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We are excited for the upcoming Annual CA2RS Conference.  This year, the 
conference will be held in South Lake Tahoe—which is a great venue.  Historically, 
we have always had a great time in Lake Tahoe mixing training with fun!  This year 
should be no different.  The CA2RS Board of Directors (BOD) has decided to try 
something different at this year’s Conference.  In addition to the traditional instructor/classroom 
environment, which will be provided by Principia Engineering from San Francisco, we will also be offering 
a “Mentor” session on both Thursday and Friday afternoons.  This “Mentor” session will allow attendees to 
interact in small groups, or one-on-one, with experienced experts in different fields of Traffic Accident 
Investigation and Reconstruction.  We are excited to offer this unique opportunity.  Registration and rooms 
are still available. Please check the CA2RS website for more details. !
We recently went through the Membership Renewal season.  Welcome to all of the new members and 
welcome back to those of you who have been loyal CA2RS members for years.  Your membership is 
appreciated.  In order to facilitate the renewal process, and other financial transactions, CA2RS has signed 
up for a “Square” account.  This will allow us to accept credit cards both in person and over the phone.  In 
addition to this service, we also still have the PayPal option and of course still accept POs, checks, and 
cash.  Please contact us at CA2RS@CA2RS.com should you have any questions or concerns.  Our goal is to 
make membership registration as easy as possible. !
During the Annual Conference, we will also be conducting elections for the CA2RS BOD positions. The 
BOD positions that are open for election this year are the Chair Position and two Director-at-Large 
positions.  As the Vice-Chair, I will be conducting the election this year.  Currently, Bill Focha and Sean 
Shimada have been nominated for the Director-at-Large Positions and Chris Kauderer has been 
nominated for the open Chair Position.  If you would like to nominate as fellow member in good standing 
please contact me directly or make your nomination through the CA2RS website. !
I look forward to seeing everyone in South Lake Tahoe! !
Regards, !
Ja h n a  Ri n a l d i

the B O A R D  B E A T
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FUTURE: Graham, the 
unforgettable face of Australian road 
safety !

Meet Graham—According to his 
creators, he has the perfect body to 

survive a car crash. !
The incredibly lifelike sculpture was 
commissioned as part of an Australian 
road safety campaign.  He has a head 
shaped like a boulder, feet snarled like 
tree roots and a chest like a wrinkled 
battering ram. !

Renowned artist Patricia Piccinini created the artwork, in collaboration with a leading trauma surgeon and a road 
crash investigation expert.  The Transport Accident Commission (TAC) said he was designed to highlight human 
vulnerability on the road.  Graham has a thick strong skull, a neck that melts into his torso and an inflatable chest 

that acts like airbags. !
He was made using silicone, glass fibre, resin and human 
hair.  "I really listened and internalised the science of it and 
then I approached it in a creative way, on an emotional 
level," Ms Piccinini told the ABC. !
"The eyes are where the work is, it's where the viewer can 
really connect with him and empathise.”  Joe Calafiore, the 
chief executive of TAC said that people "can survive running 
at full pace into a wall but when you're talking about 
collision involving vehicles, the speeds are faster, the forces 
are greater and the chances of survival are much slimmer”.  

"Cars have evolved a lot faster than humans and Graham helps us understand why we need to improve every 
aspect of our roads system to protect ourselves from our own mistakes." !
There's no secret behind Graham's name. It was a working title that stuck, according to the TAC, because he's just 
a normal Australian bloke.  He can be viewed at the State Library of Victoria and viewed online. ! !!!!!!!!!!

Original Post: July 22, 2016 
BBC News/Australia

Fr o m  t h e  Co v e r  —  A re  We  M o v i n g  Fo r w a rd ?
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“People can survive 
running at full pace into 
a wall but when you're 
talking about collision 
involving vehicles, the 
speeds are faster, the 
forces are greater and 
the chances of survival 
are much slimmer.”

https://www.tac.vic.gov.au/about-the-tac/media-room/news-and-events/current-media-releases/introducing-graham
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2016-07-21/graham-sculpture-new-face-of-tac-victorian-road-safety-campaign/7648024
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The world’s first viable 3D black box technology ideal for driverless vehicles using just a single dashboard camera 
has been demonstrated by Roke Manor Research in 
Hampshire as a development from a military system.  
Fitted to an autonomous Toyota Prius, Roke 
demonstrated how data captured via vision 
processing technology could be used to provide a 
precise 3D reconstruction following a road incident. !
The 3D black box is set to offer insurers, drivers and, 
in the case of autonomous vehicles, manufacturers, 
independent evidence of what happened.  This will 
not just lead to safer vehicles but also help to build 
public trust in driverless vehicles. !
Early iterations of this technology were first 
developed by Roke for soldiers in research 
undertaken for the UK government’s Defence 
Science and Technology Laboratory (Dstl).  Over the 
past year, Roke has been developing and miniaturising the technology with the help of funding from Innovate 
UK. !
David Cole, managing director of Roke, said: “The funding from Innovate UK is essential in helping Roke remain 
at the forefront of autonomous and sensing technology.  With 60 years of research under our belt, the money 
invested has the benefit of world-class engineers with experience across the defence, commercial and national 
security sectors.” !
Roland Meister, head of transport for Innovate UK, said: “Innovate UK and the centre for Connected and 
Autonomous Vehicles are excited to be able to support UK research and development into connected and 
autonomous vehicles.  “The Industry-led feasibility studies such as Roke’s ‘black box’ solution are great examples 
of UK capability in this area and we expect to support many more projects over the coming years.” !
Roke consultant engineer Dr James Revell said: “Unlike current dashcams, the technology we tested today uses 
computer vision algorithms to enable the precise position and orientation of any vehicle—car, bike, lorry or 
autonomous vehicle. !

“This allows for near-perfect 3D reconstruction of any 
accident to be created even if the vehicle loses complete 
control.” !
With further investment, the technology is not just limited to 
accident reconstruction but could also prove useful for 
sports coaching or meet wider needs in the transport 
industry. !!!
Original Post: July 6, 2016 by Glynn Williams at businesscarmanager.co.uk 
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New 3D Black Box for Driverless Cars Advances from Military Origin
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When self-driving cars kill, it’s the code 
(and the coders) that will be put on trial 
By Noah J. Goodall / May 31, 2016 / spectrum.ieee.org !
It’s 2034.  A drunken man walking along a sidewalk 
at night trips and falls directly in front of a driverless 
car, which strikes him square on, killing him instantly. 
Had a human been at the wheel, the death would 
have been considered an accident because the 
pedestrian was clearly at fault and no reasonable 
person could have swerved in time.  But the 
“reasonable person” legal standard for driver 
negligence disappeared back in the 2020s, when 
the proliferation of driverless cars reduced crash 
rates by 90 percent.  Now the standard is that of the 
reasonable robot. !
The victim’s family sues the vehicle manufacturer on 
that ground, claiming that, although the car didn’t 
have time to brake, it could have swerved around 
the pedestrian, crossing the double yellow line and 
colliding with the empty driverless vehicle in the 
next lane.  A reconstruction of the crash using data 
from the vehicle’s own sensors confirms this.  The 
plaintiff’s attorney, deposing the car’s lead software 
designer, asks: “Why didn’t the car swerve?” !
Today no court ever asks why a driver does anything 
in particular in the critical moments before a crash. 
The question is moot as to liability—the driver 
panicked, he wasn’t thinking, he acted on instinct. 
But when robots are doing the driving, “Why?” 
becomes a valid question.  Human ethical standards, 
imperfectly codified in law, make all kinds of 
assumptions that engineers have not yet dared to 
make.  The most important such assumption is that a

Ca n  Yo u  Pro g ra m  E t h i c s  I n t o  a  S e l f - D r i v i n g  Ca r ?
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person of good judgment will know when to  
disregard the letter of the law in order to honor the 
spirit of the law.  What engineers must now do is teach 
the elements of good judgment to cars and other self-
guided machines—that is, to robots. !
The computerization of driving can be traced back at 
least to the 1970s, with the introduction of electronic 
antilock brakes.  Now ever more advanced features, 
like automated steering, acceleration, and emergency 
braking, are coming every year.  The testing of fully 
automated vehicles, provided that a test driver remains 
in the vehicle, is allowed in parts of the United 
Kingdom, the Netherlands, Germany, and Japan, as 
well as in the United States, where it is explicitly legal in 
four states and the District of Columbia and at least not 
prohibited in almost every other.  Google, Nissan, and 
Ford, among others, have said they expect true 
driverless operation within 5 to 10 years. !
Automated vehicles get information on their 
environments from a range of sensors, such as video 
cameras, ultrasonic sensors, radar, and lidar (laser-
based ranging).  Automated vehicles licensed for 
testing in California are required to provide the 
Department of Motor Vehicles with all of their sensor 
data for 30 seconds prior to any collision, of which 
there have been a score or so, including one with a 
Google car at fault.  Engineers are thus gaining the 
ability to reconstruct the events around crashes with 
remarkable precision, using records of what a vehicle 
was able to sense, the alternatives it considered, and 
the logic behind its decisions.  It will thus be possible 
to ask a computer to recapitulate its reasoning, much 
as we might ask human beings to annotate their every 
decision in a video game or a driving simulator. !
Regulators and litigators will thus be able to hold 
automated vehicles to superhuman safety standards 
and to subject them to intense scrutiny following the 
inevitable, if rare, crashes.  Manufacturers and software 
developers will have to defend a car’s actions in ways 
unimaginable to today’s human drivers. !
All driving involves risk, and deciding how to 
distribute that risk among drivers, pedestrians, cyclists, 
and even property has an ethical component.  For both 
engineers and the general public, it’s important that a 

Manufacturers and 
software developers will 

have to defend a car’s 
actions in ways 

unimaginable to today’s 
human drivers.

http://spectrum.ieee.org/cars-that-think/transportation/self-driving/google-car-may-actually-have-helped-cause-an-accident
http://spectrum.ieee.org/cars-that-think/transportation/self-driving/google-car-may-actually-have-helped-cause-an-accident


car’s decision-making system weigh the ethical implications of its actions. !
A common response to morally ambiguous situations is to follow the law while minimizing damage as much as 
possible.  This strategy is appealing because it not only allows a developer to justify the car’s actions without a 
lot of effort (“we were in total compliance with the law”), it also passes the responsibility of defining ethical 
behavior to lawmakers.  Unfortunately, it also assumes that the law covers far more than it does. !
For instance, in most states, the law relies on a driver’s common sense, and it has very little to say about behavior 
immediately before a crash.  In the example above, a vehicle programmed to follow the letter of the law refuses 
to swerve across the double yellow line even though it risks running over a drunken pedestrian—and even 
though the other side of the road has only a driverless car that is known to be empty.  The law rarely makes 
exceptions for an emergency as specific as a man falling into the road, and when it does make exceptions, as the 
state of Virginia’s does, the language seems to imply that a movement is legal so long as the car does not crash 
(the exact language is “provided such movement can be made safely”).  In this case, it would be up to the car’s 
developer to decide when it is safe to cross the double yellow line. !
Rarely will a self-driving car be absolutely certain that the road is clear and that crossing 
the double yellow line is safe. Instead, it will estimate the level of confidence at, say, 98 
percent or 99.99 percent.  Engineers will have to decide ahead of time just how high the 
confidence level must be to cross a double yellow and how the threshold might vary 
depending on what the car is trying to avoid, whether it’s a plastic bag or a fallen 
pedestrian. !
Even now, self-driving cars are using what might be called judgment to break the law. 
Google has acknowledged allowing its vehicles to exceed the speed limit to keep up with traffic when going 
slower would actually be dangerous.  Most people would probably favor speeding in other situations as well, 
such as in an emergency trip to the hospital.  Chris Gerdes and Sarah Thornton of Stanford University have 
argued against encoding laws into software as hard constraints, because drivers seem to consider most laws as 
costs that are at least somewhat malleable when they can make gains in speed.  You don’t want to be stuck 
behind a cyclist for miles because your car refuses to briefly edge over the double yellow line. !
Even while staying within the law, an automated vehicle can make many subtle safety decisions.  For example, 
the law is largely silent on how a vehicle should position itself within a lane.  Most travel lanes are nearly twice as 
wide as the typical vehicle, and drivers can use the extra room to maneuver around debris, or position 
themselves away from erratic vehicles.

Even now, self-driving 
cars are using what might 
be called judgment to 
break the law.

E t h i c s  I n  A S e l f - D r i v i n g  Ca r ?

In a 2014 patent, Google takes this concept further, 
describing how an automated vehicle might position itself in 
a lane to minimize its risk exposure.  The company cites the 
example of an automated car driving on a three-lane road 
with a large truck on its right and a small car on its left.  To 
optimize its own safety, the automated car would position 
itself slightly off-center in the lane, closer to the small car 
and away from the large truck. !
This seems sensible, and it’s probably something that most 
people do, either consciously or unconsciously.  Still, it raises 
ethical concerns.  By moving toward the smaller vehicle, the 
automated car has decreased the overall risk but is now 
unfairly distributing it.
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http://www.google.com/patents/US8781670
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-google-driverless-idUSKBN0GH02P20140817
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http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007%2F978-3-662-45854-9_5


E t h i c s  I n  A S e l f - D r i v i n g  Ca r ?
Should the small car have to take on more risk simply because it’s small? If this problem involved a single driver’s 
habits, it wouldn’t matter much.  But if such risk redistribution were formalized and applied to all driverless cars, it 
could have substantial consequences. !
In each of these examples, a car is making a decision about several values—the value of the object it might hit as 
well as the value of its occupant.  Unlike people, who make these decisions instinctively, an automated vehicle 
would do so as the result of a carefully planned strategy of risk management, which defines a risk as the 
magnitude of misfortune associated with the feared event multiplied by its likelihood. !
Google also patented an application of this type of risk management in 2014. In this patent, the company 
describes a vehicle that may want to change lanes to get a better view of a traffic light.  Or the vehicle could 
choose to remain in its current lane, where it would avoid taking on the small risk of crashing—say, because of a 
reading from a faulty sensor—at the cost of that traffic-light information.  Each potential outcome is assigned a 
likelihood as well as a positive or negative magnitude (either a benefit or a cost).  Each event’s magnitude is 
multiplied by its likelihood, and the resulting values can be summed.  If the benefits outweigh the costs by a 
reasonable margin, the vehicle will execute the action being considered. !
The trouble is that the risk of crashing is incredibly small—the typical driver in the United States crashes once every 
257,000 kilometers (160,000 miles) or about every 12 years.  Therefore, even with the avalanche of driving data 
that will come once automated driving takes off, it will be some time before we have plausible crash probabilities 
for each of the many possible scenarios. !
And assigning the magnitude of damage is even harder.  Property damage costs are simple enough to estimate—
the  insurance industry has a lot of experience with it—but  injuries and deaths are another story.  There’s a long 
history of assigning value to a life, and it is normally expressed as the amount of money one could justify 
spending to prevent a statistical fatality.  A safety improvement that has a one percent chance of saving a life for 
100 people represents one statistical fatality.  The United States Department of Transportation recommends 
spending US $9.1 million to prevent a fatality, a number inferred from market data, including the premiums that 
people demand for taking hazardous jobs and what people are willing to pay to buy safety equipment, such as 
smoke alarms.  Not only safety must be weighed in the balance but also the cost of lost mobility or time, which 
the USDOT puts at $26.44 per hour for personal travel. !
It all seems very tidy.  But viewing risk in terms of lost lives and wasted commuting time fails to capture much of 
the moral considerations surrounding how we expose people to risk.  For example, an automated vehicle that 
treated every human life alike would have to give more room on the road to a motorcyclist riding without a 
helmet than to another one wearing full protective gear because the unprotected one would be less likely to 
survive a crash.  This seems unfair—why should the safety-conscious rider be punished for his virtues? !
Another difference between robot ethics and the human kind is that theirs can be warped, even by programmers 
who had only the best of intentions.  Imagine that the algorithm operating a driverless car adjusted the buffering 
space it assigns to pedestrians in different districts, which it might identify by analyzing settlements from civil 
proceedings involving crashes.  Although this is a perfectly reasonable, well-intentioned, and efficient way of 
controlling a vehicle’s behavior, it can also lead to bad outcomes if, for example, the actual reasons injured 
pedestrians settled for less were because they lived in low-income neighborhoods.  The algorithm would then 
inadvertently penalize the poor by providing them smaller buffers and slightly increasing their risk of being hit 
when out for a walk. !
It is tempting to dismiss such concerns as idle academic maunderings, but there is no way around them, because 
computer programs take things quite literally.  The time to figure out the consequences of an action is before 
they happen—in design, rather than the patching phase.
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And this is partly why so many researchers use 
hypothetical situations in which the vehicle must 
decide between two or more bad outcomes.  The 
most famous of these is the “trolley problem,” [pdf] in 
which a trolley is threatening to collide with 
unsuspecting children and the only way to stop it is to 
throw a fat man over the side of a bridge and onto 
the track’s switch.  (The man’s weight matters: 
Otherwise, a self-sacrificing onlooker could jump off 
the bridge himself.)  Do you sacrifice one life to save 
many by such a positive action?  If your answer is 
“no,” consider this: You’d no doubt be willing to 
sacrifice one life to save many by refusing to act—
so how can you justify the apparent contradiction? !
There is a substantial literature on such thought 
experiments, and indeed, they allow you to stress-test 
simple and straightforward ethics systems and to find 
areas where a bit more nuance would be helpful. 
Suppose an automated vehicle were programmed to 
avoid pedestrians at all costs.  If a pedestrian were to 
suddenly appear in a two-lane tunnel, and the vehicle 
couldn’t stop in time, the vehicle would be forced to 
swerve, even into the path of an oncoming bus 
loaded with passengers.  The plausibility of that 
specific scenario is less important than the flaw it 
exposes in the vehicle’s logic—that valuing pedestrian 
safety as categorically more important than that of 
any other road users can actually be much more 
dangerous in certain situations. !
The ethics of road-vehicle automation is a solvable 
problem.  We know this because other fields have 
handled comparable risks and benefits in a safe and 
reasonable way.  Donated organs are distributed to 
the sick based on metrics based on quality-adjusted 
life years and disability-adjusted life years, among 
other variables. !
And the military draft has added exemptions for 
certain useful professions, such as farmer and teacher.  
Automated vehicles face a greater challenge.  They 
must decide quickly, with incomplete information, in 
situations that programmers often will not have 
considered, using ethics that must be encoded all too 
literally in software.  Fortunately, the public doesn’t 
expect superhuman wisdom but rather a rational 
justification for a vehicle’s actions that considers the 
ethical implications.  A solution doesn’t need to be 
perfect, but it should be thoughtful and defensible.
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http://philosophyfaculty.ucsd.edu/faculty/rarneson/Courses/thomsonTROLLEY.pdf
http://philosophyfaculty.ucsd.edu/faculty/rarneson/Courses/thomsonTROLLEY.pdf


Now for a Commercial Break 
From time to time, I am 
asked a question about 
commercial vehicles.  The 
answer to the questions 
could benefit more than 
just the person who asked 
the question.  I have 
decided to write a column 
for the CA2RS newsletter 
answering commercial 

vehicle related questions. 

If you have a question feel free to contact me at 
wfocha@comcast.net 

!
QUESTION:  Bill, I inspected a truck from a 
collision yesterday.  The truck had one air tanks.  
I thought they are supposed to have three 
tanks?  What gives?    — BK 

!
ANSWER:  BK, you are correct usually a vehicle 
with air brakes has three reservoirs: the wet 
tank, primary and secondary tanks. 

Compressed air flows from the compressor into 
the wet tank.  It is called the wet tank because 
this is where the compressed air cools and the

water vapor condenses. 

The compressed air then flows from the wet 
tank to the primary and secondary tanks.  

The primary tank supplies compressed air to 
the brakes on rear axles of the truck and the 
trailer(s) brakes.  The secondary tank supplies 
compressed air to the brakes on the front axle 
and any auxiliary air actuated equipment. 

!
On some trucks the air tanks are divided into 
more than one reservoir.  The truck may have 
only one tank that has three internal chambers 
(reservoirs).  Look for a welded seam running 
around the tank (Figure 1, right). 

!
Another indication that a tank may have more 
than one chamber is more than one pet cock or 
drain valve. 

!
— Bill

Figure 1
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CASE IH’S SELF-DRIVING TRACTORS ARE THE TERMINATORS OF THE AGRICULTURAL WORLD 
Luke Dormehl— September 2, 2016 — digitaltrends.com !!
Anyone who thought Google’s puny self-driving car was the most badass autonomous vehicle around 
has clearly never seen agricultural equipment manufacturer Case IH’s newly unveiled robotic tractor. 
Carrying the admittedly non-badass name “Autonomous Concept Vehicle,” the self-driving farm vehicle — 
which was co-developed with driverless tech company Autonomous Solutions Inc. — recently made its 
debut at the aptly named Farm Progress Show in Boone, Iowa. !
“With the growing urbanization of rural America, more and more farms are going to corporate,” Matt 
Nielsen, marketing director at Autonomous Solutions Inc., told Digital Trends.  “Getting skilled labor is 
one of the key challenges facing farmers today.  As we travel across the U.S., we keep hearing that 
farmers can’t get and keep good labor.  Thirty percent of the berry crop in California wasn’t harvest due 
to a lack of labor.  During harvest, time is extremely valuable.  These concept autonomous tractors would 
allow for true 24-hour operation to harvest or plant in critical, limited-time windows.” !
The driverless tractors are programmable via tablet, and offer the possibility of autonomous seeding, 
planting and tillage — with all the obstacle detection, radar, cameras and other goodies you’d expect 
from any self-respecting autonomous vehicle.  “It allows an operator to plan paths for fields, adjust paths 
for different implement widths, as well as manage multiple tractors running multiple operations in 
separate fields or in tandem in the same field,” Nielsen said. !
In terms of spec, the tractors sport a 419-horsepower engine and a maximum top speed of 31 mph.  So 

where can you get hold one for yourself? Sadly, 
it’s not quite that straightforward just yet.  “These 
concept autonomous tractors are, for now, just 
that: concept,” Nielsen told us.  “They are fully 
functional and able to operate in field, however 
they are not commercially available right 
now, due to the need for further development on 
the litigation side of autonomous vehicles, 
regulation, [and the like.]” !
That doesn’t stop us from dreaming, though!

C ro ss o v e r  Te c h  —  A u t o m o t i v e  t o  A g r i c u l t u ra l :  t h e  S e l f - D r i v i n g  Tra c t o r ?
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Chilcot: Why we cover our ears to the facts 
July 10, 2016  / BBC News !
Do people moderate their views when presented with overwhelming evidence to the contrary?  Not necessarily, 
writes Matthew Syed.  We like to think that we apportion our beliefs to the evidence.  After all, isn't this the 
hallmark of rationality? When information comes along which reveals we should change our minds, we do.  Or do 
we?  Consider an experiment, where two groups were recruited.  One group was adamantly in favor of capital 
punishment.  They had strong feelings on the issue, and had publicly backed the policy.  The other group were 
adamantly against, horrified by "state-sanctioned murder”. !
These groups were then shown two dossiers.  Each of these dossiers were impressive.  They marshaled well-
researched evidence.  But here's the thing.  The first dossier collated all the evidence in favor of capital 
punishment.  The second collated all the evidence against.  Now you might suppose that, confronted by this 
contradictory evidence, the two groups would have concluded that capital punishment is a complex subject with 
arguments on both sides.  You might have expected them to have moved a little closer in their views.  In fact, the 
opposite happened - they became more polarized. !
When asked about their attitudes afterwards, those in favor of capital punishment said they were impressed with 
the dossier citing evidence in line with their views.  The data was rigorous, they said.  It was extensive.  It was 
robust.  As for the other dossier—well, it was full of holes, shoddy, weak points everywhere.  The opposite 
conclusions were drawn by those against capital punishment.  It was not just that they disagreed with the 
conclusions.  They also found the (neutral) statistics unimpressive.  From reading precisely the same material, 
they became even more entrenched in their positions. !
What this (and dozens of other experiments) reveal is the way we filter new information when it challenges our 
strongly-held beliefs or judgements.  We use a series of post hoc maneuvers to reframe anything inconvenient to 
our original position.  We question the probity of the evidence, or the credentials of the people who discovered 
it, or their motives, or whatever.  The more information that emerges to challenge our perspective, the more 
creatively we search for new justifications, and the more entrenched we become in our prior view. 
This tendency is called "cognitive dissonance”. !
You can see the hallmarks of cognitive dissonance in the build-up to and aftermath of the Iraq War.  The Chilcot 
report made pointed criticisms over the legal advice, lack of cabinet oversight and post-war planning and policy.  
But let us focus on the way the primary evidence used to justify war—namely, the existence of WMD—was serially 
reframed.  On 24 September 2002, before the conflict, Tony Blair made a speech where he emphatically stated: 
"His [Saddam Hussein's] WMD programme is active, detailed and growing…he has existing plans for the use of 
weapons, which could be activated in 45 minutes…” !
The problem with this claim is that Saddam's troops didn't use such weapons to repel Western forces, and the 
initial search for WMD drew a conspicuous blank.  And yet, as the social psychologists Jeff Stone and Nicholas 
Fernandez have pointed out in an essay on the Iraq conflict, Blair didn't amend his view—he reframed the 
evidence. In a speech to the House of Commons, he said: "There are literally thousands of sites...but it is only now 
that the Iraq Survey Group has been put together that a dedicated team of people…will be able to do the job 
properly…I have no doubt that they will find the clearest possible evidence of WMD." !
The Chilcot report:  For BBC News reports and analysis of the Chilcot report, click here

New Information Challenges —Cognitive Dissonant Reactions
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So, to Blair, the lack of WMD didn't show that they were not actually there. Rather, it showed that inspectors 
hadn't been looking hard enough.  Moreover, he had become more convinced of the existence of WMD, not 
less so. !
Twelve months later, when the Iraq Survey Group couldn't find the weapons either, Blair still couldn't accept that 
WMD were not there. Instead, he changed tack again arguing in a speech that "they could have been removed, 
they could have been hidden, they could have been destroyed”.  So now, the lack of evidence for WMD in Iraq 
was no longer because troops hadn't had enough time to find them, or because of the inadequacy of the 
inspectors, but because Iraqi troops had spirited them out of existence. !
But this stance soon became untenable, too.  As the search continued in a state of desperation, it became clear 
that not only were there no WMD, but there were no remnants of them, either. Iraqi troops could not have 
spirited them away.  And yet Blair now reached for a new justification for the decision to go to war.  "The 
problem is that I can apologize for the information that turned out to be wrong, but I can't, sincerely at least, 
apologize for removing Saddam," he said in a speech.  "The world is a better place with Saddam in prison.”  This 
is not intended as argument against Blair—rather, as an illustration of the reach of cognitive dissonance.  Indeed, 
when you read the Chilcot report, this tendency, not just with regard to WMD, peppers almost every page. !
Science has changed the world because it prioritizes evidence over conviction.  Judgements are subservient to 
what the data tells us.  The problem is that in many areas of our world, evidence is revised to fit with prior 
assumptions - and the tragedy is that we are often unaware of this process because it happens subconsciously.  
It is noteworthy, for example, that the Chilcot report nowhere states that Blair was actively deceitful.  The good 
news is that we can combat this tendency, and measurably improve our judgements, when we become alert to 
it.  Indeed, the hallmark of pioneering institutions is that they deal with cognitive 
dissonance not by reframing inconvenient evidence, but by creating systems 
that learn from it (and thus avoid related biases such as "group think”).  This 
should be the most important lesson of Chilcot. !
When so-called Islamic State launched a major offensive in Iraq in 2014, and the 
country was on the brink of a civil war—which some commentators linked to the 
2003 invasion—Blair found another avenue of justification.  He pointed to the 
policy of non-intervention in Syria, which had descended into its own civil war. 
In an article written for his personal website, he said: "In Syria we called for the 
regime to change, took no action and it is in the worst state of all."  In other words he might be suggesting: "If 
things look bad in Iraq now, they would have been even more awful if we had not invaded in 2003." !
For our purposes, the most important thing is not whether Blair was right or wrong on this point, one which he 
re-affirmed this week.  The vital thing to realize is that had non-intervention in Syria achieved peace, Blair would 
likely still have found a way to interpret that evidence through the lens of the rightness of his decision to invade 
Iraq. In fact, he would probably have become more convinced of its rightness, not less so. !
And this is why the Chilcot report, despite its mammoth detail, will have little effect on the core judgements of 
those involved with the Iraq War.  As with everything else, it will simply be reframed. !
— Matthew Syed is the author of Black Box Thinking: Marginal Gains and the Secrets of High Performance

“Had non-intervention in Syria 
achieved peace, Blair would likely 
still have found a way to interpret 
that evidence through the lens of 
the rightness of his decision to 
invade Iraq.”

w h y  w e  c o v e r  o u r  e a r s  t o  t h e  f a c t s
Cognitive Dissonance

w h y  w e  c o v e r  o u r  e a r s  t o  t h e  f a c t s



SKIDMARKS — SEPTEMBER 2016 — PAGE 12

Can Technology Better Explain What We Think We See?

July 5, 2016 / Aeon.co !
Can video of the police shooting an unarmed civilian  
ever be viewed objectively? !
Among the rash of killings of unarmed black men 
by law enforcement in the United States, the shooting 
in April 2015 of Walter Scott in North Charleston, South Carolina gained notoriety when it was caught 
on a shaky smartphone, and then broadcast across the globe. !!!!!!!!!
Frame 394 follows the Canadian writer, designer and architect Daniel Voshart, whose determination to 
find out the truth in the case spurred him to work on digital recreations and stabilisation of the video, 
which surpassed work done by professionals, including the FBI.  Originally drawn to case by reports 
that Michael Slager, the policeman who shot Scott, had planted a taser at the scene, Voshart eventually 
finds that only the defendant’s lawyers are interested in his research and analysis—a scenario that 
leaves him with very difficult decisions to make: with the incendiary case already driven by conflicting 
political, legal and social agendas, is it possible for his work to be used in the pursuit of truth and 
justice?

see for yourself.  click on this link and watch for yourself  (then decide if  we are moving forward or not)

https://aeon.co/videos/can-video-of-the-police-shooting-an-unarmed-civilian-ever-be-viewed-objectively
https://aeon.co/videos/can-video-of-the-police-shooting-an-unarmed-civilian-ever-be-viewed-objectively


IT'S AN ADOLESCENT ACT OF VANDALISM, 
probably more talked about than actually 
performed, but urinating into a fuel tank may one 
day have a practical and powerful purpose. 

A team of researchers based at the University of the 
West of England in Bristol has developed a method 
for turning human effluent into electricity. Urine is 
basically chemicals in solution, so if those chemicals 
can be properly utilised, it can be a fuel like any other. 
The Bristol team uses a Microbial Fuel Cell (MFC) 
system, which harnesses microorganisms to create 
energy as part of their metabolic process. 
“Microorganisms are extremely efficient — more than 
96% — at converting organic matter into energy, 
however a well-performing MFC is less than 60% at 
best”, says Professor Ioannis Ieropoulos, lead 
researcher and director of the Bristol BioEnergy 
Centre.  “There is clearly a lot of room for 
improvement.” !
To field test the process, the team installed a special 
urinal on their campus, and later another at the 
Glastonbury music festival.  (The Glastonbury effort 
collected from a thousand donors a day in a male 
urinal, which allowed for single-stream recycling.)  In 
both tests, the MFC system generated sufficient 
power to keep the interiors of the stalls lit with LED 
light fixtures.  For the moment, the process generates 
only enough electricity to recharge smartphones or 
lithium ion phosphate batteries that allow for 
continuous lighting. In areas with a poor power 
infrastructure (especially where issues of safety 
necessitate the illumination of public places), it’s a 
tremendous asset — the sun may not shine, and the 
wind may not blow, but rivers of urine will continue to 
flow.  The technology is so promising that it has 
garnered the support of the Bill and Melinda Gates 
Foundation, and is currently being deployed through 
Oxfam to bring pee power to refugees in the 
developing world. !
As a happy side-benefit, the end product is made 
more environmentally friendly.  “The effluent coming 
out of the MFC is cleaner than the urine that went in, 
and elementally better balanced, which could find 
uses as a fertilizer”, says Ieropoulos.  “In addition, the 
MFC allows the recovery of useful resources such as 
phosphate.”

“There are several experiments we still need to 
perform before we can say with certainty what 
compounds and at what concentrations may be 
detrimental to the energy generation process”, he 
continues.  “But from our Glastonbury data, it seems 
that urine with alcohol works very well as a fuel.” !
This is clearly a technology flush with possibility.  But 
with the limits of the current science and human 
bladder capacity, are pee-powered vehicles just a well-
plumbed pipe dream?  Ieropoulos doesn’t think so. 
“We have directly powered continuously or 
intermittently other electronic devices such as DC 
pumps, DC motors, micro controllers for computing, 
and sensors.  We envisage a future with advanced 
materials, highly energy efficient actuators, and storage 
devices where urine and other organic waste matter 
could be used as the fuel for charging the batteries of a 
vehicle.” !
With enough Stella Artois, you could ride forever.

A l t e r n a t e  Fu e l  S o u rc e s

Fill 'er up — How much pee powers an EV? !
How much tinkle to charge a Tesla? Here in the infancy of the technology, the 
answer is mindbogglingly large.  Take a Model X with a 90 kWh 400V lithium-ion 
battery, hook it up to a Microbial Fuel Cell, and you’ll have to go and go and go 
before you can actually get anywhere. !
Based on some very preliminary information on the Glastonbury 2016 urinal, says 
Ieropoulos, “the MFCs generated a stable power output of 500mW at 2.8V. This is 
the equivalent to 108Wh, which is at least two orders of magnitude lower — both in 
terms of power and voltage — than what the Tesla lithium ion battery would require.” !
In other words, it’s going to take about 100 muddy English music festivals' worth of 
urine to fully charge your luxury EV, though that number would come down if more 
MFC-equipped urinals were in service.  But we look forward to a day when electrical 
charging capacity is measured in “Glastonburys.” — David Gibson / BBC / 7/12/16

SKIDMARKS — SEPTEMBER 2016 — PAGE 13

http://www.glastonburyfestivals.co.uk/
http://www.glastonburyfestivals.co.uk/


California Governor Signs Bill to Make Lane-Splitting by Motorcyclists Legal 
The passage of AB51 allows motorcyclists to ride between two lanes of traffic on California's roadways, but the California 
Highway Patrol will have to develop further guidelines 
Monica Garske & Diana Guevara / NBC San Diego / August 20, 2016 !
California Governor Jerry Brown signed a bill Friday to make lane-splitting by motorcyclists legal, paving 
the way for the California Highway Patrol (CHP) to develop guidelines on the controversial matter.  
Brown signed Assembly Bill 51 into law, making California the first state to make lane-splitting on 
roadways legal, allowing motorcyclists to drive between two lanes of traffic. !

This bill would define “lane splitting” as driving a motorcycle, that has two wheels in contact with the ground, 
between rows of stopped or moving vehicles in the same lane, as specified. !

Not everyone is happy about the passage of AB51, particularly if you’ve ever driven while a motorcyclist 
zips freely between cars in traffic.  For some, lane-splitting can be alarming. !
While the state of California does not keep track of accidents resulting from lane-splitting, the state did 
commission a study by the University of California Berkeley between June 2012 and August 2013 that 
included figures on accidents involving lane-splitting. !
The study found that of the 5,969 motorcycle accidents in California recorded by law enforcement 
during that period, 997 involved lane-splitting—or 17 percent. !
  The CHP will still need to develop the guidelines for this lane-splitting law but, in the 
   meantime,for motorcyclists, it’s an open road out there.
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NBC Bay Area August 16, 2016 !
More than 200,000 crashes involved debris on U.S. 
roadways over the past four years, according to a study 
released Thursday by the AAA Foundation for Traffic 
Safety.  Road debris has resulted in approximately 
39,000 injuries and more than 500 deaths between 
2011 and 2014, the study found. !
That data prompted AAA to call for drivers to properly 
secure their loads to prevent dangerous debris by 
maintaining their cars, making sure their tires are 
inflated and their exhaust systems are not corroded. !
“This new report shows that road debris can be 
extremely dangerous but all of these crashes are 
preventable,” said Jurek Grabowski, research director 
for the AAA Foundation for Traffic Safety said in a 
statement.  “Drivers can easily save lives and prevent 
injuries by securing their loads and taking other simple 
precautions to prevent items from falling off the 
vehicle.” !
AAA researchers examined common characteristics of 
crashes involving road debris and found that: !
• Nearly 37 percent of all deaths in road debris crashes 

resulted from the driver swerving to avoid hitting an object. 
Overcorrecting at the last minute to avoid debris can 
increase a driver’s risk of losing control of their vehicle and 
make a bad situation worse. !

• More than one in three crashes involving debris occur 
between 10 a.m. and 3:59 p.m., a time when many people 
are on the road hauling or moving heavy items like furniture 
or construction equipment. !

• Debris-related crashes are much more likely to occur on 
Interstate highways.  Driving at high speeds increases the 
risk for vehicle parts to become detached or cargo to fall 
onto the roadway.

About two-thirds of debris-related crashes 
are the result of items falling from a vehicle due 
to improper maintenance and unsecured loads, 
the study found.  Crashes involving vehicle 
related-debris increased 40 percent since 2001, 
when the Foundation first studied the issue.  The 
most common types of vehicle debris are: !
• Parts becoming detached from a vehicle, like a tire or 

wheel, and falling onto the roadway. !
• Unsecured cargo, like furniture, appliances and other 

items falling onto the roadway.

Crashes Caused by Road Debris: Is It Getting Better or Worse?
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Not All Automated Emergency Braking Systems Are Created Equal 
AUGUST 25, 2016 // BY PETE BIGELOW // CAR & DRIVER 

!
Long before most motorists ride in a self-driving car, they’ll likely drive a vehicle that contains the 
fundamental building blocks of autonomous technology.  Earlier this year, 20 automakers committed to 
making automated emergency braking a standard feature on every vehicle they sell by 2022, a 
development that will improve safety on more than 99 percent of vehicles purchased by American car 
buyers.  But all automated emergency braking systems are not created equal. !
New research from AAA reveals the design and performance of these potential life-saving systems can 
vary dramatically, and most consumers don’t understand the nuances in the technology that could mean 
the difference between lessening the severity of a crash and avoiding one entirely.  Systems intended to 
prevent crashes reduced vehicle speeds in testing by nearly twice that of systems designed only to 
lessen crash severity. AAA found that the former achieved a 79 percent reduction in overall speeds 
versus 40 percent reductions for mitigation systems.  “With the proliferation of vehicle technology, it’s 
more important than ever for drivers to fully understand their vehicles’ capabilities and limitations before 
driving off the dealer lot,” said John Nielsen, AAA’s managing director of automotive engineering and 
repair.  AAA researchers conducted more than 70 trials of the emergency braking systems using five 
2016-model vehicles: the Honda Civic, Lincoln MKX, Subaru Legacy, Volkswagen Passat, and Volvo XC90.  !
The testing was conducted on a closed course in Fontana, California, where researchers measured data 
on vehicle separation, speed, and deceleration in scenarios designed to mirror real-world driving 
conditions.  Their findings add to a growing body of research on automated emergency braking systems, 
much of which has been conducted by the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety. !
A chief difference: the organization’s researchers found that, when traveling at 45 mph and approaching 
a stationary vehicle, systems designed to prevent crashes reduced speeds by 74 percent and avoided 
crashes in 40 percent of testing scenarios; by contrast, systems designed merely to lessen crash severity 
only reduced speed by nine percent overall. Equally surprising, researchers found that systems designed 
just to lessen crash impact successfully avoided crashes all together in one-third of test cases. !
Rear-end collisions, which these systems are designed to mitigate and prevent, are responsible for nearly 
2000 traffic fatalities and more than 500,000 injuries each year on American roads, according to data 
from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration.  The influx of 
automated braking systems could help lower that toll at a time when 
overall traffic deaths are rising at their fastest pace in decades.  Currently, 
nine percent of U.S. drivers have cars with automated emergency braking 
systems, according to AAA.  Even before the voluntary agreement goes 
into effect in 2022, that percentage is expected to grow.  Nearly 40 
percent of U.S. drivers surveyed told AAA they want automated braking 
on their next vehicle.  Automakers may still need to do a better job 
educating consumers on the merits of the technology, though—only two in five drivers expect it to work.

Ve h i c l e  Te c h n o l o g y  —  E m e rg e n c y  B ra k i n g  Sy s t e m s
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can we figure anything out on our own
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Tesla joins Volvo and Mercedes in walking back ‘self-driving’ terminology 
By Bruce Brown— August 15, 2016 — digitaltrends.com  !

If you call a car “self-driving,” people expect it can drive itself — despite 
warnings to the contrary.  That lesson was underscored for Tesla in China 
after an Autopilot accident this month.  As a result, Tesla is changing its 
Chinese website and bumping up training for Tesla Chinese 
staff, according to Reuters. !
A Tesla driver driving with Autopilot mode engaged in Beijing crashed 
into a car partially parked on the left side of the highway.  Tesla said it 
did not detect — from data continuously transmitted from the car — that 
the driver had both hands on the wheel at the time of the crash.  Chinese 
law requires drivers keep two hands on the steering wheel at all times. !
Tesla has maintained all along that Autopilot is not a self-driving mode 
and has warnings to that effect in the manual and in the vehicle when 
Autopilot is engaged.  Previously there appeared on the automaker’s 
Chinese website the term “zidong jiashi,” which literally translates to “self-
driving,” although it also means “autopilot,” and the term “autopilot” also 
appeared several times, Reuters reported.  Late Sunday the words were 
removed and replaced by a term that translates to “self-assisted driving.” !

A Tesla spokesperson emailed a statement to Reuters that said, “At Tesla we are continuously making 
improvements including to translation.  We’ve been in the process of addressing any discrepancies across 
languages for many weeks.  Timing had nothing to do with current events or articles.” !
A Tesla employee not authorized to speak to media told Reuters that Tesla’s China staff have received additional 
training following the August second crash.  The company re-emphasized that employees demonstrating the 
autopilot function must keep both hands on the wheel.  Tesla drivers told 
Reuters the opposite had been the case, that Tesla sales personnel took 
their hands off the wheel to demonstrate the function. !
Automakers are cautious following a fatality in May 2016 involving a 
Tesla driver using Autopilot mode.  That incident touched off worldwide 
scrutiny.  Last month Mercedes-Benz pulled a TV commercial for the 
2017 E300 that showed a driver lifting both hands off the wheel after 
consumer complaints. !
Just last week Volvo clarified a tweet that mentioned the Volvo S90’s 
“self-driving Pilot Assist.”  Volvo spokesperson Russel Datz said the use 
of the term “self-driving” was an error, according to Electrek.  It may be a 
sign of how much consumers want truly self-driving cars that many 
assume vehicles have capabilities beyond the current state of technology.  If carmakers even hint that their cars 
can drive themselves, consumer expectations quickly exceed reality.  Automakers as a result are getting a wake-
up call about precise terminology and controlling expectations.

can we figure out anything on our own anymore?

N o w  W h e re ?  ( O r  i s  i t  n o w h e r e ? )

http://www.digitaltrends.com/users/bbrown/
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https://electrek.co/2016/08/15/tesla-removes-self-driving-chinese-website-following-autopilot-crash/
http://www.digitaltrends.com/users/bbrown/
http://digitaltrends.com
http://www.digitaltrends.com/cars/consumer-reports-alerts-ftc-mercedes-e300-drive-pilot/
https://electrek.co/2016/08/15/tesla-removes-self-driving-chinese-website-following-autopilot-crash/
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T H I R D  Q U A R T E R

Injury Mechanism and Medical Causation 
Sleep Deprivation and Driving 
Presented by Dr. Sarb Dhesi DC !
Review Courtesy of John Crews !
The Southern California Training Group was again the first to receive training 
this quarter on August 18, 2016, but not before some last minute changes.  Due 
to the Blue Cut Fire in the San Bernardino Mountains, the original venue in 
Fontana had been transformed into an evacuation refugee center.  We were 
shifted to another community center the night before.  The members were quick 
to shift gears, and 40 members attended the training at the Heritage Center in 

Fontana.  Our thanks to the members of the Fontana Police Department for jumping into action to 
make this training successful. !
Sarb covered “injury mechanism and medical causation” in the morning, and “sleep deprivation and 
driving” in the afternoon.  He shared six different PowerPoint presentations, beginning by building a 
solid foundation in the basics of anatomy and injury.  The presentation continued with a thorough 
explanation of injuries as they relates to traffic collisions, along with various legal considerations. !
Dr. Dhesi’s ability to hold members’ interest was evidenced by the return of a majority of the 
morning group.  He continued in the afternoon with a discussion of sleep; its stages, its effects, and 
the causes and effects of sleep deprivation.  The discussion then moved on to efforts to improve 
sleep, which included therapies, treatments, and techniques.  Sarb’s discussion covered sleep apnea 
and the effects of sleep deprivation on driving as well as issues associated with distracted driving. !
The Northern California Training Group had 30 members attend the August 25, 2016, session at the 
Ulatis Community Center in Vacaville.  Many positive comments were heard from attendees at both 
sessions.  The Board would like to thank Dr. Sarb Dhesi for his hard work and the great presentations 
he provided to our members. !
In conjunction with the CAARS by-laws, motions were made during the Northern California training 
to nominate Chris Kauderer for re-election as Chair and for Sean Shimada and Bill Focha to be re-
elected as Directors at Large.  All motions were seconded.  The period for nominations is nearly 
here, so check with Vice-Chair Jahna Rinaldi for questions or information on the election.
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Chilcot: Why we cover our ears to the facts 
July 10, 2016  / BBC News !
Do people moderate their views when presented with overwhelming evidence to the contrary?  Not 
necessarily, writes Matthew Syed.  We like to think that we apportion our beliefs to the evidence.  After all, isn't 
this the hallmark of rationality?  When information comes along which reveals we should change our minds, we 
do.  Or do we?  Consider an experiment, where two groups were recruited.  One group was adamantly in favor 
of capital punishment.  They had strong feelings on the issue, and had publicly backed the policy.  The other 
group were adamantly against, horrified by "state-sanctioned murder”. !
These groups were then shown two dossiers.  Each of these dossiers were impressive.  They marshaled well-
researched evidence.  But here's the thing.  The first dossier collated all the evidence in favor of capital 
punishment.  The second collated all the evidence against.  Now you might suppose that, confronted by this 
contradictory evidence, the two groups would have concluded that capital punishment is a complex subject 
with arguments on both sides.  You might have expected them to have moved a little closer in their views. In 
fact, the opposite happened - they became more polarized. !
When asked about their attitudes afterwards, those in favor of capital punishment said they were impressed with 
the dossier citing evidence in line with their views.  The data was rigorous, they said.  It was extensive.  It was 
robust.  As for the other dossier—well, it was full of holes, shoddy, weak points everywhere.  The opposite 
conclusions were drawn by those against capital punishment.  It was not just that they disagreed with the 
conclusions.  They also found the (neutral) statistics unimpressive.  From reading precisely the same material, 
they became even more entrenched in their positions. !
What this (and dozens of other experiments) reveal is the way we filter new information when it challenges our 
strongly-held beliefs or judgements.  We use a series of post hoc maneuvers to reframe anything inconvenient 
to our original position.  We question the probity of the evidence, or the credentials of the people who 
discovered it, or their motives, or whatever.  The more information that emerges to challenge our perspective, 
the more creatively we search for new justifications, and the more entrenched we become in our prior view. 
This tendency is called "cognitive dissonance”. !
You can see the hallmarks of cognitive dissonance in the build-up to and aftermath of the Iraq War.  The Chilcot 
report made pointed criticisms over the legal advice, lack of cabinet oversight and post-war planning and 
policy.  But let us focus on the way the primary evidence used to justify war—namely, the existence of WMD—was 
serially reframed.  On 24 September 2002, before the conflict, Tony Blair made a speech where he emphatically 
stated: "His [Saddam Hussein's] WMD programme is active, detailed and growing…he has existing plans for the 
use of weapons, which could be activated in 45 minutes…” !
The problem with this claim is that Saddam's troops didn't use such weapons to repel Western forces, and the 
initial search for WMD drew a conspicuous blank.  And yet, as the social psychologists Jeff Stone and Nicholas 
Fernandez have pointed out in an essay on the Iraq conflict, Blair didn't amend his view - he reframed the 
evidence. In a speech to the House of Commons, he said: "There are literally thousands of sites...but it is only 
now that the Iraq Survey Group has been put together that a dedicated team of people…will be able to do the 
job properly…I have no doubt that they will find the clearest possible evidence of WMD." 

!
The Chilcot report:  For BBC News reports and analysis of the Chilcot report, click here
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So, to Blair, the lack of WMD didn't show that they were not actually there.  Rather, it showed that inspectors 
hadn't been looking hard enough. Moreover, he had become more convinced of the existence of WMD, not less 
so. !
Twelve months later, when the Iraq Survey Group couldn't find the weapons either, Blair still couldn't accept that 
WMD were not there.  Instead, he changed tack again arguing in a speech that "they could have been removed, 
they could have been hidden, they could have been destroyed”.  So now, the lack of evidence for WMD in Iraq 
was no longer because troops hadn't had enough time to find them, or because of the inadequacy of the 
inspectors, but because Iraqi troops had spirited them out of existence. !
But this stance soon became untenable, too.  As the search continued in a state of desperation, it became clear 
that not only were there no WMD, but there were no remnants of them, either. Iraqi troops could not have 
spirited them away.  And yet Blair now reached for a new justification for the decision to go to war.  "The 
problem is that I can apologize for the information that turned out to be wrong, but I can't, sincerely at least, 
apologize for removing Saddam," he said in a speech.  "The world is a better place with Saddam in prison.”  This 
is not intended as argument against Blair—rather, as an illustration of the reach of cognitive dissonance.  Indeed, 
when you read the Chilcot report, this tendency, not just with regard to WMD, peppers almost every page. !
Science has changed the world because it prioritizes evidence over conviction.  Judgements are subservient to 
what the data tells us.  The problem is that in many areas of our world, evidence is revised to fit with prior 
assumptions - and the tragedy is that we are often unaware of this process because it happens subconsciously.  
It is noteworthy, for example, that the Chilcot report nowhere states that Blair was actively deceitful.  The good 
news is that we can combat this tendency, and measurably improve our judgements, when we become alert to 
it.  Indeed, the hallmark of pioneering institutions is that they deal with cognitive dissonance not by reframing 
inconvenient evidence, but by creating systems that learn from it (and thus avoid related biases such as "group 
think”).  This should be the most important lesson of Chilcot. !
When so-called Islamic State launched a major offensive in Iraq in 2014, and the 
country was on the brink of a civil war—which some commentators linked to the 
2003 invasion - Blair found another avenue of justification.  He pointed to the 
policy of non-intervention in Syria, which had descended into its own civil war. 
In an article written for his personal website, he said: "In Syria we called for the 
regime to change, took no action and it is in the worst state of all."  In other 
words he might be suggesting: "If things look bad in Iraq now, they would have 
been even more awful if we had not invaded in 2003." !
For our purposes, the most important thing is not whether Blair was right or wrong on this point, one which he 
re-affirmed this week.  The vital thing to realize is that had non-intervention in Syria achieved peace, Blair would 
likely still have found a way to interpret that evidence through the lens of the rightness of his decision to invade 
Iraq.  In fact, he would probably have become more convinced of its rightness, not less so. !
And this is why the Chilcot report, despite its mammoth detail, will have little effect on the core judgements of 
those involved with the Iraq War.  As with everything else, it will simply be reframed. !
— Matthew Syed is the author of Black Box Thinking: Marginal Gains and the Secrets of High Performance

e n t r e n c h e d  i n  o u r  o w n  v i e w s ?
c o g n i t i v e  d i s s o n a n c e

“Had non-intervention in Syria 
achieved peace, Blair would likely 
still have found a way to interpret 
that evidence through the lens of 
the rightness of his decision to 
invade Iraq.”
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Conference Schedule: !
October 26 (Wednesday):……………ACTAR Examination !
October 27-29 (Thursday-Saturday):……..2016 Conference !!
Mentoring and Case Review Sessions: 
A new addition to the CAARS Conference this year is the inclusion of mentoring and case 
review sessions:  Responding to feedback from members and conference attendees, the 
CA2RS Board of Directors has decided to add a new idea to this year’s conference in South 
Lake Tahoe.  !
On Thursday and Friday mid-afternoon, there will be Mentor and Case Study breakout sessions 
with industry exerts and fellow CA2RS members.  This will allow a conference attendee to 
discuss a particular topic (motorcycles, forensic mapping, crush, bicycle collisions, etc. ) with 
an experienced reconstructionist.  There will also be an opportunity to have an experienced 
reconstructionist point you in the right direction with a case that may be giving you trouble. !

We are excited to offer this new networking opportunity  
and look forward to seeing you at the Lake Tahoe Resort Hotel!! !

Lake Tahoe Resort Hotel, 4130 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 !
Reservations can be made online at www.tahoeresorthotel.com or by calling the hotel directly:
!

(530) 544-5400  —  Group Code:  “CAARS”

2 0 1 6  C A A R S  C O N F E R E N C E

http://www.tahoeresorthotel.com/
http://www.tahoeresorthotel.com/
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Car and Driver / Pete Bigelow / September 1, 2016 !
For the better part of a year, Mark Rosekind has sounded the alarm on the rising carnage on America’s roads. In 
speeches delivered before audiences of automotive executives, transportation officials, and safety advocates, the 
administrator of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration has warned of a spike in traffic fatalities and 

repeatedly equated the weekly toll on US roads to the crash of 
a Boeing 747 on a weekly basis.  Sadly, that comparison is 
now outdated. !
The latest traffic-fatality figures released this week show that 
35,092 people were killed on public roads in 2015, an 
average of 672 every week, which is beyond the capacity of 
the jumbo jet in its highest-passenger configuration. !
That Rosekind must now revise one of his most grim talking 
points is indicative of the surge in traffic deaths occurring 
across the country.  The latest annual statistics represent a 7.2-
percent increase from the 32,744 recorded in 2014, the fastest 

one-year rise in a half-century.  Not since an 8.1-percent increase from 1965 to 1966 has there been such a spike. !
 "If we don’t accept that 35,000 people dying is a given, maybe we can change behavior a little bit and  
   make things safer next year.” !
There have been warning signs. Deaths for pedestrians and bicyclists had been on the upswing of late, while the 
numbers for vehicle occupants ticked downward thanks to the introduction of new technologies like airbags, 
electronic stability control and, more recently, automated emergency braking systems.  But now, the rising 
figures include almost all types of road users. !
According to the latest data, the number of fatalities among SUV occupants jumped 10.1 percent from 2014.  The 
number of fatalities in van occupants increased 9.3 percent.  For passenger-car occupants, it was a 5.7-percent 
increase and for pickup-truck occupants, a 4.7-percent increase. 
Meanwhile, things got even worse for what are termed "vulnerable 
road users." Pedestrian fatalities jumped 9.5 percent to 5376 and 
bicyclist fatalities spiked more than 12 percent to 818; both cases 
represent levels not seen in two decades. Motorcyclist fatalities 
increased by 8.3 percent to 4976, the highest number in four years. !
On Monday, the across-the-board spikes prompted an 
unprecedented “call to action” from the White House, and the 
Department of Transportation released its annual figures three 
months earlier than usual in hopes of drawing more attention to 
the sharp reversal in what had been long-term trends over decades 
toward safer roads. !
“We are in a bad place,” Rosekind (shown above right) said last month in San Francisco.  “This is a bad situation, 
and we should be desperate for new tools that will help us save lives.”

Is Technology Helping or Making Things Worse?  — What’s Driving the Massive Surge in Traffic Deaths?

p e o p l e  
p e r  d a y

https://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/Api/Public/ViewPublication/812318
https://crashstats.nhtsa.dot.gov/Api/Public/ViewPublication/812318
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Role of Smartphones Still Unclear 
A bustling economy and cheap fuel prices explain part of the increase.  With the unemployment rate remaining 
under 5 percent in July, according to the latest Department of Labor statistics, more people are commuting to 
jobs and earning money that gets spent on, among other things, road trips.  Gas prices are averaging $2.22 per 
gallon across the country, according to AAA’s daily Fuel Gauge Report, about 16 percent lower than 2015 levels. !
“With gas prices just above $2 per gallon versus almost $4 two years ago, now you have the freedom to do 
whatever you want as long as you have the time,” says Penn State University associate professor of rural sociology 
and demography Guangqing Chi, who foresaw the rise in traffic deaths.  In research published last year, he raised 
the prospect of a worst-case scenario 27-percent increase in deaths if gas prices continued to plummet. !
But as an explanation, good jobs and cheap fuel only go so far.  The Federal Highway Administration says the 
overall number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) increased to 3.148 trillion in 2015, a 3.5-percent uptick from the 
previous year; that’s about half the death-rate increase. How to explain the remainder?  Cell-phone use behind the 
wheel would seem to be one obvious answer—spend five minutes watching the actions of drivers along any street 
in America and you’ll see a number of drivers with their attention focused on their smartphones. !
Back in 2011, NHTSA found that at any given moment, approximately 660,000 drivers are using their smartphones 
while driving.  The number of smartphones owned by Americans has almost doubled in the meantime, according 
to the Pew Research Center.  But how the proliferation of smartphones ties into traffic fatalities remains unknown. 
Law enforcement often lacks the technical resources and expertise needed to investigate smartphone use in 
crashes, and state-by-state differences in how crash information is collected can complicate attempts at the federal 
level to pinpoint the role of smartphones in the death spike. !
“Weaknesses in crash data make it especially difficult to tie smartphone use, or any other form of driver distraction, 
to a given crash,” said Jake Nelson, AAA director of traffic safety advocacy and research.  “Unless a driver admits to 
such behavior or there are witnesses to justify a warrant to obtain phone records, for example, crashes that involve 
driver distraction are hard to document.” !
Using Big Data to Visualize the Problem 
If technology is part of the problem, it may also be part of the solution.  New safety features are arriving in the 
marketplace.  Twenty automakers have pledged to offer automated emergency braking as standard equipment in 
all new cars starting in 2022, and the leaders of the self-driving car movement believe that autonomous 
technology will help eliminate the 94 percent of accidents that are currently caused by human mistakes or 
behavior.  Rosekind himself said in June that he expected self-driving cars to cut the death rate in half. !
Beyond those advances, the government is hoping to use technology to better understand patterns and trends in 
the fatality data.  As part of its efforts to thwart the increase, the Department of Transportation has reached out to 
at least four providers of mapping and mobility analytics—StreetLight Data, Mapbox, CARTO, and Waze—that may 
develop models that identify everything from how improving economic conditions change travel modes to how 
climate change might increase the risk of fatal crashes in particular communities. !
Mapbox, a global provider of mapping platforms for developers, has past experience working in the fleet analytics 
and other aspects of the transportation realm, and the company’s engineers and cartographers are helping others 
visualize the geography of traffic deaths.  They’ve created a map on which users can enter their commutes, see the 
fatal crashes that occurred along their routes between 2011 and 2015, and toggle between additional information 
on alcohol involvement, speeding, and types of road users.

What’s Driving the Massive Surge in Traffic Deaths?

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pressroom/fhwa1607.cfm
http://www.nhtsa.gov/About+NHTSA/Press+Releases/NHTSA+Survey+Finds+660,000+Drivers+Using+Cell+Phones+or+Manipulating+Electronic+Devices+While+Driving+At+Any+Given+Daylight+Moment
https://www.transportation.gov/fastlane/2015-traffic-fatalities-data-has-just-been-released-call-action-download-and-analyze
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pressroom/fhwa1607.cfm
http://www.nhtsa.gov/About+NHTSA/Press+Releases/NHTSA+Survey+Finds+660,000+Drivers+Using+Cell+Phones+or+Manipulating+Electronic+Devices+While+Driving+At+Any+Given+Daylight+Moment
https://www.transportation.gov/fastlane/2015-traffic-fatalities-data-has-just-been-released-call-action-download-and-analyze


"Red Barchetta," Rush:  In an era where large SUVs seem to block out the sun and the government 
is trying its darndest to regulate fuel economy, a 1981 sci-fi song about a nearly extinct Ferrari 
doesn't seem so far off.  Although the abundant safety features in today’s cars may not lead to the 
reckless driving mentioned in the song,it's a scary future for any sports-car nut.  The song was 
inspired by the futuristic short story "A Nice Morning Drive", written by Richard Foster and published 
in the November 1973 issue of Road and Track magazine.  The story describes a similar future in 
which increasingly stringent safety regulations have forced cars to evolve into massive Modern 
Safety Vehicles (MSVs), capable of withstanding a 50-mile-per-hour impact without injury to the 
driver.  Consequently, drivers of MSVs have become less safety-conscious and more aggressive, and 
"bouncing" (intentionally ramming) the older, smaller cars is a common sport among some.
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“It’s been about how we could tell this story in a real local and 
personal way,” says David Cole, a software engineer at 
Mapbox.  “It’s designed to show people where the fatalities are 
in their neighborhoods and whether things are getting better 
or worse.  We wanted to make it a personal story instead of an 
impersonal spreadsheet.  This is a real, visceral data set when 
you open it and see where people are getting killed on your 
daily route.  If we don’t accept that 35,000 people dying is a 
given, maybe we can change behavior a little bit and make 
things safer next year.” !
Small changes in behavior could make a big difference. As much as advanced technologies offer promising 
solutions, so do simple ones.  Take for instance, the seat belt.  Though only 11.5 percent of motorists report not 
using seat belts in 2015, according to NHTSA, almost half of all vehicle occupants killed in crashes—48 percent—
were unbelted.  Alcohol-impaired driving was involved in 29 percent of all fatalities, per the NHTSA statistics, a 
3.2 percent year-over-year increase that was more in line with the overall increase in VMT than the death-rate 
spike. !
Getting Worse Before Getting Better 
For now, the death toll is continuing to mount.  Although the data isn’t final yet, the National Safety Council 
projects that motor-vehicle deaths are 9 percent higher through the first six months of 2016 beyond the increases 
just announced by the federal government.  Since January, the NSC says 19,100 people have been killed on US 
roads. !
Since the start of the upward trend, which occurred late in 2014, some states have been hit particularly hard. 
Deaths are up 43 percent in Florida, according to the NSC data, and big increases in Georgia (34 percent), 
Indiana (33 percent), and California (31 percent) also have been logged. !
The organization, which launched a campaign to teach drivers the basics about the new safety features now 
found in vehicles, projects that 438 people will be killed on US roads over the upcoming Labor Day weekend.  If 
correct, that would make it the deadliest stretch over the holiday in eight years. !
While the NSC outlines the same factors as others—distracted driving, drowsy driving, excessive speeds—there’s 
one that Deborah A.P. Hersman, the group’s president and CEO and former chairman of the National 
Transportation Safety Board, lists as another factor: a collective shrug of the shoulders from the general public. 
“One-hundred deaths every day should outrage us,” she said.  “Our complacency is killing us.”

" O u r  c o m p l a c e n c y  i s  k i l l i n g  u s . ”

What’s Driving the Massive Surge in Traffic Deaths?

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Short_story
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Road_and_Track
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Short_story
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Road_and_Track


Your ad will reach over 400 CAARS members, their families, acquaintances, and business partners via e-mail.  Also, as 
Skidmarks is posted on the CAARS website, anyone viewing the website can view the newsletter and your advertisement(s).  
Advertisers supply their own copy along with this form and a check payable to “CAARS” with the amount selected below.  
Electronic submissions to “CAARS Editor” at editor@ca2rs.com in jpg, gif, png or pdf.  Ad copies and payments submitted to 
the Treasurer and Editor by the due dates listed below.  CAARS reviews product for professional subject matter.  E-mail the 
Editor at editor@ca2rs.com with any questions regarding your ad.

Company Name:

Mailing Address:

City: State: Zip Code:

Contact Person: Phone Number:

Fax Number: e-mail address:
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1 Issue 
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Special Notes:

Make checks payable to “CAARS” and mail with this completed form to “CAARS Treasurer,” 4632 Second Street, Suite 
100, Davis, CA 95618, Re: Newsletter Ad.  Additionally, e-mail ad copy to the newsletter editor at editor@ca2rs.com.
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n e w  r e a d i n g  m a t e r i a l

Bicycle Accidents, Crashes, and Collisions 
Biomechanical, Engineering, and Legal Aspects 
!
Jeffrey Broker, Ph.D. and Megan M. Hottman, J.D. 
Published August 24, 2016 
384 pages 
!
In the all new Bicycle Accidents, Crashes, and Collisions: 
Biomechanical, Engineering, and Legal Aspects, Second 
Edition you will learn about many different aspects of bicycle 
accidents, crashes, and collisions, and the legal issues 
surrounding them.  The authors present a wealth of 
information including such topics as the physical and 
operating characteristics of bicycles, cyclist's rights and 
duties, accident types, insurance and liability issues and 
bicycle regulatory information, including the Uniform Vehicle 
Code and State Bicycle Statutes.  The Second Edition is newly 

updated with expanded discussions, and now in a revised, two-column format. 
!
The book is divided into two parts for easy access to pertinent information.  Part one discusses many of 
the physical and mental aspects of operating a bicycle.  You will learn about topics such as the cycling 
setting, crash tests, bicycle types and designs, visual perception and response, equipment failure, 
biomechanics of cycling injuries, pitch-over cycling accidents, and cycling helmets.  Part two covers the 
legal aspects of operating a bicycle and of liability, both of the cyclist and others such as pet and 
property owners.  
!
This section provides information on a wide variety of topics including releases or waivers of liability, 
common crash types including 
crashes involving dogs, product 
defects and liability, and cycling 
setting defects and liability.  Bicycle 
regulatory information is also covered 
in greater detail in this section. 
!
If you are handling a bicycle accident, 
crash, or collision case, this book is a 
necessary addition to your library. 

New Addition — Investigating Bicycle Accidents
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ACTAR Exam Calendar

D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 6  
!

Edison, NJ  Sponsored by NJAAR.  Application submission due by October 1.  Exam registration by November 1. 

!
Kansas City, MO  Sponsored by IATAI. Application submission by October 3.  Exam registration by November 3. 

!
South Lake Tahoe, CA  Sponsored by CAARS, held at Lake Tahoe Resort Hotel, 4130 Lake Tahoe Blvd.  Application 
submission by August 27.  Exam registration by September 26. 

!
!
J A N U A R Y  2 0 1 7  

Edmonton, AB  Sponsored by CATAIR. Application submission by November 1.  Exam registration by October 1. 

!
!

F E B R U A R Y  2 0 1 7  !
Orilla, ON  Sponsored by OPP.  Application submission by December 3, ’16.  Exam registration by January 2, ’17. 

!
!

A P R I L  2 0 1 7  
Edmonton, AB  Sponsored by CATAIR. Application submission by February 17  Exam registration by March 17. 

!
!

s e p t e m b e r  2 0 1 7  
Edmonton, AB  Sponsored by CATAIR. Application submission by July 18.  Exam registration by August 18. 

!
!

A C T A R . o r g  l i s t s   c a l c u l a t o r s  a p p r o v e d  f o r  u s e  d u r i n g  t h e  e x a m i n a t i o n
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Tesla says autopilot involved in second car crash 
Leo Kelion, Technology / BBC / July 13, 2016 !
Tesla has admitted that its autopilot feature was activated when 
one of its cars crashed on Sunday.  However, the electric 
carmaker has suggested that the function was not being used 
correctly at the time. !
The motorist survived the accident, but another Tesla owner 
died in an earlier crash that occurred when the driver-assist 
function failed to detect another vehicle in its path.  Chief executive Elon Musk said Tesla had no plans 
to disable autopilot.  However, he told the Wall Street Journal that his company would publish a blog 
highlighting how drivers should make use of the technology.  He also tweeted that it was right that Tesla 
should be "taking the heat for customer safety". !
The California-based carmaker has previously blogged that "customers using autopilot are statistically 
safer than those not using it at all”.  Tesla's deployment of the technology is being investigated by the 
US road safety watchdog. !
“Ignored alerts” 
The latest crash, near Cardwell, Montana, saw a Model X car swerve to hit wooden rails next to a two-
lane road.  "This vehicle was being driven along an undivided mountain road shortly after midnight with 
autosteer enabled," a spokeswoman told the BBC, referring to autopilot's steering function.  “The data 
suggests that the driver's hands were not on the steering wheel, as no force was detected on the 
steering wheel for over two minutes after autosteer was engaged—even a very small amount of force, 
such as one hand resting on the wheel, will be detected. !
"This is contrary to the terms of use that are agreed to when enabling the feature and the notification 
presented in the instrument cluster each time it is activated.  "As road conditions became increasingly 
uncertain, the vehicle again alerted the driver to put his hands on the wheel.  "He did not do so, and 
shortly thereafter the vehicle collided with a post on the edge of the roadway. !
"Autosteer...is best suited for highways with a centre divider.  "We specifically advise against its use at 
high speeds on undivided roads.”  CNN reported that the car had lost one of its wheels in the crash, but 

neither the driver nor his passenger had been injured.  It said 
the man—who had identified himself only as Pang—had told a 
police officer the alerts given by the car had been in English 
but he spoke Mandarin. 

Teslas use radar and other sensors to detect other 
vehicles and road markings

Tech Corner — Are We Actually Ready for Tech that Still Seems to Need More R&D?

The collision in Montana involved a Model X, similar 
to the one pictured at left.
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"Autosteer... is best suited for highways with a centre divider.  We 
specifically advise against its use at high speeds on undivided roads.”

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/technology-36680043
http://www.wsj.com/articles/tesla-has-no-plans-to-disable-autopilot-feature-in-its-cars-1468340310
https://twitter.com/elonmusk/status/753125662874042369
https://www.teslamotors.com/en_GB/blog/misfortune?redirect=no
http://money.cnn.com/2016/07/12/technology/tesla-autopilot-accident/
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/technology-36680043
http://www.wsj.com/articles/tesla-has-no-plans-to-disable-autopilot-feature-in-its-cars-1468340310
https://twitter.com/elonmusk/status/753125662874042369
https://www.teslamotors.com/en_GB/blog/misfortune?redirect=no
http://money.cnn.com/2016/07/12/technology/tesla-autopilot-accident/


!
Multiple probes  
Tesla released details of the incident more quickly than it had 
done for the earlier crash in Florida.  The US Securities and 
Exchange Commission said on Monday that it was 
investigating why the company took until 30 June to publicly 
disclose the fatality - 54 days after it happened and nine days 
after it first informed the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration.  Tesla had raised funds from investors in the 
interim. !
"I didn't know there had been an autopilot incident at the time of the fundraising," Mr Musk has said. 
"What we told NHTSA was just that somebody died—it wasn't that there was an autopilot incident." !
On Tuesday, the traffic safety body released a letter it had sent to Tesla detailing its own investigation 
into the accident.  It has asked for details about all updates made to autopilot since it was enabled last 
year, as well as information about forthcoming changes.  The watchdog is also considering whether 
autopilot was in use during a third collision involving a Tesla car that occurred on 1 July. !
ProPilot unveiled 
Although Tesla says motorists should remain "engaged and aware" while using autopilot, critics have 
suggested that it was "inevitable" that users would become distracted.  Nevertheless, other car makers 
are pursuing a similar strategy. !
Nissan has unveiled ProPilot — lane-detecting technology that allows a car to follow the vehicle ahead, 
braking and accelerating as necessary without human direction.  Japan will be the first market to get the 
innovation when it is included in a minivan released next month and Nissan planned to offer ProPilot in 
European models next year. !
As a safety measure, the company has designed the facility 
to turn itself off if the driver removed his or her hands from 
the wheel for more than a brief period.

Tech Corner — Are We Actually Ready for Tech that Still Seems to Need More R&D?

Joshua Brown died after his Tesla S crashed while using autopilot
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http://www.wsj.com/articles/sec-investigating-tesla-for-possible-securities-law-breach-1468268385
http://www-odi.nhtsa.dot.gov/acms/cs/jaxrs/download/doc/UCM533397/INIM-PE16007-64338.pdf
https://www.teslamotors.com/en_GB/presskit/autopilot
http://www.detroitnews.com/story/business/autos/2016/06/30/tesla-model-crash/86570186/
http://www.newsroom.nissan-europe.com/uk/en-gb/Media/Media.aspx?mediaid=148015
http://www.wsj.com/articles/sec-investigating-tesla-for-possible-securities-law-breach-1468268385
http://www-odi.nhtsa.dot.gov/acms/cs/jaxrs/download/doc/UCM533397/INIM-PE16007-64338.pdf
https://www.teslamotors.com/en_GB/presskit/autopilot
http://www.detroitnews.com/story/business/autos/2016/06/30/tesla-model-crash/86570186/
http://www.newsroom.nissan-europe.com/uk/en-gb/Media/Media.aspx?mediaid=148015
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Shopping center docks robot cops after child hit, injured 
July 11, 2016 / ABC7News / Palo Alto, Calif. (KGO) !
The parents of a young boy who got knocked down and run over by a security robot at Stanford Shopping 
Center want to get the word out to prevent others from getting hurt.  They said the machine is dangerous and 
fear another child will get hurt. !
Stanford Shopping Center's security robot stands 5' tall and weighs 300 pounds.  It amuses shoppers of all ages, 
but last Thursday, 16-month-old Harwin Cheng had a frightening collision with the robot.  "The robot hit my son's 
head and he fell down facing down on the floor and the robot did not stop and it kept moving forward," Harwin's 
mom Tiffany Teng said. !
Harwin's parents say the robot ran over his right foot, causing it to swell, but luckily the child didn't suffer any 
broken bones.  Harwin also got a scrape on his leg from the incident.  "He was crying like crazy and he never 
cries. He seldom cries," Teng said. !
Stanford Shopping Center and Knightscope, the Mountain View company that built the robot have yet to 
respond to our emails and voice mail messages.  The shopping center introduced the robot last year.  It's 
designed to alert authorities of abnormal noises, sudden environmental changes, and known criminals. !
But the fact that it didn't seem to detect Harwin is something shoppers find disconcerting.  "Garage doors 
nowadays, we're just in a day in age where everything has some sort of a sensor," shopper Ashle Gerrard said. !
"Maybe they have to work out the sensors more.  Maybe it stopped detecting or it could be buggy or 
something," shopper Ankur Sharma said.  Harwin's parents say what's even more worrisome is that a security 
guard told them another child was hurt from the same robot days before.  They hope by sharing their story, other 
parents will be careful the next time they're at Stanford Shopping Center.

Tech Corner — Are We Actually Ready for Tech that Still Seems to Need More R&D?



Turning off red-light cameras 
can be deadly 
Many people hate red-light cameras but a new study 
says getting rid of them can have fatal consequences 
July 28, 2016 / US News / Joan Lowy (AP) !
Red-light cameras are widely hated, but a new 
study says getting rid of them can have fatal 
consequences.  Traffic deaths from red-light-
running crashes go up by nearly a third after cities 
turn off cameras designed to catch motorists in the 
act, according to a study by the Insurance Institute 
for Highway Safety.  The institute is funded by auto insurers. !
While cities continue to add cameras at intersections with traffic signals, at least 158 communities have ended 
their red-light camera programs in the past five years, the study said.  Researchers compared trends in annual 
crash rates in 14 cities that had ended their camera programs with those in 29 cities in the same regions that 
continued their camera programs. !
They found that, after adjusting for other factors, red-light-running crashes went up 30 percent.  Further, all types 
of crashes at intersections with traffic signals went up 16 percent.  That finding suggests that red-light cameras 
deter other behavior by motorists, not just red-light running, said Wen Hu, co-author of the study. !
A second part of the study compared fatal red-light-running crashes in 57 cities with camera programs to 33 
cities that haven't introduced cameras, finding that the rate of such crashes was 21 percent lower in cities with 
cameras.  The rate of all types of crashes at intersections with traffic signals was 14 percent lower when cameras 
were present. !
"Debates over automated enforcement often center on the hassle of getting a ticket and paying a fine," said the 
institute's president, Adrian Lund.  "It's important to remember that there are hundreds of people walking 
around who wouldn't be here if not for red-light cameras.”  Dozens of communities have ended their red-light 
camera programs in recent years amid complaints that they are designed primarily to raise money through 
tickets rather than to enhance safety. Courts in some states have sided with motorists against camera programs. !
Jake Nelson, the AAA automobile club's research director, said the club supports the use of red-light cameras if 
they're used properly, meaning data show the need for them at particular intersections — usually, a high number 
of fatalities.  And money collected through the program should be used exclusively for traffic safety programs, 
he said. But when those tests aren't met, AAA has joined with opponents in some communities to oppose them. !
Otherwise, Nelson said, "you have to question what are we really doing here?  Are we saving lives or are we 
raising money?”  A motorist who runs a red light risks a T-bone crash where the front of one vehicle slams into 
the side of another.  Those crashes are among the most likely to result in death or serious injury. !
Other studies have shown that red-light cameras increase the likelihood of rear-end crashes as motorists race 
through yellow lights only to run into the back of a vehicle on the other side of the intersection.  But rear-end 
crashes are more likely to be minor, with far fewer fatalities and injuries than T-bone crashes.
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It's not surprising that the institute study found a large increase in fatal crashes after cities turned off their 
cameras, given the lethality of T-bone crashes, Nelson said. !
Jonathan Adkins, executive director of the Governors Highway Safety Association, which represents state highway 
safety offices, said it's disappointing that the total number of communities with red-light camera programs has 
dropped from 533 in 2012 to 467 last year.  "Too often," Adkins said, "a vocal minority leading the charge to 
suspend these programs are costing lives in their communities.

Tech Corner — Turning Off Red-Light Cameras Can Be Deadly

A 2016 Insurance Institute for Highway Safety (IIHS) 
Highway Loss Data Institute (HLDI) press release 
demonstrates how automated enforcement deters red 
light running.  While traditional police enforcement can 
help, there aren't enough resources to station officers at 
every intersection. !
Red light cameras increase the odds that violators will get 
caught, and well-publicized camera programs discourage 
would-be violators from taking those odds. !
A 2011 IIHS study found that in large cities with red light 
camera programs during 2004-08, there were substantial 
decreases in the per capita rates of both fatal red-light-
running crashes and fatal crashes of all types at 
intersections with traffic signals. !
The new study updates that analysis, using a more rigorous 
design, a larger number of cities and a longer study 
period. It also looks at the effect of ending camera 
programs, something not previously studied.
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Politics and Scandals Aside, the studies seem to support a factual 
basis that the traffic signal cameras make safer intersections. !
Red Light Violations Are Still A Leading Cause of Death: 
A bus is tipped on its side after two commuter buses collided in 
Newark, NJ on Thursday, August 19, 2016.  Investigators are trying 
to determine if a commuter bus ran a red light and broadsided 
another commuter bus, killing a driver and injuring several. !
(AP Bus Photo/Mel Evans)

http://www.iihs.org/iihs/news/desktopnews/turning-off-red-light-cameras-costs-lives-new-research-shows
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!
p a r t i n g  s h o t  

p a r t i n g  t h o u g h t  !!
Who needs a car when you 
have a drivable suitcase? 

The 15-pound, battery-
operated, drivable suitcase is 

the brainchild of Chinese 
amateur inventor He Liangcai.  
On a full charge, the suitcase 
can transport two adults at 12 
mph for a distance of up to 37 

miles.  It also has GPS 
navigation and a burglar alarm.
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4632 Second Street 
Suite #100 
Davis, CA  95618

F O L D  H E R E  T O  M A I L

http://www.CA2RS.com
http://www.CA2RS.com

