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The meeting was called to order in Room 323, Legislative Building, 
at 1:34 p.m. on Thursday, February 8, 1979. 

Senator Blakemore in the Chair. 

PRESENT: 

ABSENT: 

OTHERS 
PRESENT: 

Senator Richard Blakemore, Chairman 
Senator Wilbur Faiss, Vice Chairman 
Senator Keith Ashworth 
Senator William Hernstadt 
Senator Clifford Mccorkle 

Senator Lawrence Jacobsen 
Senator Joe Neal 

Will Scott, Office of Traffic Safety 
Col. Barney Dehl, Nevada Highway Patrol 
Sharon Alcamo, Department of Motor Vehicles 
Art Rader, Southern Nevada Chapter, National Drivers' 

Association 
John Borda, Office of Traffic Safety 
Stan Warren, Nevada Bell 
Gene Phelps, Nevada Highway Department 
Joe· Souza, Nevada Highway Department 
Melvin Beauchamp, Nevada Highway Department 
Barton Jacka, Department of Motor Vehicles 
Jim Barrows, Las Vegas Sun 
Robert F. Guinn, Nevada Motor Transport Association 
Doug Hill, Administrative Office of the Courts · 
Ralph McVane, Federal Highway Administration 
James F. Rud, Federal Highway Administration 
Virgil Anderson, American Automobile Association 
Hugh Ricci 

The Committee heard testimony on the following bills: 

S.B. 167 PROHIBITS RENEWAL OF DRIVER'S LICENSE IF DRIVER 
HAS FAILED TO COMPLY WITH CERTAIN TRAFFIC CITATIONS. 

Senator Hernstadt, who introduced the bill, spoke on S.B. 167. 
He said this is just another scofflaw bill and is a permissible 
bill. He asked for testimony that would make this bill more 
workable so it would not cause more inconvenience for the 
Department of Motor Vehicles. 

Ms. Sharon Alcamo, Chief of the Driver's License Division of 
the Department of Motor Vehicles, spoke on problems that would 
be caused by administering the bill. Since they have a current 
program, F.T.A. or Failure to Appear, it would be difficult to 
administer both programs; it would prove inconsistent and there 
would be an increase in the workload. There would also be dupli­
cation in suspensions and it would have a fiscal impact which 
would run about $67,000 a year. 

(Commiltec .Ml11utes) 
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Mr. Doug Hill, Adminstrative Office of the Courts, spoke on 
the effects of S.B. 167. He said that drivers with 11 demerits 
on their licenses would not be able to avoid losing their 
licenses. 

Senator Hernstadt asked Mr. Hill if he thought a larger time 
frame than one year, possibly three years, and more demerit 
points would be more feasible. Mr. Hill thought this might 
help but was not certain. 

Col. Barney Dehl, Nevada Highway Patrol, gave information on 
quantities of drivers' traffic warrants. They can serve 
approximately 10 percent. He spoke on how the problem is solved 
in other states. 

Senator Hernstadt asked if this bill would pay for itself, as 
does the F.T.A. Program, or would it exceed the F.T.A. Program. 
He asked if this could be a good program from an economic point 
of view as well as from a law enforcement point of view. Ms. 
Alcamo said it could. 

The hearing was closed on S.B. 167. 

Chairman Blakemore asked for testimony on the balance of the 
Agenda. 

S.B. 176 INCREASES MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT ON NEVADA HIGHWAYS TO 
65 MILES PER HOUR. 

S.B. 177 EXCLUDES CERTAIN CONVICTIONS FOR SPEEDING FROM DEMERIT 
POINTS SYSTEM AND LIMITS INSURANCE RATE INCREASES 
THEREFOR. 

S.B. 186 AUTHORIZES DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS TO INCREASE SPEED 
LIMITS ON CERTAIN HIGHWAYS FOR PURPOSE OF CONDUCTING 
STUDIES. 

S.J.R. 11 MEMORIALIZES CONGRESS TO PERMIT STATES TO RAISE 
MAXIMUM SPEED LIMIT. 

Senator Ashworth spoke on the bills introduced by him, S.B. 176, 
S.B. 177 and S.B. 186. He said the crux of the whole matter is 
Senator Hernstadt's bill, S.J.R. 11, in which Congress is memori­
a.lized to do something about the maximum speed law in the State 
of Nevada •. Senator Ashworth said that he had learned today that 
there are 14 western states that are considering the same problem. 
He said the main thrust of the introduction of these bills is to 
try and get some attention in Washington, D.C. He did not feel 
S.B. 176 could be passed. He did feel that S.B. 177 could be 
passed since this is being done in other states and he felt 
S.B. 186 was an innovative idea to try and get attention in 
Washington, D.C. 

(Cooun!Uee Miuules) 
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Mr. Art Rader, National Drivers' Association, read a letter 
written to Senator Ashworth (see Exhibit A). He also read from 
pages 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 12 and 14 from a booklet that was 
distributed to the Committee (see Exhibit B). 

Senator Mccorkle stated his personal opinion is that the only 
legitimate reason to oppose this bill is the loss of federal 
funds. He asked if the present laws in Idaho and Montana are 
exactly like the bills that have been introduced here. Mr. 
Rader said that S.B. 177 is somewhat similar. 

Senator Ashworth stated that most citations in Idaho and Montana 
are for wanton waste of fuel and not for exceeding the speed 
limit. 

Senator Mccorkle was interested in evaluating ways to replace 
the revenue. He asked what has been the federal government's 
attitude toward Idaho and Montana since 1974. Did they threaten 
to withhold funding and then did not follow through? Mr. Rader 
said that he did not know what happened in recent years, his 
research was done for the 1977 Session and at that time no 
serious action had been taken. Mr. Rader did not see how the 
federal government could take funding from Nevada if they had 
not taken it from other states that were not observing the 
55 milesper hour speed limit. 

Senator Mccorkle asked if anyone had been trying to coordinate 
other states to work with Nevada. Senator Ashworth stated he 
had been requested to attend a meeting in Denver and there will 
be at least 14 states that will be attending where there will 
be introduction of speed law bills that are safe and sane. The 
thrust will be to get the attention of Washington, D.C. He did 
not think any of the states would be irresponsible in regard to 
their federal funding. 

Mr. Joe Souza, Nevada State Highway Engineer, reviewed the loss 
of funds and what it would do to the State. He said that if 
Nevada does not comply with the federal mandate, all of the feder­
al highway funding would be lost. This would mean $88,000,000 
in 1979, $80,000,000 in 1980 and $60,000,000 in 1981. This loss 
in revenue would cause 700 to 800 employees in the Department to 
be laid off or an overall unemployment figure of over 10,000. 
To offset this loss, gas tax would have to be increased by 12¢ 
a gallon. 

Senator Hernstadt asked Mr. Souza his opinion on what the impact 
would be on each of the three bills; which would cause Nevada to 
lose highway funds and which would not. 

Senator Ashworth asked Mr. Souza if there was a schedule of 
sanction by the percentage of noncompliance. 

(Committee Mlnnles) 
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Mr. Souza replied yes. He said the percentage of vehicles over 
55 miles per hour in 1979 would be 70 percent and that would be 
an assessment of $1.235 million. In 1980, it would be dropped to 
60 percent which would be $1.10 million. He said the State could 
not lose more than 5 percent of $80,000,000. 

Mr. Melvin Beauchamp, Deputy Attorney General with the Nevada 
Highway Department, said that if S.B. 176 were passed it would 
mean a mandatory loss of 100 percent of highway funds. 

Senator Hernstadt stated he wanted to clarify the subject bills. 
He understood that S.B. 176 would be a mandatory loss of 100 per­
cent of funds. If S.B. 186 were processed, Nevada might be cited 
for not being in compliance on a part of the highway system and 
therefore would lose 100 percent. If S.B. 177 were passed and 
the percentage of cars over 55 miles per hour stays below 70 per­
cent, Nevada might not lose any funds. If Nevada were to lo-se any 
funds with S.B. 177 in effect, the maximum would be 5 percent. 
Mr. Souza said that would be assuming the Secretary of the 
Department of Transportation took the position he has with Montana 
and Idaho. 

Mr. John Borda, Director of the Office of Traffic Safety, submit­
ted a document showing what bills regarding the speed limit have 
been introduced in other states (see Exhibit C) ~ He will be 
speaking further on the speed bills at the Joint Hearing on 
February 27, 1979. He stated what actually happened in the 
five states, Montana, Wyoming, Oklahoma, Idaho and one other, 
that did have varying laws which actually weakened the 55 miles 
per hour with either no demerits, a maximum $5.00 fine, an 
energy citation, etc., and all they ever received from Washington 
was a strong letter and a telegram. He stated the five afore­
mentioned states had no increase in fatalities but the rest of 
the nation including Nevada had a 17 percent decrease. He felt 
that fatalities will go up if the speed limit goes up. He thought 
the way to go would be to ask Congress if the speed limit could 
be lowered in some necessary areas and up to 65 miles per hour in 
rural areas. Senator Ashworth agreed with this. 

Mr. Robert Guinn, Nevada Motor Transport Assocation, stated ·the 
law on the books now says the Secretary of Transportation shall 
not approve any federally funded highway project unless the 
Governor or some delegated representative can certify to certain 
things; one of them being that the State has an adequate 55 miles 
per hour speed limit law on the books. He felt Nevada would be 
playing Russian roulette if this legislation were passed. 

Mr. Virgil Anderson, American Automobile Association, said the 
insurance industry would be very much concerned about the loss of 
federal funds. They also feel the 55 miles per hour speed limit 
has reduced fatalities. 

(CoDlllliltee Minutes) 

8770 ~ 

20 



0 

D 
S Fonn 63 

Minutes of the Nevada State I.egislature 

Senate Committee on ............ Tra.nspo.r.tation .................................................................................................... . 
Date: ... F..e.b.:i;::ua,r.y. .... 8..~ .... 1.9..7 9 
Page· ... F i.ve ................................. _ 

Mr. Hugh Ricci, representing himself, gave some statistics on 
energy consumption. He stated the easiest way to conserve 
energy is by lowering the speed limit. He stated that according 
to some calculations that he had done that between Las Vegas and 
Reno the approximate miles per gallon came to be about 19.8 at 
65 miles per hour or 23.1 miles per gallon at 55 miles per hour, 
which is a difference of 15 percent. The difference in time 
being one hour and fifty minutes. He said there is an average 
usage of 112,000,000 gallons of gasoline at 65 miles per hour 
and 96,000,000 gallons at 55 miles per hour which is an increase 
of 16,000,000 gallons or 3.6 percent. All of his comments were 
directed at S.B. 176. 

Col. Barney Dehl, Nevada Highway Patrol, commented on some of 
the statements made by Mr. Rader. He distributed Chi-Square 
Criteria (see Exhibit D). He said that a study done by the 
Nevada Highway Patrol showed that 18 percent of traffic accidents 
investigated by the Highway Patrol have had 55 miles per hour 
speed convictions and 8 percent that have 55 miles per hour speed 
convictions were not involved in accidents. He said there is a 
definite correlation that drivers who get speed tickets are twice 
as likely to be involved in an accident as drivers who do not 
get 55 miles per hour tickets. 

Chairman Blakemore closed the hearings on the speed bills until 
the Joint Hearing on February 27, 1979. 

ACTION WAS THEN TAKEN BY THE COMMITTEE ON THE FOLLOWING BILLS: 

Senator Ashworth moved that S.J.R. 11 "Do Pass." 

Seconded by Senator Faiss. 

Motion carried. 

Senator Hernstadt moved that S.B. 167 be "Indefinitely 
Postponed." 

Seconded by Senator Ashworth. 

Motion carried. 

Resrectfully submitted, 

/ne A. King, S~ry 

D: / 

~J~ Bl~ 
chard E. Blakemore, Chairman 

(Committee I\Unutes) 
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FEBRUARY 4, 1979 

KEITH ASHWORTH 
Member, 
Transportation Committee 
NEVADA STATE SENATE 
Carson City, Nevada 

DEAR . SENATOR ASHWORTH, 

Three cheers for you: 

.' EXHIBIT A 

RE1 National Spee'd Limit 
and SB 176, SB 177 

I strongly support your two recent bills dealing with reform 
of the National Speed Limit. 

SB 176, advancing the limit to 65 mph in Nevada (hopefully in 
concert with several other western states), is excellent legislation 
because it will mandate a more realistic limit. 

For each 20 miles traveled at 65 mph rather than 55 mph, a motorist 
saves three minutes. On a 440 mile auto trip from Las Vegas to 
Carson City, a driver will save 66 minutes travel time at 65 mph 
over 55 mph. 

I'm sure you will agree this is a substantial savings in travel 
time. It diminishes driver fatigues on long trips and thus promotes 
safety. · 

Your secorrlbill, SB 177, eliminating demerit points and insurance 
premium penalties for convictions of speeding between 55 mph and 70 
mph, is also excellent legislation. 

While Dick Rottman was Insurance Commissioner, he conducted hearings 
in June, 1977, on similar administrative proposals. Assemblyman 
Bob Price and I attended the hearing in Las Vegas during which in­
surance industry executives testified that they had conducted no 
actuary studies to prove motorists who get tickets going up to 79 
mph are greater risk liabilities. Thus there is · no actuary just­
ification for insurance companies penalizing these motorists. 

It is important to note SB 177 duplicates two of the four provisions 
of the Dale Goodman bill last session that copied laws on the books 
in Ictaho and Montana since 1974, and partially adopted in Oklahoma , 
Texas and Nebraska. None of these states have lost their federal 
highway funds. 

So it is impossible to believe Nevada would lose its federal highway 
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funds if SB 177 is enacted. 

Enclosed is a booklet with copies of studies and surveys that 
.directly contradict what federal and state traffic safety bureau­
crats have been telling us about the National Speed Limit. 

PAGE ONE is a survey done by Mechani,c Illustrated Magazine 
shows Americans oppose the speed limit by a 2-to-l margin. 
contradicts a recently published DOT poll which claims 56% 
Americans strongly favor the speed limit. 

which 
This 

of all 

The DOT poll was taken from a sampling of 1500 Eastern citizens. 

The Mechanix Illustrated poll was offered to the magazine's five 
million nationwide readers. Ten thousand of these responded. The 
sampling audience and response audience was vastly larger than DOT ' s 
poll and is probably vastly more valid. 

PAGE TWO is a study done by the chairman of the economics department 
of University of California, Irvine, which proves the speed limit 
coststhe United States SIX BILLION DOLLARS in annual lost productivity . 
It also saves only one or two percent of our total gasoline con­
sumption. 

PAGE THREE is a study by the National Traffic Safety Administration 
that reports traffic deaths relate directlyi&economic growth and re­
cession (and thus do not necessarily relate directly with the National 
Speed Limit). 

PAGE FOUR is a study done by the California Highway Patrol that proves 
naked speeding is only the 11th most important cause of highway 
deaths, far behind drunk driving and other violations. 

PAGE FIVE is a study by Car & Driver Magazine on how the speed limit 
does not really save lives (or saves lives at best at a marginal rate) , 
and that possibly federal safety officials are manipulating the death 
statistics for their own purposes. 

PAGE SIX is a Texas A&M University study that indicates the National 
Speed Limit is unsafe because it promotes driver fatigue on long 
trips. 

PAGE SEVEN is a study commissioned by :Motor Trend Magazine that in­
dicates the National Speed Limit saves energy at a marginal rate, if 
at all. 

PLEASE WRITE ME OR CALL ME TO ADVISE WHEN THE COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
WILL BE HELD ON SB 176 and SB 177 . I will appear to testify strongly 
in support of both of your fine bills. 

4923 Colorado Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104 

452-8881 

SINCERELY, 

~~ 
ART RADER 
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0ur55-MPH 
Vote Ends 
In a Surprise! 

li ,. •• 

SPEED 
LIMIT 

T HE VOTES are counted in MI's 
National 55-mph Speed Limit 

Referendum. The news is that 55 
loses by a margin of 2 to i. Amer-
ica hasn't had such a disliked law 
since Prohibition. 5 5 

MINIMUM 

4 0 . 

The outcome was not really a 
surprise because 55 has never 
been popular, particularly 
with MI's readers, who under­
stand and care about cars much 
more than does the average 
motorist. 

We found a major surp1·ise in the 25-word 
comments that voters could write on their 
balluts if they wished. What the com­
ments revealed is a widespread feel-
ing of disenchantment and frustration 
with ineptneks in govemment. In 
shm·t, our peoplu aro seething. Our 
f>!i l1111lot in many cusl•11 lhu11 becume 
a 1111.'.in.s of uxp1•esaing foulings nut 
l'l.'luting directly to the speed issue . 

. The number of marked ballots 
sent in was another surprise. By 
the time we closed the books, MI 
received more than 10,000 votes. 
That response was nothing short of 
astounding in view of the circum­
stances. In order to be counted, a 
reader had to cut out our printed 
ballot, mark it, sign with name and 

'address (optional) and then fur­
nish his own envelope and stamp. 
Nobody can tell us people just 
don't care anymore! 

Of 10,333 ballots, the cowiting 
went this way: 

For 55 mph ··-············-·······3,649 
Aftainst 55 mph ..... ··-· ..... 6.684 
If t 1at is the feeling of ou1· read-

ers, what do they want in place 
of 55? There was some consensus 
on the answer-increase the na­
tional limit to 60 or 65 mph, the 
latter having been in effect on many . j 
highways when 55 was imposed. As : -:; :•1 
another possibi_lity, many readers. -·,. ·.:. j 
who voted Against said they,d ·.,.,~; 

• favor 55 if it were enforced. Sample '.: i,~--. 
comments are presented ~ongst~r~,;:. 
this report. ; •,.:·.;,'f~•~, 

The results of our Referendum · •',l): 
have been made known to even, ,, _ 0 ~_; ·f 
member of the U.S. Senate Jnd·i1[~ :..,. · 1:.:. 

House. In a~dition, ~11 50 gov~r• ':·-~~. -;,. 
nors were given the 1nf~~~ ·,;,,.r -· 

(Conti11ued 9tl'P49-• 95) 
'~\1 J ·"' -~•~; \; -

.. --~ ·. ~-~ .. '-.:. ~:...:~ ~ .-

FOR 

At 70 mph a craah hH almoal lwlc• Iha 
damaging lorcH •• al SO. Think II ova,: 

F. Roa/Ila,, Mal/bu, Cal/I. 

ll'a allh•r sacrlllce at 55 now or w• will 
b• required lo maka far blggar Hcrlftcea 
lalar. 

M.W. Kllna, Long Bllach, Cal/I. 

Avar■ga human reaction time can atlll 
luncllon ra■aonably wall al 55. Beyond 
lhal, r■acllon lime laila du■ lo apaad. 

Jul/a Burgan, Arllnglon, TH. 

Whatavar Iha llmll, alrlcl anforcamant 
ia imparallva. Nonenforcamanl crealH 
lwo atraarna ol 1rafl1c al vaally dlHaranl 
1paada. Thia dillarenca la eatrarnaly 
haza,doua. 

N. Oobblna Callahan, Roclcy Face, Ga. 

Allhou9h I faal nHd lor apHd, I am 
•••llzlng lhal not only have I arrived about 

· Iha a■me time but I h■va, In lact, ■rrlvad. 
Law/a McNau1hton, Lanc■atar, Pa. 

Tha 55 mph apa■d llmll, If ■ntorcad, can 
raaull In a algnlllcant -■wing In g■a 
and oil. 

Chari•• Kordowalcl, Palmetto, Ga. 

Many llvas hava bean saved by th• lower 
1paad llmlt, bul ii only ona were aaved­
and II waa your1-wo11ld rau lavor II? 

L. Bryan Cor, Resed11, Cal/I. 

Remember: If rou and I collide on aoma 
higllwaw, the tact that I w•• 1,evallng at 
55 r■ ll,er lhan 85 mar .... your Ill•. 

R.M. Barnelf, N. Hunllngfon, Pa. 

EXHIBIT B 

---

AGAINST 

55 11 not HI• for the per■on who obeys 
becauH he la conalantlr being tallgatad. 

Danni• Downey, Lanalng, Ill. 

II Iha ldlala In Waahlnglon rHIIJ' want lo 
HH 11••• lhay should remove hall Iha 
alapllghl• In our clllH and •rnchronlH 
the real! 

R. JHH Da,la, o, .. ,.,. Colo. 

Al 70 mph, traffic WH aprHd out, which 
made II aater. Al 55 Iha only lhing you 
llnd In a rear-view mirror la ■arnebody 
elH'■ radiator. 

John G. Merers, Elk Gro,a, Ill. · 

If w■ want lo ,■we lual, hava ■ higher 
llmll (75 mph.I) tor economy car■• 

Duncan P. Johnson, W•rmoutll, Af■H. 

I go 40,000 ml. • yaar, 727 .3 hra. at 55, 
615.4 h,.. at 85. I don't Inland to apand 
an Htra 111.9 hr■• driving. 

John B. B1tlcer, Bllllng■, Afonl. 

55 ii imp,aclh:al In molt WHla'" ••• , .. 
du• lo Iona cllal•ncaa belwean clllff. 

s,,an l(allfhler, Abll••·· TH. 

Haw about aatra llm• added lo R 300-ml. 
trip? 50 min. addod lo 41/, hrs. can be 
unulo lor a lirad buainH•man. · 

Tom Ca1111n, Callolcla, Ill. 

II legl1lallan la naca■aary than re9ulala 
mllH par gallon, not spaad. 

J.E. Harmon, Jr., Catto/non. TH. 

1 
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55-MPH 
(Continued 1Tom page 58) 

The import of this ·expression of 
ppinion hardly can be ignored by 
our le islators because the huge 

e a o s rep· 
resents t e ee g o a os 
m1ll1on readers. Organizations con­
ducting public-opinion polls (such 
as on the popularity qf television 
shows) use samples that are mini• 
scule compared to what MI's read· 
ers produced. Thus our confidence 
in the viability of our balloting, 

Our kind of people-we own one 
to three cars each, like to drive, 
like to take care of our machinery, 
own a home, work for a living and 
struggle forever to make ends meet 
-see the 55 limit as a relic of the 
•Nixon Administration that has nev­
er accomplished what was supposed 
to be its m~in objective. The law 
was impost.'<i to conserve fuel; it 
was said. Anyone who takes a look 
at Lhe country's petroleum-con­
sumption figures knows instantly 
that we have a massive failure on 
our hands. 

Besides that, the 55 limit, like 
Prohibition itself, simply is not be­
ing enfo1·ced. And (!ven in the few 
spols where Lhcn• is cnforcemr.nl, 
I l'l•~•• 11w11I of 11111t.or1sts cl11Pl!I not 
:il'l'III 111 1,,, fair 111111 1•v1•11-luuul1'1I. 

On Lhc ulhc1· side of Lhc cuin, the 
minority who voted in support of 
5 point out that the discernible 

slowing of traffic has saved lives. 
No one claims we have fewer acci­
dents than in pre-55 days hut those 
that occur tend to be less destruc­
tive and fatalities are fewer. Back• 
ers of 55 also say that nonenforce­
ment does not mean the law is bad 
--only that enforcement is bad. 
These and other minority opinions 
also were made known in our let­
ters to Washington and the state 
capitals. 

The comments that came in with 
both For and Against ballots often 
seemed to be the cries of disenfran• 
chised citizens. Even those who 
voted to support 55 had sharp crit­
icisms of the government. General­
ly the ballots reflected a profound 
dissatisfaction, a type of alienation 
usually associated with college stu­
dents. We working people are often 
pictured as happy and even smug 
in baing the best-paid and best-fed 
such group in the world. 

Well, happy we're not, according 
to what we read. Whether dismiss-

Ding the 55 limit with a sharp jab­
"it stinks"-or supporting it be­
cause of the lives it is supposed to 
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snve, readf>r dter reader disvlayed 
dismay at the colossal and unre­
sponsive Washinr,ton burea1.1<~racy. 

Srn1w vot1••1·s foil-and r.aid-thnl 
Washington is too stubborn to ad­
mit the 55 limit is played out. To 
another sei of readers, Washington 
is not responsive for precisely th'? 
opposite rc~1~•1n. Thi! government 
is not taking a hard-line, they said, 
and is not committing itself to prop­
er enforcement of the law. 

The 55 mph limit in many com­
ments became the symhol of a gov­
ernment out of control, one that no 

longer answers to the individual 
citizen. Some readers admitted vot­
ing against the limit solely to vent 
arnter at WashingtC1n. They felt the 
Referend•trr ·· ·•· lht- .. nly way they 
could regi::-tc.i: their frustration, 
they snid. In several instances two 
ballots would have almost exactly 
the same com'Ilent but one reader 
would vote For, the other Against. 

'l'he hallots show an overwhelm­
ing reliance on the automobile. Not 
one comment even mentioned the 
• 0ssibility of mass transit. Many 
.described a feeling that the 55 limit 

., ................ , ..... -. -.....--.--------~-------..- - ·~ . ... 
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was an intrusion on their 1·ight to 
drive as fast as desired. To hearo 
some tell it, you "d thin le. the car 
should be mentionP.d in the First 
Amendment to the Constitution. 

There's irrmy in all this, of 
coursP. One of the attractions of 
our Referendum had to be our an: 
nouncement that the results would 
be made known to influP.ntial law­
makers-the exact people who are 
so distrusted by the vote-casl.ers. 
Perhaps they're angry and frus­
trated-but th"Y obviously haven't 
given up hope.O 

0 

G 
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Speed Kills 
But Not Very Often 

Every fatal accident in the U.S. is investi­
gated by a state-police unit which repons the 
"primary collision factor." Blood tests an: 
used to identify drunken drivers, and experi­
enced investigators can reconstruct the 
events leading up to an accident with sur­
prising accuracy. 

The result? Typically, speeding ranks 
about eleventh as a cause of highway dca&ths, 
well behind such sundries as "improper 
turns" and "drivers being distracted by pu­
sengcn." In 1976, only 2.3 percent of fatal 
accidents in California, and only 5.4 percent 
of fatal accidents in New Jersey, were cau~ 
by vehicles exceeding the speed limit, ac­
cnrdmg to the respective state-police Fatal 
Accident Investigating Units. New Jeri;cy 
and California are sigruficant for this com­
parison because New Jersey has just about 
the highest concentration of radar units per 
mile of Interstate in the country, and conse­
quently the strictest enforcement of the 55 
mph 5peed limiL In Cahfomia, on the other 
hand, police radar may not be used by the 
highway patrol: 
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Even more interesting, these percentages 
didn't change much when the speed hm1t 
was reduced from 70 mph to 55 mph. Com• 
plete statistics weren't compiled in 1973, but 
New Jersey's 1972 figure was 6.25 percent 
fatalities caused by exceeding the speed lin"i­
iL In California in 1972, unfortunately, fatal­
ity figures for exceeding the speed limit 
weren't broken out of the total. But it's easy 
to see that in New Jersey, at least, the nwn­
ber of people killed because of speeding 
stayed virtually the same no matter what the 
speed limit, while the percentage of driven 
driving faster than the posted speed limit 
rose from only 10 percent who exceeded the 
70-mph limit in 1972 to over 60 percent who 
exceeded the 55-mph limit in 1976. 

Surprisingly enough, there bas been no 
NHTSA study on the causes of fatal acci­
dents. These records an: kept only on a state 
level, but, according to NHTSA, figures 
have been collected on a national level for 
drunlr.en drivers and youthful drivers. And 
it's pretty well documented that over 50 per­
cent of 111l vehicular fatahtaes an: caused by 

a 

drunks and 20 percent by drivers between 
the ages of 17 and 24. 

The moral of this story is obvious. ~ 
may kill, but drunks and inexperienced driv­
ers kill about fifteen times as often. It's about 
tune that the NHTSA rearranged its priori­
ties accordingly. -llldi Ta,lt,, 

1. Driving while intoxicated ... . .... 1126 
2. Driving within speed limit, but too 

fast for conditions ........ • . • . .•• 584 
3. Pedestrian stepped into road . .•. , •• 375 
4. Driving on wrong side •. . .• . .• . .•. 237 
S. Failed to yield at intersection .• . . .. 237 
6. Disobeyed stop signal .......•.... 190 
7. Improper driving maneuver • . ....• 141 
8. Driver distracted by passenger ..•.• 140 
9. Improper tum· . •.. .• .•.. • •.••..• 103 

10. Pedestrian failed to yield ..•.. •. .. .. 98 
1 1. DriYln1 oYer speed limit ...... .. ... 90 
12. Improper passing ........... . ..... 53 
13. Improper lane change ..... . ...... .48 
14. Undertheintluenceofdrugs ..•..... 18 
15. Improper parking ...••.. . , ......• . 17 
16. Bralr.csfailed ......... . ..• . •..... . 14 
17. Following too close ....•..... .. . • . 11 
18. Other equipment failure .... . ..•.••. 9 
19. Improper backing up ••....... . ..••• 7 
20. Headlights failed ............ . ..... 2 
21. Undetermined . • . ........• • ..... 438 
Total California 1976 fatal accidents . •• 3980 
Source: Analysis Section of CHP 
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Why ·You Shon dn't Believe 
The Feds Body Count 

BY RICH TAYLOR 

TRUCKSS800 
TRUCKS6230 

' .. 
MOTORCYCLES.3270 

MOTORCYCLES 3336 

PEDESfRIANS 8930 
PEDESTRIANS 7425 

OTHEK702 

L-54052 
The government says the 55-mph 

speed limit saves lives. 
We say the government is wrong. 

F,111/llt>lt' w f'ig. I (ubr1ve/: You will nori,·e thu1 lhe fu1t1/iry ,,umbn.r in lhi., il/11.,1ru1i11n do 1111111grl'<' with rhe n11mbers ,n 1/ie re.ti . Rolh 1r1,r come from 1hr 
NIii'.\'.-( Olli.-1• of s,,111.,ri .. , 11111/ At1l1/\·., i,, . flu· , .. , ... ,. ill ,,,.. ill11<1r1111011 11r,• ,,,,,,,,. 1'1'<'<'111, lra,·in ~ ,md, ·, ~,,,,, , ,,,, "11di111'lllll'III" ,·wli,·1· ,,,,, \<"elf . /111• 
"w/111,1111,•m" wn ,·,I /,i ttarr,111· tltr ' .~•tJ• ,,,.,.,..,.,.,, />fl' · 11111/ 111m .,,,..,.J /i11,it .fi11aliti,·1. lfot wl11· .J,•,11/r.,. ,,,111i, ·11/c1r/1 ,1,.,_,.. ,/,l/mg b,w4 to /IJl.l , .1/11111/,I /,,• 
m/111,1,·,I . 11 tlii, /111,• tl,11,· luu ""' ,,. . .,,, ,·.1J1l,1i111•1/. 
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'' 5 5-mph ·speed Limit Saved Lives," 
claims th .. h ·aclli-ol" 1n t Ii ,· New York 
Timr~. J\ nt.l I l,c a, ticl r. of Ja1111-an 24, 
l '178, goes 1,11 to say, "Federal officials in­
terviewed all ag1eed on one thmg-that at 
least 50 percent of the reduction in traflk 
fatalities over the last few years was nth ib­
utable to efforts hy many drivers to comply 
with lower speed limits." 

In this case, .. federal officials" means 
representatives of the National Highway 
Trnffic Safety Adminisl ration, and 
NHTSA is not exactly what you'd call an 
unbiased source. Their $150 million annual 
budget is dependent on proving that Amer­
ican roads are saft:r because of NHTSA 
regulations, and the only statistics avail­
able come from NHTSA. 

But NHTSA's claims simply don't add 
up. The 55-mph speed limit is nowhere 
near as effective al s11ving lives as the gov­
ernment would like you to believe, and you 
can prove this using NHTSA ·s own statis­
tics, Rathe1 than accounting for 50 percent 
of the reduction in traffic fatalities, the 55-
mph speed limit bas accounll.-d ror no sig­
nificant fatality reductions at all. 

The 55-mph speed limit wa., mnde man­
datory on 1dl U.S. ronds a:o. 111' Mnrch 4, 
l'J74 . Al 1lm1 lime. Nll'l"SA l111tl hccn cu11-
vi11cctl hy a study t.lunc i.,r 1hr. Ohio S1111c 
Highway l'alrol that reducing the national 
speed limit to 55 mph was the most effi­
cient way to save gasoline during the "En­
ergy Crisis." But, even with the reduced 
speed limit, consumption increased. Do­
mestic demand for gasoline actually rose 
from 6.674 billion barrels a day in 1973 to 
6.978 billion barrels a day in 1976, as total 
vehicle miles traveled increased from 1309 
billion to 1391 billion. 

According to Dr. John Eberhart of the 
Department of Transportation, Office of 
Driver Research, the most accurate gov­
ernment study shows a maximum fuel sav­
ings of only one percent directly attribut­
able to the 33-mph speed hmtt. To put this 
in perspective, John Keli,•; . ,Ji rector of de­
velopment at the Firestone Tire & Rubber 
Company, says a one percent improvement 
in fuel econpmy can be gained by increas­
ing inflation pressure of the radial tires on 
the average car from 24 to 26 psi. A one 
percent improvement in fuel economy is so 
insignificant, in other words, that no one 
now defends the 55-mph limit as a conser­
vation measure. 

The 55-mph speed limit has survived 
solely because it "saves lives." According 
to table A-4, Traffic Safety '76, published 
by NHTSA, there were 55,759 traffic fatal­
ities in 1973-the last year of the 70-mph 
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speed limit-and onlv 46,62'1 in 1974, the 
fir,;t ye11r of the 55-mrh limit. In 1975, 
45.515 people were killed: in 197h. 46, I ~O. 
(Jl,-1.ause of the comple~ily of compiling 
these figures on a national level, the 1977 
total will not he availahle unlit taler lhis 
year.) NJITSA uflicials would like you to 
belie\'e that there·s on ,1cross-the-board 
correlation between the speed-limit reduc­
tion and this reduction in traffic fatalities, 
that reducing lhe speed limit by fifteen 
mph is responsible for at leasl half the av­
erage of %bl lives saved each year for the 
past three years. Maybe. Then again, may­
be not. 

Until 1975, all government traffic-fatali: 
ty figures included everyone who died 
within one vear as a result of injuries suf­
fered in a vehicular accident. But in the fall 
of 1975, according to Marvin Stevens of 
the NHTSA Office of Statistics and Analy­
sts, the recording system was changed 10 

include only people who died within thirty 
days after an accident. The published 1975 
and 1976 fatality figures have been artifi­
cially reduced by five percent. says Ste­
vens, making direct comparison impossible 
wTth earher year-;. As research 1s being 
clone for lhis arliclc. lh, NIITSA lrns ycl 
.!!.!..f!_,hlid,o· 11,;\ l ha11r,· A,1,u-,i.-il '" C-1111 

l'nrru lo lhe cnrli.-r wi-.h 111, lrnllio: li11111t1u-.; 
were ac1ually 47,'791 111 197~ und 4K,457 111 

1976. Applying the approrrinle cc1rr1.-clin11, 
the difference in the number of trallic ra­
tati ties between 1973 and J'l76 ,~ titeh 
7302, not 9609 as the NHTSA would like 
you lo believe. 

Still, considering lhal much or every 
driver's time is spent miret.l in urban and 
other low-speed traffic, thr real queslion ii; 
how many of the!le fa1111iti1.-s were ev~n sub­
ject to the 55-mph speed hmit in the first 
place. NHTSA claims that half of the fa­
tality reduction when you compare 1973 
and 1976 was due to the speed reduction. 
But according to table 11.2. 1.5. of the 
NHTSAFact Book, 59.35 ~rcent of all ve­
hicles involved in fatal accidents in 1973 
were traveling 55 mph or less hefore the 
accident, even though the speed limit was 
70 mph. In 1974 and 1975 this figure was 
66 percent. (Later information was not 
available at press time.) 

This is a very important point. If 59 per­
cent of all vehicles involved in fatal acci­
dents were gomg less than 55 mph when 
lhe ~peed ltmtt was 70, then irs obvious 
that reducing the speed limit from 70 mph 
to 55 mph would not have affected these 
dnvers. So, of the total reduction in fatali­
'iiesiii'at occurred between 1973 and 1976, 
59 percent is nol attributable to the lower 
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speed limit. To assess the effect or the 
speed limit change then, we must subtract 
S9 percent, or 4308, from the total reduc­
tion of 7302 fatalities to calculate the effect 
o( SS mph. Subtotal: 2994. 

There's another big group or fatalities, a 
run seventeen percent, that hasn't been 
considered. In 1973, 9774 pedestrians 
blundered into the street and were killed 
by oncoming traffic; in 1976, only 7895 
(8290, adjusted to compensate for the new 
NHT$A recording system) pedestrians 
were killed, according to Traffic Safety '76. 
This reduction or 1484 pedestrian deaths is 
due to a combmat1on of factors, none or 
which had anything to do with the 55-mph 
speed limit. Breakaway hood ornaments 
and rear-view mirrors, smooth hubcaps 
and sort-nose cars have,accounted for most 
or this reduction in low-speed ped~i.1iian 
fatalities. Obviously, nearly all pedestrian 
deaths occur on surface streets where the 
speed limit was unchanged between 1973 
and 1q7t,_ Subtract 1484 pedestrians from 
lhc :!11'14 fotalitic.'li s.iwtl ht'lwecn ·t•J7.l um.I 
I '17b. New subtulal: I 510. 

There are now about I 04 million auto­
mobiles in the United States, and approxi­
mately ten milijon new cars enter the total 
transportation pool each year, while ten 
million old cars are scrapped, In other 
w11rd11, tu make u comph:lc l hungenver or 
all U.S. aulomnhilC!I lukc:,; elfoclivcly hm 
yearn, lll'IUully II hit more. The Mnlnr Ve­
hicle Suli:ly Act wus passed only in l 9b6 
and began to affect the deSign of cars only 
in 1968. The progression since then has 
seen the percentage or cars equipped with 
lap and shoulder belts increase from 60 
percent in 1973 to 90 percent in 1976, ac­
cording tu NHTSA 's Fa,·t Book. 

lhe big change in seatbelt usage came in 
1974, due to the ignition interlock, the 
same time as the 55-mph speed limit came 
into effect. But since the interlock was a 
short-lived measure, disregard it. Still, be­
tween 1973 and 1976, 30 million 1974-
1976 cars equipped with lap and shoulder 
belts entered the highways, according to 
NHTSA's Fact Book, while another 30 
million old cars with only lap belts or no 
belts at all left the highways. The usage for 
seat belts increased from six percent on 
1963-1966 models in 1973 to 21.37 percent 
on 1974-1976 models in 1976, according 
to Sll/ety Belt Usage Survey, published by 
NHTSA. 

According to NHTSA's Traffic Safety 
'76, page 5, "Each ten percent increase in 
the usage rate or lap and shoulder belts re­
sults in about 11 I 5 livc:s savc:d." Since us­
age of lap and shoulder belts increased fir. 
tee~1 percent between 1973 and 1976, sub-

MAY 1978 

tract 1673 fatalities saved through in­
creased use of better seatbelts in order to 
determine the effect of the 55-speed limit. 
New subtotal: -163. 

The Motor Vehicle Safety Act or 1966 
decreed a multitude of changes in car de­
sign in addition to lap and shoulder belts. 
These include collapsible steering columns, 
energy-absorbing chassis and dashboards, 
roll over protection, side-impact door 
guards and energy-absorbing bumpers. Al­
most 30 million safer 1974-1976 cars were 
put on the roads between 1973 and 1976, 
while another 30 million comparatively 

The speed limit had 
nothing to do with the 
1484 fewer pedestrian 

deaths in 1976 

unsafe older cars were junked. According 
In sludic.'ll done li1r NIITSA hy lhc North 
Carulinu Highway Sulc:ty Kc:.c:urch Cenlcr, 
a person is "ten to fifteen percent less like­
ly to be k.illed or seriously injured in a 
post-1974 car." Let's split the difference at 
12.5 percent for purposes or discussion. 
Now, this study bus lumped fatalities and 
serious in.juries togt!ther. But we will slatis-
1 ical ly separate lhcm hy referring 111 a 
s11uly c11111l11clc1l hy Volvo in l'.lb5 111111 

1960, which concluded lhat serious injuries 
and fatalities occur in a ratio or 6.5 to I. In 
other words, or the 12.5 percent reduction 
in serious injuries and fatalities observed 
by the North Carolina Highway Safety Re­
search Cenh:r, only about 1.9 percent are 
fatalities. 8111, since 1974 and 111:wer cars 
accounted for only about one-third of the 
cars on the road in 1976, only one-third of 
the 1.9 percent can be applied to the over­
all car population. Applying that factor to 
1973 deaths yields a savings of 353 lives 
attributable to safer car design. New subto­
tal: -516. 

According to Marvin Stevens or 
NHTSA, stricter driver-licensing require­
ments, stricter vehicle inspecti\lns, im­
proved roadways, completion or more 
miles or federally funded Interstate high­
way, increased police patrols and stricter 
drunk-driver legislation have all contribut­
ed to the reduction in highway fatalities. 
Breaking out figures for the individual 
changes is impossible, says Stevens, but 
there has obviously been some benefit. We 
will not try to calculate it here. 

What else changL-d0! W~ll. there has been 
a dramatic shirt in the number or drivers 
who are safer than I he average. In the 1973 

EX HI BIT B _J 
to 1976 period, drivers increased by six 
million, according to the Fact Book, with a 
corresponding shift or the total driver pop­
ulation from 55.2 percent male/44.8 per­
cent female to 54.2 percent male/4S.8 per­
cent female. Because men arc involved in 
fatal accidents at about four times the rate 
of women (among other factors, they drive 
more miles), this population shift should 
result in about 1.1 percent fewer fatalities 
if everything else remained the same. 

We could go on about the reduction in 
the number or convertibles and the increas­
in g tendency or all cars to gravitate 
towards a weight of 3100 lbs.-thus elimi­
nating the dangerous weight disparity be­
tween big cars and small cars in two-car 
collisions, which is pointed out by Hans 
Jaksch in Analysis of Increased Small Car 
Usage upon Traffic Deaths and Injuries, 
published by the Department of Transpor­
tation. There have also been a substantial 
increase in the use of radial tires with im­
proved roadholding, increased use or disc 
brakes und heavy-duty suspensions. 

You get the point. NHTSA woulJ like 
you to think that 9609 people were saved 
in 1976 who would have been killed in 
1973, and that half those people, 4805, 
were saved because the speed limit had 
been reduced from 70 mph to 55 mph. 
There is no reason to believe lhut. In fact, 
duh1 pruvidL"tl by lhe NIITSA suggesl olh• 
crwiNC. l'11111p11ri11g vchidc Kpced inunclli­
ately before fatal acciJenls (Fig. 2) fur 
1973 and 1975 (numbers for 1976 are not 
yet available), we can see that the reduc­
tion in accidents happened not only above 
55 mph but also below 20 mph. So it would 
be very difficult for a rational man to give 
all the credit 10 1hc lowered speed limit. 

We're not going to argue that the 55-
mph limit actually cost 516 lives, as our 
calculations show. That would be as feeble 
as the NHTSA's position. Instead, we'll 
settle for a compromise. The NHTSA al­
ready admits that the 55-mph speed limit 
doesn't save fuel. It should admit that it 
doesn't save lives either. 

And whcm it gets that done, it might just 
as well raise the speed limit back up to 70 
mph where it was, at least on the Inter­
states. The death rate is incredibly low 
there-1.43 fatalities per 100 million vehi­
cle miles in 1975 (the latest figures avail­
able}--less than half that of any other type 
of road. And it is insensitive to speed. 

Looking back into our history for prece­
dents, Prohibition was another misguided 
attempt to restrict the American people, 
and when it was proven inctfedual it was 
rescinded . We think that same time has 
come for the 55-mph speed limit. • 

Con1inwd 
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• lu its c.1mp11ign 11gni11sl 1111m~- dcu1hs, the 
!l11fety C!lt11hlishment. inv11riably falls bac~ on 
statistics. II tries lo rind a correlation be­
tween an increase in fatalities (or a decrease:) 
and some other trend or occurrence in socie­
ty. But these correlations are hard to find. 
Traffic death!! don't automalically go up 
when the number nf curs nn the rond in­
creases. Or when lhc numhcr of licenMed 
driven increases. Or when the average 
horsepower of lhe new models goes up. 

To the frustration of everybody, traffic 
deaths seem quite unpredictable. Thal is why 
the NHTSA has been so quick to credit the 
55-mph cpeed limit with saving lives. On the 
surface, there is a correlation. But after 
checking through the evidence it appears lo 
be more of a coincidence. 

There is, however, one correlation that 
M~rllN un•hnlcahle. Th11I s- llw 1cluliun.,hip 
between motor-veh,, '·· ·.! .11hs and the Feder­
al Reserve Board's Industrial Production In­
dex, a commonly used indicator of the 
strength of the economy. As you can see on 
the accompanying graph, whenever the In­
dustrial Production Index goes up, so do fa­
tali ties. And when 1h,· i,,dex goes down, 
there is an a,,so('ialcd rrd u.:li• ·n in deaths. 

This relationship was noted by 8. Bruce­
Briggs in his well-researched book, The War 
Against the Automohile. He rensoned that 
the mood of the nation changes with the 
economy. "In hard times, pe<_>ple are pessi­
mistic and cautious, and are not risk takers. 

. . . Good limes ,n~11n guntl fecli1111M, dml­
licnce, optimism and II tendency 111 pul your 
foot on the gas and gn." Cert,inly the death 
rate supports this conclusion. 

Intere1tingly, the death rate 111so suggests 
something else. Looking at th~ two curvcs, 
it's clear that their resrectivc ralell of in­
cn:n,e hegin lo diverge 11boul l'lbR . Even 
though lhc lmh1Nlri11I l'rndm·•icm lndi:~ ,·1111 • 

linuC!I to climb, rtr11thN sturl lo lcvrl 111T 111111 
later decline. You will rcmrmhc-r lhut 1%8 
was also the year in which fedenllly madnl­
ed safety equipment (energy-absorbing steer­
ing columns and other occupant-protection 
devices) first became required on new cars. 
II would appear that lhi5 equipment is doing 
the j,,b for which i• was designed. · 

Nevertheless. il~ seems In he the economy 
that's calling the shoL• here, becuu.'le, with or 
without the 5afe1y equipment, hoth curves 
rise or fall at the same tune. Then why, you 
ask, doesn't somebody mRil this page down 
to the NHTSA so our men in Washington 
can get on with the real correlation? Well, 
you can forget that apprC'ach. They already 
know 1his stuff. In fact, the graph wa~ taken 
from the NIITSA 1-"a•·t Buok. 

Sc, why don't tl,ey r,ny allenlic,n le, their 
own data instead of trumpeting red herrings 
such as the speed limit? For that answer 
you'll have to examine the political proces.• 
by which laws are made. Congress is not 
likely to vote for 11 recession, no matter how 
many lives it would save. -t'a,rick Brdord 
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BY THOS L.. BRY-ANT .. ·. 

T tll·KE IIAS Ul!E N a multitulle ol' 
wurlls wrillen . spoken anll proba­
bly shouted about the national 55-

mph ~peel! limit which has been with us 
more than two years now. And it will 
prohably remain in force for quite some 
111111.:. ii' nut forever, despite the antipathy 
of manv Jri\'ers. Several of us associated 
w11h R~t:T have heen traveling reccntly. 
t·m·ering rather lung ,listances in a vari­
ety of cars, and have relliscovered the 
impracticality of 55 mph. The Feature 
Ellitor recently drove approximately 
5000 miles round trip going home to 
Wiscunsm for the hol illays anll I malle a 
:?500-mile jaunt to Wyoming and hack. 
Om: of lil'c's great frustrations is being on 
the inters tate hi1:,-hway syMern in the wille 
open ,pm:c!> 111' Ncvalla III l l ta h aml univ 
a ~i 111•lc ,·ar 111 ~i1,thl .. . that ,1111·. 1111l111·­
t1111,1tcly hc111g ,1 highway p,1trul L'ar Y1111 

stare al the mountains in the distance 
and it seems they never get any doser. 

One ot' the more interesting essays I've 

··t 
EXHIBIT B _ _j 

COMFORTABLE SPEED 
vs 

w LEGAL SPEED 
There's a big difference, according to one study 

seen on the suhject of the speell limit is 
"An Analysis of Comfortable Driving 
Speed" by Dr Ronald Morris and 
Charles Berry. Jr. Their report stems 
from an experiment they carried out for 
Texas A&M University's Texas Trans­
portation Institute, in which they hy­
poth~sized that a comfortable driving 
speed would be established by the driver 
based on vehicle characterist ics anll 
roadway design and conditions if he or 
she was not receiving feedback from the · 
speedometer. 

Dr Morris is now living in southern 
California and I spent some time talking 
with him about the experiment and read­
ing the report he prc:sented to the 14th 
SA FE Symposium (SAFE is an org,1-
ni1at i1111 of ,pcdali,1~ invulvcll with ~11r­

v1val. II a11,p111 lal11111 S,lkly. lili: s11pp111 I 
an,I rcl.11eil licld~). 

there is a relationship among himself. the 
operating characteristics of the car being 
driven and the roadway parameters, 
which tends to establish a comfortable 
speed of sustained travel. Dr Morris ad­
mits that th'e exact nature .,fthis relation­
ship is not known even thl1ugh there has 
been a considerable body of research 
over the past several decades atti:mpting 
10. identify parameters. 

The primary question for our purposes 
here is what effect does mismatched 
comfortable speed and legal speed have 
on driver perfonnunce. Dr Morris says 
th:11 if a driver's comfortable speed varies 
significantly from the legal speed limit, 
and if the driver desires to remain legal, 
he will rnns1:1111ly he mljusting speed hy 
throllk r ha111•,l's anti q u11 i11111111s 11hsl'r­
va ti11n 111' the sp,·edullll'lcr. I le a.Id~ that 
any 1cl:1xati1111 of v1gil,111ce results -i11 a 
tendency to return tu the cuml'ortable 
speed. 

lo 

In slating the pruhlcm or cumfortahle 
driving speed, Dr Morris says that even 
the c:1suaf ohscrver can perceive that To test th is hypothesis, Morris and..+ 
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Berry designed an experiment in which 
they attempted to keep the numb, ,f 
uncontrolled (nuisanl·c)· vari:il· · ,., a 
minimum. With the cr.mpl·,.,: , , ol rhe 
'I ,: •.:is I lcpar 1m,:111 ,,r P11hlic :,,1!11y. 1hcy 
u·.fd a• · isolalell :.cc.:lion of lntcrslJte 30 
some 40 miles west of Teic:arkana. Texas. 
All testing involved runs in hoth duec­
tions to compensate for lighting and 
wind conditions, tesLc; were c1•11ducted at 
the same time of day during dry. sunny 
weather, the vehidc'~ i11terior tempera­
ture was maintain,·ll between 70 and 75 
degrees Fahrenheit, and driver instruc­
tions were administered identically to all 
subjecr, by use of a tape recording. 

Morris adds, "II was assumed' that 
vehicle IVpl' would be a ~ignilic:mt pa­
rameter. so a single-factor, 3-lreatment­
lcvel. completely randomi·,cd experi­
mcnt w as conslrul'lecl. Three auto­
mohiks, sclecte,J to cover the range or 
generally availahle commen:inlly man­
ufo t·lured types served as lhl' lest vehi­
cles." These• were a DaL~un .l40Z, a Forll 
Torino station wag<'n and a GMC SporL'i 
Van, each with less than 22,000 miles and 
eal'h fl'C'ently tuned (inclulling wheel 
hal;111n· anti alig11111l'lll) 111 l"ill"lory spl'l'i­
lka1i11m,. 1:. ad1 wa ~ L'1prippl·il with a 
sp,•, d rccorilcr lhal wa~ !mlt.11·11 lh1111 the 
driver, anll the in~lrumenl panel w:,s 
covcri:d so the llrivcr had no reedhack 
from the vehicle's standarll instrumenta­
tion. The drivers involvell were not told 
the purpose of the experiment and their 
instructions were as follows: 

"You have hl'cn askl·tl lo lake parl in a 
human l'uclors c:\pcriment. You wall he 
required to llrivc appm,irnatcly 30 mile!> 
on Interstate tlrghway 30. This expl'ri­
ment is intended to measure various 
human factors associated with driving: 
the instrument panel will be covered. 
You are asked to find a speed which is 
comfortable to you and maintain it. 1 will 
be taking various measurements during 
the experiment hut try to ignore what I 
am doing. Your task is to drive ac; you 
normJlly wcurld. At.lju.~t yr,ur .•ri, d so 
that it feels comfortahle tu you. If there 
are any questions I will replay the tape; 
otherwise, begin now. I will give direc­
tions as required." 

There were seven drivers for each of 
the three vehicles hut none of them drove 
more than once. Dr Morris concedes that 
his sample was small in number and thus 
conclusions drawn from the experiment 
must be general. He adlls that there is an 
apparent need for more experimentation 
to determine the nature of the distribu­
tion of comfortable driving speeds. His 
conclusion? 

"The experiment dearly demonstrates 
that the average comfortable driving 

~~ d, TQ.ACk MA8AZiNe­
""'A'2CH lfJ'7'> 

X 
speed is well above the existing national 
speed limit n!' 5~ ntph. The analysis of 
our data resulted in an 11vernll mean 
comfortable speed uf 64.94 mph with a 
slandard lleviation of 4.425 mph. From 
this it is reasonahlt> to conclude that the 
probability that the entire populatiu.n's 
comfortable speed is 55 mph is essen­
tially zero. The comfortable speed of 
69 Q4 mph llemon~trales that if the pn~~­
ent speed l11nit of 55 mph is Ill he con­
tinued, further research is needed in the 
areas of vehicle and roadway design to 
establish a more acceptable interface be­
tween inherent vehicle characteristics 
and legal speed limits." 

Dr Morris allds that constant attention 
In speed on 1he part of tht' dnver places 
allditional stress anll l"atigue on the per­
son, as well as requiring co11st.an1 thm11le 
currl'ction\ which do little lo maximize 
engine performance an,J conserve en­
ergy. 

Just as an additional-point of interest, 
the fostcst mean average wa~ for the 
Ci Ml· van. l'he 24IIZ was :icmnll ra~tcsl 
,incl the ,talion wagon Wll!I third. Dr 
Morris told me lhal if anyone is intl!r­
e~tell in pur~uing this line of r•:search. he 
would he happy lo give whatc, er assis­
lanc:c and guidance he rnn. e,·c11 though 
he is present!) in a different tleld. He can 
be reached at PO Box 2169, Downey. 
Calif. 90242. 

[3 



GG 

E X HI 
,'f 

B 

NOVEMBER 1977 

That way we could save time while we 're saving gas. 

• We must assume that , our lawmakers 
had their hearts in the right placCli during 
the hard times of 1974 whc:n they lowc:red 
the speed limit from 70 to S5 mph. The 
nation was facc:d with a critical fuc:I short­
age, and nobody c:ither thc:n or now dis­
putes that cars use lt:l>S fuel when travding 
at lower speeds. 

But jui.t because thdr hearts wc:re in the 
right places doesn't mean that thc:y did the: 
right thing. Why, a reasonable man might 
ask, if the: govemmc:111 was looking for a 

NOVEMBER 1977 

BY PATRICK BEDARD 

way to t;oost fuel economy, did it make a 
law controlling speed? Speed, in the funda­
mental sense, has little to do with econo­
my. If the government wants better fuel 
economy, it should pass a law that specifies 
fuel c:cunomy. 

Moreover, that same reasonable man 
might find the 55-mph limit discriminatory 
in that it does not divide petroleum rt:­
sources equally among motorists. In an 
America based on equal rights for all, why 
does the law allow motorists who opt for 

fat-back highway hogs to burn more fuel 
than those who voluntarily choose more 
frugal models? 

The question boils down to this: If the 
government wants twenty mpg, why 
doesn't it write a twenty-mpg law instead 
of a 55-mph law? Because even though 
speed d~ have: some effect on fuel con­
sumption, it's not nearly as important as 
the: type of car. 

Our technical editor, Don Sherman, has 
produced an eye-opening set of test results. 

Cuntinun:J 
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20-MPG conttnu,d 

He evaln:it•·d three car.~: a 460-ctJbic inch 
Ford LTD a:, the typicul !\,I' ~.u,, ll•r; a 
305-cubic:- inch. antmr.aflc Mnnza o;;iwdcr 
as a representative perfnrmunce car :o • I 11 

1600cc Ford Fiesta, a delegate from the 
econobox r11nks. In each .car, he mc..-a11ured 
steady-speed fuel economy in ten-mph in­
crements from 30 to 90 mph (actually, he 
ran the Monza up to 110 mph). 

The data shows that the 55-mph limit 
effectively subsidi1.es gas guzzlers at the 
expense of more efficient cars. Peak mile­
age of the LTD wa..'I 16.5 mpg at 40 mph. 
Consumption dropped to fifteen mpg at 55 
mph and twelve mpg at 70 mph. The Mon-

• za's most efficient range was 35 to 55 mph 
where it produced 25 mpg regardless of the 
speed. At 70 mph, mileage dropped to 
about 21 mpg. As expected, the Fiesta was 
a miser, scoring a peak of 58 mpg at 30 
mph, dropping to 46 mpg at 55 mph and 
35 mpg at 70 mph. 

But most important of all, the curves 
show that car size is ever so much more 
important than speed. The Monza, at""ii2 
mph, produces the same economy all the 
LTD at 55 mph. And driven flat out, the 
Fiesta still gets better mileage than that of 
the LTD when it is cruising at its most 

Wizen it comes to saving 
gas, tests show 

that car size is ever so 
much mnre 

import.int t/zan car speed. 

efficient speed of 40 mph. 
The comparison shows up the 55-mph 

limit for the limp gesture that it is. And 
President Carter's idea of a gas-guzzler 
tax, at least temporarily put on the shelf 
now, is IJ\Ore of the same bureaucratic fol­
ly. What this country needs is a good twen­
ty-mpg speed limit (or eighteen mpg, or 22 
mpg-whatever can be agreed upon in the 
smoke-filled committee rooms). Let the 
motorists go as fast as they want so long as 
they don't drop below the mileage mini­
mum. Yo11 can be imre that gas guzzlers 
would lose their appeal if they were con­
fined to the slow lant'. hdng passed by 
streams of Fiestas, Hondas, Rabbits, Che­
vettes and the like. 
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Such a i::cheme could be easily put _into 
rnutlun. 1 he EPA compiles mileage figures 
on every new car as it is being certified for 
emis111ions. A speed limit for each car could 
be based on the same data. The govern­
ment already requires that emission:oi num­
bers be pasted on the side windows of new 
cars. Ma.,imum allowable speed could be 
placarded there as well. 

Of course, there would be criticism from 
the safety establishment. It would see the 
unequal speeds as a source of danger. But 
it should be reminded of the natural selec­
tion process at work here. The slow speed 
limit for big cars would soon make them 
unpopular, weeding them out of the traffic 
mix, ultimately making the roads a safer 
place for smaller. more efficient cars. And 
in fact, the hazard to small cars would be 
reduced immediately because big cars trav­
eling at lower sl)f!eds pose less of a threat. 

But best of all, getting rid of the speed limit 
in favor of an economy limit provides an 
incentive to improve transportation that's 
mis!lin~ now. The tin;t ~mal of better trans­
portntion always has been-and always 
should be--gcttingto the destination sooner. 
And who can argue with getting there sooner 
and saving fuelin the process? • 
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The 55-mph fallacy: Slowing a 460 LTD from 70 to 55 mph saves three mpg but 23 mpg could be saved In a Fiesta without slowing. 
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APRIL 1975 

r:n 974 was a year of desperation. 
W Millions of motorists all across the 
country reported lah~ to work because 
a good portion of their early morning 
hours were spent playing a new game 
called "Find The Fuel." No one felt 
much l1kP. playing . particular ly when 
the payoff might be as li ttle as an 
e1gl1t- or ten-ga llon drink , maximum . 
The motorist was rightly outraged . 
There could be no winner In such a 
game 

But the worst was yet to come. The 
government quickly upped the ante of 
desperation by responding in kind with 
another desperate move: The 55 mph 
speed lim,I was enacted by an unpopu-

CATCH 55: 
THE NATIONAL PEED LIMIT 
Does Congress have enough sense to pound sand 11 ,to a rat hole? 
By Herb L. Adams · 

lar and essentially inoperative adminis­
tration with the avowed intent of con­
serving precious gasoline. The govern­
ment also undertook the task of print­
ing millions upon millions of rationing 
coupons. "Just in case." 

States quickly jumped into the . act, 
many of them with "rationing " pro­
grams of their own. The government 
countered with its own national alloca­
tion plan, supposedly based on each 
state's own needs tor fuels. Daylight 
saving time became the law of the land 
to help conserve heating oil. 

Since then, at course, our Arab 
lriendli hr1ve resumed business as usu­
al. ii only for the lime being Perma­
nent daylight saving time is gone, as 
are state's rationing schemes All the 
threatened lawsuits which would have 
pitted state against federal government 
over allocation allotments are lorgot­
ten. Tensions have eased For the tirne 
being. 

Bui what about h is offensive 55 
mph speed limit? The bad news Is well 
known, ,r s here to stay. Both houses 
at Congress have perpetuated the low­
ered maximum speed indefinitely . What 
about tt1e ire al mu l ti tudes of 
Americans-often expressed violently 
during ll1e so-called " cr isis days " -
agc11nst lh1s most unpopular restriction? 

Has it, in fact , saved enormous 
amounts of gasoline as prom1s&d? 

No one knows. The federal officials 
whom one might suspect have such 
data have remained strangely silent. 
The Ford administration admitted that 
no one, except the oil_ industry itst:ilf, 
has any hard facts on what our real 
petroleum situation is. 

Reason urges us to confess that we 
believe there is a distinct possib1 1tty 
that this 55-mph speed lim11 may actu­
ally be preventing us from using our 
fin ite fuel reserves most intelligently. 

We 're getting ahead of the story 
When the 55 mph speed limit was ltrst 
imposed it was because it seemed a 
quick means of saving gasoline an<1 
would affect all cit izens equally Rais­
ing the price of gasohne (which hap­
pened anyway) was re jected because 
of obvious increased hardsh ips (pro­
portionally) to lower income fam ilies. 

Although the lowered speed lim it 
might appear to be equal for all citi­
zens. consider a Cadillac travel ing at 
55 mph and a Volkswagen cruising at 
70 mph The Cadillac is using approxi ­
mately twice lhe fuel. even thougt1 it Is 
travel ing slower II would be d11ficult to 
administer a law which would permit 
smaller . more economical cars to run 
taster but this would probably be fairer. 

Before we look at an alternative 
means of saving gasoline, lets look at 
just how much the 55 mph speed limit 
might be saving. Figure ~ 1 shows a 
typical full-size car's fuel usage at con­
stant speeds. At 70 mph it gets 16.2 
mµg and at 55 mph it gets 18.6 m~. 

The difference is 2 4 mpg or a 1 4 8 
percent increase in fue l economy. It 
should be noted that is the maximum 
increase that could be expected Fac­
tors such as some smaller cars in the 
overall driving population and actual 
variable-speed driving conditions would 
significantly reduce this percent of im­
provement. Since we cJon 't have data 
lo support these factors , we will use 
the 14.8 hgure for further an..ilysis 

All the cars in the country do not 
un at highway speeds because they 

are frequently operated In urban areas. 
The U.S. Department of Commerce es­
timates that 45 percent of the mileage 
accumulated by passenger cars is on 
rural roads which are affected by a 55 
mµll limit. This means t t1dl the 14.8 
percent sav ings in gasoli ne must be 
factored by 45 perce,1t lex an ad11al 
savings potential c,f 6 7 percent. Tt11s 
savings must be factored again by the 
mileage dr i·,en in those states that haJ 
speed limits lower than 70 mph before 
the Federal law was passed. 
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population . A weighted average of the 
population of <?ach state plus an aver­
age ul the st:,1e-1mposed !speed limits 
shows that 63 mph is representative of 
the average speed a driver was tr,1-, ,•l ­
inq in rurnl 11reas bP.fore ttie fnc1ernl !,:i 
mph limit was imposed. When lhIs dnla 
Is factored into our 6. 7 percent poten­
tial savings. the maximum savings is 
colDeguenlly reduced to 3. 1 percent. 

This calculation does not co11s1der 
that some drivers always exceed the 
speed limit or that some drivers never 
go as fast as the limit allows . 

It does not take into account driv­
ing factors such as acceleration, hi ll 
climbing and traff ic patterns that would 
all reduce the potential savings . For 
comparison purposes it Is sale to say 
that the three percent savrngs In luel 
we ca lculated Is the maxrmurn that 
mrght be expected as a result of the 
federal 55 mph speed limit. Cons1der­
Ing actual driving condItIons m all parts 
of the country, the minimum potential 
gasoline savm:;{s could be as li ttle as 
one percent. three percent lue1 sav­
ings is sign ificant but not really very 
much In hght of the enormity ol the 
problem. 

Can a better way to save gasoline 
and the time-saving 70 mph speed IIm1t 

i go together? Ideally, a fuel conserva-
~ tion program should affect all people 

equally and save maximum amounts of 
~ fuel. If we could reduce the weight of 
i the average car by 1000 pounds we 
., .. 

SPEED LIMITS AND l'OPULATION 

STATE DAY NIGHT INTERSTATE POPULATION 
( 1_.oc,11s) .. 

AlABAMA 60 50 70 :l l!:, 1 
ALI\SKA 60 - 10 30G 
ARIZONA 60 60 - 1 7'42 
ARKANSAS GO - 75 1 q ;•r, 
CALIFORNIA 65 - G:, 19 \J ~!,I 
COLORADO 70 - 70 

, .., , u ~ 
•-'-:, 

CONNECTICUT RP - - 3.033 
DELAWARE 50 - 60 550 
WASHINGTON D.C. 45 - 50 753 
FLORIDA fi5 70 - 6.845 
GEORGIA 60 ·so 70 4 r,02 
HAWAII 45 - 65 774 
IDAHO 60 55 70 717 
ILLINOIS 65 - 70 11 137 
INDIANA 65 - 70 5 2()8 
IOWA 70 60 75 :' 83() 
K~NSAS 70 60 7:, 2 248 
KENTUCKY 60 50 70 3.224 
LOUISIANA 60 - 70 3.644 
MAINE 45 - 70 995 
MARYi.AND 50 - 70 :t~:17 
MASSACHUSETTS 40 - 65 !i •i ~9 
MICHIGAN 65 55 70 8.~lJI 
MINNESOTA fi<; :l!", 70 3 R::' ,' 
MISSISSIPPI tj!, - 70 ; 1 ; • I ft 

MISSOURI I'' . ' 1;11 (II •1 l,1 1.t 
MONTANA i;11 '••1 fi1 I ,' 

NEllRASl<A •··• 1,11 (', I 1'!11 
NF-VADA N11 h1111t HKLt?µI ,I• , p11~,h•1I Ill I 11 11 1 , ,1\KI 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 60 - 1 () 14'2 '8 
NEW JERSEY 50 - 60 7 I 9f, 
NEW MEXICO 70 70 70 1 018 
NEW YORlf !i5 - (Vi ' 111 _;,1:o 
NORTH CAROLINA 55 - 10 5 091 
NORTH DAKOTA 60 6:, 7f> Glfl 
OHIO fi() '. ,() 7(1 1n .r:r111 
OKLAHOMA 6!1 !.,!, il l ;' ! I/~ ' 
OREGON 55 - 70 I 1(1? 

PENNSYLVANIA 55 - 1() 11 .UI 7 
RHODE ISLAND 55 45 60 9'i1 
SOUTH CAROLINA 60 50 70 2 596 
SOUTH DAKOTA 70 60 75 6/i!:i 
TENNESSEE 65 55 75 3 9:J2 
TEXAS 70 65 70 11 2C,4 
UTAH 60 50 7() ()f; ~J 

VERMONT 50 - 65 4.17 
VIRGINIA 55 - 70 4,GS3 
WASHINGTON 60 - 70 :1 41'1 
WEST VIRGINIA 50 - 70 I 7, lf, 

WISCONSIN 65 55 70 4.4 J3 
WYOMING . 65 - 7:, 334 

FIGURE #2 

would realize a fuel savings far greater 
than would ever be possible with re­
duce speed limits . 

The weight ol your car has a grealer 
effect on fuel economy than any other 
design factor . Analysis of comprehen­
sive data shows that the overall fuel 
economy is approximately equal lo a 
constant, 

MPG = ~6,000 
Weight 

56.000 divided by tota l vehicle weight . 

Figure = 3 shows th is relatIonsh1p for 
a group of caIs with varying we ights 
anc1 fue l economies This dala ind ,­
cales fuel Pr:onomy thal Is rPalized in 

overall d11v111g cond,ttons such as vou 
might encounler In putting 25 ,000 1 

mi les on your car over a two year per i­
od. As Is shown by the data ,1 Is accu­
rate w1fh1n two mpg Th is va riation al­
lows for different driving habits. car-to­
car variations. engine tune and ail the 
other va ri ables that affect fuel econo-

0 
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OVERALL FUEL ECONOMY VS. TOTAL VEHICLE WEIGHT 
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4 

e AUTOMATIC TRANSMISSION 
+ MANUAL TRANSMISSION 

4 8 1~ 16 20 24 28 
56,000 divided by total vehicle weight 

FIGURE #3 

my. Om purpose in pres1rnt1ng this 
data 1s tu show lhe 1elat1onsl11p t1e ­
lwe1m fuel economy and total vehic le 
we1gl 1t 111 this case the total vehic le 
weight includes passengers . cargo and 
anything else that moves with the car . 
Reduced weight resu ts 1n fuel savings 
because less energy is required to 
move less weight. Using the chart for 
an example we see lh,1 t a 4000 pound 
c,H will get approx1m,1telv 1 4 111pg av­
erage under a// driving cond1t1ons We 
also see that a 3000 pound car will get 
18.6 mpg under the same cond1t1ons . 
This increase of 4 6 mpg equals a 32 
percent saving In fuel. If we could re­
duce the weight of the averaqe car on 
our roads from 4000 to 3000 pounus 
we wou ld reailzP. a uel ~~tv111gs ten 
t11nes as g1eat a~ m1gl t bu 1e<1l1zecJ 
with lhe 55 mph speed 111n1t I he rea ­
son reduced weight can s,Jve so mucll 
fuel 1s because every car will save all 
t11e time, not like with a reduced speed 

limit where only a SPlect few will save 
on select occasions. 

Foreign manulact 1rers (und Detro it, 
to a rnucll lesser degree) have shown 
us lhat It 1s possiole to bu11.:1 smaller, 
lighter cars that are sti lt safe. attractive 
and. 11 desired. luxurious. The use of 
smaller and lighter cars t as the advan­
tage of other savings besides that of 
gasoline For one thing . ft 1u costs to 
customers wil l be red uced >ecause 
they will use less gasoli ne More im­
portantly , the widespread use of small­
er and lighter cars will result rn raw 
material savings as well as a savings 1n 
the energy required to process these 
raw materials . 

Automot ive manufacturers wi ll b111 ld 
any type of car t11at $ells l)ecnu::;e tturn 
L>usi11ess 1s to rm1ke money . [Jun ng lust 
year's gc1soline sho1 tage the sa le of 
srna I cars boomeo . But , as soon as 
gas was available again, even at higher 
prices , people ret urned to buy ing big 

EXHIB I T 8 

cars. It is easy io see why Detroit has 
not forsaken large cars. What we need 
then, 1s an mcent1ve to make people 
want to own and drive smaller, lighter 
automobiles. 

The obvious incentive to buyers in 
the middle of a recession is monetary . 
If the government levied an excessive 
tax on the weight of cars-proportional­
ly increasing with the we ight of the 
vehicle-it would be possible to influ­
ence the weight of cars on the road 
and realize a savings 1n fuel usage. 
Since we would like to make 1t attrac­
tive for people to own and dnve lighter 
cars. the formula for applying the ex­
cise tax should favor lighter weight ve­
hicles. This can be done oy making the 
excise tax a cubic function of car 
weight. An example of how this wou ld 
worl-. would be: 

TAX = 3 (Weight of _<;:a!)3 
1000 

WEIGHT 

1 000-pound car 
2000-pound car 
3000-pound car 
4 ono prn II ir I r.nr 
! ,0110 I II II 11111 , :; 11 
1,11\ll l p11111 11 I 1.,1 r 

TAX 

$ 3 per year 
$ 24 per year 
$ 81 per year 
$1 fl? rmr year 
$,I /! 1 p1 ! f y1!ill 

$ !,!M por yuar 

To simplify paper work in collecting 
taxes and as a further incentive to 
owrnng u lra~1twe1ql 1t car . all taxes of 
$100 01 les~ c.ou ld tm W.JIVP.d Tills 

would mean that a car weig111ng less 
than '3000 pounds would pay no tax 
yet a 6000-pound car wou ld pay al­
most $600 per year in excrse tax . Over 
the ten year Irle or d car . the excise 
tax of a heavy car COL1ld approach its 
initial cost. Th is system would permit 
the status seekers ancl wectlthy to sti ll 
own their larqe ca, s. but 111 the proc­
ess they would be pay1nn for t11e privi-

. ege. he m.i on y of the publrc wou d 
be conscious of the cost savings ad­
vantages of lighter cars . buy them , and 
drive t11em for an overall savings In to­
ta l gasoline used. 

The above tax formula is presented 
only as an example. The constant and 
power of the formula can be changed 
to meet any tax rates that might be 
desired . 

Since the change to hght cars is one 
that must be made slowly we propose 
tor the lul l program to be exercised 
over a five-year per iod. This wou ld 
allow for the normal dP.ath of ex isting 
c.1rs while er,couraqmg t11e manufac­
turers and the public to wur k toward 
t e use of lig~11er cars If the prog ram 
were enforced 20 percent per year we 
would have a progressive approach to 
realizing the overall ob1ective . The tota l 

, .... 
I fo 
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results ,, ou1,t nol be 1mrne(f1a le b11 I 
each yec:1r the fuel savings would in­

crease and the tax dollars to the gov­
ernment would multiply. 

To get some idea of how much tax 
muney the government would realize . 
assume an average car we1qht of 4000 
poum1s Th~ first yem. 20 perr,ent of 
the total woulr1 be abOL1t 340 per car . 
108 million cars x $40 Poach 1s over 
four billion dollars. The ~econd year 
this wo11ld grow to over eight hilli0n 
dollars until tt,e fif l t, ye:u when 1! 
wo11ld exceed 20 li1lhori •tollars p"!r 
/P:;Jr. N;1t11rally . hv t11il> t,rn,, more pPO· 
pie wr111ld 11, U!>inu c;rnaller cars lo 
save t1,P. lax This wr111lcl reduce lhi:? 
a1nou11t ot monuy 11,at !lie govern,rnml 

-,c ,, ., .. .... - ,: 

wo111r1 ,:r,linc l 111 exc1sp t.1•: hut 1! would 
also result Ir1 a cons1de• ,tile sav ings in 

gasoline and that ,s the real ob1ectIve. 
We have ,1tternpted here to show 

lmw muc-l1 qmm h,111 t11e 55 mph speed 
limit ,,n11v s:1·ms. We have also tried to 
shov ti 1.il reduc111r1 lhe weight of cars 
1s ;:i much rnor<.> effective means of 
saving qas0l1nP. V\ e t1ope that the gov­
ernment recognizes the effectiveness 
ol. this gas saving.; program and uses 
this-and all avai laflle-1nformat10n ,n 
fnrmuldlin9 our country s long rangP. 
energy policies H,1t Wf! dnirtJt this will 
Ile the r:ase : F1P111"mt1P1 t1ir1t ti 1P. t11der­
r1I 11overnmerit I 1<1s rl:!ltqiuus ly c.1ul1e1 ed 
to i:I knP"· Ier~ fJ"l •i11 lllfl-S•N•1n ,,,qard­
less attitude c.1L1uul -;uur car c1rnl rnIne 

Iha! h:1s resulled 111 some of Ille 11 1O•-t 
l,3ughal.Jle and inetfective laws on !li t: 
books. And now that President Ford 
has proposed a five-year mor,l •)num ori 
em1!';s1ons sta11clards-aga,rist tlw advu t=> 

of !,uch prest1g1ous organ1zal11.)ns as 
ll1e National Academy of Sc11;mr.es --1t 
1s a pretty qood 1nd1r.ation th,11 ynur 
government will co11linue to allow •Je ­
pres:;ed biq business al l lhe eewav It 
can tr1ke . never you m111<1 that 1mphc1t 
hardship~ of sur:h rol1cIes will t.Je 
lorced onto an over -bur ·foned µul,i ic 

Yti• :. 1m.Jeed. fnend , you ano I wrll 
r.c111tinue to pay the b1qqest p~rt of Ifie 
tnb lu 1111,Jo .vl1at lla i :,trendy IJe1)n 
dn11f:l Arni !11.11 1s lhP loii}OP-;I np-ofl ot 
all r,uc;11 aie 111, , pol1hcs ot desperatro11 ■ 

·, 

·-; 
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.. EXHIBIT C 

WYOMING 

*Has two bills introduced. One bill in the Senate, one in the House. 

*Tl~ House Bill (HB 432) has been amended to be similar to the Senate 

Bi 11 ( SB 117). 

*The Senate Bill passed, and is now in the House Transportation Committee. 

CALIFORNIA 

*Has one Bill in the Senate to repeal the 55 mph speed limit and revert to 

prior speeds. 

*They have one resolution petitioning the U.S. Congress to remove the 55 

mph mandate or remove the sanctions. 

0 MONTANA 

8 

*On the 30th day of a 90 day session, they have had no bills introduced in 

reference to the 55 mph speed limit. 

COLORADO 

*House Bill 1341 changes speed limit from 55 mph to 65 mph . This bill is 

presently in the State Affairs Committee. 

*House Bill 1345 eliminates demerit point penalty from driving record; 

depending on the stretch of road. This bill was assianed to the Trans­

portation and Energy Committee. 

ARIZONA 

*House Bill 2011--Traveling over 55 mph becones a petty offense; citations 



. , EXHIBIT C _j 

would not count against insurance. This bill was amended and sent to the 

_, Transportation Comnittee. 

0 

*Senate Bill 1021--Extends the 55 mph speed limit from July 1, 1979 to 

July l , 1981. This bill died on the floor. 

IDAHO 

*A Bill to change the speed limit from 55 to 65 died. 

*Anticipate that other similar bills will arise. 

NEW MEXICO 

UTAH 

*A bill that would make a speeding citation of over 55 mph have a maximum 

fine of $5. This bill was passed in the house but was killed in Senate 

Transportation Co~mittee. 

*A bill to raise the speed limit to 65 has not gotten out of the Committee. 

*Nothing currently introduced--they are awaiting action taking place in 

Wyoming 

OREGON 

*One bill to revert to suggested speed of 70 mph for the valley; 75 mph 

for t~e eastern portion of Oregon. 

*A bill was introduced to raise the speed limit to 65. This was intro­

duced by a majority of the House Transportation Committee 
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EXHIBIT D 
\ 

CHI-SQUARE CRITERIA 

Nevada Drivers Only 

QUESTION: Is there a relationship between involvement in traffic acci, ents 
by Nevada dri v:ers to the type o __ f __ oi tation previously received. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE: 0.05 _level 

DIDREES OF FREEDOM: 2 

CRITICAL VALUE: 5.991 

NUMBER:: 152 driver in..volvements (Sampling of 200 drivers) 

1 2 l - -Class 
55 Other Other 
mph Speed Viol. Total Percent 

-
A Involved in 18 29 60 - Accident (18.3) (35.2) (53.5) 70.1' 107 

100 drivers 

B Not involved 8 21 16 45 29.6" 
in Accident (7.7) (14.8) (22.5) 
100 drivers 

26 50 76 152 100.0 

Class fo fe fo-fe (fo-fe)2 2 
(fo-fe) /fe 

A-1 18 18.3 .3 .09 .oo5 

A-2 29 35.2 6.2 38.44 1.092 

A-3 60 53.5 6.5 42.25 • 790 

B-1 8 7.7 .3 .09 .012 

B-2 21 lh.8 6.2 38.44 2.597 

B-3 16 22.5 6.5 42.25 1.878 

x2 = 6.374 

2 
X of 6.374 is greater than the criti cal. value of 5.991 at the 0.05 level, 
therefore, there is a rel ationship between accident involvement and the 
type of citation previously received. 

Note: The foregoing f i gures are not numbers of citati ons. They are number 
of drivers cited. Several drivers received more than one citati on 
per ty-pe. Firm correlati on cannot be determined as all types of 36 
citation are not listed. 



Class of Driver 

Nevada drivers invol ved 
in accident 

Nevada drivers not 
involved in accident 

California drivers 
invol ved in accident 

California drivers 
not involved in accident 

N = 300 

COMPARATIVE SURVEY 

ACCIDEt T AND DRI VERS RECORDS 

(Previous to Accident) · 

55 mph 
viol. 

18% 

8% 

34% 

4% 

Other. 
speed 
viol. 

29~ 

21% 

18% 

8% 

Other 
Viol. 

6<:fj/. 

16% 

48% 

18% 

EX \-1 I B ! 0 

No Violation 

27% 

70% 

34% 

76% 

Note: The foregoing are based on the percentage of drivers who received citations 
for a particular class of offense. The percentages will not total 100% 
because of those drivers who received more than one citation. 

37 



.. 
I 

Citations 

56-65 mph 

66-75 mph 

76-85 mph 

8.5+ mph 

Residence (%) 

Nevada 

Other 

---1 
.. : 

·, 

NEVADA HIGID-JAY PATROL 

ENFORCEMENT REPORT - 55 MPH N. 1.S.L. 

OCT. '76 THROUGH SE~. '77 

ZONE I (Las Vegas) 

3,351 

ll,085 

4,288 

48.5 

19,209 

48% 

52% 

3,351 
X .48 

1,608 

' 
ZONE II (Reno) 

11,548 

7,619 

1,035 

162 

20,364 

47$ 

53% 

11,548 
X .47 

5, 428 

1, 608 
5, 428 

+ 1.04.5 

8,081 

E X M I 8 I T D .. J 

ZONE III 

6,969 

9,826 

1,389 

174 

18,358 

15% 

85" 

6,969 
X .1_5 

1, 045 

(Elko) 

(21,868) 

(28,530) 

( 6,712) 

( 821) 

(57,931) 
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