of 
local jurisdictions. The workshop chairman reported 
a ruling that at least some state expenditure in local 
areas, but not by local areas, can no longer be in-
cluded as part of the 40 percent local share. 

The workshop recommendations were adopted by 
the full conference without further discussion. 

RESEARCH AND MANPOWER 
DEVELOPMENT 

Chairman: Robert L. Marshall 
Vice Chairman: B. J. Campbell 
Recorder: Robert L. Baldwin 
Participants: Roy W. Anderson, John E. Baerwald, 
Isaac Barnett, Allan E. Cafferty, James E. Carnahan, 
Gerald J. Driessen, Lee N. Hames, Robert L. Hess, 
Robert Knaff, Charles W. Larson, Joseph E. Lema, 
Burton W. Marsh, A. James McKnight, Willa Mylroie, 
Richard F. Pain, Ronald C. Pfefer, Charles F. Sheffey, 
Robert Voas, Charles V. Wootan 

Background 

Since 1966, almost every aspect of the federal high-
way safety research program has been centrally ini-
tiated and managed. The research efforts of NHTSA 
and FHWA are roughly divided along the same lines 
as their management jurisdiction. 

NHTSA research has concentrated on problem 
identification and isolation and the development of 
countermeasures in both technical and behavioral 
areas. NHTSA has also conducted demonstration 
projects in alcohol safety, emergency transportation, 
selective enforcement, and adjudication. 

FHWA research in highway safety is part of its 
larger research effort, the Federally Coordinated 
Program for Research and Development, which en-
compasses applied research in safety, traffic environ-
ment, materials, and structures. The Implementation 
Division of the Office of Development translates re-
search results into applicable form by field testing 
and evaluation and by the development of operating 
tools, such as manuals, specifications, and films. New 
technologies are transferred to users through experi-
mental or demonstration projects and programs con-
ducted by FHWA regional and division personnel. 



Although virtually all research is conducted within 
DOT, section 403 of the Highway Safety Act pro-
vides for funding safety  research and development 
that are carried out with state and local agencies, in-
stitutions, and individuals. The areas in which re-
search may be assisted with section 403 funds are 
quite broad and allow considerable latitude in what 
can be undertaken and by whom. 

There are a number of ways in which state partic-
ipation and involvement in research, development, 
and demonstrations might be increased. Among 
these are that 

Research funds appropriate under section 403 
(or a new specific section) could be awarded to the 
states on a project-competitive basis; 

All, or a major portion, of section 402 funds 
could be allocated to state- or local-directed research 
and development projects, with management vested 
in a state agency; 

The federal government could provide techni-
cal assistance to individual state, regional, or local 
research and development projects (the assistance 
could be financed under section 403 and the proj-
ects themselves under section 402); and 

The difficulty in transferring research activities 
financed under section 403 into operations funded 
under section 402 could be alleviated by providing 
start-up funds for new programs. 

Section 403 of the Highway Safety Act also pro-
vides for training grants and fellowships in. highway 
safety, and both NHTSA and FHWA have assistance 
programs. In order to widen such opportunities at 
state and local levels the following techniques might 
be considered: 

A portion of section 403 funds could be allo-
cated to the states for manpower development, with-
out specifying the type of assistance to be provided; 

States could be required to match section 403 
general manpower development funds with either 
section 402 funds or state funds; 

.3. States could be required to compete for section 
403 manpower development funds by submitting 
project proposals to be judged on criteria developed 
in cooperation with the states; and 

4. State manpower development proposals could 
be incorporated into a system of competitive re-
search proposals. 

Discussion 

The research and manpower workshop took as its 
point of departure three previously prepared papers. 
Two of these, presented by representatives of FHWA 
and of NHTSA, reviewed the present status of re-
search and manpower development programs con- 

ducted by these agencies. The third paper, delivered 
by A. James McKnight of the National Public Ser-
vices Research Institute, discussed research and man-
power requirements for the future. 

A very wide range of issues was discussed early in 
the workshop session—sources of research funds, re-
search targets, dissemination of research, evaluation 
of research, and specific areas in which manpower 
should be developed. In order to focus this array of 
issues more specifically, the workshop was divided 
into two subcommittees, one to develop research 
findings and the other to address manpower develop-
ment. Each subcommittee drafted a list of recom-
mendations, and these were debated within the full 
workshop. The lists underwent some changes, addi-
tions, and deletions during discussion, and the word-
ing for specific recommendations was agreed on by 
a vote of the workshop members. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations were endorsed by a 
majority of workshop members. 

Research 

Priorities—In addition to continuing safety de-
velopment projects, the federal government should 
fund more research in the areas of (a) individual and 
interacting characteristics of vehicles, highways, 
drivers, and other highway users that are associated 
with high accident-risk potential; (b) methods of in-
fluencing driver behavior in relation to identified 
risk factors; (c) evaluation methods that can be used 
by states to assist the effectiveness of accident coun-
termeasures and support activities, including man-
power programs; and (d) factors that motivate de-
cision makers to institute and support safety pro-
grams. 

Planning—The federal government should in-
tentionally plan and coordinate a national highway 
safety research program in cooperation with states 
and the private sector. The planning process should 
include (a) a formal system for soliciting multiple 
inputs from all sectors of the highway safety com-
munity; (b) coordinated research planning and pro-
gramming across federal and state agencies and across 
traditional lines of authority, such as highway de-
partments, departments of motor vehicles, and de-
partments of education and enforcement; and (c) 
long-term, stable, highly visible research plans, which 
would include priorities and the probable time frame. 

Funding—Federal funding for highway safety 
research should include the following features: (a) 
research support on a national scale to encourage and 
assist both fundamental and exploratory efforts and 
those intended for experimental and development 
purposes (the law should be changed to permit use 
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of section 402 funds for research, education, and 
training); (b) contracting mechanisms that allow 
longer term (2 to 4-year) research efforts that are 
funded from year' to year so that research organi-
zations can attract and retain higher quality research 
personnel; (c) research procurement practices de-
signed to raise the quality of research proposals sub-
mitted in response to state or federal requests, in-
cluding longer (4 to 8-week) lead times for proposal 
development, a list of prospective research sources 
with estimated levels of effort required, shorter (4 
to 8-week) periods for evaluating proposals and 
awarding study contracts, and more uniform distri-
bution of research procurements throughout the 
year; (d) reasonable provisions and earmarked funds 
for unsolicited sole-source studies; and (e) an objec-
tive component, appropriate to the activity and level 
of expenditure, that is incorporated in advance for 
section 402 funds used for research. 

4. Implementation —The federal government 
should further the implementation of research re-
sults by (a) including information dissemination and 
implementation in the planning, formulation, and 
management of internal and sponsored research; 
(b) encouraging contractors to make use of scientific 
and technical journals as a means of disseminating re-
search information; (c) expediting the dissemination 
of research results in the form of reports, handbooks, 
training materials, and other devices that can be used 
by highway  safety practitioners; and (d) allocating 
funds to the states for the express purpose of hasten-
ing the implementation of research results. 

Manpower development 

Higher priority and increased support should 
be given to greatly expanded manpower development 
programs. The fundamentals of Highway Safety 
Manpower and Training, published by the National 
Safety Council in 1972, are still valid and relevant. 

These programs should be directed toward de-
veloping technical or administrative competence and 
should include basic highway safety courses and 
graduate study as well as pre-service and in-service 
training. 

Although there is a definite need for private 
funding, the primary source of funding for manpower 
development programs should be governmental. Fed-
eral funds authorized under section 402 or 403 
should be made available. Support should include 
travel and living costs, released time, and other in-
centives in addition to the actual cost of education. 

The effectiveness of manpower development 
programs should be evaluated periodically. 

Conference Response 

The workshop's recommendations were approved by 

the full conference without question or change. 

PRIVATE-SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 

Chairman: Victor J. Perini, Jr. 
Vice Chairman: Mati Koiva 
Recorder: Richard Tippie 
Participants: Russell J. Arend, Johnny M. Cowan, 
Douglas M. Fergusson, Paul F. Gavaghan, Adam G. 
Johnson, Francis C. Kenel, Kevin Kruke, Gordon G. 
Lindquist, John G. Manikas, Ken Nevil, Roland A. 
Ouellette, Richard C. Peet, Billie D. Reynolds, David 
Saari, John 0. Salveson, F. J. Tamanini 

Background 

Before the initiation of the federal highway safety 
program in 1966, organizations in the private sector 
played a prominent part in stimulating governments 
at all levels into action to improve highway  safety. 
The 1966 Highway  Safety Act provided much the 
same impetus within a formal legislative structure. 
Providing these mechanisms for program action by 
governments was essential to a national attack on 
highway safety problems, but less room was left for 
the safety activities of the private sector. 

Even though the relationship between the private 
sector and government was obscured by the passage 
of the 1966 Highway Safety Act, the private sector 
is no less active in promoting highway safety today. 
Private organizations and individuals are an impor-
tant source of research, technical assistance, and pub-
lie education in highway safety. Many organizations, 
such as the Motorcycle Safety Foundation and the 
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, concentrate 
their efforts within well-defined areas and maintain 
a high level of technical expertise within these areas. 
Others, such as the universities and consulting firms, 
offer top-quality analytical capability over a broad 
range of highway safety problems. 

These technical and analytical resources could be 
a valuable adjunct to public-sector highway safety 
programs, as well as an important source of innova-
tion. If there were a formal structure for tapping 
these capabilities, the private sector would have much 
to offer a working partnership in highway safety. 

The new emphasis on using the problem-solving 
technique of problem identification, countermeasure 
development, and evaluation presupposes a technical 
and analytical competence that simply does not exist 
within many government highway safety units. This 
is precisely the kind of capability on which most 
private-sector organizations are built. Although pri-
vate agencies are called on from time to time to as-
sist governments on specific projects, there has been 
no systematic effort to draw on this resource. 

Given the limited amount of funds available for 
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research in highway safety, it is important that these 
efforts be as efficient as possible. Government re-
search efforts cannot afford to duplicate past, on-
going, or planned studies conducted by the private 
sector. Further, because research has always been an 
important part of private-sector activity, these orga-
nizations may be better equipped than governments 
to explore new areas. In either case, some mecha-
nism for exchanging information in advance of re-
search undertakings is essential. 

3. The private sector can carry out some highway 
safety activities that government cannot. For in-
stance, the private sector has a unique capacity to 
provide public education in and support for pro-
grams that depend heavily on influencing personal 
behavior and choice. Individual actions are a vital 
factor in traffic accidents, but there is some question 
as to whether programs to influence this factor are a 
proper function of government; the national educa-
tion program to discourage drunk driving is a case in 
point. Providing public information, education, and 
training programs to improve the safety behavior of 
individuals has been an important—and traditionally 
acceptable—role for organizations in the private sector. 

Several alternative ways of involving the private 
sector in federal highway  safety activities were pro-
posed for discussion in the workshop. 

Private-sector organizations could be assisted, 
through regular financial support where necessary, 
in integrating and coordinating their activities with 
federal, state, and local safety efforts. 

A separate category of funding could be pro-
vided to encourage effective private-sector participa-
tion as a third partner in the present federal-state 
safety effort. 

The operation of public information programs 
could be left to the states and private-sector agencies, 
with development and technical assistance available 
from the federal government. 

A national public education effort in behalf of 
traffic safety could be specifically budgeted. 

Discussion 

The members of the workshop decided that "private 
sector" should be defined to include nongovernmen-
tal groups, as distinguished from government agencies 
or quasi-governmental organizations, such as the Am-
erican Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators 
or the International Association of Chiefs of Police, 
that are made up of representatives of state or local 
government agencies. Under this definition, private-
sector groups would include such organizations as the 
Highway Users Federation, National Safety Council, 
American Automobile Association, and Center for 
Auto Safety. 

The members of the workshop agreed that the 
current relationship between the federal government 
and the private sector is not satisfactory. Among the 
reasons cited was that the private sector is called in 
to arouse public support for an already established 
program. It should be asked to participate at the 
outset in the establishment of program objectives 
and criteria. 

Private-sector safety activities have not really sub-
sided since 1966, but they are not coordinated with 
governmental efforts. Workshop members gave sev-
eral examples of duplication in private and govern-
mental efforts toward the same end, e.g., driver edu-
cation. It was generally agreed that government and 
nongovernment efforts should be cooperative rather 
than competitive or duplicative, a goal that would 
require input from the private sector at an early 
stage—before governmental decisions are made final. 
Private-sector organizations should be an active third 
partner in the research, development, implementation, 
and evaluation phases of the national highway safety 
effort. 

There are currently at least two stumbling blocks 
to this partnership. One is the difficulty of identify-
ing the specific resources available within the wide 
array of interests and expertise private organizations 
have to offer. The second is the lack of a formal 
mechanism or funding for using private technical as-
sistance in public programs. 

An illustration of how these problems might be 
overcome was developed in the workshop. FHWA 
and NHTSA could compile a computerized inventory 
of private-sector organizations or groups categorized 
by areas of expertise and technical competence in 
highway and traffic safety. The inventory would also 
include individuals within these organizations. When 
dealing with an identified problem, the federal agen-
cies could search this inventory for sources of spe-
cific assistance from the private sector. Experts 
could then be convened as an advisory or study panel 
to address particular problems or specific aspects of 
them. Each panel would assemble on an ad hoc ba-
sis, although the computerized inventory would be 
continuous. The system could be administered by 
a university, institute, or other nonprofit organiza-
tion funded for this purpose by FHWA and NHTSA. 

Recommendations 

The workshop members agreed that the private-sector 
traffic safety community must function as an active 
partner in the research, development, implementation, 
and evaluation of the national highway  safety effort. 
This partnership must be instituted and maintained 
through a mechanism that identifies nongovernmental 
expertise and resources and involves them in a timely 
structured manner. To establish this concept, there 
must be 
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An acknowledgement of the private sector as a 
viable, visible, committed partner; 

A new way for the federal government to work 
more effectively with the private sector, including 
action to provide the necessary authority for imple-
mentation; 

An information exchange network; 
A mechanism to review and advise on highway 

safety programs and directions; 
A comprehensive scope, ranging from research 

and development to implementation and evaluation; 
and 

A high-priority commitment by the private 
sector to the partnership in furthering the highway 
safety effort. 

Conference Response 

The workshop recommendations were endorsed by 
the full conference without discussion. 

FUNDING, INCENTIVES, AND 
SANCTIONS 

Chairman: Nils A. Lofgren 
Vice Chairman: Alvord C. Estep 
Recorder: R. L. Lewis 
Participants: E. Robert Anderson, Milton Bennett, 
Russell I. Brown, Robert Burgess, William E. Corgill, 
John W. McDonald, William R. McGrath, Thomas 
Milldebrandt, Ed C. Miller, Ken Schmidt, Gordon 

H. Sheehe 

Background 

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 allowed the Sec-
retary of Transportation to use financial penalties to 
move states and local jurisdictions toward full com-
pliance with federally determined uniform program 
standards. The act stipulated that a lack of reason-
able progress and failure to implement an approved 
program could result in withholding of both the sec-
tion 402 highway safety grant money and 10 percent 
of a state's federal-aid highway construction funds. 

This sanctioning mechanism has never actually 
been used. Although hearings were held in the mid-
1 970s for three states that had not enacted motor-
cycle helmet laws, no sanctions were ever imposed. 
In 1976, Congress diluted the original sanction laws 
considerably. The Highway Safety Act of 1976 
called for discretionary withholding of 50 to 100 
percent of a state's section 402 grant depending on 
the gravity of the state's noncompliance with the 
standards; it completely removed the penalty on 
highway construction funds as a sanctioning device. 
In addition, states were exempted from sanctions for 
noncompliance with helmet requirements, and a 
moratorium was placed on the use of all sanctions  

until the highway safety standards could be evalu-
ated and a report submitted to Congress. Finally, 
the 1976 act stated that "implementation of a high-
way safety program under this section shall not be 
construed to require compliance with every uniform 
standard in every state." 

Thus, the nature of the threat imposed by sanc-
tions has changed since their inception in the 1966 
act. The question now is whether sanctions should 
be eliminated entirely or be reestablished in their orig-
inal—or in some modified—form. While many varia-
tions are possible, two that have been suggested are 

The imposition of sanctions could be limited 
to only those areas of the program that are not in 
compliance with particular standards (funding for 
other programs would not be affected) and 

Noncomplying states could be penalized by 
making them ineligible for incentive awards but not 
by withholding their section 402 safety grants. 

However, the use of incentives is itself somewhat 
controversial. Congress authorized the use of incen-
tive awards as an additional way of encouraging states 
to give attention to highway safety problems. It pro-
vided that additional section 402 grants may be 
awarded to states that (a) enact legislation that satis-
fies the criteria for the use of automobile safety belts 
published by the Secretary of Transportation or (b) 
reduce the numbers or rates of highway fatalities be-
low the average for the preceding 4 years. 

Since the total amount of incentive funds available 
for distribution is limited, states must in effect com-
pete for fatality reduction awards. The states are 
ranked in order of percentage of improvement and 
are awarded an amount equal to 25 percent of their 
regular section 402 grants until all incentive funds 
are exhausted. The funds usually stretch over less 
than a fourth of the ranked list of states. Some 
states, however, may receive double awards for re-
ducing both numbers and rates of fatalities. Paradox-
ically, a state may lack an approved program or even 
be involved in sanctioning procedures but still receive 
an incentive award. 

States have expressed some misgivings about the 
competitive nature of the awards and about the use 
of fatalities as an indicator of progress in highway 
safety. Several alternatives, including the elimination 
of incentives, have been proposed. 

Incentives could be geared to the change in fa-
tality rates rather than comparative state standings. 

Expenditure of incentive grants could be lim-
ited to special problem areas or to areas not other-
wise eligible for federal funding. 

Incentive grants could be awarded on a com-
petitive basis for innovative projects. 

Awards could be based on compliance or on 
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improved performance in specified critical areas, 
such as enforcing the new lower speed limits. 

Discussion 

In discussing funding in general, the members of the 
workshop found that the level of funding had to be 
based on program action, which in turn must be de-
termined by the nation's highway safety goals. It 
was proposed that these goals should be "to continue 
decreasing the fatality rate and to achieve a continu-
ing reduction in the number of fatalities and injuries, 
to reduce the billions of dollars of economic losses 
from accidents, and to maintain and extend the 
present level of mobility for people and goods." 
Several general objectives were listed that would be 
consistent with achieving these goals: 

To review the strategies for achieving the stated 
goal, select the most promising of these, and fund 
those programs included in the strategies selected; 

To strengthen state and local program planning 
and management capabilities; 

To strengthen research, demonstration, and 
evaluation capabilities; and 

To obtain improved understanding, agreement, 
cooperation, and coordination among all levels of 
government and the private sector on highway safety 
objectives, programs, and funding. 

The program actions implied by these objectives, 
when costed out, will probably require an increase 
in total national (that is, federal, state, and local) 
funding. Just how much additional funding will be 
needed will depend on changes in or additions to 
present national highway  safety program standards. 
Funding should be made available for programs that 
are of particular concern to individual state and local 
areas, as well as for problems of national scope. Fi-
nally, the level of funding should take into account 
the effects of inflation and the increasing difficulty 
of continuing to reduce the fatality rate and improve 
other highway safety indicators. 

The members of the workshop also discussed at 
length possible sources of federal safety funds. It 
was suggested, and the majority of workshop mem-
bers concurred, that the Highway Trust FUnd is the 
most appropriate source of funds for federal partici-
pation in highway safety, since this would avoid 
competition with other demands on Treasury funds. 
Those who opposed this suggestion felt that com-
ments on a specific amount or source of funding 
would be premature in view of the workshop's em-
phasis on the need to calculate the magnitude and 
consider the sources of funding; the suggestion would 
also be inconsistent with the workshop's position that 
such recommendations should be made cooperatively 
by DOT, the states, and other members of the high- 

way safety community. 
With regard to sanctions, it was observed that in 

some cases the threat of sanctions —particularly the 
withholding of some highway construction funds—
has precipitated a program action that states might 
not otherwise have undertaken at that time. Work-
shop members generally opposed using construction 
funds to encourage compliance with safety standards 
that are not related to construction. 

The consensus in the workshop was that sanctions 
are both unnecessary and undesirable. The annual 
program-approval process gives federal agencies suf-
ficient leverage to ensure continuing improvement in 
state programs. Solving national highway safety 
problems requires excellent working relationships 
at all levels of government, but sanctions have the ef-
fect of inhibiting good federal-state relationships. 

The incentive system was criticized because there 
is no evidence that it fulfills its function—to stimu-
late states to use countermeasures that they might 
not otherwise have applied. The entire section 402 
program acts as an incentive, but perhaps the best 
incentive for program improvement in the states 
would be to allow the states to develop their own 
programs under broad flexible guidelines with a min-
imum of federal control. 

The workshop also felt that it is difficult if not 
impossible to develop an equitable, objective basis 
for awarding incentives. Incentives have been an 
after-the-fact reward for fatality reduction that may 
or may not have been the result of any specific pro-
gram action; a reduction might have been at least 
partly the result of nonprogram factors, such as the 
weather. Further, incentives give additional funds to 
states that are most successful in reducing fatalities, 
whereas states that have been less successful may be 
in greater need of supplemental funds to stimulate 
and aid more effective program actions. 

Although eliminating the incentive system might 
reduce the amount of total federal funds available to 
the states for their programs, this possibility was not 
considered sufficient reason to perpetuate an ill-
advised program. 

Recommendations 

As a result of its discussions, the workshop endorsed 
the following recommendations: 

Federal funding should continue at at least its 
present level until estimates of funding requirements 
can be made for the achievement of specified objec-
tives. These funds should be available for state and 
local problems as well as for national problems. The 
Highway Trust Fund is the most appropriate source 
of funds for federal participation in highway safety; 

Since sanctions are detrimental to good federal-
state relations and distort state responses to national 
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objectives, they should be eliminated, 	 demonstration, and evaluation programs, as well as 
3. Since incentives are of questionable value in 	local program planning and management capabilities. 

stimulating program improvement and cannot be 	Other comments concerned the specification of a 
awarded equitably under the present system, they 	national highway safety goal and whether this goal 

should be discontinued. 	 should be quantified. 
The appropriateness and adequacy of the I-Iighway 

Conference Response 	 Trust Fund as a source of federal funding for safety 
programs were debated at some length, and a motion 

Several points were raised during the plenary session 	was introduced to remove this reference from the 
discussion of the workshop report. It was suggested, 	workshop recommendations. The motion (lid not 
and accepted, that manpower development and train- carry, and the report was endorsed in its original 
ing should be explicitly included as a means of 	form by a majority of the participants in the con- 
achieving the objectives of strengthening research, 	ference. 



Text of the Highway 
Safety Act of 1966 

$ 	Public Law 89-564 
89th Congreas, S. 3052 
September 9, 1966 

n act 
To provide for a coordinated nationni highway safety program through financial 

assistance to the States to act elerate highway traffic safety programs, and 
for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Sena/e and house of Representatives of the 
United States of .4 inerka in Congress a.ssem bled, 

TITLE 1-11IGHWAY SAFETY 

SEc. 101. Title 23, tinted States Code, is hereby amended by add 
log at the end thereof a new ci ma er 

"Chapter 4.—HIGHWAY SAFETY 

4111. Authority of the Secretary. 
"40g. Highway safety programns. 
44). Highway safety research and development. 

"404. National Highway Safety Advisory Comnmittee. 

401. Authority of the Secretary 
"The Secretary is authorized and directed to assist and cooperate 

with other Federal departments and agencies, State and local gov-
crnnieiits, private industry, and other interested parties, to increase 
highway safety. 

" 402. Highway safety programs 
Na) Each State shall have it highway safety program approved by 

the Secretary, de.signed to reduce traffic accidentsand deaths, injuries, 
and property damage resulting therefrom. Such programs shall be 
in accordance with uniform standards promulgated by the Secretary. 
Such minifoun standards shall be expressed in terms of performance 
criteria. Such uniform standards shall be promulgated by the Secre-
tary so as to improve driver performance (including, but not limited 
to, driver educat ion, driver testing to determine proficiency to operate 
motor vehicles, driver examinations (both physical and mental) and 
driver licensing) and to improve pedestrian performance. In addi-
tion such uniform standards shall include, but not be limited to, plo-
visions for an effective recordsystem of accidents (including injuries 
and deaths resulting therefrom), accident investigations to determine 
the probable causes of accidents, injuries, and deaths, vehicle registra-
tion, operation, and inspection, highway design and maintenance (in-
cluding lighting, markings, and surface treatment), traffic control, 
vehicle codes and laws, surveillance of traffic for detection and correc-
tion of high or potentially high accident locations, and emergency 
services. Such standards as are applicable to State highway safety 
programs ehall, to the extent determined appropriate by the Secretary, 
be applicable to federally administered areas where it Federal tiepait-
ment or agency controls the highways or supervises traffic operations. 
The Secretary shall be authorized to amend or waive standards on a 
temporary basis for the purpose of evaluating new or different high-
way safety programs instituted on an experimental, pilot, or demon-
stration basis by one or more States, where the Secretary finds that the 
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public interest would be served by such amendment or waiver. 
"(b)(1) The Secretary shall not approve any State highway safety 

program under this section which does not— 
provide that the Governor of the State shall be respon-

sible for the administration of the program. 
authorize political subdivisions of such State to carry 

out local highway safety programs within their jurisdictions as a 
part of the State highway safety program if such local highway 
safety programs are approved by the Governor and are in ac-
cordance with the uniform standards of the Secretary promul-
gated under this section. 

provide that at least 40 per centum of all Federal funds 
apportioned under this section to such State for any fiscal year 
will be expended by the political subdivisions of such State in 
carrying out local highway safety programs authorized in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (B) of this paragraph. 

provide that time aggregate expenditure of funds of the 
State and political Subdivisions thereof, exclusive of Federal 
funds, for highway safety programs will be maintained at a level 
which does not fall below the average level of such expenditures 
for its last two full fiscal years preceding the date of enactment 
of this section. 

provide for comprehensive driver training programs, in-
cluding (1) the initiation of a State program for driver educa-
tion in the school systems or for a significant expansion and im-
provement of such a. program already in existence, to be admin-
istered by appropriate school officials under the supervision of the 
Governor as set forth in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph; 
(2) the training of qualified school instructors and their certifica-
tion; (3) appropriate regulation of other driver training schools, 
including licensing of the schools and certification of their in-
structors; (4) adult driver training programs, and programs for 
the retraining of selected drivers; and (5) adequate research, de-
velopment and procurement of practice driving facilities, simu-
lators, and other similar teaching aids for both school and other 
driver training use. 

'(2) The Secretary is authorized to waive the requirement of sub-
paragraph (C) of paragraph (1) of this subsection, in whole or in 
part, for a fiscal year for any State whenever he determines that there 
is an insufficient number of local highway safety programs to justify 
the expenditure in such State of such percentage of Federal funds 
during such fiscal year. 

"(c) Funds authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section 
shall be used to aid the States to conduct the highway safety programs 
approved in accordance with subsection (a), shall be subject to a 
deduction not to exceed 5 per ceiitum for the necessary costs of admin-
istering the provisions of this section, and the reniainder shall be 
apportioned among the seveiji States. For the fiscal years ending 
,June 30, 1967, June 30, 1968, and June 30, 1969, such funds shall be 
apportioned 75 per centum on the basis of population and 25 per 
centtim as the Secretary in his administrative discretion may deem 
appropriate and thereafter such funds shall be apportioned as Con 
gress, by law enacted hereafter, shall provide. On or before Janu-
ary 1, 1969, the Secretary shall report to Congress his recommenda-
tions with respect to a nondiscretionary formula for apportionment 
of funds authorized to carry out this section for the fiscal year ending 
.June .30, 1970, and fiscal years thereafter. After December 31. 1968, 
the Secretary shall not apportion any funds under this subsection to 
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any State which is not implementing a highway safety program ap-
proved by the Secretary in accordance with this section. Federal aid 
highway funds apportioned on or after January 1, 1969, to any State 
which is not implementing a highway safety program approved by 
the Secretary in accordance with this section shall be reduced by 
amounts equal to 10 per cent urn of the amounts which would other-
wise be ap rt:oned to such State under section 104 of this title, until 
such timeas such State is implementing an approved highway safety 
program. Whenever he determines it to be in the public interest, 
the Secretary may suspend, for such periods as lie deems necessary, 
the application of the preceding sentence to a State. Any amount 
which is withheld from apportionment to any State under this section 
shall be reapportioned to the other States in accordance with the 
applicable provisions of law. 

All provisions of chapter 1 of this title that are applicable to 
Federal-aid primary highway funds other than provisions relating 
to the apportionment formula and provisions limiting the expendi-
ture of such funds to the Federal-aid systems, shall apply to the high-
way safety funds authorized to be appropriated to carry out this 
section, except as determined by the Secretary to be inconsistent with
this section. In applying such provisions of cliater 1 in carrying out 
this section the term 'State highway department as used in such pro-
visions shall mean the Governor of a State for the purposes of this 
section. 

Uniform standards promulgated by the Secretary to carry 
out this section shall be developed in cooperation with the States, 
their political subdivisions, appropriate Federal departments and 
agencies, and such other public and private organizations as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate. 

The Secretary may make arrangements with other Federal 
departments and agencies for assistance in the preparation of uniform 
standards for the highway safety programs contemplated by subsec-
tion (a) and in the administration of such programs. Such depart-
ments and agencies are directed to cooperate in such preparation and 
administration, on a reimbursable basis.. 

Nothing in this section authorizes the appropriation or expend-
iture of funds for (1) highwayconstruction, maintenance, or design 
(other than design of safety features of highways to be incorporated 
into standerds) or (2) any purpose for which funds are authorized 
by section 403 of this title. 
" 403. Highway safety research and development 

"The Secretary is authorized to use funds appropriated to cai-ry out 
this section to carry out safety research which he is authorized to con-
duct by subsection (a) of section 307 of this title. In addition, the 
Secretary may use the funds appropriated to carry out this section, 
either independently or in cooperation with other Federal departments 
or agencies, for (1) grants to State or local agencies, institutions, and 
individuls for (taming or education of highway safety personnel, 
(2) research fellowships in highway safety, (3) development of 
improved accident investigation procedures, (4) ernerency service 
plans, (5) demonstration projects, and (6) related activities which 
are deemed by the Secretary to be necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this section. 

404. National Highway Safety Advisory Committee 
*'(a) (1) There is established in the Department of Commerce a 

National Highway Safety Advisory Committee, composed of the Sec-
retary or an officer of the Department appointed by him, who shall be 
chairman, the Federal Highway Administrator, and twenty-nine mem-
bers appointed by the President, no more than four of whom shall be 
Federal officers or employees. The appointed members, having due 
regard for the purposes of this chapter, shall be selected from among 
representatives of various State and local governments, including 
State legisatures, of public and private interests contributing to, 
affected by, or concerned with hiigiiray safety, and of other public 
and private agencies, organizations, or groups demonstrating an active 
interest in highway safety, as well as research scientists and other 
individuals who are expert in this field. 

"(2) (A) Each member appointed by the President shall hold office 
for a term of three years, except that (i) any member appointed to fill 
a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the term for which his 
pi-edecessor was appointed shall be appointed for the remainder of such 
term, and (ii) the terms of office of members first taking office after the 
date of enactment of this section shall expire as follows: ten at the 
end of one year after such date, tep at the end of two years after such 
date, and nine at the end of three years after such (late, as designated 
by the President at the time of appointment, and (iii) the term of an7 
member shall be extended until the date on which the successors 
appointment is effective. None of the members appointed by the Pres-
ident other than Federal officeis or employees shall be eligible for 
reappointment within one year following the end of his preceding 
term. 

"(B) Members of the Committee who are not officers or employees 
of the United States shall, while atteiiding iiicetiilgs or conferences of  

such Committee or otherwise engaged in the business of such Commit-
tee, be entitled to receive compeiisation at a rate fixed by the Secretary, 
but not exceeding $100 per diem, including traveltime, and while away 
from their homes or regular places of business they may be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized 
in section 5 of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 (5 U.S.C. 
73b-2) for persons in the Government service employed intermittently. 
Payments under this section shall not render members of the Com-
mittee employees or officials of the United States for any purpose. 

The National Highway Safety Advisory Committee shall 
advise, consult with, and make recommendations to, the Secretary on 
matters relating to the activities and functions of the Department 
in the field of highway safety. The Committee is authorized (1) to 
review research projects or programs submitted to or recommended 
by it in the field of highway safety and recommend to the Secretary, for 
prosecution under this title, any,  such projects which it believes show 
promise of making valuable contributions to human knowledge with 
respect to the cause and prevention of highway accidents; and (2) to 
review, prior to issuance, standards proposed to be issued by order of 
the Secretary under the provisions of section 402(a) of this title and 
to make recommendations thereon. Such recommendations shall be 
published in connection with the Secretary's determination or order. 

The National Highway Safety Advisory Committee shall meet 
from time to time as the Secretary shall direct, but at least once each 
year. 

The Secretary shall provide to the National Highway Safety 
Committee from among the personnel and facilities of the Department 
of Commerce such staff and facilities as are necessary to carry out the 
functions of such Committee." 

SEC. 102. (a) Sections 135 and 313 of title 23 of the United States 
Code are hereby repealed. 

(b) (1) The analysis of chapter 1 of title 23, United States Code, 
is hereby amended by deleting: 
"135. Highway safety programs."  

The analysis of chapter 3 of title 23, United States Code, is 
hereby amended by deleting: 
.313. Highway safety conference.' 

There is hereby added at the end of the table of chapters at the 
beginning of title 23, United States Code, the following: 

'4. 

 

Highway safety --------------------------------------------------- 
SEC. 103. Section 307 of title 23, United States Code, is amended 

(1) by inserting in subsection (a) thereof immediately after "sec-
tion 104 of this title the following: ", funds authorized to carry 
out section 403 of this title," and (2) by addiig at the end of such 
section the following new subsection: 
'.(d) As used in this section the term 'safety' includes, but is not 

liniited to, highway safety systems, research, and development relat-
ing to vehicle, highway, and driver characteristics, accident investi-
get ions, common icat ions, emergency medical care, and transportation 
of the injured." 	 . 	- 

SEC. 101. For the purpose of carrying out section 402 of title 23, 
United States Code, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of 67.000.000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967: 
$100,000,000 for the fiscal year ending ,June :10, 1968; and f100,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending .June 30, 1969. 

Sac. 105. 1'or the purpose of carrying out sections 307(a) and 403 
of title 23, United States Code, there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated the additional sum of $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1967; $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968; 
and $25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969. 

SEC. 106. All facts contained in any report of any Federal depart-
ment or agency or any officer, employee, or agent thereof, rehitin 
to any highway traffic accident or the investigation thereof conducte 
pursuant to chapter 4 of title 23 of the United States Code shall be 
available for use in any civil, criminal, or other judicial proceeding 
arising out of such accident, and any such officer, employee, or agent 
may be required to testify in such proceedings as to the facts developed 
in such investigation. Any such report shall he made available to 
the public in a manner which does not identify individuals. All cool-
pleted reports on resntrch projects, tlemonst ration projects, and other 
related activities eomuh,ited under sections 307 and 403 of title 23, 
United States ('nile. shaH be mauhe available to the public in a manner 
which does not identify individuals. 

TITLE Il—ADMINISTRATION AND REPORTING 

SEC. 201. The Secretary shall carry out the provisions of the High-
way Safety Act of 1966 (including chapter 4 of title 23 of the United 
States Code) through a National Highway Safety Agency (herein-
after referred to as the "Agency"), which he shall establish in the 
Department of Commerce. The Agency shall be headed by an Ad-
ministrator who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, who shall be compensated at the rate 
prescribed for level V of the Federal Executive Salary Schedule 
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established by the Federal Executive Salary Act of 1964. The Ad-
ministrator shall be a citizen of the United States, and shall be ap-
pointed with due regard for his fitness to discharge efficiently the 
powers and the duties delegated to him. The Administrator shall have 
no pecuniary interest in or own any stock in oibonds of any enterprise 
involved in (1) manufacturing motor vehicles or motor vehicleequip-
ment, or,  (2) constructing highways, nor shall he engage in any other 
business, vocation, or employment The Administrator shall perform 
such duties as are delegated to him by the Secretary. On highway 
natt.ers the Administrator shall consult with the Federal Highway 
Administrator. The President is authorized to carry out the provi-
sions of the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 
through the Agency and Administrator authorized by this section. 

Sw. 202. (a) The Secretary shall prepare and submit to the Presi-
dent for transmittal to the Congress on March 1 of each year a com-
prehensive report on the administration of the Highway Safety Act 
of 1966 (including chapter 4 of title 23 of the United States Code) 
for the preceding calendar year. Such report should include but not 
be restricted to (1) it thorough statistical compilation of the accidents 
and injuries occurring in such year; (2) a list of all safety standards 
issued or in effect in such year; (3) the scope of observance of applica 
bie Federal standards; (4) a statement of enforcement actions includ-
ing judicial decisions, settlements, or pending litigation during the 
year; (5) a summary of all current, research grants and contracts to-
gther with a description of the problems to be considered by such 
grants and contracts; (6) an analysis and evaluation of completed re-
search activities and technolo-w.al  progress achieved during such year 
together with the relevant policy recommendations flowing therefrom; 
(7) the effectiveness pf State highway safety programs (including 
local highway safety prora.ms) and (8) the extent .to which technical 
information was being disseminated to the scitific community and 
consumer-oriented material was made available to the motoring public. 

(b) The annual report shall also contain such recommendations for 
additional legislation as the Secretary deems necessary to promote 
cooperation among the several States in the improvement of highway 
safety and to strengthen the national highway safety program. 

SEC. 203. The Secretary of Commerce shall report. to Congress, not  

later than July 1, 1967, all standards to be initially applied in carrying 
out section 402 of title 23 of the United States Code. 

Sac. 204. The Secretary of Commerce shall make a thorough and 
complete study of the relationship between the consumption of alcohol 
and its effect upon highway safety and drivers of motor vehicles, in 
consultation with such other government and private agencies as may 
be necessary. Such study shall cover review and evaluation of 
State and local laws and enforcement methods and procedures relating 
to driving under the influence of alcohol, State and local programs for 
the treatment of alcoholism, and such other aspects of this overall 
problem as may be useful. The results of this study shall be reported 
to the Congress by the Secretary on or before July 1, 1967, and shall 
include recommendations for legislation if warranted. 

SEC. 205. The Federal Highway Administrator and any other officer 
who may subsequent to the date of enactment of this Act become the 
operating head of the Bureau of Public Roads shall receive compen-
sation at the rate prescribed for level IV of the Federal Executive 
Salary Schedule established by the Federal Executive Salary Act of 
1964. 

Sac. 206. Section 105 of title 23, United States Code, is hereby 
amended by adding the following subsection at the end thereof: 

"(e) In approving programs for projects on the Federal-aid systems 
pursuant to chapter 1 of this title, the Secretary shall give priority to 
those projects which incorporate improved standards and features 
with safety benefits." 

SEC. 207. In order to provide the basis for evaluating the continu-
ing programs authorized by this Act, and to furnish the Congress with 
the information necessary for authorization of appropriations for 
liscal years beginning after June 30, 1969, the Secretary, in cooperation 
with the Governors or the appropriate State highway safety agencies, 
shall make a detailed estimate of the cost of carrying out the provisions 
of this Act. The Secretary shall submit such detailed estimate and 
recommendations for Federal, State, and local matching funds to the 
Congress not later than January 10, 1968. 

SEC. 208. This Act may be cited as the "Highway Safety Act of 
1966". 

Approved September 9, 1966, 1:11 p.m. 



Discussion of the Issues 
and Alternatives 

Prepared by the National Highway Traffic Safety  Administration and the Federal 
Highway Administration for the Conference on the Future of the National High-
way Safety Program 

The State and Community Highway Safety Program 
(commonly referred to as the 402 program after sec-
tion 402 of title 23 of the United States Code) was 
established with the passage of the Highway Safety 
Act of 1966. In an attempt to gain a better under-
standing of the impact and effectiveness of the high-
way safety program, Congress required under section 
208b of the Highway Safety Act of 1976 that 

The Secretary of Transportation shall, in cooperation with 
the States, conduct an evaluation of the adequacy and ap-
propriateness of all uniform safety standards established 
under Section 402 of Title 23 of the United States Code 
which are in effect on the date of enactment of this Act. 
The Secretary shall report his findings, together with his 
recommendations, including but not limited to the need 
for revision or consolidation of existing standards and the 
establishment of new standards, to Congress on or before 
July 1, 1977.... 

Meeting this mandate requires a reevaluation of 
the goals and objectives that led to the establishment 
of the program 10 years ago. Is the program on the 
right track or is it in need of modification if it is to 
more effectively serve the public in the decade 
ahead? Can the same structure that was required 
to create a new program serve a mature program? 
Now, 10 years after the establishment of the pro-
gram, how would we define the highway safety prob-
lem? Should the federal highway safety program be 
structured as a rule-making program or as a more 
conventional grant-in-aid program? Should the 402 
program be a catalyst for innovation or should it 
serve as the means for coordinating and managing 
substantial state and local resources now dedicated 
to highway safety? Could it achieve both? Should  

it be primarily a financial assistance program? 
Underlying these questions are two additional, 

more fundamental questions: Assuming that there 
will be a joint federal-state highway safety program, 
what unique purposes and responsibilities constitute 
the federal role, and how does this role differ sub-
stantially from state and local roles? What are rea-
sonable expectations for a federally funded highway 
safety program in terms of achievement? 

All of these questions can be addressed in very 
general terms, but the purpose of this paper is to ad-
dress operational issues, to identify a number of crit-
ical areas in which the federal establishment has a 
wide range of choices, and to evaluate these choices. 
The paper discusses four alternative approaches to 
managing a highway safety program and six issues 
of particular significance: standards, guides, and 
goals; federal-state program management; state-local 
relationships; sanctions and incentives; research and 
manpower; and private-sector involvement. Discus-
sion of these issues will guide the direction of the 
program and help shape its major operational ele-
ments. 

APPROACHES TO PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

To make the discussion of alternatives under each 
issue more meaningful, four alternative ways of 
managing grant-in-aid delivery systems are described 
below. At the very broadest level, these approaches 
can be characterized as alternative funding-allocation 
schemes that reflect different management philoso-
phies as they relate to federal grant-in-aid programs. 
They differ principally with respect to the degree of 
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federal control over resources made available through 
such programs. At one extreme are precisely de-
fined categorical grant programs that leave very little 
latitude to the grant recipient. At the other extreme 
is the revenue-sharing approach, which provides re-
sources to local governments to use as they see fit. 

Prescriptive Approach 

Under a prescriptive approach, emphasis is placed 
on what money is spent for. Requirements for 
using federal funds are precisely delineated, and a 
state has relatively little latitude in its options. Un-
der such an approach, there would be precisely de-
fined program requirements that would have to be 
satisfied by each jurisdiction. There would be very 
little guidance as to the organization that would be 
required. Under the safety program, the logic of 
this approach would require severe sanctions and 
would limit the discretion of the Secretary of Trans-
portation to waive them. Most important, explicit 
approval at the federal level would be required for 
every expenditure. 

Programs operated under this approach are gen-
erally characterized by a very precise understanding 
of federal priorities, and these federal priorities dif-
fer by a substantial degree from local priorities. Be-
cause of this difference, the federal government 
maintains control of the output of the program. 

Process Approach 

Under a process approach, the emphasis is princi-
pally on how decisions are made rather than on what 
those decisions are. Under such an approach, the 
present comprehensive program standards would be 
replaced by general guidelines in conjunction with 
relatively few explicit requirements. There would 
probably be no sanctions. However, requirements 
concerning organizational responsibility at the state 
level would be well defined. There would be a re-
quirement for program planning with federal ap-
proval of the plan. States would, however, have 
authority to modify plans to some degree without 
federal approval. 

Programs managed through a process approach 
are generally those in which federal priorities are 
very similar to state priorities or in which federal 
priorities are general enough that they encompass 
a very broad range of state priorities. The federal 
focus shifts from the approval of projects to the de-
velopment of institutions at the state and local level 
that are capable of managing programs, identifying 
problems, and developing appropriate solutions. 

Block Grant Approach 

wide range of eligible uses for federal funds and 
merely audit state expenditures after the fact to en-
sure that funds were spent on permitted activities. 

Programs operated under this approach are gen-
erally those in which the federal government per-
ceives that there is a shortage of funding for de-
scribed services and wants to increase aggregate 
spending on a problem. It does not want to impose 
any requirements and would leave decision making 
to state and local authorities. The only requirement 
that might be included under this approach would be 
a maintenance-of-effort requirement to ensure that 
there is not merely a straight substitution of federal 
dollars for state and local dollars. 

Revenue-Sharing Approach 

Under the revenue-sharing approach, funds are made 
available to local governments for use without any 
restriction. This is the only approach for the four 
described in which funds could be used for activities 
not related to highway safety. This program is 
purely an income-redistribution activity, and the 
more equitable distribution of tax dollars among 
various governmental entities is its principle objec-
tive. 

STANDARDS, GUIDES, AND 
GOALS 

A key highway safety issue now before DOT is to 
determine what the program shall consist of. The 
substance of the program is structured around 18 
program standards. By statute, the standards are to 
be expressed in terms of performance. Underlying 
the concept of standards is the philosophy that there 
should be a federally directed national attack on 
highway safety. If it is accepted, the idea of pre-
scriptive federal standards is defensible. When car-
ried to its logical conclusion, the overriding concern 
of the program is national uniformity. 

At the other extreme, federal control over the 
use of funds could be abolished in favor of relying 
solely on the decisions of state and local agencies. 
Under such an option, the federal government would 
help transfer information but would not actively par-
ticipate in the direction of state programs. 

The following alternatives offer different treat-
ments for using standards in a joint federal-state 
highway safety program. In each of these alterna-
tives, consideration should be given to the relation-
ships between the highway safety program standards 
and the categorical highway safety improvement or 
demonstration program. 

Alternative 1: Maintain the Status Quo 

Under a block grant approach, DOT would define a 	Under this alternative, the 18 highway safety stan- 
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dards would be retained and would continue to re-
quire careful monitoring and measurement by the 
federal government. The standards generally fall 
into three categories: 

Standards intended to provide infrastructure 
for a highway safety program—traffic records sys-
tems, accident location reporting, registration, and 
driver licensing; 

Standards that provide operational guidelines 
for managing specific activities within the program—
highway design requirements, uniform signing, uni-
form rules of the road, and driver education; and 

Standards that focus on common problem 
areas—alcohol, periodic motor vehicle inspection, 
and school bus safety. 

In some instances, the standards are explicit and 
cover the entire program. In others, certain aspects 
of a problem are carefully quantified but others are 
not. However, in every case, the standards are 
broken down into components so that the relative 
level of implementation by the different states can 
be measured. 

There are advantages to maintaining the status 
quo, both because program managers at all levels 
are familiar with the present standards and are gen-
erally in compliance with them and because the ex-
pectations of what the program is intended to ac-
complish are also clear at the state level. However, 
there are problems with the present system. Since 
it concentrates totally on 18 specific program stan-
dards, not enough attention is paid to the unique 
problems of each state; too much energy may be 
spent on administering many explicit requirements 
under each standard instead of solving specific state 
and local problems. The flexibility of program man-
agers is often curtailed and innovation may be in-
hibited by the present concentration on detail. 

Alternative 2: Consolidate Standards 

Under this alternative, the 18 standards would be 
reduced through consolidation or elimination. To 
the extent that standards are consolidated without 
eliminating specific requirements, there would be 
no significant change in the program. Under this 
option, the character of the remaining standards 
would not change, because specific program re-
quirements would be retained in each area in which 
standards are imposed. 

If some standards were eliminated, states would 
have more time, resources, and latitude to develop 
programs targeted to their specific problems. If the 
program is to retain certain inflexible standards, a 
rationale for their retention should be developed; 
this should take account of the facts that there may 
be more confidence in some countermeasures than  

in others and that uniformity is clearly more desir-
able in some areas than in others. If there is a strong 
rationale for retaining these requirements, certain 
disadvantages of the first alternative can be elimi-
nated. To the extent that certain requirements are 
eliminated, there is a possibility that the level of ef-
fort expended on those areas could drop. This is 
particularly true if the program continues with many 
program requirements still in place. This could,but 
need not, mean limiting funds to fewer, necessary 
activities. 

Alternative 3: State Standards in 
Terms of Performance Criteria 

Section 402 requires that safety standards be stated 
in terms of performance criteria. Neglect of this 
practice has resulted in criticism of the current stan-
dards. Generally, the 18 standards specify the means 
or solutions program managers should use (such as 
classified driver licenses) rather than the ends of im-
pact to be achieved (such as reductions in accidents 
attributable to vision impairment). Consequently, 
emphasis has centered on implementation and com-
pliance. Lack of stated performance criteria inten-
sified an already difficult problem of determining 
impact and accountability. Certain professionals 
point out that a shift toward performance criteria 
for standards will enhance the system of management 
by objectives, which involves analysis of state crash 
records as a method of problem identification. This 
analytic approach is currently being implemented at 
the state level; itallows states to pinpoint those 
groups (such as young drivers) that are overrepre-
sented in accident occurrences. Problem identifica-
tion does conflict to some extent with federal em-
phasis on compliance with a set of standards that 
contains certain prescribed countermeasures. Stan-
dards set in performance terms, tailored to state 
findings, may alleviate part of this concern. 

Two additional factors affect this alternative. 
First, performance standards can be set at various 
levels: input, performance or output, and impact. 
Measurement might well be based on program re-
sources expended or put in place, activity generated 
from the countermeasure, and direct impact on acci-
dents, injuries, and fatalities. Second, performance 
standards could be stated differently for each state. 
This would permit consideration of variations in cli-
mate, topography, population density, roads, and 
the like. 

Alternative 4: Permit Selective 
Compliance 

Under this alternative, there would be fewer detailed 
program standards, and these would be limited to 
activities in which national uniformity is essential. 
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A second class of standards would be created to iden-
tify areas in which states must have programs and to 
provide minimum or threshold requirements. Aside 
from these areas, standards would serve merely as 
guidance to the states. 

For the first class of standards, uniformity at the 
national level would be an important requirement. 
Such standards would be required for rules of the 
road, school bus and ambulance marking, traffic-
control devices, and minimum roadway design. 
These standards would use existing government 
guidance and policies, which contain more specific 
criteria than the present standards. 

The second class of standards would apply to 
areas in which there is concern with developing an 
infrastructure. For example, driver licensing, ve-
hicle titling, traffic records, and accident reporting 
would fail into this class. A standard might specify 
that the driver's license in each state must include 
use of the social security number and periodic re-
testing but nothing else; states would thus be re-
quired to obtain information without concern for 
how they meet the standards. The remaining areas 
would have standards that would serve as guidelines 
or definitions of eligibility. 

The rationale for this alternative is that the states 
should have sufficient latitude to determine their 
own priorities and to solve their problems in their 
own way. The existence of a common problem 
does not always require a solution mandated by 
federal standards. 

Alternative 5: Use Standards for 
Guidance 

Under this alternative, standards would serve as guid-
ance to the states to use or not use as they see fit. 
This gives the greatest flexibility but also requires a 
greater managerial competence at the state level. 

Alternative 6: Eliminate all Standards 

Under this alternative, standards would be eliminated, 
but a list of areas eligible for federal support would 
be maintained. For example, when equipment is 
purchased, it might have to meet DOT specifications. 
This alternative places the greatest degree of reliance 
on the states. As the strings are cut, there might be 
a significant shift in the use of section 402 funds. 

Alternative 7: Relate Standards to 
Major Federal Programs 

Under this alternative, standards would relate more 
closely to major program activities carried out with 
federal funds. As an example, a state could be re-
quired to improve railroad crossings, clear roadside 
obstacles, or reduce alcohol-involved accidents. Sup- 

port activities to accomplish these programs—such 
as compiling accident records, improving technical 
capability, enforcement, and evaluation —would be 
included as part of the program requirements. This 
alignment could be particularly meaningful for areas 
of this program administered by FHWA, since stan-
dards could be tied directly to the safety construc-
tion program. 

Alternative 8: Establish a National 
Highway Safety Commission 

Under this alternative, a commission would be 
created that would become a permanent national 
body empowered to establish model national high-
way safety program standards, guidelines, and prior-
ities. It would be modeled after other successful 
standard-making bodies. Membership would con-
sist of safety officials from each state as well as rep-
resentatives from industry, consumer groups, and 
other constituencies of the highway safety commu-
nity. The commission would develop any and all 
standards that would be implemented with section 
402 funds. It would also establish consensus posi-
tions, promote uniformity where desirable, and rec-
ommend research efforts. Through the active in-
volvement of the states and the highway safety com-
munity, it would foster cooperation and joint plan-
ning among these groups. 

FEDERAL-STATE PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT 

Along with standards, this is the most critical issue 
from DOT's perspective. To the extent that the pres-
ent scheme of prescriptive program standards is al-
tered to provide states with significantly increased 
latitude in the management of the program, this is-
sue takes on still greater importance. 

Federal Organization 

A very brief review of the federal highway safety es-
tablishment as it evolved over the past 10 years be-
gins with a single organization —the National Highway 
Safety Bureau, a part of the FHWA responsible for 
carrying out both the traffic safety and highway 
safety components of the highway safety program. 
In 1970, the bureau was separated from FHWA, es-
tablished as NHTSA, and given responsibility for 
driver- and vehicle-related highway safety standards; 
the responsibility for highway-related safety stan-
dards was retained by FHWA. 

The highway safety grant program (section 402) 
is jointly administered by FHWA and NHTSA, al-
though recent legislation and administrative action 
are tending toward separate management, since Con-
gress now funds the NHTSA and FHWA activities 
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through separate authorizations that require sepa-
rate apportionments. 

Alternative]: Continue joint 
federal management 

This alternative represents the status quo. It would 
continue the joint FHWA-NHTSA approval of all 
aspects of the program. Its advantages are that the 
program is understood and that it guarantees coor-
dination of related activities between the agencies 
at the federal level. However, there are disadvan-
tages to the continuation of the present system. 
DOT response time to the states is slow because 
everything has to clear two agencies. Further, with 
responsibility for highway standards vested in FHWA 
and responsibility for traffic standards in NHTSA, 
the joint approval generally results in substantial de-
lay but little benefit since neither FHWA nor NHTSA 
reviews the actual technical aspects of the other's 
program in any great detail. 

Alternative 2: Establish a single 
federal agency 

Under this alternative, a single agency would man-
age the entire section 402 program. Within DOT, 
this could be accomplished under FHWA or under 
NHTSA. The advantages from the perspective of 
recipients at the state and local level are twofold. 
There would be a single agency to deal with, and 
administration of the program could be expected 
to be much simpler. Further, the single federal 
agency would serve as a national focus for safety. 

If the organization were located within FHWA, 
there would be the added advantage of assuring 
continued coordination between traffic and high-
way safety activities as well as between section 402 
highway-related safety and construction activities. 
The disadvantages of making FHWA the highway 
safety agency are that safety might be overwhelmed 
by the construction activities and that the long-
standing relationship between state highway depart-
ments and FHWA makes many state highway safety 
agencies uncomfortable—though some consider the 
FHWA relationship an advantage. The management 
of the present section 402 program by NHTSA has 
the advantages that go with a single safety agency 
and the disadvantage of possibly reducing coordina-
tion between the highway-related components of 
the section 402 program and the construction pro-
grams. 

There are many variations of this single-agency 
option that might make sense if taken in conjunc-
tion with a revision of the program. For example, 
if the standards were changed and the highway-
related safety standards were replaced with similar 
requirements as an inherent part of the FHWA de- 

sign criteria and standards for the management of a 
highway construction program, a traffic safety pro-
gram under NHTSA would be a logical result. Under 
this option, the federal management of the program 
would be relatively simple. The issues here are how 
the change in highway-related safety activities in the 
section 402 program would alter the state's manage-
ment of their safety programs and whether such a 
change would seriously weaken the chance to de-
velop a consolidated safety program at the state 
level. 

In conjunction with any restructuring of respon-
sibility at the federal level, staffing patterns would 
have to be reviewed. FHWA management of the sec-
tion 402 program would obviously rely on its divi-
sion offices in each state. NHTSA, which operates 
through 10 regions, might elect to manage the section 
402 program differently. It would be useful to con-
sider the issue of whether the federal government 
should organize at the regional or state level under 
any alternative. 

Alternative 3: Separate the federal 
management by NHTSA and FHWA 

This option differs from that of maintaining the 
status quo at the federal level in that there would 
no longer be joint FHWA-NHTSA actions on pro-
gram approvals or on procedural requirements. This 
would eliminate red tape at the federal level, and it 
has few disadvantages. This alternative could ob-
viously be considered in conjunction with a wide 
variety of state organizational options. 

State Organization 

State organization shows much diversity. The pres-
ent statute requires that the governor of each state 
be responsible for the management of the highway 
safety program through "a state agency which shall 
have adequate powers, and be suitably equipped and 
organized, to carry out, to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary [of Transportation], such programs." 
Since the beginning of the section 402 program, 
each governor has been requested to designate an in-
dividual who could represent the governor. The role 
of the governor's representative is one of grant ad-
ministration and the coordination of statewide 
highway-safety-related issues. In some cases, a gov-
ernor's representative reports directly to the state's 
chief executive. In the majority of cases, however, 
and largely due to the low level of section 402 fund-
ing, the governor's representative has less than ideal 
influence and authority, whether he or she is part of 
the governor's office or part of the highway, trans-
portation, motor vehicle, or state police organiza-
tion. This same kind of variation applies to the size 
of the unit and to the skills and tenure of the repre- 
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sentative, depending in the latter case on whether 
the unit is part of the state's civil service system or 
is subject to political appointment in whole or part. 
The amount of leverage that a governor's represen-
tative can potentially exert on state program plan-
ning and budgeting for safety activities depends on 
the degree of his or her interest and active involve-
ment in those programs related to safety. 

There are two principal factors that provide some 
substance to the governors' representatives' area of 
control. One is the requirement of both FHWA and 
NHTSA that the state prodnce &program plan.; the 
other is that control of the funds appropriated un-
der section 402—depending on size and need of state 
and local organizations—gives the governor's repre-
sentative some voice on safety-related program di-
rection. There are, of course, states in which the 
governors' representatives have attained consider-
able stature and in which both the representative 
and the office are part of the decision-making pro-
cess. It often does not matter where the office is 
in the formal structure; the key is the representa-
tive's ability to develop a constituency and exert 
top-level influence. 

Although it has not been a specific goal, it must 
be recognized that 10 years of federally funded 
safety efforts have not produced uniformity of or-
ganization or action at the state level. In the past, 
each state has handled its role and organization for 
safety in a way that reflected its priorities, interests, 
and political structure. Both federal and state or-
ganizational issues must be reviewed together if they 
are to make sense. This discussion is focused on al-
ternatives that can be influenced by federal action. 
The first series of alternatives addressed federal in-
fluence on state organizations; the second set ad-
dresses federal organizational options. 

Alternative 1: Maintain the status quo 

The current system is largely one of indirect influ-
ence on state organization and operations through 
the federal requirement for plans that incorporate 
certain areas of emphasis. Each state has developed 
certain procedures for plan preparation, review of 
proposed projects to be funded under section 402, 
and the fiscal control associated with a grant pro-
cess. As discussed previously, both the degree of 
influence and the capability of the governors' rep-
resentatives vary considerably. At present, DOT 
specifies neither where a state highway safety agency 
belongs in the state government's structure nor the 
functional responsibilities of the state agency. 

Alternative 2: Expanded federal 
requirements for state agencies 

Under this option, DOT would articulate state  

agency responsibilities in more detail. Further, the 
focus would be on the responsibilities of the agency 
vis-â-vis state-financed activities rather than merely 
addressing the agency's responsibilities for managing 
federally supported projects. 

There would be relatively little concern for how 
an agency is organized. Rather, the focus would be 
on its responsibilities. Specifically, under this option 
the state highway  safety agency would have review 
and approval responsibility for state-supported high-
way safety activities of other operating agencies, 
such as the state police and the state highway  depart-
ment, as well as responsibility for the management 
of highway construction not funded by the federal 
government. This alternative implies the necessity 
of defining each part of the federal-state relation-
ship. For example, it would be necessary to explain 
how states would provide input during formulation 
of the national program. 

Alternative 3: Require minimum 
levels of spending on planning and 
administration 

This alternative would be directed at increasing the 
relative share of section 402 funds that are spent for 
institutional development at the state level. It would 
reduce funding of operations projects to some de-
gree. The amount designated for this purpose would 
either be a percentage or a fixed sum limited to use 
in staffing, training, and operations of a state high-
way safety unit. It would require that certain skills, 
for example in planning, evaluation, and statistical 
analysis, be obtained and supported. Further, there 
would have to be a hard match of funds for planning 
and administration. This option is intended to foster 
the institutionalization of state agencies that are ade-
quately staffed and competent to manage a program 
in which greater reliance is placed on state agencies. 

Alternative 4: Split responsibilities 
between construction and traffic 
safety at the state level 

This alternative should be reviewed in tandem with 
the previous alternative that contemplates a separa-
tion between FHWA and NHTSA. The highway-
related safety standards and the FHWA safety con-
struction activities would be concentrated in state 
highway departments, along with responsibilities 
relating to such activities established by FHWA. 
Similar criteria would then be set forth for the traf-
fic safety activities under a separate state agency re-
sponsible for these programs. Although a single state 
agency that coordinates both highway- and traffic-
related safety functions may enjoy a certain degree 
of influence, this influence could be lessened by 
splitting the functions between two agencies. 
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Most, if not all, of these options have one main 
thrust—the institutionalization of highway safety at 
the state level. Under all these options, there would 
emerge a wide variety of state safety management 
entities. There would still be competition among 
perceived state needs and identified safety problems. 
Since in many cases the traditionally established 
state operations do not come under the control of 
the governors, a state agency for highway safety 
may not be the solution for all governors. There is 
a further option—that of almost total flexibility. 
This would accommodate differences so that federal 
and state governments could negotiate organizational 
and administrative questions within a range of allow-
able options chosen from those covered in the sec-
tions above. At the other extreme, at least on a theo-
retical level, there could be a requirement for uni-
form structure of state agencies. Because this was 
not viewed as a workable choice, it was not described 
above. 

STATE-LOCAL RELATIONSHIPS 

The area of state-local relationships must be reviewed 
because so many highway safety activities are de-
livered by local agencies. Under the present program 
there is a requirement that at least 40 percent of 
section 402 funds that are authorized must be ex-
pended by local jurisdictions. It may not be realis-
tic to expect a state to develop a comprehensive 
safety program and plan that covers both state and 
local operations. Indeed, the whole state-local and 
federal-local relationship should be explored because 
it is so important to the effective delivery of a high-
way safety program. 

The alternatives discussed below focus on those 
aspects of the state-local relationship that can be in-
fluenced by federal action. In this case, the options 
are in no way complete; rather, they are presented 
to encourage exploration of some difficult issues. 

Alternative 1: Maintain the Status Quo 

The current situation requires the expenditure of 
40 percent of section 402 funds by local jurisdic-
tions. The expenditure of these funds is subject to 
state approval, but there is usually little review of 
comprehensive local programs or of the way that 
local projects are selected by the state for funding. 
The system is largely reactive to local-level requests; 
it is rarely oriented toward problem identification 
and solution. This is resulting in inadequate data, 
manpower, and analytic training, especially at the 
local level. 

Alternative 2: Require the State to 
Apportion the 40 Percent Local 
Funds to Local Governments 

Under this option, states would be required to de-
velop an intrastate apportionment formula to allo-
cate funds among the counties and cities. This would 
ensure that some objective means of distributing 
funds would be developed, and it might encourage 
some planning and data development at the local 
level. 

The difficulties with such an alternative would be 
great. First, some functions for which the state is 
responsible might not be covered at the local level; 
thus, the hope of developing comprehensive local 
plans would not be possible. Second, given the prob-
lems inherent in the creation of state highway safety 
agencies, the difficulties found at the local level 
might prove insurmountable. Third, the program is 
relatively small, and such a requirement would fur-
ther dilute this small sum. Fourth, because the dol-
lar amounts available for specific projects are often 
very small, it is largely impractical, if not impossible, 
to demand rigorous justifications and evaluation. 
The major advantage of an intrastate apportionment 
of section 402 funds is the potential for developing 
a continuing and ongoing problem-identification pro-
cedure at the local level in conjunction with similar 
efforts under way at the state level. 

Alternative 3: Require State-Developed 
Project Selection Criteria 

This alternative would not require the apportion-
ment of funds, but it would require the state to de-
velop explicit criteria for selecting projects to be fi-
nanced with the 40 percent local funds. Here, the 
criteria could be that certain functions are local re-
sponsibilities or that certain problems seem to be 
more severe in identifiable areas of the state. This 
alternative would force a more systematic review 
of local problems at the state level, while leaving 
decision-making authority in the hands of the state 
agency. 

Alternative 4: Elimiiate the 40 Percent 
Requirement 

Under this option, a state could continue to fund 
projects in local jurisdictions, but there would be 
no mandate to do this. If under current operations 
the state does not systematically review local proj-
ects and only reluctantly passes funds to localities 
because of the statutory requirement, the option 
probably improves the state's program since it would 
not have to continue financing local projects. How-
ever, to the extent that states ignore local require-
ments or lessen their involvement in local problems, 
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the program would be damaged. 

Alternative 5: Increase the Share of 
Section 402 Funds Spent at the 
Local Level 

This alternative would increase section 402 funding 
in local jurisdictions at the expense of state-level 
funding. The premise underlying this alternative is 
that centralization and concentration of resources 
provide greater competence in and coordination 
between state agencies than local agencies. But, 
since many highway safety activities are local respon-
sibilities, the section 402 funds should be targeted at 
that level. The concept of the program under this 
alternative would shift, in that the federal govern-
ment would rely on the states to aid local jurisdic-
tions. Now, at least in concept, both the state and 
local jurisdictions are viewed as the agents that de-
liver a highway safety product. 

The success of this alternative would depend on 
state-local relations and the relative functional com-
petence at each level. If the premise is correct that 
states are more competent than local jurisdictions, 
then forcing states to focus on local rather than 
state agencies is supportable. However, even if state 
agencies are more competent than local agencies, 
the governor's representative or equivalent unit must 
be able to gain the cooperation of, and be able to in-
fluence, local agencies to make this a workable alter-
native. 

SANCTIONS AND INCENTIVES 

Sanctions 

The national requirement to implement the highway 
safety standards has been reinforced by the use of 
sanctions 'since the original statute was enacted in 
September 1966. The intent was to move states 
and local jurisdictions toward full compliance with 
federally set standards and hence toward national 
uniformity in combating what are commonly dis-
cerned as national safety problems. The means of 
sanctioning selected was traditional—a financial pen-
alty. In this case, the Highway Safety Act stipulated 
that a lack of reasonable progress and failure to im-
plement an approved program would result in the 
withholding of a state's highway  safety grant funds 
under section 402 and 10 percent of its federal-aid 
highway construction funds (although the Secretary 
of Transportation was empowered to suspend the 10 
percent withholding for any period he selected on 
the basis of public interest). 

The use of sanctions remained largely in the back-
ground, serving as an implied threat, until the mid-
1970s, when three states that had not enacted legis-
lation requiring the use of helmets for all motorcycle  

operations were threatened with sanctions. Although 
sanction hearings were held, fiscal sanctions were not 
imposed. In the Federal-Aid Highway  Act of 1976, 
Congress eliminated the use of sanctions against states 
that failed to enact helmet-use laws for people over 
18 years of age and placed a moratorium on the use 
of all sanctions until all highway safety standards 
were evaluated and a report submitted to Congress. 
The sanction of withholding 10 percent of a state's 
federal-aid highway construction money was repealed 
by the 1976 Highway Safety Act. There are a num-
ber of alternative ways that penalties might be used 
to ensure compliance with standards. 

Alternative 1. Retain the current 
sanctioning system 

The 1976 Highway Safety Act changed the sanction-
ing procedure originally called for in the basic 1966 
legislation. The process now consists of withholding 
50 to 100 percent of the section 402 grant pending 
the determination by the Secretary of Transporta-
tion of the gravity of a state's conformance defi-
ciency. No highway construction funds may be 
withheld. If a state satisfies the Secretary of Trans-
portation that it is coming into conformance, appor-
tionments that have been withheld can be released 
to the state. Otherwise, the amount withheld is re-
apportioned among the other states. 

Two additional features are provided by the 1976 
act. First, states are no longer required to conform 
to the helmet-use requirement of the motorcycle 
safety standard to obtain approval. Second, section 
208a states that "implementation of a highway 
safety program under this section shall not be con-
strued to require the Secretary [of Transportation] 
to require compliance with every uniform standard, 
or with every element of every uniform standard, in 
every State." The strictures of the original legisla-
tion have taken a sharp turn toward greater state 
flexibility and federal discretion in the use of sanc-
tions. 

Alternative 2: Reestablish sanctions on 
highway construction funds 

This alternative would represent a return to the 
strictures of the original statute. Following the Sec-
retary of Transportation's determination that a state 
had not submitted a satisfactory highway safety plan, 
he or she would be authorized to begin sanctioning 
proceedings with the ultimate aim of withdrawing 
10 percent of that state's federal-aid highway con-
struction funds and/or 50 to 100 percent of the sec-
tion 402 funds. When changes to the plan met the 
requirements, full restitution could be made. Other-
wise, the funds withheld would be available for re-
apportionment to states with approved plans. 
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Certain features of both the 1966 and the 1976 
legislation could modify this sanctioning potential. 
The 1966 act authorized the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to suspend the 10 percent sanction if it were 
in the public interest. The 1976 act provides that 
the Secretary of Transportation may approve a plan 
even though a particular state is not in conformance 
with every aspect of a given standard. Thus, certain 
flexibility and discretionary authority are assumed 
to remain available under present legislation. 

Alternative 3: Eliminate sanctions 

Just as the 1976 legislation eliminated the 10 per-
cent construction funds sanction, this alternative 
would eliminate the present authority to withhold 
50 to 100 percent of the section 402 highway safety 
grant. Certain professionals in the highway safety 
community stress the point that Congress originally 
intended the national highway safety program to be 
a partnership between the federal government and 
state and local political subdivisions. The under-
lying thrust seemed to be that the federal level 
would study national problems, set guidelines for 
attacking them; provide technical assistance, and 
participate in the funding requirements. States and 
localities, on the other hand, would determine their 
own problems and priorities and would cooperate 
with the federal government in trying to overcome 
national safety problems. Nevertheless, even with-
out sanctions, the federal government cannot ignore 
its responsibilities to ensure the proper stewardship 
and legal use of such funds. Although each state 
would receive its annual apportionment of section 
402 funds, no actual obligation (use) of section 402 
funds could occur without program approval. 

Alternative 4: Provide for partial 
sanctions 

This alternative would retain limited sanctioning 
authority for use by the Secretary of Transportation. 
Assuming that the elimination of the 10 percent 
construction-fund sanction is unchanged, limited 
sanctioning would be tied to the section 402 high-
way safety grant. A percentage of the safety grant 
commensurate with the state's degree of nonconfor-
mance as determined by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation would be withheld until the state's plan or sit-
uation was altered satisfactorily. However, the sanc-
tion would be limited to withholding funds in cer-
tain areas. Thus, if a state were not in compliance 
with licensing requirements, federal funds would be 
withheld from the Department of Motor Vehicles 
or the responsible state licensing authority, but 
funds could continue to be spent on enforcement, 
alcohol programs, or other areas in which the state 
is in compliance. It is recognized that the effect of 

this type of sanction might be minimal; if a state did 
not wish to allocate its funds in a certain area and 
federal funds for such use were therefore denied, de-
nial might suit the state very well and provide no 
leverage whatever. 

Alternative 5: Make states ineligible for 
incentive grants 

Under this alternative, states that had received ap-
proval of their safety programs would receive the 
full apportionment of section 402 safety grants, but 
they would be ineligible to receive incentive grants. 

Current law authorizes the Secretary of Transpor-
tation to make annual incentive grants to states that 
enacted legislation requiring mandatory use of seat 
belts and to those that have achieved the most sig-
nificant reductions in traffic fatality rates or the 
actual number of fatalities. The latter incentive may 
not exceed 25 percent of the state's grant amount, 
but it has the unique advantage that the only con-
straint on its use is that it be used to further the ob-
jectives of the federal highway safety legislation. 

Incentives 

Along with the opposition of states to sanctions, 
there is the view that the federal government should 
use a carrot rather than a stick to encourage compli-
ance with standards. The congressional response was 
the authorization of incentive grants. The Secretary 
of Transportation is authorized by the Highway 
Safety Act to award additional section 402 grants 
or incentives to states that adopt legislation requir-
ing the use of automobile seat belts, provided this 
legislation satisfies criteria published by the Secre-
tary of Transportation (only Puerto Rico has re-
ceived such funds, and Congress has recently not 
seen fit to appropriate funds in this area), or that 
reduce the highway fatality rate or actual number 
of fatalities below the average for the preceding 
four years. For the latter, states are ranked in order 
of the greatest percentage of improvement, and each 
is awarded 25 percent of its regular section 402 ap-
portionment until all incentive funds are depleted. 
Normally, only one-quarter of the states or fewer 
can expect an award. Some states (six in 1975) re-
ceive double awards because they reduce both the 
rate and number of fatalities. Expenditure of the 
incentive grant does not require federal approval. 
It is interesting to note that under current law a 
state may receive an incentive award even though 
it does not have an approved program plan and 
could even be involved in a sanctioning procedure. 

The issue of incentives raises special controver-
sies among several constituencies of the highway 
safety community. To understand its importance 
as an issue, several concerns raised by the safety 
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community should be considered. First, states do 
not want incentives to be emphasized to the point 
that it might affect the apportionment of basic sec-
tion 402 funds. Second, incentives are being 
awarded partly on the basis of chance, that is, 
whether the fatality rate or number of fatalities 
climbs or declines in relation to a state's own high-
way history and that of "competing" states. Finally, 
there is concern that it be understood that fatality 
rates and numbers alone are not an accurate or ade-
quate indicator of the soundness of a state's high-
way safety program. There are a number of alter-
natives to the present incentive program. 

Alternative 1: Base incentive grants on 
change in fatality rates rather than on 
comparative standing 

State programs could be judged on their own merits. 
This alternative would eliminate what many profes-
sionals regard as a type of competition among states. 
It recognizes that each state faces certain unique 
problems (as well as the common or natural con-
cerns) that lessen the validity of comparative judg-
ments. Nevertheless, the aspects of chance and 
forces not amenable to safety program solutions 
would remain. 

Alternative 2: Continue incentive grants 
but limit them to specified critical areas 
or to areas not eligible for federal funding 

A safety administrator might select as a critical area 
one or more key national problems that are endemic 
in his state (such as alcohol-related accidents) or a 
particularly intense problem unique to the state 
(such as motorcycle accident rates that are signifi-
cantly above the U.S. average). Incentive grants 
might then be used to fund countermeasures recom-
mended by the federal government or developed at 
the state or local level. If the countermeasure se-
lected were of an innovative type (normally funded 
by section 403 research and demonstration funds 
but outside normal section 402 assistance), the in-
centive could be used to support its implementation 
or matched with state or local funds to increase on-
going efforts. 

Alternative 3: Use incentive grants to 
fund innovation projects 

This alternative presupposes that a state can identify 
its most serious traffic problems and design counter-
measures that are both innovative and have a good 
chance of success. It should be recognized that, 
since the federal government would have legal re-
sponsibility for the use of the incentive grants, the 
states would be required to supply use plans and 

documentation to prove both that the problem re-
quired attention and that an effective, innovative 
proposed solution had been selected. This alterna-
tive incorporates a judgmental determination and is 
therefore vulnerable to challenge. 

Alternative 4: Eliminate incentive grants 

In effect, this alternative would entail repeal of cur-
rent incentive legislation; it would require Congres-
sional hearings and action. Incentives would no 
longer be available for seat belt legislation, for reduc-
tions of fatalities, or for other criteria the Secretary 
of Transportation might recommend to Congress. 

Alternative 5: Determine in advance 
target areas and award incentives based 
on accomplishments in those areas 

Under this alternative, well-defined problem areas 
(probably those with direct influence on accident 
occurrences) would be identified, and there would 
be the option of negotiating goals within clear time 
frames. Earlier government studies of this approach 
selected as likely problem areas compliance with 88-
km/h (55-mph) speed limits, drinking drivers, defec-
tive vehicles, motorcycle injuries and fatalities, and 
specific geographical areas. Performance might be 
judged, for example, by using proxy measures or in-
termediate performance indicators, such as citation 
and conviction rates for drivers who have blood alco-
hol concentrations that are above the legal limit. 

Alternative 6. Award incentives on the 
basis of specific compliance with critical 
programs 

This approach would require that the government, 
through research, program evaluation, and judgments 
based on 10 years of experience, identify with a firm 
degree of certainty problem areas or program stan-
dards that require broad uniform conformance in 
order to achieve reductions in accidents, injuries, or 
fatalities or to support countermeasures that have 
direct impact potential. Current knowledge suggests 
that the following would be prime candidates: uni-
form rules of the road, signs, signals and markings, 
and traffic records systems. Very simply, additional 
section 402 funds would be paid to states that are in 
full compliance or that have reached some previously 
established level of compliance. The important as-
pect of using established criteria—such as degree of 
compliance with the Uniform Code of Traffic Laws 
and Ordinances—is that these criteria were estab-
lished by the safety community and have already 
been routinely published; they will thus not appear 
to be federal report cards. States of either long-
standing or recent compliance would be eligible. 



Other alternatives 

In addition to the preceding alternatives, DOT an-
nounced in December 1976 that four other incen-
tive approaches were under consideration and re-
quested comments by March 1977. Three ofthe 
following four proposals would have the effect of 
increasing the number of states that could receive 
incentive awards for reducing fatalities, although 
each award would be smaller. Neither the eligibility 
requirements nor the ranking of states would be af-
fected. Alternative A would reduce the incentive 
amount from 25 percent of the state's regular sec-
tion 402 grant to 20 percent. Alternative B would 
provide the highest ranked state with a bonus of 
approximately $1 million, the next two states with 
$750 000, the next three with $500 000, the next 
four with $350 000, and the remaining states with 
$250 000 until the incentive funds were exhausted. 
Alternative C would also change the amount of the 
incentive grant to a particular state. A state would 
be judged on the quality of its performance com-
pared with other eligible states. Awards would be 
made on the basis of a downward sliding scale, 
ranging from 25 to 5 percent improvement, until 
funds were exhausted. Alternative D would pro-
vide that all eligible states receive an incentive grant 
based on a formula comparing each state's ratio of 
fatality reductions with that of other states. 

RESEARCH AND MANPOWER 

The conduct of research and development should 
proceed along traditional managerial lines, beginning 
with the discovery and isolation of current or poten-
tial problems. It is difficult to generalize on just 
how a specific research project is begun, the scope 
of the effort, and the practical use of results. Since 
1966 the federal highway safety research program 
has been centrally managed in just about every as-
pect, from applied research through demonstration 
of countermeasures. The Highway Safety Act of 
1966 gave some latitude to the Secretary of Trans-
portation to carry out safety research and develop-
ment through state and local agencies, institutions, 
or individuals. Funds may be awarded for training 
or education of highway  safety personnel, fellow-
ships in highway safety, development of improved 
accident investigation procedures, emergency medi-
cal service plans, demonstration projects, and re-
lated activities that are deemed to be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of section 402. The defini-
tion of research and development described by these 
potential funding areas is quite broad and appears 
to allow considerable latitude in what can be under-
taken and by whom. 
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NHTSA Research 

Perhaps the largest NHTSA program effort since 
1966 has concentrated on research dealing with 
problem identification and isolation and develop-
ment of countermeasures—in both technical and be-
havioral areas—and on demonstration projects in al-
cohol safety, emergency transportation, selective en-
forcement, and adjudication. The process of manag-
ing and implementing this highway safety research 
program has had its share of problems. The need to 
take positive action has often resulted in the creation 
of demonstration projects without thorough prior 
field testing of countermeasures. Large efforts in 
applied research were made without a clear need for 
practical use. 

In earlier years, the research effort and the traffic 
safety programs frequently operated relatively inde-
pendently. Since they were based on different tra-
ditions, experience, and training, the respective plans 
and outcomes were understandably not well meshed. 
Because all these efforts were created at once at the 
federal level (first as a bureau under FHWA and later 
as an administration under DOT), the necessary lead 
time for research was in most cases incompatible 
with the mandate for immediate safety action as 
viewed by the safety program office. 

FHWA Research 

The FHWA program known as the Federally Coordi-
nated Program for Research and Development is an 
applied research and development program designed 
to achieve solutions to the most critical problems 
facing the highway community. It is organized into 
categories for safety, traffic environment, materials, 
and structures. 

The Implementation Division within the Office of 
Development is responsible for translating research 
results into a form that can be put into practice. 
The translation includes appropriate field testing 
and evaluation and the development of operating 
tools. These tools generally consist of some combi-
nation of field orders, manuals, handbooks, specifi-
cations, films, training materials, computer software 
packages, prototype hardware, and the like. The 
means of translation—experimental projects, demon-
stration projects, and National Highway Institute 
programs—represent some of FHWA's principal ave-
nues for advancing new technology. 

Technology transfer coordinators and committees 
to review the potential application of new technology 
have been organized into regional and division offices 
to reach states, cities, counties, and other local users. 
In fiscal 1976, to emphasize the importance of tech-
nology transfer within the agency, FHWA designated 
technology transfer as a major program emphasis 
area. 



Research Issues and Alternatives 

The focus of the following issues and alternatives is 
on state participation and involvement in research, 
development, and demonstration and on the fund-
ing options that might be considered. 

Alternative 1: Selectively fund the 
states to conduct research or 
demonstrations 

A significant part of a problem-identification pro-
cess is its design and the subsequent analysis of all 
kinds of data. Once such a process is under way or 
completed, there are areas that require certain kinds 
of research, sometimes of a type peculiar to one 
state's requirements and sometimes of possible bene-
fit to other states or to the nation as a whole. A 
number of states either have the expertise—a quali-
fied staff and facilities—or are able to enlist the ser-
vices of competent institutions for research purposes. 
One possibility for supporting such research would 
involve making federal funds available directly to 
the states from amounts appropriated under section 
403 of the Highway Safety Act. The amount made 
available in this way would not cover all states each 
year; it would be necessary to award such projects 
on a competitive basis once selection criteria were 
established and an appropriate means for making 
recommendations and selections was devised. Par-
ticipation by the governors' representatives in the 
project-selection process might help to assure both 
merit and need for the particular state proposal. 
Other funding possibilities for this alternative may 
emerge, such as a new separate section and subse-
quent line item, which could also be established 
under section 403. 

Alternative 2. Redirect the federal grant 

Over the years, the use of section 402 grants by the 
states has ranged from the purchase of hardware 
items to comprehensive multifaceted projects de-
signed to address safety problems. These funds 
have been variously described as seed money, sup-
port for innovative techniques, a subsidy, a catalyst, 
a form of leverage, and so on. The amount is most 
often described as just 2 percent of statewide safety 
expenditures and, by some, as perhaps the sole re-
source for true highway safety because the large 
amount assigned to safety-related activities is as-
sumed to be expended whether there is a federal 
highway safety program or not. It has been argued 
that it is more efficient to concentrate the effort 
and funds; once they are spread among 56 jurisdic-
tions and subsequently divided among many lower 
level units, funds are so dispersed that little of con-
sequence can result. 

Although it is not currently permitted under ex-
isting law, it would be possible to allocate all or a 
major portion of section 402 grants to state- or 
local-directed research, development, demonstrations, 
and other areas considered (by current section 403 
language) to be within research and development use. 
A state agency (the governor's representative or 
equivalent) would retain managerial responsibility 
for such a program, with plans developed and ap-
proved according to current procedures of the high-
way safety program. The mechanisms for allocating 
funds could range from a federal requirement for a 
specified percentage across the board to flexible 
amounts depending on a state's needs and capabilities. 

Alternative 3: Assist state research and 
development 

Although there are cogent arguments to be made for 
concentrating research work to achieve greater na-
tional efficiency, some thought should be given to a 
more direct hands-on service that could provide re-
search and development assistance to individual 
state, regional, or local agencies in such areas as ana-
lytic techniques, evaluation, data systems, or tech-
nical development. This does not disregard the ex-
isting expertise in a state, but it could bring addi-
tional and national experience to bear on particular 
problems, either to help start up a necessary project 
or to provide consultation over relatively short pe-
riods. One feature would be a quick response capa-
bility. Funding for this service would be provided 
under section 403, but state, local, or section 402 
funds would be used for the project itself. 

Alternative 4. Provide start-up funds for 
initial implementation of new highway 
safety technology 

The technology development cycle currently pro-
vided for in the Highway  Safety Act has some diffi-
culty in moving from research, development, and 
demonstration to the start-up of operations. Re-
search and demonstrations are supported out of 
funds appropriated under section 403 of the High-
way Safety Act, and section 402 funds are used to 
encourage new safety operations. The act provides 
that section 402 funds may not be used to support 
research activities that can be funded under section 
403. As federal demonstration projects are phased 
out, attempts are made to pick up the activity 
through section 402 funding. This type of transi-
tion is being impeded by the wording of the current 
law. A more substantial problem in implementing 
new technology would be encountered if the options 
selected for the management of section 402 funds 
give the states complete freedom in their use. It 
would then be more difficult to get new highway 
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safety technology implemented. Therefore, consid-
eration needs to be given to the possibility of pro-
viding start-up funds for use in initiating new high-
way safety programs at the state level. 

Manpower Development 

Current legislation (section 403) provides for train-
ing grants and fellowships in highway safety. Both 
FHWA and NHTSA have programs that incorporate 
one or more kinds of assistance for training. In dis-
cussions of manpower development, the respective 
roles of all levels of government, the scope and ex-
tent of training assistance, and the basic purpose of 
such training were reviewed. On the premise that 
trained personnel in such areas as problem analysis, 
countermeasure development, evaluation, and safety 
engineering provide a substantial impetus to the es-
tablishment and maintenance of highway safety 
programs, particularly at state and local levels, an 
emphasis on manpower development with one or 
more of the following elements might be considered: 

A portion of section 403 funds could be allo-
cated to the states for manpower development in 
such a way that the states may decide on the spe-
cific assistance (scholarships, curriculum develop-
ment, and so on) to be provided. 

The funding could be provided with the re-
quirement that states match the section 403 fund-
ing with either section 402 or state funds. 

Section 403 manpower development funds 
could be set aside and states could compete for 
such funds, submitting proposals that would be 
judged by criteria developed in cooperation with 
the states. 

State manpower development proposals could 
be made eligible for funding under the first alterna-
tive described above for research issues. 

The status quo could be maintained. 

PRIVATE-SECTOR INVOLVEMENT 

This issue addresses mechanisms and policies for 
private-sector involvement at the federal level of 
highway safety administration. Such activities may 
include providing input at planning stages, reacting 
to federal policies and programs, and in certain in-
stances delivering services in a unique way in cooper-
ation with a federal office. The term private sector 
is here broadly defined to cover general membership 
organizations (e.g., American Automobile Associa-
tion), industry membership organizations (e.g., 
American Road Builders' Association), associations 
of state or local officials (e.g., American Association 
of State Highway  and Transportation Officials), 
single-issue organizations (e.g., American Safety 
Belt Council), and general consumer groups (e.g., 

Center for Auto Safety, National Safety Council). 

Community Support 

For 50 years private, voluntary, nonprofit citizens' 
safety organizations have been part of the effort to 
improve highway safety. They have been instru-
mental at all levels of government in stimulating of-
ficial action and in providing public information, 
education, and training programs to improve the 
safety behavior of individuals. 

Since the initiation of the federal safety program 
in 1966, there has been a lessening of highway safety 
activity by nonprofit private-sector organizations. 
However, private organizations can carry out certain 
activities and perform certain roles that cannot be 
attempted by government. In the current political 
atmosphere, initiatives of the federal government in 
areas that affect. personal choice are likely to be met 
with suspicion and philosophical opposition. An ef-
fective privately endowed safety movement may be 
essential in winning the cooperation of the public in 
such vital areas as observing speed limits, use of 
safety belts, installation of passive restraints, and 
passage of helmet laws. The problem comes in dis-
covering the unique capability of private safety or-
ganizations and determining appropriate ways to 
assist them in coordinating their efforts with the fed-
eral, state, and local programs. The resources of most 
of these agencies are limited. Can the federal govern-
ment or Congress provide funding without co-opting 
these organizations? 

Alternative 1. Maintain the status quo 

Private agencies could continue to be used to assist 
on specific projects as appropriate. Contracts could 
be set up with these groups from time to time in 
cases in which they are best qualified to do the work. 

Alternative 2: Coordinate private-sector 
and government activities 

Private-sector organizations can be assisted in inte-
grating and coordinating their activities with federal, 
state, and local safety efforts. This assistance can in-
clude providing some regular financial support when 
it is required to make this coordination possible. 

Alternative 3: Participate as a third 
partner 

It would be possible to establish a separate category 
of funding provided by Congress to enhance the 
growth and effective participation of private-sector 
safety agencies as the third partner in the existing 
federal-state partnership. 
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Public Information and Education 

Since 1972 NHTSA has developed a national educa-
tion program designed to encourage personal actions 
by the public that can prevent crashes. The best 
known example of such a program has been the al-
cohol safety mass media effort. To insure that this 
effort is effective, a scientific management system 
has been adopted. This process begins with survey 
research into the knowledge, attitudes, motivations, 
and interests of motorists in order to document gaps 
or obstacles to safe behavior. On the basis of these 
studies, public information and education programs, 
including mass media campaigns and community 
education activities, are mounted. Follow-up sur-
veys are conducted to measure changes in attitudes 
and knowledge that can be attributed to the public 
education programs. There is some question whether 
this type of direct operational safety program should 
be undertaken by the federal government and 
whether it can appropriately be funded by section 
403, which is intended for research and development 
and demonstration of new programs. 

Alternative 1: Establish state and 
private public information  programs 

The operation of public information programs would 
be left to the states and private-sector agencies; fed-
eral efforts would be limited to developing new 
methods and approaches and to providing technical 
assistance to the states on request. 

A lternatii'e 2. Establish federal 
public information programs 

There would be a specific budget for a national 
public education effort in behalf of traffic safety. 
Such a program might include (a) a continuation of 
the current effort to develop materials to be used 
in public service broadcasting time; (b) extension of 
this effort to include paid advertising; and (c) a regu-
lar, comprehensive appraisal of public knowledge, 
attitudes, and interests regarding highway safety for 
use by all safety organizations—private, state, and 
local—in planning their programs. 
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