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11. PETITIONER L 

The Ccnter f o r  Auto Safety ("Center") i s  a public interest 

5 This peti-tion f.s f i l e d  pursuant to Departwont of Trznsportatipn 

research organizatioa t h a t  worlcs t o  reduce deaths and injla-ies 

i n  wotor vehicle  crashes by encouraging hprovenents in t he  

safety cha r sc t e r i s t i c s  of vehicle design and perforinaxe. 

Center has f i l e d  with t he  National Highway Tra f f i c  Safety A M n i  

(WXSA) nuIcerous coments  and pet i t ions regarding ex i s t ing  and 

proposed safe ty  standards. 

The 

t r a t i  G 
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111. BACKGROUND 

'She question of requiring safety b e l t s  for bus passengers 

arose i n  goveriment c i r c l e s  e ight  years ago, on ~11111? 1, P906, 

when a Notice and Order on t h i s  subject (EX Parte No. MC-69) 

was issued by the I n t e r s t a t e  Conneerce Gomission (ICC). The 

question was then assigned t o  the i3urea-u of  Motor Carrier 

Safety (BMfS) when the safe ty  fmc t ions  05  he ICC %ere 

reassigned i n  A p r i l ,  1967. The 3:MCS s t d i e d  rzspoases t o  

Ex Parte No. ZJtC-69 and a l s o  considered similar proceedirigs 

conducted by the Hat ima1 Highway Safety Burear: (XdSB), 

predecessor t o  the I~HTSA, concerdng arcendn.ents t o  i t s  safety 

standard on occupant r e s t r a h t s .  (FKgSS 208). The N:ISB 

concluded t h a t  s t r u c t u r a l  1iroita:lons on buses m d c  the 

standard too costljr and thus not feas ib le ;  the B X S  diScc;kit.hued 

i t s  proceedhgs without proposing the  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of safep? 

b e l t s  f o r  bus occupants. (See Attachment B) .  

The Center submitted a pe t i t i on  on July 12,  1970, t o  the  

Bureau of Hotor Carrier Safety requesting act ion on the i n s t a l l a t i o n  

of safe ty  bel ts  i n  a11 passenger posit ions on i n t e r s t a t e  'oases 

(Attachment A). I n  addition, the Center along with two indl.vid~.wIs 

f i l e d  a pe t i t i on  with the  BMCS on August 27, 1'370, in support of 

Amendment 1 2  t o  Xotor Carrier Safety regulations %which required 

the i n s t a l l a t i o n  and use of driver seacbelts and truck pessenge 

r e s t r a i n t s  (Attachment C).  Both pe t i t ions  were denied by the 

BMCS . 
4 

To o m  knowledge, the  present pe t i t i on  i s  the f i r s t  one 

submitted t o  the  NHTSA on these matters. In  view of the recent 

rulemakhg proposals on Windshield Mounting Retention (Docket 

#69-29, Notice # 4 ,  January 14, 1974) and Bus ------ passewer Sea t i% 



and Crash Protection (Docket 873-3, Notice #l, February 15, 1973), 

it is  now timely t o  request rulen!a!cing requiring safe ty  be l t s  

i n  a l l  passenger posFticns i n  i n t e r c i t y  and i n t e r s t a t e  buses 

f o r  reasons which w i l l  be de t a i l ed  i n  the body o f  this pe t i t i on .  

N. THE NEER F O R A  STANDARD 

The i s sue  of whether or act to require  safe ty  be l t s  on 

i n t e r c i t y  and interstate buses imolves a substailcia1 number 

of herman l i ves .  According t o  the B H a ,  i n t e r c i t y  buses are 

involved i n  9 . 1  t r a f f i c  deaths per 103,000 vehic1.e niCles 

traveled. The LVTSA reports  an overal-i f a t a l i t y  r z t e ,  based 

on co l l i s ions  ~.volvi11g a l l  types of h i g t r ~ j .  vehizlcs, o f  4.9 

per 100,000 vehicle  m i l e s  traveled. 

are somewhat 

* 

Although these f igures  

in f l a t ed .  by the inclusion of non-occupant 
fi**rf .I c: ...- *Le- 
L a - L A L * r D ,  u,,~ d~ SGTG€ t~ S h i +  that t i ~ t 2 r  GLIG S S L ~ U U S  i i i j c u i r u  

of t en  r e s u l t  from co l l i s ions  i n  which in t e rc i ty  m d  i n t e r s t a t e  

buses are involved. 

account f o r  only pa r t  of the t o t a l  nutuber o f  i n t e r s t a t e  

i n j u r i e s  and deaths.) 

(The i n t e r c i t y  t r a f f i c  figuces o f  COWGC 

The need €or safe ty  be l t s  has been uiderscored f o r  zany 

years by various agencies and individuals ( s e n  Att&:ch_menC D 

€or some examples). lncidents  of deaths and ser ious i n j u r i e s  I 
1 

i n  bus accidents are w e l l  documented. 

voice recornendjag t h a t  s a fe ty  b e l t s  be required i n  buses has 

been t h e  National Transportation Safety Board, an independent 

arm of the  Department o f  Transportation that i s  charged with the  

perhaps the s t rongest  

~~~ 

* This iucludes pedestrians and passen ers i n  other vehic les  t h a t  

passen ers. 
statis  2 i c s  f o r  f a t a l i t i e s  t o  bus occupants. 

are involved i n  c o l l h i o n s  with buses, f n addi t ion t o  t h e  bus 
BMCS repor t s  t h a t  it does not  maFntain separate 



r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  invest igat ing m j o r  t ransportat ion accidents.  

Eight tiaes the  Board has urged t h a t  governing agencies, i n  the 

words of i t s  most recent recomencktion, l%alre positi.ve ac t ion  

toward making ava i lab le  to  bus passengers convenient r e s t r a i n t s  

aga ins t  being e jec ted  from t h e i r  s ea t s  i n  a crash or rol.lover." 

Fhpbs iz ing  previous inaction, the Board fur ther  noted that 

"Lf7his recomxxidation, with s i d l z r  i n t en t  but vnrpLnng la;zg:.isge , 
has been mads i n  seven pr ior  i n t ecs t a t e  bur; crash reports issued 

by the  Safety Board." (hTSS High~.rty Accident Report: f U - 7 3 - 5 ,  

Greyhomd Bus/IjaLone Freight Lines Inc. Truck Collision, U.S.  

Rwdte I l W ,  Bean Sta t ion ,  Tenn., i&y 13, 1972; r e p s t  dated 

Oct. 25, 1973; Rccomandation E-73-42, p. 22). 

This pe t i t i on  w i l l  focus on fl) answering the re ra in ing  

argumenfs against  the  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o€ sa1cty be l t3  on buses 
326 (2) &.Jclspi=g Frc.;~c.Aspj .&=&zcq.:Grc< r r C G s  iSG slippar$: 

of t he  argument. The Center hopes that i t s  dFscussion in these 

two categories  ~ € 1 1  provide the  PWiSA wi th  a cogent: body of 

reasoning that will be su f f i c i en t ly  perstmsive t o  prompt 

immediate ac t ion  on this question. 

s i t u a t i o n  has now exis ted f o r  a considerable length of tima. 

The presmt i l l o g i c a l  

V. LKeLIChTIONS OF T i E  PXOPOSED SFAT STRENGRTN STAXIARD - I 

(1) An hTTSA team repor t  on a 1971 Colorado school bus 

crash ou t l ines  one lnajor objection t o  the  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of s a fe ty  

belts i n  buses (see Sta tus  Report, -301. 7,  no. 19, m y  22, 1972, 

pp. 5-7). The repor t  states t h a t  s a fe ty  belts "would have placed 

t he  passengers' heads and necks above the  low seat backs and 

i n  d i r e c t  contact with the col lapsing roof.  Since the  bus 

top was deformed against  the  top of the sea t  backs, i n ju ry  
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seve r i ty  could very l i ke ly  have been greater  with a higher 

frequency of head and neck injur ies ."  

quoting the E13ITSA team repor t ) .  

(Status Report a t  7 ,  

The team fu r the r  concluded tha t  sa fe ty  belts should only 

be considered as pa r t  of a " to t a l  design concept" which would 

include 

energy d iss ipa t ion  surface cha rac t e r i s t i c s  ... sea t  anchorages 

a more rigLd roof-side s t ructure .  ..high sea t  backs with 

su f f i c i en t  t o  maintain seat in t eg r i ty  i n  f ront61 and rear 

co l l i s ions ,  a s  w e l l  a s . s i d e  co l l i s ions  and ro l lover  sccidents  ... 
Ennf  a ciiritoured seat area design which tends zo confine the  

passenger i n  h i s  general seat  area i n  t he  e v m t  of a crash." 

(Status @:port st: 7,  quoting 'the repor t ) .  

- -  

The l a s t  th ree  of the suggestions were heeded by the EWJ3A 

and incorporated iu recent  Froposed r u l m k i n g  e n t i t l e d  Bus 
Faciaeii-ci- ---I " .--- 7- ..-_*- 
1373), t o  be e f f ec t ive  Septmber 1, 1974. Since the  prq:osed 

standard requires  seatbacks on all buses t o  3e a ninimum of 

28 iuehes high, t h i s  antiquates the  argument proffered by the  

iWTSA team i n  the  Colorado school bus case. Nevertheless, 

s a fe ty  bel ts  are omitted as a requirerient in the proposed 

rulemaking and are suggested only under a second option i n  

the  proposal. We assume that the  proposed rulercaking was st ructured 

i n  this way t o  avoid requtr ing sa fe ty  b e l t s  on school huses. 

objections to the '  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of sa fe ty  b e l t s  on school bsrses have 

been loudly voiced by school systems i n  response to  the 

proposal.. 

and the  necessi ty  of extra personnel on buses t o  supervise 

use are recognized by t h e  Center. However, such problems do 

- 
6 C k l U  IrLCii)ll rLUL=ctrGG (35 rg $775,  FcL. 2 2 ,  

The 

Problems such a s  misuse o f . s a f e t y  belts as weapons 
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c.  

not ex is t  on . in t e rc i ty  and i n t e r s t a t e  bus systems, and &e 

sa fe ty  of these buses should not  be compromised by categorizing 

them with school buses f o r  the  purpose of consideriag safe ty  

b e l t  requirements. 

The question tha t  a r i s e s  is why bus passengers should not 

be afforded t h e  mnxFmMl protection ava i lab le  from the l ltotal 

design concept" recommended by tha  M%';TSA team. 

log ica l  that: t he  omission of safety be l t s  would weakeri the 

"concept'! by leaving oui7 an i n t eg ra l  pa r t  of i t .  This 

watered-down version 05 the " t o t a l  dssign concept", spaeially 

tailored t o  school buses , i s  i l l o g i c a l l y  presented t o  the 

American p.abblic as the must  feasibln safety i r i m v a t i o n  pssi 'a le  

f o r  i n i x r c i t y  and i n t e r s t a t e  buses as w e l l .  

It seems only 

(2) IR a July 23, 1970 letter denying t he  center's p e t i t i o n  
-_ Lo+ r u l c m k t u g  on safe.ky ? ~ e l ~ ~ ,  fipii;s j j i ~ ~ . i ; o r  2,obert A. %aye 

c i t e d  as a major reason for denial. the "s t ruc tura l  lbmitations 

of ex i s t ing  buses and s t d i e s  current1.y being insde by the 

National Highway Safety Bureau r e l a t i n g  t o  safety perfcrmnce 

requirements of buses t o  be built ia the future . . (Attachment 

,E). , In  lighE of the  NRTSA Bus Passenger sea it in^ and Crash 

Protect ion proposal, t h i s  argument i s  c l ea r ly  no longt;r va l id ,  
-.--..s'---- 

(3) Bus manufacturers have long voiced the  argurllent t h a t  

t he  c o s t  o f  i n s a l l l i n g  sea t  r e s t r a i n t s  i s  prohibit ive.  NOW 

that more s t r i agen t  performnce stendards are propose&, howevek, 

the addibional diESiculty and cos t  .of i n s t a l l i ng  safety belts 

has been lessened considerably. 

Not all of the  bus industry, i t  should be noted, i s  opposed 

t o  s a fe ty  be l t s .  One o f f i c i i 1  of Motor Coach Industr ies ,  a 



subsidiary of Greyhound, has observed t h a t  two la te r  models 

of coaches, the  MC-6 and )IC-7 "were designed t o  eventually 

take seat bel ts-ful ly  padded and f i t t e d  with the  pToper 

anchorings . ' I  (Chicago Tribune, "A New Means t o  Highway 

Safety," Sept. 5, 1972.) 

VI. THE IK~JXSHIELD FLTEXTIO3 -- SAFETY STXJEAIU A>; A TACTTOR 

A now comiooly accepted theory is thdt  thc incidence o f  

death o r  serious in jury  i s  m c h  higher f o r  thosz occupants who 

are e jec ted  f r a  a vehicle  than €or those who rmniil i n  a 

vehicle.  Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard N o ,  212, ccncerned 

with windshield s t rength,  has a s t a t ed  purpose tha t  supports 

t h i s  view: 

The purpose of tWs standard is  t o  provide for r e t en t ion  
of the vehicle  windshield during a crash, i n  order Co 
u t i l i z e  f u l l y  the penetration-resistance 2nd. in jury-  
avui&iice prqeri ies  or' c'ne wincis'nieid giazing mreri.%is, 
and to  Drevent e iec t ion  o f  occunants from the  vehicle.  

d k l d  Mounkn Retent- standard No. 212, Docket 
%?&%nir9+kT. 571. 212 (52)) 

The Staiidard 212 requireaents are admirable from a sa fe ty  

sta.ndpoint. unfortunately, a not ice  of proposed rulemaking 

(published on August: 23, 1972, 37 FR 16979), d e s i p e d  t o  

extend t h e  standard's coverage, limited the  proposed - 
app l i cab i l i t y  t o  multipurpose passenger vehicles  (mpv's) , 
t rucks,  and buses having a gross vehicle  weight r a t i n g  @FA%) 

of 10,000 pounds o r  less. This exempts, f o r  the  most part, a l l  

of the i n t e r c i t y  and i .uters ta te  buses which t ransport  385 mil l ion 

passengers over 1,175,000,000 m i l e s  i n  the  United States each 

year 

In NHTSA's own words, fr[ghe windshield provides valuable  

'passive protection'  when present r e s t r a i n t  sys t em a r e  not: used. 

Even where advanced passive r e s t r a i n t s  such as a i r  cushions 
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a r e  provided, the windshield w i l l  continue t o  serve a s  a 

back-up system whenever needed." (Windshield -- Mount- - 
___--- Retention, January 14, 1974, ~ ~ ~ u n a r y  s t a t m c n t ,  p. 3 . )  Since 

i n t e r c i t y  and i n t e r s t a t e  buses t r ave l  a t  high spesfds, crashes 

cause high speed t r a j e c t o r i e s  of passengers so tha t  passenger 

e jec t ion  through the  f ron t  windshield i s  highly possible. 

The irony here i s  evident. The vefy v e h ~ c l e a  vhich do 

not Frovide t h e i r  passengers with those rest ra ints  required 

on pr iva te  passenger cars a r e  fu r the r  exexpted frciil provi l ing  the 

%aluable passive protection" of a windshield c h ~ t  r e t a i n s  

passengers during a crash. 

bases a r e  not required to meet the provisions of the Windshield __-.,_I.- 

Mounting Retention standard, the need f o r  safety b e l t  

r e s t r t i i n t s  i s  especialf-y great .  

Since interst:ate and iaLscrcity 

Because buses have high centers of gravi ty ,  it is t o  be 

expected t h a t  a s ign i f icant  proportion of bus crashes involve 

rol lover .  rhe Center has been umble  t o  Locate s t a t i s t i c s  on 

such occurrences; however, e ight  out of nine of ths bus cmshes 

investigated by KFSB d i d  involve rollover.  

Other evidence sr;ggests t h a t  a vast rrajority of severe 

i n j u r i e s  and f a t a l i t i e s  a r e  incurred by passengers i n  one of 

t w o  ways: passengers are e i t h e r  e jected f r o m  the  vehic le  UT 

tumbled within the bus and hurled against  other passengers 

o r  the  h o s t i l e  i n t e r i o r  of the bus (the second co l l i s ion ) .  

Both of these injury modes are amplified i n  the rol lover ,  

which by i ts  very nature causes v io len t  gyrations of t h e  bus. 
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The second c o l l i s i o n  injury node has another dimension t o  i t  

-- the d isor ien ta t ion  of passengers. When passengers are tmb led  

around i n  the i i i t e r ior  o f  a bus i n  the course of co l l i s ions  or 

extreme driving m n e w e r s ,  they are l i k e l y  t o  become disoriented 

even if they do no t  i n  fact swtain  serious injuries.  T h i s  d3-s- 

or ien ta t ion  is  a prime e a w e  of pankc and cocfesion wl i i lo  e x i t  

from the  vehiele is being attempted. 

In a l l  si t-uations,  bu t  especially is1 thr case of f i r e ,  rapid 

passenger evacuation i s  e sgzn t i a l  to minhizhtg  injury and rieai31. 

Safety belts , by restr3in3.ng passengers i n  t1-d.r s e s t s ,  would 

lessen considesnb1.g t h i s  disarientation and ‘ ~ 1 ~ s  7 x e v ~ a t  needl.ess 

injury and death from occmrinng i n  the crash and post-crash 

sitluations. 

An argument often advanced by opponents uE s a f e t y  be l tx  ia 

buses h s  t h a t  a belted passenger i n  ar? overi-mned bus would be 

trapped i n  an upside-dum seat, suspended E t r m  a s a f e ~ y  bel t ,  and 

unable CQ achieve egress. 

The National Transportation sa fe ty  Board reported on A 

s i tua t ion  with such poteneial  s’trapping” vhich occurred south 

of petersbuzg, Indiana on November 24, 1969 (tqrs3 Highway 

Accident Report ~ % ~ - 7 1 - 4 & ,  Interstate Bus-Aut~mobiSe CoLlfsion 

and Rollover on Indiana Route 57, Report dated Febrcary 10, 1971). 

In noting t h a t  a l l  injwries ”could have been avoided if t he  occu- 

pants had been restrained i n  t h e i r  seats,” the Board did concede 

that “ r e s t r a i n t s  m.Lght have increased the difficulty of egress €or 
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the lef t  s ide  passengers in l i g h t  o f  the f i n a l  resitiikg positj.on 

of the bus on i t s  r i g h t  s ide,  wft:: the  botton po r t ion  slFghtLy 

elevated." (Report, p. L4) Howeva, a factor which f a c i l i t a t e d  

egress was the f a c t  t h a t  the be l ted  dr iver  was able  t o  swing 

dam from his s e a t  and a i d  passecgers i n  ex i t ing  the vehicle.  

Since the  dr iver  was able t o  extricate himself frm his seak a.nd 

remain in  adequate physical and rimital ccr,liiti.;n t u  a'id passm!g~irs, 

belted psssonjers would probably h w e  farad as well in the s a ~ e  

s i tua tLon .  Regardless, there i s  no question t*ht the probable 

damage from ejections and secon&?rg collisions i s  a f a r  W O T S ~  

a l t e r n a t i v e  t h n  some diEfLcul:-y i.n egress .i::-:~t r n i g h ~  o c c w  Li: 

bel t sd  passengers a r e  s.rrspe2bed in Z.heir s m t s .  

Another undesirable conseqbience of 1x1s rollover is che upming 

of s ide  windows. As dccmented by ehs Nati.ona1 Transportation 

s a f e t y  Board, ebese -open windows ai.:!ow ejectrLons wMch contri.bu%,uTe 

subs tan t ia l ly  .to f a t a l i t i e s  and in ju r i e s .  

In a hTSB-investiGsted bus c;:ash that occured near mrshf i e ld ,  

Missouri on ijctober 10, 1971, the bus overtmned and r ~ o s t  of the 

side windows becme unlatched due to khe s t ress  exerted on the= 

by the rol lover  ( ~ T ~ s B  Mighway Accident ~ e p o r ~  ~ ~ ~ - 7 3 - 1 . ~  BUS /:;.cation 

Wagon Coil is ion follmzed by Bus Overturn, U.S. Route 6 6 ,  Report 

dated Jan,uary 31, 1973). 

the  remining  thirty-four were injured i n  t h i s  Fartic.ularly .serious 

crash. The h j s ~  concluded t h a t  a cause-eff ect r ek t ionsh tp  ex is ted  

between the  open windows and.passenger e ject ion.  Th i s ,  i n  t-m, 

l ed  t o  one of i t s  eight  recommendations for safe ty  belts i n  buses. 

The invest igat ion of a sepfember 3 ,  1972 i n t x r c i t y  Greyhound bus 

-. 

Four passengers were k i l l e d .  and a l l  o f  
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crash near Richmond, Virginia l e d  ckie NlCSB to m k e  the  siime 

recommendation. I n  i t s  repor t ,  the Board concluded t ha t  "the 

undesired opening of s ide  winciows stibjected t o  rollover-induced 

stresses" was involved in passengfs ejectaons e 

absence of passenger seat r e sc ra i c t s  p e m i t t e d  the excessive 

tumbling, the large scale e j e c t h i  of passmgexs, 2nd the 1.00- 

percent occupaae:-injury rate." (W.CS3 Ziglvtxy AccideiYC Report 

They added, "The 

x. som ZamAAL, CGNSXDF,!Z/?TIONS 

I n  passenger ca r  aild bus &river seating, the FR?fi"SA requ2res 

that safe ty  bel t  protectdon be avai lab le .  It has recently escalated 

this e f f o r t  w i t h  the amenhent t o  Scmdard 208 which provides,  

as one option, t h a t  passenger ca r s  not be p e r s i t t e d  t o  be started 

o r  put i n t o  forward motion mt i l  a l l  f ront  s e a t  passengers have 
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buckled up. A s  of August 15, 1975, multi-purpose passenger 

vehicles  and trucks under 10,000 pounds will be required t o  

m e e t  one of the  three  options required f o r  passenecr ca r s  - one 

of these i s  sa fe ty  b e l t  apparatus. 

t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of protecting ziotorists ky use of such r e s t r a i n t s .  

passengers r id ing  0x1 mass t m r s i C  systwis, and specif ical l -y  

i n t e r c i t y  and i n t e r s t a t e  buses, should cezcainly nut: be dig- 

crirrinated aga ins t  by being denied the poten t ia l  p r o t e c t i m  t h a t  

safety be l t s  provide. 

These r n . 1 ~ ~ ~  actions a f f i rm 

Especially i n  today's w0zl.d where the ceed f a .  econmdcal 

u t i l l z a t i o n ,  nf  energy ~c~:';3sources points to:ard i i l crz~~sed =si' ~f 

public t ransportat ion,  the goverment aiid the bus %ndustry have 

a moral obl igat ion t o  make public transportation. as safe as i t :  

-..- - ^ ^ ^ ^ - ^  L T - .  b;: --.a* 

l l i~p rac t i ca l . i t g l l  argument t o  avoid recpiring safety b e l t s  OR 

buses. This pe t i t i on  has pointed t o  the  present s j . t i i t i u n  La 

which the  --- B u s  Passeqer Seati% and I_--- Wiizdshield Re'ieritian x d e m k i n g  

make safety belts pras+ical .  

b . . a L L  *. s u * v r i c . , v r j  u-1. fX thz p z t ,  '\ruTSP. 522 :%iLi.Zsd the 

When the Nstional Highway Traffic S a f e t y  k&i.nistra"cf.on f irst  

proposed passive r e s t r a i n t  systems, i t s  r e a s o n b z  was tha& sa fe ty  

belts had proven t o  be an inefEective r e s t r a i n t  system because 

f e w  people, according to t he  agency's own s t a t i s t i c s ,  used than. 

Nevertheless, MTSA aade clear that sa fe ty  belts would s t i l l  be 

ava i l ab le  : 

Under the  standard as adopted manufacturers w i l l  be f r e e  
to supply seal: b e l t s  as  optional or  standard equipment... 
so thalat persons who wish t o  have seat b e l t s  irrstalled i n  
t h e i r  vehicles  f o r  t h e i r  o m  use or f o r  use with c h i l d  
s a t i n g  systems, w i l l  be ab le  t o  do sa. (Occupant Crash 
Protection, Docket 69-9, Notice 7, Novsmber 3, 1970; 35 
FR 16927) 
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Sn th is . ins tance ,  NHTSA clearly did not w i s h  to iiittxfere 

with the individual ' s  freedom of choice. 

then, i n  l i e u  of a b e t t e r  system (or even i n  the event of a bet te r  

one), f o r  MITSA t o  extend t h i s  reasoning t o  a l l  forms G E  t.rans- 

por ta t ion  under its regulatory jurisdickAoa and t o  i n s i s t  t h a t  

sa fe ty  b e l t s  be i n s t a l l e d  i n  i n t e r c i t y  and in te rska te  buses t o  

be used a t  t he  d iscre t ion  of' &he i n d i v i d u l .  

It s ~ c e l y  mkes sense, 

The National Highay  Tra f f i c  Safcty Adminislxation hzs 

long recognized the potent ia l  of safety belts i n  reducin,z death 

and i n j u r i e s  of motor vehicie ~~ccupai~tss.  As ahem above, a l l  

o f ,  t he  reasons agaimt: extending safet-y belt protect ion t o  bus 

occupants are either inva l id  or outdated. The Center f o r  Auto 

Szfcq =.:.tcz Is7.g d e l q  Ch;;t hss ~ = ; r a c ~ ~ r ; i &  CIiLS ~~~~~~~, 
and petitions the  National Highway Traffic S a f e t y  Administration 

t o  immediately prppose rulemaking desi.gr.ed t o  make safety b & l t s  

ava i lab le  to all passengers i.n Lntercity and i n t e r s t a t e  buses. 

Date: June 19, 1974 
ell- 



Bureau o 

July 12, 1970 

) t o r  Car r ic r  Sc : ty 
U. S,  Departznent of Tyansportation 
Washington,D. C. 20591 

Cear S i r s :  

P06t Office Box 7250 

aeil Franklin Station 

Washinaton. D.C. 20064 

- 1  i ~ i s  is to r eg i s t e r  a s;zor.g nvte o i  suppor t  fo r  the  
proposeci rule to ban S A v O K i i l g  0:i inters ta te  busses.  
In June, on ;>. bus ride iron? Ye.:.ciont t o  New Haven, 
Conn, on -uii;.t was  ol;!;i::rviJse XJ enjoyable t r ip ,  
1 found n i y s e l i  gaggir>g s a d  sput te r ing  (1'2 i non- 
s m o k e r )  diue t o  srr*oliir;c iii cea?ktj- seats. 
about time 'LG s t o p  a!lowir,g o t h e r s  to reduce  t h e  
pleasure  Qf m y  t r i p  in i.f;ts way, and to t rzuniat ize  
m y  throht and lungs, ii; :he F~G:~:<s. 

I n  addition, i was s :xck w h e ~  : ' : i z ~ ~  g:ot 03 t!?e bus 
and sat downliy t h e  absei-ce oi sc!,t &:is, w x c L n  I 
a m  used ic wearing v.-hc,: L r2i:ive. Of cci i . -sz,  ?,long 
the  way, we pasfzc.? i v e r y  serioiiti ~ c c i ; . * < . ~  c . d  
I was  thz,nkful it ;=J;lsn'? us. 
have sonic s o r t  of rrsl:;.int i n  Lus:;es, a t  !e  
those who might wish t o  use tiiern. 
t h e  r e e l s  inside thc sczi-s (which would  probhk~~), 
r equ i r e  f i rmer  s e a t  anci2orage.s) t h e  belts cou i i  be 
made  unobtrusive f o i  t!lose no: ifiierested in ihc i r  
own safety.  

P l e a s e  keep n e  i n f o r r r d  o i  your  decis ions on these  
ma t t e r s .  
busses  (for passengers!, please regard  this l e t t e r  
a s  a petition for  such a rule. 

Thank you f o r  your attention. 

. .  

I t ' s  

. .  I 

I t ' s  z;,sii;i no. ., 

B y  recr:,.>:..; 

I: t h e r e  is no pen2lr;g rule on bzl i s  in 

Sizc e r  e l  y , 

Loweil 2;.  . 
Direcx:  

http://rrsl:;.int


Attachment B (without enclosures) 

US. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

BUREAU OF MOTOR CARRIER S A F ~  
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20591 

July 23, 1970 
RE: 51-10 

Mr . Lowell Dodge, Director 
Center for Auto Safety 
759 National Press Building 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Dear Mr. Dodge: 

Thank you for your letter of July 12 ,  expressing your concern with the  
safety of operation of commercial motor vehic les ,  

On February 2 5 ,  1970, in  response to  a petitior, from Mr. Ralph Nad.er, 
asking the  Federal Highway Administration to amend the Motor Carrier 
Safety Regulations to  prohibit smoking by occupants of buses subject  
t o  the  jurisdiction of this  Administration, a Notice of Proposed Rule 
Making was i ssued  in  the Tederal Register. One thoussnd five hundred 
and f ive  responses have been received to thar i<otice. in response to 
a request for an oral hearing on this  subject by the  petitioner, a hear- 
ing has  been set for July 2 9 ,  1970, at  9:3C a.m. Copies of the  Notice 
of Proposed Rule Making and  the  announcement of the  hearing are en- 
c losed  for your i.nfomation. We are also taking t h e  l ibeny  of including 
a copy of your letter in  D&et No. MC-19, Smoking on Buses. 

, 

On June 1, 1966, a Notice and Order (Ex Paite No. MC-69), concerning 
seat belts ifi buses ,  was i s sued  by the  Interstate Commerce Commission. 
On April 1, 1967, the  safety functions of the Commission were transferred 
to  the  newly formed Department of Transportation. The motor carrier 
safety responsibil i t ies,  including Ex Parte N o ,  MC-69, were ass igned  
to  t h i s  Bureau. 

The twenty-seven responses  to Ex Parte No. MC-69, as well as  other 
available data in  this a rea ,  were studied i n  detail.  Because of cer- 
tain operational problems, structural limitations oi existing b u s e s  and 
s tudies  currently being made by the  National Highway Safety Bureau 
relating to  the safety performance requirements of buses to he  bui l t  in 
t he  future, J t  was determined not t o  propose to  require instal la t ion of 
seat belt  assemblies and anchorages for passenger seats i n  interci ty  
buses. 
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Responses to Ex Parte No. MC-69 and accident studies indicated that  the  
public interest would be served by t h e  installation and mandatory use of 
seat belts for drivers of commercial vehicles.  These studies indicate tha t  
ejection from the  cabs  of commercial vehicles is an important cause of 
fatali ty and injury to the  drivers of those vehicles when they are involved 
i n  accidents .  We feel that  insuring that the  driver will remain i n  h is  seat 
during evasive maneuvers and crash  situations should decrease the pos- 
sibility of injury to  passengers in  commercihl vehicles and to  other users  
of the highway. The enclosed amendment t o  the  Motor Carrier Safety Reg- 
ulations,  poblished i n  the  Federal Register on July 3 ,  requires tha t  seat 
belts be  installed for and utilized by,  drivers of commercial motor vehicles.  
This amendment a l so  officially discontinues the proceedings under Ex Parte 
NO. MC-69. 

The National Highway Safety Bureau, of this Department, has  i s sued  an  
Advance Notice of Proposed Rule Making, requesting comments from inter- 
es ted  persons regarding seating and restraint systems for bus passengers .  
This Bureau is working closely with the  National Highway Safety Bureau 
t o  insure that adequate and safe  interior configurations are provided for 
CCZU~FS~E zrid, drivers of 311 cnmmewia l  vehir.'l~s ~ For furth,?r information 
on the rule making activity of t he  National Highway Safety Bureau, we 
suggest you contact Mr. Douglas T o m s ,  Director, National Highway Safety 
Bureau, Washington, D .C . ,  20591.  

In view of this  Bureau's past  s tudies  and the  reccnt1.y terminated rule 
making proceeding on this subjec t ,  and the present studies and rule making 
proceedinr: of t he  National Highway Safety Bureau of this  Department, 
there would seem to be  n o  need for this  Bureau to reopen the proceedings 
concerned with. seat belts for t he  u s e  of bus occupants.  Therefore, the 
petition included in your letter is denied. 

I 

Robert A.  Kaye 
Director 

Enclosures 


