_ MINUTES OF THE L .
MEETING OF THE JOINT SENATE AND ASSEMBLY COMMITTEES i
ON TRANSPORTATION

SIXTY-FIRST SESSION
NEVADA STATE LEGISLATURE
March 26, 1981

The Joint Senate and Assembly Committees on Transportation were
called to order by Chairman Richard E. Blakemore, at 7:09 p.m.,
Thursday, March 26, 1981, in Room 131 of the Legislative Building,
Carson City, Nevada. " Exhibit A is the Meeting Agenda. " Exhibit B
is the Attendance Roster, |

COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:

Senator Richard E. Blakemore, Chairman

Assemblyman Robert E. Price, Chairman

Senator William Herxrnstadt

Senator Lawrence E. Jacobsen

Senator Wilbur Faiss

Senator Clifford E. McCorkle

Senator James H. Bilbray

Assemblyman John Polish

Assemblyman James W. Schofield

Assemblyman Peggy Westall e~
Assemblyman John B. DuBois i
Assemblyman Paul Prengaman

Assemblyman Erik Beyer '

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT:

Senator Joe Neal
Assemblyman Alan Glover
Assemblyman Donald R. Mello

STAFF MEMBER PRESENT:

Kelly R. Torvik, Committee Secretary

SENATE BILL NO. 297

Mr. Frederic W. Harrell, Executive Director, Motorcycle Dealers
Association of Nevada, presented the committee with prepared test-
imony in regard to Senate Bill No. 297. (See Exhibit C.)

Assemblyman Westall asked what the class three and four endorse-
ments were. Mr. Harrell explained that class three is for the
operation of automobiles and class four is for the operation of
motorcycles.
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Assemblyman DuBois asked what capacity was used to determine the
figures on page 5.2 of Mr. Harrell's testimony. Mr. Harrell
explained that the catagories which do not have load figures are
presumed to be carrying capacity loads.

Senator Hernstadt noted that there appeared to be an error in
the 1976 figure for the graph on page 1.5. Mr. Harrell stated
that the figure in the graph for 1976 should be 2.52.

Senator McCorkle noted that Nevada has one of the highest accident
rates in the country with regard to registrations. Mr. Harrell
stated that the fatalities per registration figures are not used
as valid statistics because they fall to account for the non-
registered touring motorcyclists who travel through the state.

He felt that determining the fatality rate through the amount

of accidents would be more valid. He stated that the high rate

of fatalities per registration could be attributed to the lack

of training to motorcyclists.

Senator Faiss asked how comprehensive the driver education courses
are for motorcyclists. Mr. Harrell explained that the novice
program being offered by the Clark County Community College and
the Western Nevada Community College is 21 hours of motorcycle
experience, a combination of classroom experience and actual
riding. He stated that they have worked to create a program for
the experienced motorcycle riders. . This program consists of three:
hours of classroom time and five hours of actual riding time.

Mr. Harrell said that the Department of Motor Vehicles has agreed
to a three demerit point reduction in the records of anyone who
has taken the course because of a court referral.

Senator Faiss asked how long the classes have been in operation.
Mr. Harrell stated that the Norxrth Las Vegas classes have been in
operation for close to two years. He has been working for the
past three years to put the programs onto a statewide basis.

Senator McCorkle noted that Nevada seems to be one of the only
states without an in-traffic skill test requirement. Mr. Harrell
explained that although Nevada does not have an in-traffic skill
test, the state has adopted the use of the Motorcycle Operator
Skill Test (M.0.5.T.) which is an objective test of certain nec-—
essary skills to operate a motorcycle safely. The test was designed
to be used statewide, however, at the present time it is only
available where there are adequate facilities. Mr. Harrell felt

that the M.0.5.T. test should be a minimum standard for motorcyclists.

He stated that because the test is not administered in traffic it
gives the motorcyclists a chance to correct any errors in their
driving methods.
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Assemblyman Prengamen asked if the number of fatalities of motor-
cyclists who had taken rider training courses was slightly lowex
or significantly lower than the number of fatalities of motor-
cyclists who had taken no training as referred to on page 4.3

of Mr. Harrell's testimony. Mr. Harrell stated that the number
of fatalities was significantly lower. He pointed out that
research has shown that it would take four years for a non-
trained motorcyclist to learn on his own an equal amount of
training as offered in a formal training course.

Mr. Irv Lewis, Director of Purchasing, Model Dairy, quoted
Governor List from the Reno morning paper. This guote, "It is
always easy for those outside, who don't have access to all the
facts, to pass judgement, they are simply wrong," was not made

in regard to the cumpulsory helmet use law. He stated that there
were a variety of publications available in regard to the use of
helmets. Mr. Lewis said that he represented the United Motorcycle
Riders of Nevada (U.M.R.0.N.) and that his group felt strongly
that young riders should be required to wear a helmet. He felt
that adult riders who have ridden a motorcycle for a number of
years should be able to decide whether or not to wear a helmet.
Mr. Lewis stated that wearing a helmet may be a good idea, how-
ever, the mandatory wearing of a helmet should not be legislated.
He cited statistics which stated that during a specific period

of time motorcycle registrations had increased by 500 percent
while motorcycle fatalities had increased by 300 percent. Mr.
Lewis felt that motorcyclists is general are responsible members
of society.

Assemblyman Beyer asked Mr. Lewis if he felt that inexperienced
riders should be required to wear a helmet. Mr. Lewis felt that
requiring inexperienced riders, regardless of age, to wear a helmet
would be in the best interest of the riders. He felt that such
requirement would be unenforceable.

Assemblyman DuBois felt that since, in Mr. Lewis' opinion,

two vears of experience should be reguired before a rider can
choose whether or not to wear a helmet, 18 would be too low of
an age to allow the rider to make that choice. Mr. Lewis stated
that in his personal opinion the age of 21 should be chosen.

as the age of a rider able to make that decision..

Mr. John Smith, attorney, addressed the constitutionality of

the helmet law. He felt that the statute which requires that
helmets be worn violates the spirit of both the state and federal
constitutions because it is counter to the concept of ordered
liberty and individual choice. He stated that the helmet law.
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also violates the spirit of the nation's founding fathers..

The founding fathers thought was necessary to protect the nation's
citizens from their government. He felt that if it is the state's
duty to protect citizens against themselves that such a concept

is not being addressed in other areas. He stated that motorcycle
riders have been singled out for treatment under a unigue theory
of police power. Mr. Smith noted that traditionally police power
was established to protect one citizen from the acts or omissions
of another. He stated that he supported the repeal of the helmet
law as it applies to persons over the age of 18.

Senator McCorkle asked Mr. Smith how his arguments against the
helmet law would effect the illegality of suicide. Mr. Smith
pointed out that suicide is provided for in criminal statutes. He
believed that the illegality of suicide is the only example present
in the statutes which protects a citizen from themselves, however,
the effectiveness of the statute is questionable.

Assemblyman Beyer asked if the helmet law had ever been challenged
in court. Mr. Smith stated that the helmet law had been defeated

in court. He stated that it was not defeated on the constitutional .
grounds which he addressed earlier. '

Mr. David Lawson, Highway Safety Coordinator for the Department of
Motor Vehicles, a motorcycle rider, submitted testimony to the
committee. (See Exhibit D.) Mr. Lawson also submitted pertinent
facts and issues related to the mandatory motorcycle helmet law.
(See Exhibit E.) :

Chairman Blakemore pointed out that the state does not mandate
the use of seatbelts. Chairman Blakemore supplied the committee :7
with a copy of an article regarding headd injuries. (See Exhibit
F.) He also disputed Mr. Lawson's argument as to the public's
financial interest in motorcycle accidents. He felt that such
statements which label all motorcyclists as indigents were invalid.

Senator Hernstadt asked if there were any statistics which show
that motorcycle riders have less insurance than automobile drivers.
Mr. Lawson had no such statistics.

Senator Hernstadt asked why the Office of Traffic Safety had not
asked for legislation which would regquire mandatory seatbelt
use. Mr. Lawson felt that to enforce the use of seatbelts would
be very difficult.

Chairman Blakemore asked if there were any rules mandating the use

of seatbelts in state vehicles. Mr. Lawson stated that there was
no such rule.
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Chairman Blakemore asked why helmet use is not regquired in vehicles.
Mr. Lawson stated that such a mandate would limit the head injuries
in vehicles, however, the roof of a vehicle provides some protection.

Mr. Lawson stated that the Office of Traffic Safety is trying to
promote seat belt use on a voluntary basis because the use of
safety belts will save lives.

Assemblyman Price asked Mr. Lawson why the Office of Traffic
Safety would oppose the helmet law. Mr. Lawson explained that
the office is charged to take a position and do what they feel
will promote the safety of the motoring public.

Assemblyman Price asked Mr., Lawson if he is reguired by the fed-
eral government to speak agalnst the repeal of state helmet laws.
Mr. Lawson stated that he is not required by the.federal gover-
ment to do so.

Assemblyman Price did not feel that the state should be requiring
the motorcycle riders to wear a helmet. Common sense of the rider
should determine whether he wears a helmet. Assemblyman Price
asked Mr. Lawson his reasoning for supporting the state’e mandate
that a motorcycle rider wear a helmet. Mr. Lawson felt that
because of the threat of sanction motorcycle riders will wear

a helmet, which they otherwise would not wear. He stated that

the wearing of a helmet protects the rider and his loved omnes.

Assemblyman Price stated that because of the rise in the cost of
gasoline there will be more citizens riding motorcycles and bi-
cycles. He asked Mr. Lawson where the state will limit itself
in dictating mandates to citizens which should be the citizens
pexrsonal decision.

Chairman Blakemore asked Mr. Lawson why the Office of Traffic
Safety had limited itself to mandating helmets and not mandating
the use of other safety devices. Mr. Lawson felt that the
motorcycling public should be educated on the operation of
motorcycles.

Chairman Blakemore pointed out that by mandating only the use of
helmets the members of society who do not presently ride a motor-
cycle, but may in the future ride a motorcycle, are being mislead
into believinhg that since they have a helmet they are safe. They
are not aware of the other safety devices. Mr. Lawson stated

that in the courses which are presently being administered the

use of proper clothing is being addressed along with the use of

a helmet. Mr. Lawson stated that if a rider falls off of his:
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motorcycle and skins himself it is not usually as life threaten-
ing as if he was subject to head injuries.

Assemblyman Westall, in regard to Mr. Lawson's testimony, pointed
out that there is a considerable difference between legislation
for gtricter penalties for drivers under the influence of alcohol
and mandatory helmet laws. She explained that a DUI affects the
lives of other motorists while a helmetless rlder is only affect-
himself.

Assemblyman DuBois asked Mr. Lawson how he derived the figure
that there will be a 40 to 50 percent increase in fatalities if
the helmet law were repealed. Mr. Lawson stated that the figures
were derived from other states where the helmet had been repealed.

Assemblyman Beyer asked if the $176,000 which is available to the
state from the federal government included matching funds from
the state. Mr. Lawson stated that at least 95 percent of the
$176,000 is federally funded.

Assemblyman Beyer asked if the funds which are provided to the
community colleges is reimbursed by tuition. Mr. Lawson explained
that the students are charged a lab fee in each of the community
college courses. These lab fees are used to pay the costs of
maintaining the motorcycles which are used in the courses. He
stated that federal funds are used mainly for instructor salaries.

Assemblyman Beyer asked Mr. Lawson if the O0ffice of Traffic
Safety itself provides a course for training motorcycle riders.
Mr. Lawson stated that the office itself does not provide a
course. The office is involved in the training in that it
provides grants to basic entities to offer courses.

Assemblyman Beyer asked what it costs the state to provide the
courses. Mr. Lawson stated that the costs to the state have been
mainly in providing driver's license examiners to administer

the M.0.S.T. tests. The costs toc the state for the courses
themselves are very minimal.

Senator Hernstadt asked if the Office of Traffic Safety is even
handed in its approach to safety of motorcycle riders and auto-
mobile drivers. Mr. Lawson stated that the division is trying
to promote safety in genexal. They address the areas where
there appears to be the most accidents.

Senator Hernstadt asked if Mr. Lawéon had made any recommenda-
tions to Governor List to require that Nevada state employees
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wear seat belts. Mr. Lawson stated‘that such a recommendation
has been made, although it has not been implemented.

Chairman Blakemore pointed out that the majority of the occupants
of the room may not agree with Mr. Lawson, however, his position
reguires that he come over and speak to the committee.

Mr. Barton Jacka, Director, Department of Motor Vehicles, stated
that he.had directed Mr. Lawson to make the presentation. Mr.
Jacka felt that Mr. Lawson was not treated, in some instances,
as well as he should have been. Assemblyman Price stated that
serlously questioned the duty of the departments of state govern-
ment in changing public policy. He felt that the fact and fig-
ures should be weighed against the rights of people to make
decisions granted by human freedoms. Senator Jacobsen agreed
with Mr. Jacka. He was not sure that the committee kept an

open mind when hearing Mr. Lawson's testimony. He felt that

Mr. Lawson had been intimidated. Senator Bilbray agreed with
Senator Jacobsen in the treatment of Mr. Lawson. Assemblyman
Prengaman felt that the Chairman had determined a portion of

Mr. Lawson's testimony irrelevant and he objected to such deter-
mination.

Mr. William K. Moore, School Administrator, motorcycle rider,
and Legislative Chairman of the Nevada PTA, submitted testimony
to the committee. (See Exhibit G.)

Assemblyman Price asked Mr. Moore whether the PTA discussed if it
would support legislation which would require youth to wear
helmets while adults would be allowed to choose. Mr. Moore
stated that it was discussed and it was the general consensus
that such legislation would be unenforceable because of the
difficulty to determine age by sight.

Senator Hernstadt suggested that Mr. Moore recommend to the
members of the PTA that a motorcycle training course be offered
in the high schools. Mr. Moore stated that such training was
presently one of the concerns of his PTA.

Mr. John White, attorney, spoke in support of the bill. He
pointed out that one of the points made, the reduction in the
number of fatalities in motorcycle accidents after the enactment
of the helmet law in 1971, could have been due to the fact that,
like himself, people choose not to ride motorcycles if they were
required to wear helmets. He stated that the registration of
motorcycles in 1971 was 19,085 while in 1972 the registration was -
16,089. In regard to Mr. Moore s comments that there are other
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rules and regulations which require certain safety procedures,
Mr. White felt that the requirements that Mr. Moore mentioned
were inacted to protect others. He stated that he was embar-
rassed to be a member of a state who put people in jail who
refuse to wear a hat. Mr. White stated that a lot of lives
could be saved by dictating how citizens are going to conduct
their daily lives. Because the helmet law is effective does
not mean that it should be kept. He felt that the courts are
being timid by not deciding that the helmet law is unconstitu-
tional. He disputed the fact that motorcycle riders are indi-
gents. He noted thatthe concpets of liberty and freedom are
unique in America and they were the reason that he objected to
the helmet law.

Mr. John Reynolds, Auditor, Public Service Commission, a motor-
cycle rider, spoke in opposition to the helmet law. He felt that
the parents have a responsibility to teach children to wear or
not to wear helmets. He felt that it was not the legislature's
responsibility. He stated that he would support mandatory motor-
cycle education in order to obtain a license. He said that motor-
cyclists do not have available to them adequate insurance at a
reasonable price. Mr. Reynolds felt that one reason that Nevada's
fatality rate was so high is the poor condition of the roadways

in the state. Another reason is the temptation, on the wide open
roads, to speed. He felt that the helmet law was discrimination
against motorcycle riders. :

Mr. Aaron Ging stated that his major objection to the mandatory
use of the helmet is personal freedom and inconvenience. He felt
that the mandatory use of helmets does not encourage the use of
motorcycles in order to conserve energy.

Mr. Keith Henrikson, United Motorcycle Riders of Nevada, asked the
committee to amend the bill to require the use of helmets by riders
up to the age of 21 years. He also asked the committee to amend
the bill to mandate a Motorcycle Safety Foundation course, at a
minimum of 20 hours, be completed prior to obtaining a motorcycle
operator's license. Mr. Henrikson stated that law enforcement
agencies had said that there would be no problem enforcing the

use of helmets to riders under 21 years of age. He stated that
his organization would use the funds, that are presently being
used to fight for the repeal of the helmet law, in order to
support voluntary helmet use and.more'stringent‘regulations and
specifications for helmets if - Senate Bill No. 297 were approved.
Mr. Henrikson said that his organization would provide trained
personnel to the community colleges to teach safety courses. He
did not support the idea that traffic deaths would increase if the
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if the helmet law were repealed. Mr. Henrikson felt that in
states where the death total had risen it was due to the lack |
of education. He noted that in Rhode Island, when it repealed
the helmet law in 1979, a year later deaths attributed to traffic
accidents were down 40 percent. He felt that there is a false
sense of security given to the motorcycle riders that if they
wear a helmet they will be safe. He felt this was one reason

for the high death rate among motorcycle riders. He stated that
the Department of Motor Vehicles has been very helpful and
cooperative to motorcyclists. He commented that he felt that

the present administration had been helpful in decreasing deaths.
Mr. Henrikson noted that in California the motorcycle riders in
92 percent of the accidents had no formal training, 55 percent
of the riders did not have a license and 23 percent wore no helmet.
He felt very strongly that the law is discriminatory.

Senator Bilbray asked if the age limit of 21 years is constitutional.
Mr. Henrikson stated that in the states which impose an age limit
for the use of helmets it has been upheld that it is not discrimi-
natory.

Senator McCorkle asked Mr. Harrell if he would endorse the two
amendments which Mr. Henrikson proposed. Mr., Harrell objected

to the mandatory schooling requirement because of the possibility
that there would be no facilities made available for training.

If those schools were made availalbe Mr. Harrell stated that

his assocation would support the amendment for a first time
licensee. He guestioned whether 21 years of age would be accu-
rate for the requirement to wear a helmet because the adult age
in Nevada 1is 18.

Senator McCorkle asked for a commitment from Mr. Henrikson,

Mr. Harrell and Mr. Lawson that they would join forces to expand
education for motorcyclists, use volunteer groups to limit costs,
and use the $176,000 to expand education programs.

Mr. Lawson stated that the only problem with using volunteer:
groups is that there is the possiblity the volunteers would lose
interest and there would be no one to help with the courses
required for licensing. Senator McCorkle noted that costs could
be limited by using the volunteers and the courses could be
funded by the state.

Mr., Harrell stated that the criteria has been set up by the
Motorcycle Safety.Foundation and that the courses available at
the present time must be instructed by a certified Motorcycle
Safety Foundation instructor, who must complete a 40 hour course

L. 517



¢

v

Senate Committee on Transportation
March 26, 1981

with classroom and riding experiencef These instructors are also
screened to improve the guality of instructors.

Chalirman Blakemore asked if such criteria could be written so
that a volunteer certified instructor could instruct the courses.
Mr. Henrikson stated that such certification could be possible.

Senator Bilbray asked if the amendment addresses training new
licensees or everyone who would apply for a motorcycly operator's
license. Mr. Henrikson stated that the amendment. addresses the
the training for first time licensees only.

Senator Bilbray pointed out that there are motorcycle riders on

the road today that need training in the operation o¢f a motorcycle.
Mr. Henrikson stated that the education has to begin somewhere and
that should be with the first time licensees. He did not feel

that the state  should require that experienced riders take a course
on the operation of a motorcycle.

Senator Bilbray felt that the education of the riders..who presently:-
have a license should be addressed. Mr. Harrell stated that there

is a Better Biking Course which is offered through court referral

in Clark County. This course is aimed at the licensed and unlicensed
motorcycle riders. '

Chairman Blakemore pointed out that the committee was discussing

the amendments while they still had not discussed the bill itself..
He asked Mr., Harrell, Mr. Henrikson and Mr. Lawson to address the
implementation of the 20 hour course which would be required by

one of the amendments.

Assemblyman DuBois asked where the courses would be offered in
the rural areas. Mr. Lawson stated that this was one of his
concerns. Mr. Henrikson stated that there could be certified
instructors in the rural areas, although, in order to maintain
the certification the instructor must teach a course every two
to three years.

Senator Hernstadt asked if there would be reciprocity with other
states in that a person who carries a valid motorcycle operator's
license in another state, moves to Nevada and applies for a motor-
cycle operator's license would be reguired to complete the 20 hour
course. Mr. Henrikson stated that at the present time there is

no reciprocity and if he went to California he would have to pass

a test to get a motorcycle operator's license. Mr. Harrell believed.
that the court referral course could be made available to the .
motorcyclists who presently have an out of state motorcycle operator's
license.

10.
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Chairman Blakemore recommended that Mr. Henrikson, Mr. Harrell
and Mr. Lawson work together to develop something which would
explain the mechanics of administering the courses. i

Senator Jacobsen asked Mr. Harrell to explain his statement, in
the text,!that the importance of education of the motorcyclist
and the non—motorcycllsts had been played down by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration in the past several years.
Mr. Harrell stated that the administration, under the direction
of Joan Claybrook, stated that motorcyclist education would
encourage the operation of motorcycles.

Senator Jacobsen felt that the test, in one sense, supported use
of the helmet, while in another sense, did not support the use
of the helmet. Mr. Harrell explained that he believes helmets
are safe and that freedom of choice is the question which was
being addressed.

Senator Jacobsen asked Mr. Harrell if he would oppose a fee being
charged for courses. Mr. Harrell stated that his affiliations
would be willing to support that a fee be attached to class four
endorsements or motorcycle registrations to be earmarked for
motorcyclist. education..

Assemblyman Polish advised the committee not to overuse education
to the point that there would not be enough time for everyone who
wants the training course to receive it.

Assemblyman DuBois noted that the bill would remove the safety
standards of helmets. Mr. Harrell felt that the portion of the
statute which requires standards of helmets could remain in the
statutes.

Mr. Steve Gessler, fuel truck driver, supplied the committee with
information regarding the safety of helmets. (See Exhibit H.) He
pointed out that because of size and gquality of some helmets they
are not safe. He stated that because a helmet can be unsafe the
helmet law is ineffective.

Assemblyman Price stated that both Mr. Glover and Mr. Mello were
excused from the meeting.

Mr. Sam Marper, a motorcycle rider, stated that he believes in the
use of a helmet, however, he felt that the use should be voluntary.
He said that the committee should bear a little self restraint
with regard to limiting the freedoms of others.

11. !;
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Ms. Anna Whitley, a motorcycle'rider; poinfed out that if she
falls off of her motorcycle she would only hurt herself and did
not .feel that she should be mandated to wear a helmet.

Mr. Richard Gillespie, mediator, did not feel that he should
wear a helmet and that was his decision to make.

Senator Jacobsen noted that Mr. Gillespie was a mediator, an
occupation which requires deciding matters for other parties.
Senator Jacobsen felt that the legislature was also a type of
mediator and should decide whether or not a person should be
requried to wear a helmet. Mr. Gillespie did not agree with
Senator Jacobsen.

Senator Jacobsen stated that as a volunteer ambulance driver

the motorcycle riders have a responsibility to him to wear a
helmet. Mr. Gillespie felt that motorcycle riders should have the
right to decide. Senator Jacobsen stated that, as an American,

it was his obligation to protect the life of others.

Mr. Joe Todaro, a machinist, objected to the stereotyping of
motorcyclists. as irresponsible burdens to the state.

There were written testimonies submitted to the committee for
the record. (See Exhibits I, J, and K.)

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at
10:03 p.m.

Respectfully submitted by:

(O

Kellly RY Tbrvik

APPROVED:

Chairman L{/

Dated:

1z.
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EXHTBIT A
AGENDA
('"’m
Joint Senate and Assembly Committees on Transportation, Room 131 .
Day Thursday r Date March 26 ; Time 7:00 p.m. .
S. B. No. 297--Abolishes requirement that drivers of motorcycles
and their passengers wear protective headgear.
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EXHIBIT C

PAST PRACTICES, PROCEEDURES AND PROGRAMS
FOR

NEVADA MCTORCYCLISTS

prepared for the

1981 SESSION OF THE NEVADA LEGISLATURE

by
Fredric W. Harrell
Executive Directoxr
Motorcycle Dealers Association of Nevada
Coordinator

Nevada Association of Concerned Motorcyclists
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The following report on the mandatory helmet law was
compiled by the Motorcycle Dealers Association of Nevada
and the Nevada Association of Concerned Motorcyclists to
help you answef questions that have been raised in the past
and to address questions that may have been overlooked.

The information presented here is in no way 'meant to
imply that our organizations have a desire to see motorcycl-
ists go helmetless. Our desire is to return to adults the
right to decide for themselves whether or not they should -
wear a helmet: We encourage the use of high-quality helmets
blended with education, of both the motorcyclists and the
non-motorcycle riding motorists. In that sense, the helmet
law éuestion is not a safety issue, but a political issue.

We have used the most current data and reports from the
motorcycle industry and the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA). We have tried to present both sides
of on often emotional controversy that has raged since the
National Highway Safety Act of 1966, and since the national
helmet law brought Nevada under compliance in 1972. We will
address the following areas: accidents and fatalities, soc-
ial responsibility, enforcement, and education. The categor-
ies, although broad, will be discussed in detail. Through
our efforts to present both sides of the issue, it is our
hope that you will be more able to make an informed decision

so that helmet use in Nevada can be on a voluntary basis for

adults.
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Fatalities among motorcyclists have risen drastic-
ally since the early 1960's. During this period the
motorcycle industry's growth rate has doubled’ This
growth can be attributed to the entrance of Japanese

manufacturers into the market, and the American discovery

of motorcycling--as an enjoyable, economical way to travel.

To the chagrin of the industry, the safety community, and
motorcycle enthusiasts; as the popularity of motorcycling
increased, so did the accident rate.

Initially, it was believed by most individuals
concerned that mandztory helmet laws would reduce fatal-
ities. In 1966 there was little evidence available to
disprove this belief. Consequently, the NHTSA mandated
by law, on the national level, that.helmets be worn by all
cyclists. States were given until 1972 to comply or
10 percent of theif federal highway funds would be with-
held. California and Illinois did not comply and were in
hearings to lose 10 percent of their highway funds, when
Congress revised the law to allow individual states to
handle the helmet issue without the fear of losing their
highway fundﬁ. Since 1976, twenty-eight states have
joined the original three (Utah was a éartial compliance
state) in making helmet use voluntary.

Since 1976 NHTSA has spent over $400,000 in Colorado,

Kansas, Oklahoma and South Dakota trying to document that

*sae end notes 6.1.6
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increased motorcycle fatalities were a direct result of the
helmet law repeals.* waever, through careful study, the data
does not support that premise. NHTSA continually stirred
the helmet law controversy by releasing only porticns or
incomplete data in key states (states where repeal efforts
were being considered). This is understandable, since hel-
met laws were NHTSA's primary safety program for motorcyél-
ists.

A typical ploy of NHTSA publicists was to compare one
helmet law state with one voluntary use state. This works
fine for minor comparisons, because it makes details loom
larger. However, when looking for conclusive evidence to
document a position, large scale comparisons are necessary.

In April of 1980, NHTSA delivered, by request of Con-
gress, a document that attempts large scale comparison.
Generally, NHTSA claims that fatalities among motorcyclists
rose almost 50 percent iq repeal states, and only 45 per-
cent in non-repeal states. However, in the states that had
never enacted a helmet law, fatalities only showed a 41‘per—
cent increase. The difference in the percentages 1s not
sufficient to draw meaningful conclusions as to whether or
not the helmet law actually reduces fatalities. To achieve
a more accurate picture, we used the number of fatalities
per 100 accidents as our basis for comparison. - Any other

use/comparison fails to consider the many other variables

*sea end note 6.1.10C
1.3
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affecting the relationship between the two groups of figures,
i.e., the fatalities per registration method.

In Nevada, the Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) has com-
piled a motorcycle accident impact study to document that
the helmet law is in fact reducing injuries and fatalities.
Using the only wvalid comparison available, we find that the
fatalities per 100 accidents dropped drastically in 1972,
the year Nevada began enforcing. the helmet law. However,
it is important to note that 1972 was the year the legzl age
for riding a motorcycle was raised from 14 to 16. It is
entirely possible that raizing - the legal age was a major
contributing factor to the reduction of fatalities. This
became especially clear in 1973, when the fatalities ber
100 accidents bégan climbing, even with the helmet law in
effect. 1In 1975 the fatalities dropped again. However, it
must be remembered that 1975 was the first full year that
the 55 MPH speed limit was being enforced, and that the state
and nation was adjusting to a gasoline shortage. It is
likely that these two factors were the reason fatalities
were reduced. In 1978, the £/100a (fatalities per 100
accidents) increased from 2.06 to 3.18. It has remained

relatively constant at 3.18 through 1980.*

We can only speculate abocut the reasons for the
jumps and levelings. One theory that perhaps has merit, is

that the fuel shortage caused cyclists to rely on their

*gsee end note 6.1.8
1.4
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motorcycles more for basic transportation needs. Earlier, (;>
(1976-1978), these riders were using theéir motorcycles pri-

marily for recreation. However, as the need increased with

the gasoline shortage, these same riders were riding in a
different traffic situation involwving c¢ongested traffic

patterns. Not being familiar with this type of traffic,

they became more susceptible to being inveolwved in an acci-

dent. In 1978-1980 we witness somewhat of a leveling of the
£/100a. Perhaps this is a result of the riders becoming

more familiar with riding in heavy traffic situations and

also becoming morxe skillful in the operﬁtion of their motor-
cycles. The Hurt study (compiled at NHTSA's reguest and

expense) documents this theory by pointing out that it takes (:)
four years of experience to acquire the knowledge obtained

in formal training. Since compliancé with the helmet law

is over 95 percent in Nevada, and helmetless riders inveolved

in fatal accidents are very few, it follows that rider edu-

cation is the most effective way to reduce fatalities.

The Hurt study was completed by Dr. Harry Hurt for the
University of Southern California, under a NHTSA grant. The
purpose of the study, (released in 1980), was to document
when, where, why and how motorcyclists were involved in
accidents. The study involved five years and 900 motorcycle
accidents in Los Angeles. Again, because of NHTSA's desire
to promote.helmet.laws, a biased view was presented by only

@

releasing portions of the study until 1980. Now that the

1.6



report in its entirety has been released, we find the NHTSA
claim that the Hurt study supports helmet laws inaccurate.

According to the report, helmets are an aid in saving lives,

however, there is nothing in the study that substantiates

NHTSA's claims that helmet laws save lives. What the report

does point out is that over 45 percent of the accidents
could have been avoided if the cyclists had used evasive
tactics, even if over 65 percent of the accidents were ulti-
mately the fault of the other driver.*

In the 45 percent of the accidents that were not part-
icualarly in a.dangerous pre~accident situation, motorcycl-
ists panicked, overacted, or just did not react at all.
Consequently, they found themselves in a precarious situa-
tion; The most crucial element of the study points ocut
what motorcyclist have been trying to convey for years.

That is: Helmets reduce head injuries, but the education

of the cyclists and the other motorists is the most important

factor in reducing injuries and fatalities. Education will
be discussed in greater detail in a separate section.
Helmets may save lives. However, to conclusively prove
that the helmet law is contributing to the reduction of
fatalities in Nevada or elsewhere is not evident by the
information the OTS or NHTSA has gathered, given the negli-
gible impact on the fatalities to accident ratio. We £ind

QTS studies designed to prove that helmet laws are working

*gee end notes 6.1.10
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end up proving that the study itself is incomplete, and that
there is a definate need for rider and d:iver.awareness via
education.*

Because of incomplete surveys or surveys released in
piecemeal fashion, we find a built-in prejudice against the
possibility of the helmet law repeal. Along with this pre-
judice there is a large amount of misinformation and blame

leveled at the motorcyclist charging social irresponsibility.

*gee end note 6.1.8 Q
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A call for soc¢ial responsibility has been ieveled
at helmetless riders, the motorcycle industry, and
motorcyclists in general by NHTSA and their counterparts
on the state and local level. According to the April
1980 report cited earlier, helmetless riders involved
in accidents resulting in injury are less likeiy to pay
their hospital bills. This conclusion was drxawn from a
survey at Denver General Hospital and based on very
sketchy data. The survey segregated helmetless motor-
cyclists and made no attempt to make comparisons-
between any other groups, such as seatbelt users vs
non-seatbelt users. *

It has been argued that helmetless riders become
a financial bufden because these individuals are hospit-
alized, injured seriously, paralyzed, forced to miss
work or must go through rehabilitation in order to
become productive members of society again. Of course,
this is true, but not only for helmetless cyclists; it
is true for all motorists, regardless of their mode of
transportation. According to the American Motorcyclist
Association (AMA), Denver General Hospital alsc said,
though unprinted in the NHTSA document, that both facial
injury and cost rates are the same for motorcycle
operators as for automobile drivers.

If the argument that the helmetless cyclist is,

*see end notss 6.1.10
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indéed, a greater financial burden to society, is true;
the most logical solution would be to allow cyclists
to ride helmetless. Thereby increasing fatalities so
as to avoid society's burden in paying for prolonged
hospitilization, etc... Surely no one would maiﬁtain
that”the wearing of a helmet insures no injury, or even
slight injury, when a collision occurs.

When the helmetleés rider misses work because of

'injury it has been said that the community is deprived

of a portion of the rider's taxable income. However,
this again can be said for any segment of the popu-~
lation missing work because of injury. If tax dollars
are the primary concern we should consider that money
spent for variaus medical needs for the injured indiv-
iduai can be counted as income for someone and is §imply
taxed from a different pocket.

We are sufe that no responsible government agency
or individual is willing to reduce human lives to dollars
and cents. We are also sure that everyone agrees that
social responsibility involves the best interest of the
community and should take its rightful priority.
However, the rights of the individual to decide, in the
light of the possible consequences, must be recognized.
Furthermore, it surely must be agreed that before any

group of individuals can be singled out and laws passed



S )

to mandate the safety for that group, conclusive statis-
tics should be gathered to determine if the benefit of
the law could be universally applicable, regardless of.
the type of wvehicle or scocial activity. The welfare and
rights of all individuals should be considered when any
law is passed. To target one segment of the population
with a law that could just as easily be made universal is
ignoring the rights of the individual and is straining
the precepts of seocial responsibility. To accuse any
group of individuals of increasing the social burden
because they do not wish to see a law enacted on their
group is demagogic.

Carrying the social responsibility argument to its
most extreme conclusion, it can be argued that because
NHTSA, in 1976, rated seatbelt use as its highest
priority for saving lives (mandatory helmet use ranked
2lst), and over 50,000 individuals are killed in auto-
mobile accidents each year, and only 11 percent of the
driving public are using seat belts, then it is obvious
that the seatbeltless driver/passenger adds tremendously
to the social burden, and the only way to decrease thié
burden is with a mandatory seatbelt law. Seat bhelt laws,
or automobiles built to encourage their use, have proven
very unpopular; a c¢ase in point would be the removal of

the regulation requiring inter-lock devices, originally

L]
(48}
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mandated by NHTSA in 1974. These devices were very unpop-
ular with Americaﬁ drivers, as is the helmet law with most
motorcyclists today, but since motorcyclists have been, in
the past a politically small minority, they are subjectéd
to special regulations, such as the helmet law.

In its zeal to show only one side, NHTSA failed to in-
ciude a 1979 National Crash Severity Study. Using this
survey and comparing it to the NHTSA data it is obvious
that the fatalities among unhelmeted motorcyclists result-
ing from head/face/neck injuries is half of what the fatal-
ities among unrestrained auto operators is with the same
injuries. Analyzing the studies further, it is also obvi-
ous that there is no appreciable difference between fatal-
ities among unhelmeted motorcyclists and fatalities among
unrestrained auto operators.”

In summary, the social responsibility arguments can
not be applied only to motorcyclists. The argument either

applies to all road users or it has no application at all.

*see end notes 6.1.5
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NATIONAL CRASH SEVERITY STUDY by The National
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The enforcement of the helmet law has never been a
problem. Fines were set, penalties established, and the
individual had to choose whether to suffer che conse-~
quences for non-compliance. Helmet law states can
accurately say that their compliance rate is hetween
95 and 99 percent. The same can be said of any law
where the consequences are greater that the desire to
violate the law. Compliance to the existing helmet law
is easily enforced because street and highway motor-
cycling is practiced in plain view.

If the helmet law were repealed for adults only,
i.e., requiring that all cyclists under the age of 18
must wear a helmet while operating ox riding as a pass-
enger on a motorcycle, the guestion of enforcement may
be addressed as a possible problem. To say that the
enforcement will be a greater problem than' the enforce-
ment of other laws that deal specifically with 16-18 year
olds is a gross exaggeration. Our organizations are
concerned about the problems of enforcement that may
arise when the helmet law is repealed only for adults.
We are aware that 16~18 year olds may be impressionable
and.perhaps likely to emulate oldex motorcyclists,
especially if they equate riding helmetless with being
macho. It is our joint responsibility to insure that

minors use helmets, to comply with the federal dictate.
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We do not oppose this.

The most common motorcycle license endorsement
issued in Newvada 1is the class 3-4 combination. There
were 29,892 of these endorsements in 1979, with 1,228 éf
them issued to individuals in the 16-138 age group,
thereby making this group a very small percentage of the
potential enforcement problem. Between 1975 and 1979
there were 16 motorcycle related fatalities in the 16-18
age group. Of those killed, 13 of the 16 were wearing
helmets.* Record keeping methods make it impossible to
determine just how many of these individuals possessed a
class~4 endorsement, or how many of the motorcycles they
were riding were registered for strest use. Regardless
of how the motorcycle is registered or whether the indiv-
iduals had a class-4 endorsement, we are dealing with a
very small segment of the motorcycling population in
Nevada. Therefore, the enforcement argument for minors,
when the law 1s repealed, is not particularly strong.

It is the desire of our organizations to promote
safe motorcycling without restricting the rights of the
adult motorcyclists. We will help to do this by working
with the wvarious agencies to provide educational
material and suggestions for methods of enforcememt of
the helmet law for 16-18 year olds when the law is

repealed for adults., Currently, the penalty for non-

*see end notes 6.1.8
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compliance is 4 demerit points against the violator's
license. . Wé recommend that the 4 points be retained for
the 16-18 year olds when the law is repealea for adults.
Also, we suggest that the non-complying l6-~18 year old
be sent to a motorcycle training course. There is not
much we can do in areas that normally £all under the
control of parents, however, we are presenting schools
and other agencies with material aimed at the 16-18 age
group and we are prepared to work to educate all motor-
cyclists to the pitfalls of operating a meotorcycle

without a helmet or in a careless manner.



morm et o g

AE

R s e

SECTION 4 EDUCATION

337



The importance of education of both the motor-
cyclists and non-motorcyclists has been played down by
NHTSA for the past several years. Instead of education,
the mandatory‘helmet law has been stressed as the panacea
for safe mo?orcycling, while little or nothing was being
done to make motorists aware of the problems motor-
cyclists face in day-to-day traffic situations.=

The approach being taken by the motorcycle industry,
the Mctorcycle Safety Foundation (MSF), the American
Motorcyclist Association (AMA), and enthusiasts through-
out the country 1is one of educating motorcyclists to the
advisability of wearing a helmet and to the integration
of the helmet as part of the total safety -equipment
package. In Nevada we have taken steps to educate
mot&rcyclists on the voluntary wearing of helmets.
Because of the educational programs +that the MSF and AMA
sponsor, voluntary use of helmets in non-helmet law
states is 50 to 60 percent of the motorcyclists on
public streets and highways. Compare this to the 11
percent national compliance to the voluntary use of seat-
belts. Most motorcyclists undeigtand the advantages of
voluntary helmet use; high impact programs have even
upped the rate of voluntary helmet use to 70 percent in
a Maryland project.

Not only are motorcycle organizations working to

*sea end notes 6.1.9
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stress voluntary helmet use, but we are also working to
educate the motorcyclists and all motorists in sharing
the road with a motorcycle. 1In Nevada, our organizations

have encouraged the DMV to provide motorcyclists with a

valid handbook on motorcycling for the past several years.

In 1980 this finally became a reality and the DMV gets
the thanks. We-also.encouraged the DMV to provide a
learner's permit for béginning cyclists, and this too
became a reality in 1980. One of our goals was to get
motorcycle education incorporated into the high schools
as part of the driver education curriculum. We faced
opposition from various school orientéd groups and were
forced to abandon this plan. We did, however, donate to
each high school the MSF.film, “A Driver's View of Motor-
cycling.“ This film is also available to any other
group or individual through the Motorcycle Dealers
Association of Nevada, or the Nevada Association of
Concerned Motorcyclists. Safety in motorcycling extends
tar beyond helmet laws.

Presently, we are working to encourage the DMV to

expedite publication of the newly revised driver handbook

_ that incorporates the principle of sharing the road with

a motorcyclist, along with other pertinent information.
This publication has been delayed for almost a year, even

though the information has been available to the DMV for

O
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nearly two years. We'hope to see it published at the end
of this legislative session.

We will continue to support rider education because
we believe that it is working to reduce accidents and
fatalities among cyclists. In studies of motorcyclists
taking rider training courses in Arizona, Illinois, and
South Dakota, the one most common point the studies made
was that accidents and fatalities are lower among cvclists
who have taken ﬁhe courses.* We will continue to maintain
our support to motorcycle rider education by continuing
to support such groups as the North Las Vegas Police Dept.,
the Clark County Community College, the Western Nevada
Community College, the Clark Countv Traffic Survival
School, and the rider training programs they offer to the
public. We plan to work, as we have in the past, to
insure that funds are made available for ongoing
education of motorcyclists and for improvement of driver
awareness programs in Nevada. |

As an interesting footnote with regard to our
efforts to have the helmet law repealed in Nevada, it
should be noted that it was not until motorcyclists
organized against the helmet law did we see any effort
beiﬁg put forth on a statewide basis for rider training
or driver awareness. Until recently, the helmet law was

the only "safety program" available throughout the state

*spa end notes 6.1.1-4
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with little or no funding being made available for motor-

cycle safety or education.
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Motoreycling has been and will continue to be a viable
means of transportation. We can count among the enthusiasts,
doctors, lawyers, publishers, and state legislators. There
are over 5 million motorcycles registered in this country,
and in Nevada, there are over 30,000 licensed motorcyclists.

The motorcycle industry and enthusiasts are working to
encourage safe motorcycling without excessive regulation.

We have seen, because of misunderstandings about the nature
of motorcyclists and motorcycling, efforts to regulate, and
in some cases legislate motorcycling out of existance. We
do not wish to see this happen in Nevada.

With the exception of inter-city buses, motorcycles
are the most fuel efficient vehicle available per passenger
mile traveled.* Motorcycles also contribute less wear and
tear to streets and highways, add less polutants to our air,
and will play a very important role in the transportation
picture of the future. The federal government recognizes
this more than ever.

It is the desire of motorcyclists to see less regula-

tion, more education, and greater cooperation between them-

selves and the various agencies. It has been with our

encouragement and through our coperation that the programs
now implemented have become realities. We have done this
because we believe in educating motorcyclists and non~motor-

cyclists alike.

*sse end notes 6.1.6
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As has been evidenced, motorcyclists are more than

willing to work to promote safety and education. Those of
us working hard to bring about positive change look to the
safety community to insure that the safety and education
programs are implemented and accepted. By allowing helmet
use to become voluntary for adults, the precepts of a com-
prehensive safety program become more palatable by removing
the resentment that motorcyclists feel toward forped safety

in any form.
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Regarding Accidents & Fatalities

Who is usually at fault in a motorcycle/other vehicle
accident?

It has been documented by NHTSA that in over 65 percent
of the accidents involving a motorcycle and another
vehicle it is the operator of the other vehicle who is
at fault.

Can the fact that motorcycle related fatalities increased
46 percent between 1976 and 1979 be atiributed to the
repeal or weakening of helmet laws?

No. MNationally, fatalities among motorcyclists have
increased; in helmet law states by 45 percent; in non-
helmet law states by 48 percent; and in states where
voluntary use has always been the case, by 41 percent.
There is not encugh difference between the three groups
to conclusively prove that it is the lack of a2 helmet law
that has caused the rise in fatalities.

Do helmets save lives?

Yes. An approved helmet will increase a motorcyclists
chances of surviving a head injury. Helmets must meet
minimum standards, however some helmets go beyond the
minimum standard, thereby offering better protection.

Why have motorcycle related fatalities increased in
Nevada disproportionately to the increase in motorcycle
registrations?

No one is really sure. However, one theory is that
motorcycles were used primarily for recreation before
the gas shortage. As the gas shortage worsened, the
use of motorcycles for basic transportation increased.
Consequently, there was a shift in rider familiarity
with traffic situations, hence the rise in fatalities.

Should motorcyclists be required to have a helmet avail-
able for passenger use?

No. A helmet, or helmets, attached to a motorcycle
while the motorcycle is being operated presents a safety
hazard, especially if the helmet should become detached
and fall under the wheel of the cycle or into the path
of another vehicle.
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Why have motorcycle related fatalities in Nevada leveled
off in the past three years?

Initially, as explained above, fatalities increased as
an indirect result of the gas shortage, changing riding
habits, and rider infamiliarity with traffic situations.
The leveling off of the fatalities over the past three
years points out that motorcyclists are now becoming
familiar with commuter traffic situations.

Can this change in rider skills be documented?

Yes. A study done by Dr. Harry Hurt for USC, funded by

NHTSA supports the above theory. 1In his research of
900 motorcycle accidents, Dr. Hurt concluded that it
takes four vears to acquire the experience that can be
learned in a motorcycle training course. The lack of
motorcycle training by Nevada motorcyclists has been
documented by the 0TS impact survey.

Is the mandatory helmet law working to reduce fatalities
in Nevada?

Fatalities among motorcyclists have continued to increase
disproportionately to the increase in registrations, even

though there is 95 percent compliance with the helmet law.

How do motorcycle related fatalities compare to other
traffic fatalities in Nevada?

Of the total traffic fatalities, motorcyclists only
represent 10 percent.

O
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Regarding Social Responsibility

Will taxpayers be forced to bear the burden of helmet~
less motorcyclists injured in accidents?

According to the Motor Vehicle Manufacturers Association,
the "social burden" for all traffic accidents in the
United States is an estimated $45 billion. There is no
data available that specifically details motorcyclists

as a social burden, with or without helmets. Taxpayers
(including motorcvelists) will not be forced to bear the
financial burden for helmetless cyclists any more (or
anv less) than they would for cvclists wearing helmets,
or seatbheltless drivers.

Will motorists be forced to pay for the "luxury" of
motorcyclists going helmetless via increased insurance
rates?

In accidents invelving motorcyclists and another vehi-
cle, the driver of the other vehicle is at fault 65
percent of the time. Regardless of whether or not the
the cyclist was wearing a helmet, other drivers are
usually responsible for what happens, and they should
have to pay for their careless driving.

Are helmetless riders involved in accidents less likely
to pay their hospital bills?

There is no evidence available to document that helmet-
less cyclists are less likely to pay their hospital bills.

Arsa medical costs higher for motorcyclists than they
are for other motorists?

According to NHTSA, it costs $10,000 to treat injuries
sustained in traffic accidents, regardless of the type
of vehicle the injured person was operating.

Will the community be deprived of the helmetless cyclists
taxable income if the cyclist becomes injured?

Income obtained from medical services is simply income
that is taxable from another pocket. Helmetless riders,
along with helmeted riders, seatbeltless drivers, and
seatbelted drivers will pay for the services that will
ultimately be taxed as income.
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Is the helmet law reliable to insure social responsibil-
ity?

Social responsibility can not be mandated. To accuse
motorcyclists of being socially irresponsible because
some choose to go helmetless is avoiding the issue..
Especially when there is 350 to 60 percent voluntary
helmet use in non-helmet law states. Again the cost of
all traffic accidents is relatively the same, regardless

'Oof the mode of transportation.

Should insurance rates be adjusted to reflect the volun-
tary use or non-use of helmets?

Reward cyclists who are veoluntarily using their helmets
by giving them lower rates. These lower rates could ke
based on guidelines similar to non-drinking, non-smok-

ing rates presently established by some companies.

Why has the helmet law been promoted over other safety
programs that would have more effectively reduced fatal-
ities? -

The helmet law, as opposed to promoting voluntary hel-

met use for adults, rider training courses, and driver
awareness, has been prcmoted because it was an inexpen-
cive means to solve what was believed to be a major
problem. When helmet laws were enacted motorcyclists
were a small political minority, consequently, they

were easy targets for any type of legislation, and they
were not in the position to insist that other approaches
to fatality reduction be taken.

If seatbaiis save lives, why has there been little effort
to promote national or state seat belt laws?

Seat belt laws have been attempted via the inter-lock
devices automobile manufacturers were forced to install
on new cars. The use of the inter-lock devices was so
unpopular with the driving public that NHTSA was forced
to withdraw the regulation. Furthermore, it would be a
form of political suicide for a legislator to actively
promote a mandatory seat belt law.

What could be done in Nevada to promote motorcycle
safety?

Limited funds could be stretched, resources could be
shared and duplication of efforts decreased, if there is
total communication and cooperation between the motor-

cycle associations, state agencies and legislative bodies.

7.4
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Regarding Enforcement

Why should helmet use be mandatory for the 16~18 year-
old age group?

To comply with the federal regulation that makes helmet
use voluntary for adults but mandates use for individuals
under the age of 18.

When the helmet law is repealed for adults in Nevada
will the enforcement of the law as it applies to 16~-18
year olds present a problem?

It would present nc more of a problem than any other law
that deals specifically with minors.

How can possible enforcement problems be avoided?

They can be avoided by maintaining the demerit schedule

four {(4) demerits per violation) for the 16-18 year
olds. There should also be available motorcycle train-
ing courses for 16-18 year olds caught in non-compliance
with the law.

How can non-complying 16-18 year olds be apprehended
for not wearing a helmet? ,
When a traffic officer stops an individual, it is usually
for an obvious violation, such as, speeding, erratic
driving, unsafe vehicle, etc... Age becomes apparent
when the violators license is checked, and the officer
can cite the individual for non-compliance at the same
time the citation is issued for another violation.
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Regarding Education

Why do motorcyclists resent the helmet law?

In a random survey of 10,000 motorcyclists for NHTSA,
Applied Science Associations determined that, although
motorcyclists are willing to voluntarily use. helmets,
there is an attitude statistically isclated called
"resistance to regulation." This documents why there
is so much resentment to the mandatory helmet law.

Why is motorcycle safety education and driver awareness
more important than the helmet law?

Helmets, although encouraged to be an integrated part of
a rider's safety equipment, are safety after the acci-
dent has happened. Safety education and increased driver
awareness of motorcycles- is universally applicable and
encourages the pravention of accidents.

What+ alternatives are there to the mandatory helmet law?

A comprehensive state wide rider education program,
biended with a well publicized voluntary use campaign,
and at the same time, promotion of a "sharing the road
with a motorcycle" program.

What is the meaning of "sharing the road"?

As stated previously, 65 percent of the motorcycle acci-
dents are faulted ta the other vehicle operator because
the motorcyclist "wasn't seen". The Motorcycle Dealers
Association and the Nevada Association of Concerned
Motorcyclists are working with the Motorcycle Safety
Foundation to promote awareness of motorcycles and the
problems unigque to operating a 2-wheel vehicle in various
traffic situations. Sharing the road is knowing the
motorcyclist has just as much right to the use cf the
road as any other vehicle operator and developing the
instincts to see a oncoming motorcycle.

What specifically is being done with regard to sharing
the road?

The Motorcycle Dealers Association recently purchased

and donated the AAA/MSF film, "A Drivers View of Motor-
cvcling", to each high school in Newvada and to several
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police and safety agencies to be used to further develop
the sharing the road attitude. A state wide billboard
progran 1s being developed stressing sharing the road.
Our associations are encouraging the DMV to incorporate
the sharing the road idea into the driver's handbook
given to motorists.

Are these programs expensive?

No. The films cost $37 each, for a total cost of
$2,500. We expect to spend $5,000 on the billboards,
based on the fact that the space will be donated by
the billboard owner as a public service. We are also
prepared to work with the Office of Traffic Safety and
DMV on a cost sharing basis if it helps to promote
sharing the road.

What is being done in the area of rider education?

For over 10 years motorcycle dealers in Nevada have
been insisting on a comprehensive rider education pro-
gram. Today this program is becoming a reality through
the community college system. The motorcycles used in
training are donated by Association members.

Is motorcycle training available in high school driver
education classes?

No. Only the film, "A Driver's View of Motorcycling" is
available. We found so much opposition to rider train-
ing programs by school oriented groups that we dropped
the idea.

Why would anyone oppose safety education?

We feel that certain groups were afraid that motorcycle
rider training meant encouraging motorcycle use, rather
than promoting motorcycle safety.

How effective is rider training?

Rider training is very effective. It has been documented
that four years of actual riding experience is needed to
gain the knowledge that an individual can gain from one
formal training course.

Does rider training save lives?

Yes. In surveys of traffic accidents and fatalities,
motorcyclists with formal rider training represent a
small minority of the total number of those involved in
accidents and fatalities.

7.7
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What has Nevada done to develop safety programs for
motorcyclists?

Until recently, very little motorcycle safety has been
developed or promoted in Nevada. Primarily the helmet
law was Nevada's only safety program until motorcyclists
began pushing to make helmet use for adults voluntary.
At the same time our organizations were stressing volun-
tary helmet use, we were working to encourage the DMV
and OTS to revise the driver handbook and begin a shar-
ing the road program. Also we have encouraged the dev-
elopment of a state wide ridexr training program.

Where does the funding for these programs come from?

Title 402 of the National Highway Safety Act provides
funds for state highway safety programs.

Has this Title 402 money been used for motorcycle safety
in Nevada?

Until recently only on a very limited basis, and primar-
ily to promote the mandatory helmet law.

Will Nevada lose Title 402 funds when helmet use becomes
voluntary?

No. In 1976 the National Highway Safety Act was revised
£0 allow states to decide if they wanted to make helmet
use voluntary for adults, this can be done without loss
of Title 402 funds.

Why has there been so much publicity surrounding the
retention of the helmet law?

Initially, NHTSA believed that helmet laws were the only
solution to preventing motorcycle related fatalities.
Therefore, helmet laws were established and publicized
as the only safety program that works to reduce fatal-
ities, even when NHTSA was presented with documented
evidence (theirs) that helmet laws were not reducing
fatalities among motorcyclists.

Why do motorcyclists want to go helmetless?

"Going helmetless" is not necessarily the reason motor-
cyclists desire helmet use to be put on a voluntary

basis for adults. Primarily the feeling stems from a
desire to be treated equally as adults, not from a desire
to go without helmets.

7.8

@,

@



)

O

(U

What is "voluntary use”" in regard to helmets for motor-
cyclists?

Returning the choice to adults to decide if they should
voluntary use a helmet.

Does voluntary helmet use work?

Yes. In the states that have allowed helmet use to be
on a voluntary basis helmet use among motorcyclists is
between 50 and 60 percent and in a recent high-impact
promotion of voluntary helmet use in Maryland, the per-
centage of motorcyclists complying was increased to 70
percent.

How does voluntary helmet use compare to voluntary seat
belt usage?

Voluntary seat belt usage is at an all-time low of 11.9
percent according to NHTSA, and seat belt usage has
been NHTSA's number-one goal for several years.

What will the Motorcycle Dealers Association and the
Nevada Association of Concerned Motorcyclists do to
encourage voluntary helmet use when the helmet law is
repealed?

Material is available for distribution throughout the
state for high schools, motorcycle businesses, motor-
cycle clubs, and other interested individuals and oxrgan-
izations to promote voluntary helmet use. Also our
organizations are working to develop programs riders

can identify with to encourage voluntary use and motor-
cycle safety.

What is reccommended to encourage minors to comply with
the helmet law?

Retain the ‘4 demerits currently given to violators and
provide violators with a motorcycle training program.

What could cause motorcyclists to react negatively to-
ward rider training?

If rider #raining is made mandatory or excessive regula-
tions are passed without regard to the concerns of
motorcyclists.

S50



QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Regarding General Subjects

Will there be an influx of motorcycle gangs to Nevada
when helmet use is made voluntary for adults?

No. To believe that a $20 helmet is going to stop
motorcycle gang activity is the same logic the French
used when they built the Maginot line to keep out the
Germans. If motorcycle gangs are to be kept from Nev-
ada, it will not be the helmet law that does it.

Why did NHTSA spend over $120,000 to develop a backward
steering motorcycle?

No one knows. However, this $120,000 coupled with the
$400,000 NHTSA spent trying to document that helmet laws
save lives, could have been more productively spent
promoting motorcycle awareness and rider training.

What are some of the variables that should be considered
when comparing motorcycle statisties?

When one state's statistics are compared, efforts should
be made to insure that the same things are being compared.
For instnace, some states include moped related fatali-
ties with all motorcycle fatalities, Nevada does not.
Comparing fatalities to registration fails to accruately
account for traffic not registered in Nevada, however,
fatalities to accidents accounts for all traffic.

Will motorcycling enthusiasm die out as do other fads?

Motorcycing is not a fad. Motorcycle registrations have
doubled in the last 15 years. Today motorcycling is an

important part of the transportation picture and it will
play an even greater part in the future.
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Motorcycle Statistics—1979

THE 1979 PICTURE

Motorcycle registrations in the U.S. went up by 493,656
during 1879. This 10 percent increase is the largest yearty
increase since 1974 when registrations went up nearly 13
percent in one year. In 1979, 5,339,358 motorcycles were
registered.

Although motorcycle accidents increased by 7.3 per-
cent from 1978 to 1979, the ratic of accidents per 10,000
registrations decreased by nearly 10 points, from 342.37
in 1978 t0 333.34 in 1879.

Fatalities in motorcycle accidents rose by only 4.8 per-
cent in 1979—from 4,624 in 1978 to 4,850. This was a
much smailer increase than the year before when fatali-
ties rose by more than 12 percant.

UNITED STATES MOTORCYCLE ACCIDENTS
1963 - 1679

|
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YEAR OF DATA

This small increase also meant that the ratios of fatali-
ies per 10,000 registrations and per 100 accidents de-
creased from 1978 to 1979. Fatalities per 10,000 registra-
tions were 9.08 for 1979 and 9.54 for 1978; fatalities per
100 accidents were 2.72 for 1979 and 2.79 for 1978.

A WORD ABOUT THE DATA

There is no uniformly representative national reporting
systemn for motorcycle statistics. Some states, when re-
porting registrations record “"motorcycles only”; some
inciude combinations of mopeds, moterized tricycles,
scooters and even similar vehicles. In other states motor-
cycles have been registered with trailers and snowmaobiles.

Accident reports vary from state to state, as well. The
property damage threshotds required in police reports
are not uniform among the states. Accidents with only
minor property damage often are not recorded at all.

THE TYPICAL ACCIDENT

The "typical” motorcycle accident involves a motor-
cyclist between the ages of 20 and 24. Accidents occur
most often between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m. Most accidents
cccur at non-intersection locations, usually in an urban-
ized area. Motorcycle operators are at fault in about 40
percent of these accidents. Most multi-vehicle accidents
occur at intersections with the car driver at fault nearly
70 percent of the time.

ACCIDENT REDUCTION MEASURES

Bath the Motorcycle Safety Foundation and the Ameri-
can Motorcyclist Association support the concepts of
motorcycle rider education and quality licensing pro-
grams as motorcycle accident countermeasures. In addi-
tion, MSF and AMA urge the voluntary use of heimets and
other protective ciothing to reduce injfuries when an acci-
dent does happen.
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In 1979 more than 400 organizations offered motorcycle
rider education courses either meeting or exceeding MSF
classroom, range and curriculum requirements. More
than 20,000 studenis, throughout the United States, suc-
cessfully completed rider education courses sponsored
by these organizations.

A federally-funded project will begin late in 1980 in New
York state to determine the accident reduction capabili-
ties of rider education programs like the Motoreycle Safety
Foundation's Motorcycle Rider Course.

In addition a federally-funded research study in Cali-
farnia has already shown the accident reducing potential
of improved licensing. Results of the study showed a 14
to 21 percent reduction in motarcycle accidents for oper-
ators completing the comprehensive testing program.

The Motorcycle Safety Foundation is a national, private,
nonprofit organization whose goal is the reduction of
motercycle accidents and injuries. This is accomplished
through the development and implementation of motor-
cycle rider education and licensing improvement pro-
grams, and through research and public information pro-
grams focused on motorcyctist and motorist operations,
MSF is sponsored by the five leading motorcycle manu-
facturers: Honda. Yamaha, Kawaski, Suzuki and Harley-
Davidson.

The American Motorcyclist Association is a nonprofit
service and activity organization whose purpose is to pur-
sue, promote and protect the interests of motorcyclists.
Through its government relations and communications
departments. the AMA prepares news releases, makes
public appearances and sducates America's legislators
about the realities of metorcycling. The AMA also offers
individual members a monthiy magazine and the oppor-
tunity to participate in annual road and competitiongevents.
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979 NATIONAL AND STATE STATISTICS

Accidents Fatalities Fatalities
Reported Per 10,000 Per 10,000 Per 100
Registrations  Accidents Registrations Fatalities Registrations Accidents

National 5,339.358 177,984 333.34 4,850 9.08 2.72
State Data
Alabama (1, 5, 6, 15, 20} 70,604 2,870 378.17 57 8.07 2.14
Alaska (2,12, 15, 20) 9,842 294 298.72 11 11.18 3.74
Arizona (2, 11, 15, 20) 72,817 4,108 563.38 135 18.51 3.29
Arkansas {4, 10, 15, 20} 33,415 1,164 348.35 37 - 11.07 3.18
California (1, 12, 15, 20} 713,820 32,530 455.72 862 12.08 2.65
Colorado (5. 10, 15, 20) 115,000" 2,646 230.09 78 6.78 2.95
Connecticut (12, 15, 20) 74,324 3,057~ 411.31 91 12.24 2.98
Delaware (1, 2, 3, 4, 10, 15, 20) 11,494 389 338.44 12 10.44 3.08
District of Columbia (1, 14, 18, 20) 4,398 438 995.91 4 9.10 .9
Florida {2, 8, 15. 20) 184,585 9,324 505.11 202 10.94 217
Georgia (1,2, 3,4, 10, 16, 19} 105,139 3,128 297.51 108 10.27 3.45
Hawaii (5. 11, 15, 20) 9,986 599 589.84 21 21.03 3.51
ldaho (13, 15, 20} 51,266 873 170.29 34 6.63 3.90
lllinois {1, 10, 15, 20) 280.658 8,297 295.83 210 7.48 2.53
Indiana (5,7, 15, 19) 154,941 4,603 297.08 161 10.31 3.50
lowa (1,10, 15, 20) 203,800 2.987 146.71 a1 3.98 2.71
Kansas (1, 11, 15, 20) 87.511 2,208 252.31 54 6.17 2.45
Kentucky (5. 9, 15, 20) 61,925 1.846 298.10 65 10.50 3.52
Louisiana (5. 14, 18, 20) 34,180 3,640 1,064.95 80 23.41 2.20
Maine (3, 9, 15, 20) 35,478 1,010 284.68 28 7.89 2.77
Maryland (8, 15, 20) 66,521 3,8588" 579.97 64 9.62 1.66
Massachusetts {1, 9, 20) 100,502 3.665" 364.87 94 9.35 2.56
Michigan {1, 2, 4, 9, 15, 20) 251,210 7.448 296.49 130 5.18 1.75
Minnesota (11, 15, 20) 156,552 2,872 183.45 97 8.20 3.38
Mississippi (4, 10, 13, 20) 23,145 583 256.21 18 7.78 3.04
Missouri {5, 12, 15, 20) 148,788 3.041 207.17 78 5.18 2.50
Montanz (3, 10, 15, 20) 27.392 586 217.58 20 7.30 3.36
Nebraska (5, 10, 15, 20) 57,172 1,474 257.82 32 5.60 217
Nevada (3, 5, 10, 15, 20) 24,149 1,184 420.29 37 15.32 3.13
New Hampshire {1, 11, 15, 20) 32,883 8955 319.62 35 10.64 3.33
New Jersey (5.9, 15, 20) 100.482 4,384 436.30 85 8.486 1.94
New Mexico {4,7, 153, 20) 46,803 1,864 398.27 50 10.68 2.68
New York (4, 12, 15, 20) 178,355 9,106 510.55 196 10.99 2.15
North Carolina (5, 9, 15, 20) 103,164 2,942 285.18 102 9.69 3.47
North Dakota (5, 12, 15, 20} 28,108 385 129.86 12 4.27 3.29
Qhio (8, 15, 20) 274.000" 8.698 317.45 251 9.186 2.88
Qklahoma (4, 7, 15, 20) 122,764 2,159 175.87 80 6.52 3.71
Oregoen (1, 9, 15, 20) 86,952 1,415 162.73 66 7.58 4.66
Pennsyivania {1, 13, 15, 20) 217,036 5,669 261.20 185 8.52 3.26
Rhode Island (1, 20) 23,487 423~ 180.25 13 5.54 3.07
South Careling (5, 9, 15, 20) 37,466 1,543 411.84 42 11.21 2.72
South Dakota {1, 3, 12, 15, 20) 31,102 597 191.95 22 7.07 3.69
Tennessee (1,2, 3,4, 9, 15, 20) 81,833 2779 338.50 62 7.58 2.23
Texas (1, 10, 15, 20) 290,000 10,539 363.41 358 12.34 3.40
Utah {1.2,3, 4,12, 15, 20} 61,687 1,230 199.39 31 5.03 2.52
Vermont (1. 8, 15, 20) 23,293 454 194, 11 4,72 2.42
Virginia {5, 15, 20) - 78,147 2,679 351.82 59 7.75 2.20
Washington (11, 15, 20) 129,641 3,992 307.93 121 9.33 3.03
West Virginia (1, 10, 15, 20) 37,415 985 263.26 31 8.29 3.15
Wisconsin {1, 2,3, 4,12, 15, 20) 168,625 4,308 255,36 124 7.35 2.88
Wyoming (5, 10, 15, 20} 19,611 358 182.55 15 7.65 419
*Estimates
Footnoles
Registrations 9. 5200 property damage threshold 17, Only recards accidents investigated

1. Includes mopeds or motorized cycles 10, $250 property damage threshold oy State Highway Patrol

2. Includes mopeds and "similar venicles” . 11. $300 property damage threshold 18. Other

3. Includes tricycles 12. $400-3500 property damage threshold

4. Includes mopeds. tricyctes and scooters 13. No property damage figure specitied Fatalities

5. Other 14. Other 19. Number of fatal accidents in which a

Accidents—Damage Threshold
6. $0-S25-3530 property gamage
threshold
7. $100 property damage threshold
8. $150 property damage threshold

motorcycle was involved

Accidents—Description 20. Number of motereyclists and passengers
15. Agecident listed as “property damage. fataily injured in a motorcycle accident
personal injury or fatality” 21. Other

16. Accident listed ag~any reported
motorcycle accident”

This information was assembled by the MOTORCYCLE SAFETY FOUNDATION

and the AMERICAN MOTORCYCLIST ASSOCIATION.

O
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MOTORCYCLE SAFETY FOUNDATION

o

CYCLE SAFETY INFO

780 ELKRIDGE LAMDING ROAD
LINTHICUM, MARYLAND 21090
(301) 768-3060

STATE MOTORCYCLE OPERATOR LICENSING—1981

Beginning in 1974 the Moteoreycle Safety Foundation
has annuaily prepared a lisiing of state procedures for
licensing motorcycle operators. This is the fifth in a
series of cycle safety info sneets reporting those prac-
tices.

As in the past. a detailled questicnnaire was sent to
the licensing authorities of all 50 states and the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The gquestionnaire requested in-
formation on motorcycle operator license appiicant re-
quirements. That information is reported in the tzble
0n the reverse side.

This year we are including information on what the
states are doing with the MOTORCYCLE
QPERATOR SKILL TEST, the MOTORCYCLE
OPERATOR MANUAL and the MOTORCYCLE
KNOWLEDGE TEST. That information is inctuded in
the table in the adjoiring column.

The Motorcycle Operator Skill Test

Nearly three vears of research has resulted in the de-
velopment of 3 new motorcycle aperator testing pro-
cedure. A study has shown the test works. In com-
parison with an existing state test. the Motorcycle
Operator Skili Test (MOST) showed a 15 percent re-
duetion i accidents. When coupled with & rider train-
ing program. accidents were reduced 21 percent.

The MOST contains nine exercises that test the skills
~—iders need 1o operate safely in traffic. Since the test

Iy requires an area 50 x 125 feet, it can be set up in
< parking lot.

The Motorcycle Operator Manual

In addition to the skill test. a new rmanual is available
for motorgycle operators. The Motorcycle Operator
Manual (MOM) includes infermation on proper protec-
tive gear. handling different road surfaces and react-
ing to emergencies. License applicants in a study
aroup increased their knowledge 15 percent by read-
ing the manual. MSF provides free negatives to states
adopting the manual.

The Motorcycle Knowledge Test

The Motorcycle Knowledge Test was developed from
the contents of the manual. Using multiple choice
guestions and line drawings, the test emphasizes
areas critical to safe riding. MSF will provide the test
on slides for states using automated tesling machines.

The Foundation's licensing department provides tech-
nicat assistance and examiner training for states
adopting the MOST A growing number of states are
accepting the new Iicensin? tests and manual. Here is
a summary of state plans for 1881:

* & states are using the MOST:

+ 31 siates have adopted the MOM:

+ 14 states are using all or part of the knowledge test:
. doaét?tes are planning to use the knowledge test in

+ B states are planning to acopt the MOST in 1981,

The Motorcycie Safety Foundation's purpose 1s im-
proving the safety of motorcyclists on the nation's
streets and highways. To reduce motorcycle accidents
70 injuries the Foundation has programs in rider
Aucation, licensing improvement. public information
-and research. These programs are designed for botb
motorevelists and motorists. A nationzl, private, non-
profit organization. MSF is sponsored by the five lead-
ing motorcycie manufacturers: Honda. Yamaha.
Kawasaki, Suzuki and Harley-Davidson.

; / ; / &
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P £ /& a8 &
@ Sk & Y A A1
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S I VA B A A
STATE LA VA A A A A 4
Alapama No No! | NO MOTORACYCLE TEST
Alaska No 1977 ' Yes | No 25 | as
Arizona Planred No' Planned | No 86 | 41
1981 | 1981 ) )
Arkansas ; No | No Ng ! No 31 ! 17
California v 1GBO | 1978 Yesg - 420 210
Colorado ' No | 1980 Yes No 175 79
Connecticut ! No | 1980 Yes No 70 15
Delaware : No : 1879 Yes Yes 2 4
D.C. [ Ne ! No No No 9 1
Fionda ! ! L NC MOTORCYCLE TEST
Georgia | Planped 1980 | No Planned 129 55
1981 | 1981
Hawaii No No | No Ng 20 12
" tdaho X r NG MOTORCYCLE TEST
1 ilincis i No Ne N No 438 123
" Indiana : Planned | No!' Plarned _ 92 192
‘ Lo1g8t 1981
[ lowa ! No  : No No No 36 140
Kansas ! No 1976 Yes Yes 148 39
Kentucky [ No No | No No 87 120 |
Louisiana ! No No! I Plaggfa . No 256 123
] 1 . i
Maine Ne ! No | No No 33 33
Maryland No Ne | Yes Yes 100 23
Massachusetts No No | Ng No 200 3
Michigan No No' ! No No 1,1692 223
| Minnesata Blanned 1980 | No Ne 91 g7
1881 L | J—
Mississipp No 1976 NO MOTORCYCLE TEST
Missour I No No | No | "nNo 126 [ 138
Montana No No +  No " Ne | ;i 58
Nebraska No 1980 Yes P'?SS?"s 50 98
Nevada 1 1980 1979 ¢ Yes | — _ .30 B |
New Hampshire ho Mo | No | Yes 27 25
New Jersey ; No No' No No &7 20
New Mexic ; 1980 1979 Ne ¢ = 174 | 88 |
New Yorx R T No Ne 158 | faz
North Carolina ! No i No No No 265 180
North Dakota ! No | 1977 No No a5 68
Chio ' No | 1877 & No | YES | 75 70
Oklahoma Ne ! Ng! Yes Yes? 49 122
Oregon No ! Mo | No Yes 150 54 I
Pepnsylvaria ;- No |
i _Rhode Island Ne !
I South Carolina | mNo |
[ South Dakola 1986 !
|_Tennessee | __Ne .
Texas i No .
| Utah 11980 _© ] 48 | ]
Vermont | No ! N ! N No 13 g i
A T T T, T T I T T T e e ¢ e e e b e e e e e
Virginia | Pianneg | 1980 ; Planne No | 172 26
Pooaess | . 1881 | | .
; _Washington I Mo_ © 1980 | es | Yss | = 223 65
. WeslVigiva . _ 1 _____NOMOTORCYCLE TEST
Wisconsin __;__ 19BN _; 198G | Yes | — 17s 1
Wyoming [~ Ne 1977 ! Yes 1 No . 56 38

"Negatives sent. Not in print as of November 1980.

2All branch office emplovees authorized 10 administer skifi tests,

3Aadopted Motorevele \n-Traffic Test for age 14413
‘Some stales have aaonted porions.
*MIT adoption.



Alabama

Arizona

Arkansas .

Colorado

Connecticut

Hawaii

idaho [ i i

14 i 15 | |

Indiana wid ; ¢ L 24 ! Byt 16y | ‘ o '“I : | i * l o i
! | Ll me. Bmo. | | 1 i ] ; ]
lowa . [ 2a! 16 | 18 [ ez | « | el o Fooigl | ’

Kentucky .

6 | 38 |

Louisiana L |

Maryland
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Massachuselis

Minnesota

Mississiont

Mantana

Nebraska

New Hampshirg]

New Jeérsey

New York |

North Carolina

Ohio

Oklzhoma

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Cakota |

Tennesseo l

Utah

Vermont

Washingten

West Virginia

Wygming
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* Mangatory Learner § Permit Requirad

Maximum 30 days.
Maximum 45 davs
Maximum 50 days
Maximum 30 days
Maximum 120 days
Maximurn 130 days
Maximum & months.
Maximum 8 months.
Maximum t year.
Maximum 2 years.

At the examiner's discretion
Age 1416 restricted 10 250cc or lass with
parental consent,

3 Under 16 restrictaa to 200cc or less.
Learner 5 permit1ssuea at age 13'z4f en-
:olled in approved course.

% OH.streat except when faciity nat avail-
ahig

6 Age i35 restricied 1o ¢ycle of five orake

horsepower—snowleage test onky

Age TO-F3 required 0 Dass a 2SVERo-
ohysical test. Age 73 ang over reguireq
lo pass road lest

18

Matarcycle only  license applicants
Proviged only at selact sites

Only nelmel Inspactad

Helmet nspected lor applicants under
age 18.

Under age 18

Ade 18 and under effactive t 1 81
Eflective 1181 age 15 restrctea o
motereycle not axcedding 125¢¢.
Reguired for age 14-15 pesincted to
128¢c or tgss) ang  molarcycle only ~ ap-
plicants,

After 40 vears of age avery third renewal
ang after 83 years of age every two
yaars '

Unger age 16

Class B 118-781 molercycta license or
permut not vahd 1n Mew Yark City, Nassau
Sounty has special resirictions
Qperators 82 years of age or qlder ra-
Juireg 0 pass complete xammation
avery ihreg years

Age '4-16 restncted o five grake horsas
power af [2ss

Oriver education required regardless of
age.

Under age 17

Every two year renawal pesiod.

Caly aye protection insgected

Age 1617 resinctad 1o less than 150ce
Age 14-15 resiricied license to and from
work and schosi.

Required of all firsttime applicants re-
garcless of age.

Age 14415 restricted t0 125¢¢ 9r less
Age 13-15 restrnictad 1© under 100¢c.
For moving violation only

Age 13-14 restncted 10 under 100cc.
Anowledge and skill tast if driving record
~arrants.

Only after license expires aver 60 days or
seinstatement after point revocaton.
Aeguired effective 1281

Examunation avery 10 years

Age 14 with pargnial consent notonzed.

This Information was assembied by the
Motorcycle Satety Foundation ileensing
department. Licensing authorities in all
50 states and the District of Columbia
were dirgctly contacted by MSF for an
update on the information listeg in this
chant.

Although this information was chtainad
frem the most authoritative sources
available as of November 1930, the
Motorcyele Safety Foundation is not re-
sponsible tor its zecuracy or complete-
ness.
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Rider Education Recognition Program

The Rider Education Recognition Program is spon-
sored by :he Motorcycle Safety Foundation in co-
operation with several insurance ¢ompanies. The
program recognizes quality rider education courses
and the students who successfully complete these
courses.

The organization conducting the course receives a
certificate, suitable for framing, that indicates the
course meets or exceeds rider education standards de-
veloped by the Foundation and the American Driver
and Traffic Safety Education Association. Grad-
uating students receive a compietion card that entitles
them 1o a premium discount when they purchase
motorcycle insurance from cooperating companies.

Any organizarion that is offering or plans to offer
a rider education course may apply to participate in
the program, MSF will evaluate each course applica-
tion and approve those that meet or exceed the cur-
riculum and instructor standards for the program.

The Rider Education Recognition Program is not
limited to beginning or novice rider courses. Ex-
perienced rider courses also are accepted. All courses
that do not use the Foundation’s standard 20-22 hour
Motorcycle Rider Course curriculum must submit a
detailed course outline and a suggested teaching
schedule,

RIDER EDUCATION COURSE OBJECTIVES
The following objectives should be met by the stu-
dent in the classroom and in practice riding sessions
during the rider education course:

Locates and operates the contrels and devices;
* identifies important vehicle component parts
» performs pre-ride inspection

= recognizes safe vehicle conditions

Performs pre-street procedures:

s uses proteciive gear and equipment
mournts the motorcycle correctly
assumes proper riding posture
starts the engine

shuts off the engine and dismounts

« & & o

Performs basic vehicle controf procedures:

* follows safe procedures for practice riding

* balances motorcycle when walking or under
power

* moves motorcycle in straight path

* stops with proper application of both brakes
* parks and secures motorcycle properly

Demonstrates fundamental motorcycle riding skills:

e coordinates throttle and clutch smoothly

= turns left and right in open and tight quarters

» upshifts and downshifts using all gears

» controls vehicle when stopping with front and
rear brakes

Performs routine riding tasks:

* communicates with electrical and hand signals
and other vehicle lights

¢ rides at higher speeds

* operates while standing on fooipegs

rides on irregular and changing roadway

surfaces

carries passenger and other loads

demonstrates turning speed judgment

executes countersteer technique

performs quick lane changes

Operates safely in traffic:

s develops techniques to increase visibility in
traffic

» identifies hazards and potentially unsafe
conditions

» predicts points of conflict with roadway and
other vehicles

¢ decides what to do, and maintains or changes
vehicle position and speed for a safe path of
travel

Prevents and protects from highway loss:

» selects an appropriate motorcycle

maintains a safe motorcycle

recognizes signs of vehicle trouble while riding
selects an appropriate insurance plan

a 8 &

INSTRUCTOR REQUIREMENTS

Instructors for the course must have completed an
MSF approved motorcycle instructor preparation
course, currently possess a valid motorcycle license
or endorsement in the state the instruction will occur,
and have a good driving/riding record. A cepy of
ezch instructor’s Motoreycle Safety Education In-
structor Certificate must be attached to the
application,

(W
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SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS

RESPONSIBILITIES

Organizations participating in the Rider Education

Recognition Program are responsible for:

t. conducting a rider education course that meets
or exceeds the Foundation’s standards;

2. issuing student completion cards only to students
who successfully complete the course;

3. keeping records for up to two years of the
names, addresses and ages of all the students
who successfully complete the course;

4. notifying the Foundation of any changes in the
curriculum or course status; and

5. responding to ail MSF surveys on the Rider
Education Recognition Program.

MOTORCYCLE SAFETY FOUNDATION'S

SUPPORT

The Motorcycle Safety Foundation will support the

course by: :

1. Supplying student compietion cards to the spon-
soring organization. These completion cards en-
title students 1o a discount at selected companies
when they purchase motorcycle insurance.

. Providing a certificale to the sponsoring
organization signifving that its rider education
course meets or exceeds the standards establish-
ed by MSF.

3, Providing, upon request, an up-to-date list of
cooperating insurance companies that offer a
premium discount,

4. Maintaining a list of all the rider education
courses that meet established standards.

5. Maintaining records and reporting on the status
of these courses.

2

APPLICATION
Organizations interested in participating in the Rider
Education Recognition Program should complete

O

the attached application. Remember to include evi-
dence of the instructor’s certification and a course
outline if the standard 20-22 hour Motorcycle Rider
Course is not used.

The application should be mailed to:

RIDER EDUCATION RECOGNITION
PROGRAM
Motorcycle Safety Foundation
780 Elkridge Landing Road '
_ Linthicum, Maryiand 21090

Notification of the status of the application will
be provided by the Foundation within 30 days of
initial submission. :

THREE YEAR CERTIFICATION PERIOD

Rider education courses are accepted in the Rider
Education Recogniiion Program for a three year
period. Every three years the sponsoring organiza-
tion must re-submit a Rider Education Recognition
Program application for approval. This is part of the
quality control process and also assists in updating
records. The Foundation will automatically send an
application to each sponsoring organization prior to
the expiration date. A new certificate shall be issued
when the application is approved.

CHBANGES AND REVISIONS

All changes in the course outline, program coordi-
nator and instructors must be reported to the Foun-
dation within 30 days of the change. This notification
must be in writing.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

For additional informaiion about the Rider Educa-
tion Recognition Program please call the Motorcycle
Safety Foundation’s education department at
(301} 768-3060.

Cut here 10
separate the
Application Form E

.
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® Ri_ar Educstion

Recognition Program Application

780 Elkridge Landing Road, Linthicum, Maryland 21090 » (301) 768-3060

|

PART | Sponsor Data

Sponsoring Organization:

Mailing Address:

Q City: County:
State: Zip: Phone Number: { )
Zoe
Name of Official Making Application:
Title: Phone Number: { )
Cone

Type of Organization

High School Civic Group
Private Driving School — . Military
Police Department University/College

Other (please name and describe)

ket

Teacher Preparartion

[ 4

Community College or Adult
Education Program

Company Emplovee Training

Student Catezory (Check One)

i Novice or Beginning Riders _______ Experienced Riders _____ Mixed
@

Age Groups
£1 Under 14 14-17 18-25 26-35 35-Over
£ 3
i

PART It Course QOrganization
Total number of hours of instruction

Number of hours of ¢lassroom instruction
Number of hours per student of on-cycle instruction

=3

e

Number of on-cycle hours provided in an off-street area
Number of on-cycle hours provided on-street
Number of hours of other instruction {simulation, etc.)

Average number of students enrolled in each class

Number of students in on-street phase under the direct supervision of a single instructor
Number of students in off-street phase under the direct supervision of a single instructor
Average number of motorcycles available for instruction in each ¢ourse

Number of: Fres Loan Motorcycles Student Owned Motoreycles

ﬁ..‘t! -—]

Dealer Names and Locations

£

E’I_TC\

Other

4
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Instructor #3 Name:

Address:

City: County:

State: Zip: Phone Number: ( o
AREA
CODE

Cceupation and place of employment:

Institution where formal course in motorcycle safety instructor preparation was completed:

Name of instructor(s) who conducted this instructor prepararion course:

Location:

Ciry: Counry:

State: Zip:

College credit obtained: Year:

Currently possesses a motorcycle license or endorsement in the state in which instruction will take place.

YES NO NOT REQUIRED ______

Instructor #4 Name:

Address: :

City: County:

State: i : Zip: Phone Number: ( L
AREA
CODE

QOccupation and place of employment:

Institution where formal course in motorcycle safety instructor preparation was completed:

Name of instructor(s) who conducted this instructor preparation course:

Location:

Ciry: County:
State: ' Zip:
Cotllege credit obtained: - Year:

Currently possesses a motorcycle license or endorsement in the state in which instruction will take place.
YES NO NOT REQUIRED

1 certify that the information in this application is, to the best of my knowledge. true and correct, and that
changes will be reported to the Motorcyele Safety Foundation within 30 davs of the effective date of such
changes.

ISIGNATURE) : (TITLE;
LUpon approval of the course as described in tins applicaiion the HWillrul misstatements of information or fallure to report program ~
Motorcycle Safety Foundation will issue ¢ certificare. This cerrifi- charees will result in revocarion of ceriificate and may result in
cate will entitle the grganization to fssue completion cards (o suc- suspension of loan motoreveles and other assistance from manu-
cessful graduates of its courses for a three vear period. Sfaciurers and dealers who support the Motorcyele Sefery

Foundurion.

D L T e )
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PART it Course Content

Motorevele Safety Foundation’s Afotorcycle Rider Course

20 hour (no on-street)

State Department of Education Curriculum Guide.

State of:

22 hour {on-street}

(

Armed Forees Motorevcle Curriculum Guide. Branch:

{Must attach course outline and schedule)

Other:

fMust artach course outline and schedule)

Supplemental curriculum or instructional media used in vour course:

Printed Materials:

(Must artach course outline and schedule)

Film/Filmstrips:

Other:

Please indicate the cbkjectives mer by the student in vour rider education course. (Check ves or no column)

YES NO

Locates and operates the controis
and devices
identifies important vehicle
component parts
performs pre-ride inspection
recognizes safe vehicle conditions
Performs pre-street procedures
uses protective gear and equipment
mounts the motorcycle correctly
assumes proper riding posture
starts the engine
shuts off the engine and dismounts
Performs basic vehicle control
procedures
follows safe procedures for practice
riding
balances motorcycle when walking
Or under power
moves motorcyele in straight path
stops with proper application of
both brakes
parks and secures motorcycle
properly
Demonstrates fundamental motor-
cycle riding skills
coordinates throttle and clutch
smoothly
turns left and rightin open and tight
quarters
upshifts and downshifts using all
gears °
controls vehicle when stopping with
front and rear brakes
Performs fundamental motorcycle
riding skiils
turns left and right in open areas
and in tight quarters
shifts through gears
controls vehicle while stopping with
rear and front brake

Performs routine riding tasks

communicates with elecirical and
hand signals and other vehicie lights
rides at higher speeds

operates while standing on the
footpegs

rides on irregular and changing
roadway surfaces

carries passengers and other loads
demonstrates turning speed jude-
ment

executes countersteer technique
performs quick lane changes

Operates safely in traffic

develops techniques to increase visi-
bility in traffic

identifies hazards and potentially
unsafe conditions

predicts points of conflict with
roadway and other vehicles
forecasts possible acts and
behaviors of other vehiclas
decides what t¢ do and maintains
or changes vehicle position and
speed for a safe path of travel

Prevents and protects from
highway loss

selects an appropriate motorcycle
maintains a safe motoreycle
recognizes signs of vehicle trouble
when riding

selects an appropriate insurance
plan

Evaluates student’s knowledge and
skill

Skill Test
Knowledge Test
In-Traffic Test

-
-,
-
-
i3
-
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PART IV Instructors

{Please afrach a copy of all instructor’s Motorcycle Safety Education Instrucror Certificates.)

Primary instructor’s name: : O
Address: )
Ciry: Counry:
Srate: , Zip: Phone Number: ( }

AREA
‘ COBE

Occupation and place of employment:

Institution where formal course in motorcycle safety instructor preparation was completed:

Name of instructor(s) who conducted this instructor preparation course:

Location:

Citw: County:
State: Zip:
College credit obtained: : Year:

Currently possesses & motorcycle license or endorsement in the state in which instruction will take place.

YES NO NOT REQUIRED
Insiructor #2 Name:
Address: ' Q
City: : County:
Stare: Zip: & Phone Number: ( )
AREA
CODE

Qccupation and place of employment:

Instizution where formal course in motorcycle safety instrucior preparation was completed:

Name of instructor(s) who conducted this instructor preparation course:

Location:

City: County:
State: Zip:

College credit obtained: Year:

Currently possesses a motorcycle license or endorsement in the state in which instruction will take place.
YES NO NOT REQUIRED

O
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Loan Program for Rider Education

WHAT IS IT?

The loan program for rider education makes
motorcycles available to qualified school and com-
munity motorcycle rider education programs. It in-
volves the cooperative efforts of motorcycie
manufacturers, local dealers, and the school or
organization sponsoring the program.

The motorcycle loan program is essential to the
expansion of quality motorcycle rider education pro-
grams; these programs are a key part of comprehen-
stve efforts being made to reduce the frequency and
severity of motorcycle accidents.,

HOW DOES IT WORK?

Those familiar with automobile loan programs
for high school driver education courses will
recognize many similarities in the motorcycle 1oan
program. Typically a school {or other sponsoring
organization) requests motorcycles from local area
dealers. After verifying that the rider education
course meets quality siandards, the dealer requests
the motorcycles from the manufacturer. At least six
weeks lead time should be allowed. If you are located
in a small town and there are no local dealers, visit
the dealership closest to you. This is necessary
because all loan vehicles must be provided through
local area motorcycle dealers. Additional informa-
tion for course sponsors and dealers follows.

THE DEALER'S ROLE

The dealer should be familiar with the motoreycle
loan program and his manufacturer’s loan policies.
This can be accomplished by phoning or writing the
manufacturer’s regional representative or head-
quarters contact person,

Four Motorcycle Safety Foundation (MSF)
member companies—Honda, Yamaha, Kawasaki
and Suzuki— participate in the motorcycle loan pro-
gram. Another MSF member company, Harley-
Davidson, does not manufacture iraining size motor-
cycles and, therefore, does not participate in the
program.

Motorcycle loans from a dealer can be arranged,
in some instances, even if the manufacturer does not
participate in the motorcycle loan program. These
situations require a special effort by course sponsors
to explain how the dealer will benefit from loaning
motorcycies; without a manufacturer’s financial in-
centive, the dealer will bear a larger financial burden
in making the loans.

HOW DOES A DEALER BENEFIT?

The dealer benefits in a number of ways: (1) The
dealer receives the personai sarisfaction of con-
tributing to a worthwhile cause —saving lives through
education and training. (2) Participation in motorcy-
cle safety efforts greatly enhances the dealer’s reputa-
tion and standing as a community member. (3) In-
creased sales can be a direct result of loaning cycles to
educational programs.

A new rider is likely to consider buying the same
cycle model he or she has been trained on, and 1o do
business with the dealer who provided the loan
motorcycle. Also, the increase in motorcycle rider
education programs improves the image of motor-
cyclists, making motorcycling more acceptable in the
eyes of the general public, and subsequently increases
the number of people turning o motorcycling for
transportation and recreation.

In addition, most manufacturers provide finan-
cial incentives to dealers on motorcycles loaned for
educational purposes—the company’s representative
or headquarters contact person wiil provide specific
loan information to franchised dealers.

WHAT ELSE SHOULD YQOU KNOW?
For the Spoasor

First, be sure to contact several local area dealers
representing a variety of motorcycle manufacturers.
Obtaining and using a variety of brand-name motor-
cycles in your course is an effective way (o acquaint
students with different makes and models, and to
identify the differing locations of various controls
and instruments. This also will help you to secure
enough machines for vour course in future years by
neither burdening nor favoring any one dealer with a
request for a large number of motorcycles.

Second, the sponsor musi recognize and accept
numercus responsibiiities in obtaining loaned
vehicles. These include:

+ Certifying that the rider education course is based
on an MSF-recognized or state-approved cur-
riculum and will be taught by a qualified
instructor.

* Assuring that the sponsoring organization meelts
all the writien loan agreement conditions, such as
insuring the cycles, using the loan machines only
for instructional purposes, and paying for
maintenance and repair on non-warranty items.

fover)
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¢ Requesting no more cycles than needed and only
those sizes appropriate for novice training; in a
typical situation these are 100cc or 125¢cc street-
legal cycles (with a maximum size of 200cc).

s Returning the motorcycles to the dealer on time,
clean and in good operating condition.

* Recognizing publicly the cooperation and con-
tribution of the dealers in the motorcycle rider
education program.

For the Dealer

The dealer should learn about all local area rider
education programs to assure they are quality pro-
grams that meet or exceed these requirements:

* The course is based on a state-approved cur-
riculum or curriculum materials made available
through the MSF (i.e., The Motorcycle Rider
Course).

« If no portion of the course is taught on public
streets, the course consists of at least 20 hours of
instruction —eight hours in the classroom and
twelve hours on-cycle in an off-street training area
(range).

e If a portion of the course is taught on public
streets, the course consists of at least 22 hours of
instruction —eight hours in the classroom, ten
hours of on-cycle insiruction {range) and four
hours of on-street instruction.

¢ The instructor has a valid motorcycle operator’s
license, a good driving/riding record, and is either
(a) a certified driver education teacher who has
completed a state-approved college or university
course in motorcycle instructor preparation, or (b)
a person who has completed an MSF-approved in-
structor preparation course.

To avoid misunderstanding, before signing an agree-
ment for the loan of the cycles be sure to clearly iden-
tify the responsibilities of all parties concerned, such
as:

e Who will insure the cycles and the students who
will ride them?

e Who will handle and pay for motorcycle
maintenance and repair?

O

» For what time period are the motorcycles being
loaned?

* How many and what type (e.g., vehicle identifica-
tion number, cc size) of motorcycles arc being
loaned?

MSF ASSISTANCE
The Foundation has several materials available
free to dealers and sponsors:

o this information sheet which explains the motor-
cycle loan program;

s 3 “Suggested Rider Education Unit Loan Agree-
ment Form”;

e 3 “Certificate of Recognition,” suitable for fram-
ing, for use in recognizing the dealers’ contribu-
tions to the local motorcycle rider education
program.

The Foundation also will help interested course
sponsors o obtain free loan cycles where probiems
develop. This assistance cannot be provided unless
the sponsor has first contacted all local area dealers
and has been unsuccessful in securing an adequate
number of free loan cycles. Phone or write the
Motorcycle Loan Coordinator at Foundation
headquarters.

The Motoreycle Safety Foundation is a na-
tional, private, nonprofit organization whose
goal is the reduction of motorcycle accidents
and injuries. This is accomplished through the
development and implementation of motorcy-
cle rider education and licensing improvement
programs, and through research and public in-
formation programs focused on motorcyclist
and motorist operations. MSF is sponscred by
the five leading motorcycle manufacturers:
Honda, Yamaha, Kawasaki, Suzuki and
Harley-Davidson.

Motorcycle Safety Foundation
780 Elkridge Landing Road
Linthicum, Maryland 21090

{301) 768-3060
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The Motorcyclist and Protective Gear

You may be a novice rider or an experisnced
motoreyclist . . . or just a passenger; you xnow al-
ready that motworeycle riders are not as weil pro-
tected as zutomobile drivers who are wrapped in a
strong steel compartment.

You probabiy also know that motorcyclists are ax-
posad to the slements—weather. flying insects and
road debris. For this reason wise motorcyclists wear
proper protective squipment and clothing for safety
and comifort. |f properly sélected. clothing will re-
cuce the severity of injury shouid a spill cccur,

This "‘cycie safety info'' explains how to select
and use protective clething and sguinpment.

Heimets

The helmet is the single most important personal
piece of protective gear the motarcyciist can usea.
Thus, cheosing and consistently using a guality hel-
met are of importance to both metorcycle operators
and passengers.

The Foundation hag available a “‘cycle safety info”
entitle@d What You Should Know About Motoreycle
Heimets that outlines helmet standards, construc-
tion. care and other important information. Singie
copies of this “cycle safety info” are available free
upon regusest to the Foundation.

EYE PROTECTION

Face Shieids

Faces shieids grovide grotection to the face as well
23 ihe gyes.

Face shields may cover only 3 pcriion <r all o
the face and come n a variety oi designs. Two
oopuiar shieids are the non-flip types: he oucols
shigla andg competition "come’ ghigid. A number o
flip-up shiglds are available. iwo sxamgias ars
bubtle-flio and flat-ilip. 18ee drawings.)

When using 2 face shigld be sure it 's sscurely
fasizned ic the nelmet to prevent is Temng Dlown
aoff. 1t should also be shaterprocf and frae from
3craches.

wWhen purchasing 2 face snigld. ‘ook for the ANSI

-

31 Fiat Flip Shield
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Z87.1 or VESC-8 standards cn the top of the shield.
These shields have been tested for impact resistance
and penetration resistance. (See box for details.)

Whether you wear a face shield or goggles, the
lenses should be clear. Tinted lenses substantially
reduce vision at night. Sun glasses can be worn
under a face shield to avoid evye faticue during day-
light hours.

Face shieids can be cieaned with a mild solution
of soap and water.

REMEMBER: regular eyegiasses were never meant
to be aye grotection on z motarcyciel Windshields
{fairings} do not provide adeguats personal eve
orotection.

Goggles
Goggle standards have been established by the

Vehicle Equipment Safety Commission (VESC), a-

commission created by congressional charter and
funded by the individuai states. This commission
works with state committees to develop minimum
performance siandards for safety sguigment,

Lexan and Butryate are leading lens maierials
gach with its own qualities. Aircraft windshields and
bullet. proof shields are made of Lexan, a poiycar-
bonate material. Lexan is a soft plastic material that
is placed between two hard-coated oufer layers of
clastic. This combination provides a scratch-resis-
tant surface which will absorb a severe impact.

Butryate, another ieading lens material. s more
brittie than Lexan but aiso is more scratch rasistant.
This material is not capable of withstanding as
severe an impact without cracking as Lexan does.

Before purchasing any goggle or lens. te sure it
carries the VESC-8 approval.

Goggies should be securely fastened over the
helmet so they do not zlow off. The face guard
shouid allow air-flow to your face for comiort. sasy
praathing and to orevent fozging. Mast frames utilize
a rubber/cotton fiber strap that resists tearing and
stretching.

Washing the goggles in the sink by hand and
Ranging them up to dry is the recommended way
to care for your goggles.

PERSONAL PROTECTION

Footwear

Foot and ankle protection is impaortant for motor-
cyele riding.

Leather boots which go over the ankle are the
best footwear for ridirg. Boots protect your ankles
‘rom engine burns and alse scuffing when kick start-
ing the motorcycle. Rubber soled boots with hasis
will provide a better gric ¢n the zavement and help
<2ep your fest on the psgs. Lace-ug Loots offer

substantiaily more ankle support than boots with
zippers or slip-on boots. Good foot and ankle pro-
tection reduces fatigue when riding.

Sandals. tennis shoes or loafers should never de
worn when riding a motorcycle,

Gloves

Leather gloves grotect your hands from debris
Kicked up by cars and keep them from getting cold.
tired and sore. A glove which fits snugly alsc im-
proves your grip on the handiebars.

If the gloves are tco bulky your ability to operate
the controls will te reduced. If they are too tight
circulation will be restricted and the hands will be-

TESTING PROCEDURES

ANSI Z87.1 Impact Resistance Test

Securely mount face shield to
wooden hat block, drop 7-inch
diameter steel ball, weighing
1.56 cunces, from height of 50
inches cntc face shield. Face
shield passes test as long as it
is not fractured, saparated or re-
moved from any point of fasten-
ing to headgear.

Penetration Test

Administered in same fashion
as impact resistance test but
pointed projectile, weighing 1.56
ounces, is fresly dropped, needle
point down onto the face shield.
Face shield passes test as long
as shield Is not fractured,
pierced through, separated or
removed  from any point of
fastening to the headgear.

VESC-8 Checks for sharp edges ¢r pro-
jectiens that could harm wearer,
Lens' optical properties are
checked for waves or bubbies
in the structure which would im-

pair optical quality,

Impact Resistance Test
Administered by dreooping
weighted prejectile onto secured
lens from distance of 3.5 feet.
Lens passed test if projectile
does not penetrate it. If lens
splits or cracks it still passes
test as long as it is not punc-
tured.
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come cold. Seamiess gioves will hele prevent
blistars., Gauntlets wiil keep cold air frem going up
your sleeve.

The gloves you wear should reflect the riding con-
ditions. A lighter glove is fine for summer, anc a
well insulated glave will offer protection in the
winter,

Adding strips of reflectorized tape to your gloves
makas vou mora visibie to motorists wnen you are
riding in night trafiic

When purchasing a good zair of leather riding
gloves thought should be given as to how they are
to be used and when. Be sure they fit snugly and
are not too bulky.

Clothing

Proper clothing provides protection for the motor-
syclist and prevents discomiort. A long slesved
jackst and long pants are minimal clothing requirs-
ments for good riding protection. If a cyclist is in-
voived in a spill and not wearing correct clothing
he is almost cartain to suffer skin abrasions during
the stide along the ground or pavement.

Many cyclists prefer leather clothing because it
ofiers superior protection. Suiiable and izss axpen-
sive alternatives are denim and cordurey.

Wideflarad pants. flowing scarves and similar
‘tems should be avoided because they could tecome

- 2ntangled in the motorcycle.

Your clothing shouid fit comfortabiy without bind-
ing. A jacket with a zippered frent will be more wind
rasistant than a jacket with buttons ¢r snaps. Jackets
with snug cuffs and waist are recommendad to xeep
wind from blowing into the garment. Be careful
about collar style—a large. loose coilar wiil flap
when riding and may irritate your skin or be a dis-
traction.

Remember that even in relatively warm Neather
constant exposure to wind when riding may cause
Ryoothermia: a subnormal body tempgerature. Hypo-
ihermia can cause you [0 lose ycur ability to con-
centrate and react to changing traffic conditions.
Mgtorcvelists are especially susceptible to rapid
chiiting ieading :0 foss of reflexes. 3 symptom of
hypothermia. The biggest danger of the sutbnormal
body temperaturs found in hypcthermia is 2 deteri-
oraticn in the ability t¢ think cleariy. Proper riding

gear such as wind-groef clothing and insulated
lavers of clothing is assantial. )
For example. on & warm day, 85 degrees {Fanren-

heit!, a motorcyclist riding &t highway soeeds o
45-33 mph experiences a chilling efiact ecwvalen
10 38 degrees (Fahranheit). That is only ong deg

apove frzszing. If the rider is not properly ars
for:ihe chiil, he could o2 come avicim of nycetherm

—

re
ased

A motoreyciist must be cautious when preparing

to ride in cold winter weather. Severa fayers oi
clothing are necessary, usually starting with thermal
underwear. Extra {ayers of pants, shirts and jackets
should be worn but layered loosaly to aid body heat
in forming a warm insulation. Topping your clothing
with & wind-oroof outsr laver will prevent the cold
dry wind from reaching your body, thus, preventing
the loss of heat.

Another alternative to celd weather riding is wear-
ing a snowsuit. These are light-weight insuiated
suits, and provide the necsssary warmth needed to
pravent hypothermia. Some riders prefer a snow-
suit to the bulky layers of clothing. One final alter-
native availablie to motoreyclisis is an slectrically
warmed suit,

REMEMBER: Clcthes that are just right for c¢old
weather riding may be too much when siceped or
walking causing excessive perspiration. To prevent
this. dress in layers so that outer clething may be
removed a5 necessary.

As with helmets and gleves, the clothes you wear
when riding can serve to make you mora visible in
traffic. Choose bright colored clothing when pos-
sible. If you wear dark clething, inexpensive reflec-
tive vests can be worn over the jacket. Also. it is a
good idea tc aifix reflectorized tape striging to gar-
ments vou reguiarlv wear when riding. This aiso
applies to bright clething worn during the day. Un-
less they are reilectorized. they wiil not offer the
same good wvisivility at night.

Rainsuiis

As a maiter of comfort, special rain gear is racom-
mended for inclement weather,

One or iwo piece rainsuits can be ourchased in
several materials the mest commen being poely vinyl
chloride and nylon. They come in different colors
but for high visibility orange or yeliow is best,

The rainsuiis are generally the same with perhaps
small cifferences in style. The pants t¢ a typical
rainsyit have elastic at the waist and eiastic stir-
rups (er tig-strings) on the pani leg to wrap around
the rider's beots,

The jacket has a high collar which fastens with
Valere. ? The front zips up and 2 wide flap fastens
across with one long strig of Velcro.® The wrist
openings are held tight with mere elastic.

When you are purchasing a rainsuit, it weould be
wise to aiso consider purchasing gicve covers and
noot covers. Mosi glove covers are large encugh to
fit over gauntlet type gloves without interfering -with
hand flexibility. The boot covers have a string-tie
on tep znd should be worn undsr the pants. The
pant stirrups arz pulied over the boot covers. The
boot cavars will not take much abuse {i.2. walking
around?, so it's suggestad they be taken off befors
coing mucn walking.
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For the avid metorcycie rider a rainsuit is-a must
A dry cyclist will be much more comfortable and
alert than the rider who is wet and cold worrying
about getting home to dry out. '

CONCLUSION

By getting into gear——protective gear—before you
ride, you are demonstrating a responsible attitude
toward safe motorcycling. For comfort and protec-
tfon, be sure your helmet and other gear meset the
characteristics of good, protective, personal equip-
ment outlined in this '‘cycle safety info."” Good rid-
ing gear is essential to safe motorcycle operation.

The Motorcycle Safety Foundation is a national,
orivate, nonprofit organization whose goal is the
reduction of motorcycie accidents and injuries. This
is accomplished through the development and imple-
mentation of motorcycie rider education and licen-
sing improvement programs, and through research
and public infarmation programs focused on motor-
cyclist and motorist operaticns. M3F is sponsored
by the five leading motorcycle manufacturers: Honda,
Yarmaha, Kawasaki, Suzuki and Harley-Davidson,
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MOTORCYCLE SAFETY FOUNDATION

78G ELKRIDGE LANDING ROAD
LINTHICUM, MARYLAND 21090
(301) 768-3060

- WHAT YOU SHOULD KNOW AROUT
| MOTORCYCLE HELMETS

Aslde from accident prevention measures,
T one of the best ways to reduce the chances of a
id serious injury on a motorcycle is to wear a heimet.

A sure way to avoid injury is to prevent a spill
"] or accident from happening in the first place.
~  This is a first levei of protection known as acci-
dent prevention. The emphasis is on reducing
-} the likelihood of an accident.
‘ Accident prevention measures include qual-
ity rider education and improved licensing stan-
dards and practices. Public information ang
education for other highway users also reduces
. the probability of accidents. In the majority of
10 car-motorcycle crashes the car operator is leg-
-~ ally at fault. Car drivers can prevent many motor-
cycle crashes.

A second level of protection applies when a
spitl or accident does occur. Here the emphasis
is on minimizing injury.

i cnech

(TSRS |

Injury reduction measures include the use of
protective clothing and equipment. Protection
r for the head, eyes and limbs is provided by hel-
2 met, face shield, gloves, over-the-ankle boots
and durable clothing that leaves minimum skin
area exposed,

[T

Since head injuries account for the majority
of motorcycle fatalities, head protection is of
critical importance. The best heimet available
cannot guarantee survival in all c¢rash situa-
tions. But, without a helmet there is three times
the probability of sustaining a serious head in-
jury as the result of an accident.

Choosing and consistently using a quality
helmet, therefore, is of obvious importance.
This applies both to motorcycle operators and
oassengers.

w

Standards

A safe helmet must provide two separate byt
related types of protection. First, the shelt must
provide protection from penetration and abra-
sion, as well as distributing impact forces over
as large an area as possible. Second, it must
provide shock absorbing qualities. This function
is performed by the non-resilient, fairly hard, in-
ner liner,

Millions of helmets are manufactured and
sold but not all meet existing standards. Follow-
ing is a summary of the standards set by various
organizations,

There are presently three standards In wide. -

spread use in the United States: American Na-
tional Standards Institute (ANSI); U.S. Department
of Transportation (DOT); and Snell Memorial
Foundation (Snell), All three standards employ
the following tests:

Impact — A measure of the shock absorbing ca-
pacity of the helmet. The heimet is placed on an
instrumented magnesium alloy test headform
attached to a drop assembly. The helmeted
headform is dropped onto rigid and flat hemi-
spherical anvils. The DOT and ANS] standards
use the same foot pounds of impact energy and
have the same failure criteria. The Snel] uses a
higher impact energy and has a lower failure
threshold.

Penetration — A test designed to measure the
helmet's ability to withstand a blow from a

sharp object. A rigidly mounted headform is coy- ,

ered with an electrically conductive material, A

penetration test striker with an electrically son- -

ductive tip is dropped on the outer surface of
tne heimet from a prescribed height. The heimet
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fails the test if the striker makes electrical con-
tact with the headform. The three standards use
the same weight striker and employ the same
drop height.

Retention -— All three standards use a check of
the chin strap's ability to support a 300 pound
load without breaking or stretching more than
one inch.

Peripheral Vision — Approved helmets must
provide a minimum peripheral (side) vision of
120 degrees. Most people have peripherai vision
of about 110 to 115 degrees. DOT and ANSI
standards test for peripheral vision; Snell does
not.

1. Snelf Memarial Foundation (Snell 75)—The
Snell standard differs from others in that it
is not a consensus standard. As the state
of the art in helmet manufacturing im-
proves, the Snell standard becomes more
stringent. :

At the time the Foundation was estab-
lished there were no helmet standards.
Since the Foundation introduced its first
standard in 1959, the Snell criteria have
been upgraded several times, most re-

- cently in 1875. The testing to meet the
Snell standard is about twice as severe as
the DOT tests. The Snell 75 approval is re-
quired for all helmets used in American
Motorcyclist Association professional
races.

2. Department of Transportation (DOT)—By
law the DOT sticker must appear on the
botiom edge of the back of the helmet, Un-
til recently only medium size (7-1/8" and
7-1/4") helmets were certified to meet this
Federal standard. As of May 1, 1980, all
adult-sized helmets have to meet the DOT
standard. -

Because the sale of helmets is covered
by the "Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1866,”
dealers and disiributers are responsible

for making sure the heimets they sell bear -

()

the T T sticker,

In the past, the motor vehicle depart-
ments in some states have required hel-
mets that were not covered by the DOT
standard to meet the ANS| Z90 standard.
The DOT standard now pre-empts other
laws and applies to all 50 states.

3. American National Standards Institute
(ANS| Z901b-1979)—The Z20 standard for
road users' helmets was formulated by a
committee of representatives from con-
surmer groups, helmet manufacturers, test-
ing organizations and the armed forces.
Since the original standard was formulated
in 1966, it has been revised in 1971, 1873
and 19879.

In the past many states used the ANSI
Z90 rating as the required approval for all
helmets that were not covered by the DOT
regulations.

Purchasing

There are many types and styles of helmets
available, and prices vary widely. Select the
style that offers the most protecticn. This is not
always the best looking or even the maost expen-
sive. helmet. You should wear a helmet that
meets or exceeds the safety standards ac-
cepted by your state, and bears either the Amer-
ican National Standards Institute label or the
Snell Memorial Foundation label inside. Hel-
mets must bear the Department of Transporta-
tion {DOT) label on the lower rear outside.

For both comfort and protection, your helmet
should fit snugly but not too tightly. Avoid the
helmet that fits loosely. Remember {o fasten
the chin sirap securely—az loose helmet offers
little protection and can come off in an acci-
dent.

Also look for the Safety Helmet Council of
America sticker. SHCA randomly monitors fin-

ished helmets and record-keeping to tnsure that’

L
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the manufacturer meets or exceeds his certified -

basic standard,
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.o.wearing a helmet
does not hinder vision?

That’s right. When standing still a person has peripheral
(side| vision of about 110 to 113 degrees, When a helmet
is put on. the peripheral vision remains the same because
certified helmets provide a minimum peripheral vision
measuring 120 degrees. This is standing stiil. Once the
cyclist starts riding his area of vision decreases, but this
is caused by increasing speed (not the helmet} causing a
tunnel effect on the cyclist’s vision. This happens with all
moving vehicles. mowreycles as well as cars. The faster
you go the smailer the tunnel, and the less yvou see.

... wearing a helmet
does not impair hearing?

What a helmet does is provide a screening effect, but it
screens all sounds to the same degree. Thus, noises that
the tyclist deesn’t need to hear, such as wind blast, are
screened along with other sounds. The cyclist wearing a

helmet hears all critical sounds at the same relative

strength as the rider without protection . . . except at
higher speeds. THEN THE RIDER #I/TH THE HELMET
HEARS BETTER! At highway speeds wind noise becomes
a critical factor in the cyclist’s hearing. Because the hel-
met acts as a windscreen, the helmeted cyclist actually
hears better at high speeds than the barcheaded rider.

... wearing a helmet
does not eause neck injuries?

The common argument is that the added weight of a
helmet contributes to whiplash injuries; however, whip-
lash injuries don’t happen to eyclists. If a cyclist is hit, the
entire bedy is free to move, but when a car is hit only the
driver’s head and neck move vielently over the back of
the front seat. This snapping action is what causes whip-
tash. Whiplash injuries are peculiar to car accidents. And,
ves, a helmet does add extra weight. But only for a day or
two; then the neck muscles adjust and you don’t feel any
“weight problem,” _

The chances of taking a direct blow on the neck during
a fall are pretty slim, but the chances that you'll kit your
head are over fifty percent. Most neck injuries oceur when
the rider’s head gets bounced on the pavement, or hits a
guardrail or cracks somebody’s windshield. If the rider
isn't wearing a helmet, a neck injury is the least of his
problems. It’s common knowledge that your head sits on
your neck, so if a helmet absorbs the impact that would be
taken by your head. it also absorbs the impact that would
be taken by your neck. Helmets don’t cause neck injuries.

... relmets do save lives?

During 1978. motorcycle deaths exceeded 4,300, acci-
dents exceeded 175.000, Of every 10,000 motocycle
registrations 333 wili be involved in an accident. Tt could
happen to you even though you might not be at fault. Be
smart—wear protective equipment including a helmet.
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Helmet Shell Material .

Current helmet technology dictates that the
shell of a heimet, as well as the liner, must act
as a shock absorber, Therefore, the shell shouid
be partially destroyed by a really severe impact;
thus absorbing part of the shock before it gets
to the liner. For this reason, helmet manufactur-
ers recommend that a helmet not be reused af-
ter an impact. Even an unintentional dropping of
the helmet from the motorcycle to the pavement
could partially weaken the shell. All helmets
that have been impacted should be returned to
the manufacturer for inspection. Most manufac-
turers will inspect and repair a damaged heimet
for a small fee.

Fiberglass ofiers resistance to penetration,
but will crush under impact and absorb and dis-
sipate part of the shock, Polycarbonates, an-
other material used exiensively in helmet sheil
construction, are almost indestructible under
ideal conditions. And being nearly indestructi-
ble, they transmit impacts to the liner and sus-
pension system.

Atthough at the present no polycarbonate
shells meet Sneli standards, it should be noted
that this standard sets forth no construction or
materials standards to which helmets must
comply, only performance standards.

Helmet Style

Like standards and shell material, helmet style
will play a part in helmet purchasing decisions.
There are differing opinions as to the merits of
full-face helmets as opposed to more conven-
tional 3/4 face coverage types or the half shells,

Full-face helmets have certain disadvantages;
they are heavier (usually about six ounces) than
a comparable open-face model. They are warmer
in hot weather and tend to fog up under certain
conditions. However, the added weight is lo-
cated low on the front of the helmet, and some
individuals believe it actually improves a hel-
met's center of gravity if properly fitted. The in-
crease in weight, heat and fogging tendency

~.should be weighed against the added protection

U

&

to face and lower jaw afforded by this design.

Half-shell helmets do not offer as much pro-
tection as 3/4 face or full-face heimets. Riders
who prefer half-shells often claim they increase
comfort.

If you're carrying a spare heimet, use the spe-
cial helmet attaching points on the motorcycle
instead of ramming it down on the sissy bar,
where bumps can destroy the helmet’s padding.

Second hand heimets are questionabie bar-
gains, There is no way of knowing if the helmet
has been dropped or in an accident.

As a final note, most helmet manufacturers
recommend replacing a helmet about every two
years if worn reguiarty.

Care

Soap and water are all you need to keep a hel-
met in top condition. A lens cleaner does a good
job of cieaning a scraiched face shield. Petro-
leum-based cleaners can weaken the chemical

- composition of the heimet shell.

Carefully follow the manufacturer’s instruc-
tions for cleaning a helmet. Never expose the
shock absorbing liner to chemicals,

If you want to decorate a helmet, use precut
decals or shapes cut from rolls of reflective tape
available from automotive supply or hardware
stores. These materials won't hurt the finish of
a helmet or destroy its protective qualities.

Motorcycle riders using CB radios often drill
tiny holes in the helmet for miniature speakers.
These holes tend to spread, thereby weakening
the helmet structure. In fact, a hole over
3/16-inch will expand immediately. For safety’s
sake, holes should not be drilled in a helmet.

Reflective Material

Many states require a specified amount of re-
flective material on a helmet. Few helmets ac-.
tuaily are reflective, although many may appear
to be. Check with the dealer when purchasing
the helmet. Also, check with the department of -
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motor vehicles on the location and number of
square inches of reflective area required by
state law. Most dealers carry reflective material.
The Motorcycle Safety Foundation also has a re-
flective decal available for use on helmets.

All these elements need to be considered
when purchasing and caring for a helmet. Buy-
ing a helmet is an important decision for each
motorcycle rider,

Helmet Laws

Over the last ten years many states have re-
pealed helmet laws., The Motorcycle Safety
Foundation strongly recommends that riders
continue wearing their helmets.

Helmets are effective—they offer the best
protection to a rider’s head in an accident,

The Motorcycle Safety Foundation’s purpose
is improving the safety of motorcyclists on the
nation’s streets and highways. To reduce motor-
cycle accidents and injuries the Foundation has
programs in rider education, licensing improve-

O

ment, public information and research. These
programs are designed for both motorcyclists
and motorists. A national, private, nonprofit
organization, MSF is sponsored by the five lead-
ing motorcycle manufacturers: Honda, Yamaha,
Kawasaki, Suzuki and Harley-Davidson.

For additional information concermng hel-
mets and their use contact:

American Motorcyclist Association.
P.0. Box 141
Westerville, Ohio 43081

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

400 7th Street, S.W., Room 5319

Washington, D.C. 20530

Safety Helmet Council of America
9841 Airport Boulevard—Suite 1208
Los Angeles, California 80045

Snell Memorial Foundation, inc.
1878 Stockton Boulevard
Sacramento, California 95816
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Motorcycle Safety Foundation news releases

viewpoint

The Freedom To Choose

Many riders feel that a
motoreycie is more than just
a mode of transportation. It ! - . " 4
often makes geiting there i AR V ! E w Po a N T
most of the fun. Motor- .

cycling gives riders a feeling T SAFETY HELMETS: STAYING AHEAD

!
|
|

of freedom they don’t have Motoreycle safety helmets required to design helmets
when driving a car. can’t prevent accidents nor so that thev provide a mini-
=2 can they prevent all the mum peripheral vision of

injuries you might receive in 120 degrees. A person nor-

a motoreycle acecident, maily has a peripheral vision
However, they can reduce =E=E=——==— A
the severity of head injuries. {TT—=y
Wearing a helmet can mean
the difference between
walking away from an acci-
dent and being carried away |
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Smart motoreyclists  wear due {o a hgad injury.
protective heimets whether or Mapv riders would agree
not they are required by law. that helmets are a necessary !

itern of protective gear.
They probably wouldn' go
on a long trip without wear-
ing a heimet af ail times.
Bar, on a short trip—per-
haps to the corner store— of about 110 to 113 degrees
they leave their helmets at when standing still. Periph-
nome. Thev don't expectto eral vision is decreased by
have an aceident. speed, not by the helmet.
It’s just as important to Helmets produce a sereen-
wear a helmet on a short ing effect on sounds. all
trip as it is on a long sounds are slightly reduced
journey. When a spill or 2 when 2 rider is wearing a
crash occurs serious head helmet, butr it's an overall
injuries are four times more effect. Noise, like wind
likely without the protec- blast. which weuld interfere
tion of 2 heimet. Short trins  with other traffic sounds, is
usually invclve more possi- also cut down,
bilities for conflict and coi- In an =2ceident, taking a
lision—traffic is more con- direct blow on the neck isa
gested, incersections are lot less likely than hitting
The - Motorevele  Safetv more nUMmMerous. your head on the pavement.
Foundation poi'nns out that :‘vIan}' mc_'torcychst; have A he}met ‘.'nl.l help co_absorb
whether or not orotective mxsx.ilo?cept?oqn; abtta;:.c ;:r;mi- Phedlmpact if vou hit vour
. T L ing helmets. They think hel- head.
?::}ff:a:ozé;e:‘-;g:dt]:yo]:;':éé; rmets may hinder their The Motorcycle Safety
s h b h visizn, impair their hearing, Foundation points out that
yourself by wearing a helmet and may even cause neck whether or not proiective
at ail times. : injuries in an accident. Ex- headgear is required by law,
tensive research and tests it makes good sense to pro-
have shown this isn’t true. tect yourself by wearing a
Helmet manufacturers are helmet all the time.

Required bv law or
not, wearing safety hel-
mets heips smart motor-
ey eclists stay ahead.

Mandatory nelmet usage
laws nave been regarded by
some motorcyelists as a re-
striction of cheir right to
choose. While they might
agree that a helmet is an
important piece of protective
equipment, they want to have
the right to make their own
decision about wearing it.

People don’t go our for a
moioreycle ride expecting to
have an accident. But acei-
dents do occur. Otten the
motoreyelist isn't at {ault.
Bur, he is more likely to be
injured, even in a minor acci-
dent. The likelihood of a
serious head injury is greatly
increased if rhe cyelist isn’t
wearing a heimet.
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grRIver (] PASSENGIR {] (check ore box) AGE: {at tima of 2ccident)

1. Indfcate the type of injury raceived in
accident.,

2. Fow many days wers sou disellad dus ‘o
aczident? ¢
ays
I, Wer2 you ~eering @ seimes? (] ves {1 %o
2. If r2s5, was the helmet sscurely
Tagizned sa vour head? [] VYes ] %o
4. if ¥ou Eec&ived a2 head and/or neck inZury,
<8 you vzel that ihe heimet zresventad,
vassenied, or dncrzesed the serisusness of
“he iniury? :
Fravented [1 ¥es {1 HXe
Lessened {] Yes (] o
Increesed [] fe=s 1 e

5. Nurter of wezrs vou rzve Seen riding 2
colsrevecie. ) YEIrS i
2} TIZNLhS
7. Hive yau cimpiatad 2 motorevele driver
scation course? [ ves (] %o
;. ’
§
.
hY
ia.
. [ ves [1 o
M. Lfommezats:

Office of Traffic Safety guestionnaire given to all individuals
injured in a motorcycle accident in NevaEdsa

565



()

M..-ORCYCLE HELMET REPEAL TESTIMONY&ny

David L. Lawson
Highway Safety Ccordinator
Traffic Satety Division

Department of Motor Vehicles EXHIBIT D

The State of Mzvada has one of the highest motor vehicle fatal acci-
dent rates in the nation. The number of motor vehicle fatals in 1980 was
2.3 times higher than the number of homicides in the state and 1.7 times
higher than the number of suicides. Overall, motor vehicle fatals were
the 4th leading cause of death in the state and the leading cause of non-
disease related deaths.

The appeal for more stringent drunk-driving laws has already been
heard by this Legislature.

To crack down on the drunk drivers, which will result in added super-
vision and education costs to the state and local governmants,.and then
waaken, or repeal in its entirety, the helmet law which would probably
cost between 15-20 more persons to lose their lives on the State's high-
ways during the first twelvelmonths after the proposed repeal, seems
contradictory. In 1980, 38 motorcyclists lost their lives on our highways.
|f past experience in other states where helimet laws have been repealed
can be expected, an approximate 40-50% increase in that number can be
expected in MNevada, should the helmest law be repealed.

The purpose of a helmet-use law is to achieve a high wearing rate
for motorcyclists in order to reduce severity of head injury in the case
of motorcyele accidents. The argument might be advanced that Nevada has
had a helmet-use law for nine years and motorcycle riders are now used
to wearing helmets. |In written and oral testimony from numerous motor-
cycle riders, it is pointed cut that thess riders always wear a halmet -
they wouldn't ride without one - but thay don’t want to bes told to wear

oene. If all riders had this feeling about wsaring a helmat, this
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Helmet Repeal

law would not be necessary - but, again back to States who have repzalsd
their hé]met Jlaws, studies have shown that after repeal, volunt;ry
helmet use drops from 95% to 100% to 50% to 60%. Unfortunately, thé
majority of those who cease to voluntarily use a helmet are the younger
riders. These young people, besides being tomorrow's leaders,_ are
already overrepresented in traffic accidents and fatalities. To

afford them an opportunity to add to their overrepresentation is not
right. On the surface, an obvious solution is to raquire younger riders
only to wear helmets. The real world situation of the voung-riders-
only law is the difficulty of enforcement in a vast majority of cases.
Witness the difficulty of enforcing the legal drinking age, what with
false identification readily available, plus the fact that a lot of
young people look older than they really are - and in the case of
liquor laws, the enforcement person has the advantage of looking directly
at the accused. The enforcement person would not have that luxury in
the case of motorcycle helmet law enforcement. The law should apply
equally to all riders.

Motorcycle helmets are effective. This fact has been born out time
and time again. Since the early 1940's when motorcycle helmets were
first studied, their effactiveness has been proven. Even the American
Motorcyclist Association, which sanctions numerous motorcycle events
nationwide, REQUIRES helmel use by all participants. Despite rzpeated
séientific proof regarding helmets, some motorcycle helmet opponents

advance claims that helmets cause neck injuries. The American Madical

Associaton in April, 1977, stated that cervical-spine injuries are

possible whether or not the cyclist wears a helmet, but helmets do not

by themselves contribute to or worsen the injury. Another allegation
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Helmet Repeal

advanced is that of reduced peripheral vision caused by the helmet.
Studies have shown that there are minor restrictions which have been
shown to be about a 3% reduction in horizontal peripheral vision frﬁm
that of an unhelmeted person. Further, accident records show that
approximately 62% of motorcycle accidents occur directly in the
motorcycle rider's line of sight. A third allegation is that reducead
ability to hear sounds of interest in traffic. The National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration has studied this situation and has concluded
that the helmeted c¢cyclist can hear a sound of interest approximately

as well as a driver in an automobile when the windows are closed.
Incidentally, no mention is made of radio noise in that car with its
windows closed. The final major allegation is that of helmet-induced
rider fatigue with a corresponding increase in accidents. Mo documented
evidence has been produced to support this argument.

Helmet law opponents advance the legal question - the constitutionality
of the law. This question has been unsuccessfully challenged in
appellate courts and in courts of last resort in 27 states. The
constitutionality issue has Ffailed in one state, Illinois in 1969. The
United étates Supreme Court has also upheld the constitutionality
of helmet laws. Their decision on a Massachusetts case in 1972 was
based on the public's fiscal interest in motorcycie accidents. Their
decision reads, in part, '"The public has an interest in minimizing the
resources directly involved. From the moment of injury, society picks
the persoﬁ up of f the highway; delivers him to a municipal hospita!l
and municipal doctors; provides him unemployment compensatiocn if after
recovery, he cannot replace his lost job and, if the injury causes

permanent disability, may assume the responsibility for his and his
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Helmet Repeal
family's subsistence. UWe do not understand the state of mind that permits
one to think that only the injured is concerned."

In Nevada the above description is particulary true. Most of ﬁevada's
hospitals, and their doctors are publicly supported, as well as all
but 15 of the 79 licensed ambulance services. In past sessions, a
young man from Battle Mountain has appeared here to tell his story. His
case has cost the State Industrial Commission well over $100,000.00 for
medical bills and rehabilitation in the past several years - and he is
still a young man with many years in front of him in which the State is
obligated to support and provide continual rehabilitation, and this
young man is not ajone. In other states, studies have been conducted
that show the non-helmeted cyclists incur greater medical bills as
compared to helmeted cyclists, plus, some of these studies indicate
that a sizeable portion of these bills are unpaid, inflicting an even
greater burden on the taxpayer.

It is a proven fact that the majority of motorcycle accidents that
involve another vehicle are the fault of the non-motorcycle vehicle
approximately 65% of the time. The solution to this problem is two-
fold; cne, educate the motorcycle rider in evasive manuevers, and two,
educate the non-motorcycle driving public about motorcycles. The Driver's
License Division of the Department of Motor Vehiclas is planning to
include a section in the Nevada Driver Handbook on ''Sharing the Read."
Media Public Sarvice Announcements can be an effective tool to create
motorist awareness of the motorcyclist, however, their effectiveness
depends on the media‘s willingness to use the prepared material as

frequently, public funds cannot be used to purchase tims or space.
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Another poiht put forward by motorcycle enthusiasts, is that most
accidents involve new or relatively mew riders. To this end, the ”
Division has provided funding over the past two years to establish and
maintain Beginning Motorcycle rider courses in the Clark County and
Northwest part of the State. These courses are currently available
where 90% of the motorcycles are registered within the State. These
courses use the curriculum developed and tested by the Hotoreycle
Safety Foundation. This curriculum enjoys nationwide use and acceptance.

Concurrent with education is stricter testing for prospective
motorcycle riders. In line with this philosophy, the Driver's License
Division of the Department of Motor Vehicles is currently using the
Motorcycle Operator's Skills Test and related equipment in the major
population centers of rhe State. As time and personnel permit, these
education and testing programs will be used Statewide. Additionally,
in the Las Vegas area, the Clark County Traffic Survival School fis
offering an 8-hour school to be utilized by area judges who desire to
refer persons cited for violations while on a motercyclte. This course
will be used as a substitute for the normal traffic survival school
referral if the judge desires. Most of the educational courses held
in the Clark County area are being conducted on the range recently
constructed at the Clark County Community College in Morth Las Vegas.
The courses in the northern part of the State are held where and when

space and time permit, as there is no centralized facility available

olus the area covered is larger, making a central facility less desirable.

To this end, the Traffic Safety Division feels that a comprehensive

motorcycle program is the best way to procsed. The portions of this

£
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program are rider education, operator licensing, motorist awareness,

and helmet use to the greatest possible extent. The first parts of

this program, education, awareness, and licensing represent long-term
programs that are more difficult from which to ascertain resuits.

Helmet Use is the only proven short term countermeasure available that
will show immediate results in the reduction in the severity of motorcycle
accidents. This Division feels that without the helmet use law, that

is of no cost to the taxpayer, the State's motorcycle rider program

will be missing a vital link which has the potential of costing 15-20 persons

their lives. For these reasons, | urge you to defeat this bill.
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PERTINENT FACTS AND ISSUES RELATED TO THE
MANDATORY MOTORCYCLE HELMET LAW

w EXHIBIT E

~--0VERALL MOTOR VEHICLE FATALS IN NEVADA WERE 2.3 TIMES AS GREAT
AS HOMICIDES AND 1.7 TIMES AS GREAT AS SUICIDES IN 1980.

--NEVADA, ONE OF THE 17 STATES THAT HAVE A FULL HELMET LAW. TEN
(10) STATES HAVE NO REQUIREMENTS, 23 STATES HAVE UNDER.18 LAWS.

--UNHELMETED RIDERS ARE TWICE AS LIKELY TO RECEIVE ANY TYPE OF
HEAD INJURY AS ARE HELMETED RIDERS AND ARE THREEZ TIMES AS
LIKELY TO RECEIVE A FATAL HEAD INJURY.

MYTHS - COMPILED FROM AN APRIL, 1977, REPORT BY THE AMERICAMN MEDI-
CAL ASSOCIATION

-~NECK INJURIES, HELMETS OON'T CONTRIBUTE TO OR WORSEN NECK IN-
JURIES

~--VISION, 3% REDUCTION IN PERIPHERAL VISION, HOWEVER, 62% OF
ACCIDENTS OCCUR IN DIRECT LINE OF SIGHT, FURTHER, ALL AP-
PROVED HELMETS HAVE AT LEAST 180° OF VISIBILITY, AND DRIVER
LICENSE TESTING PARAMETERS CALL FOR RESTRICTED DRIVING PRI~
VILEGES IF PERIPHERAL VISION IS LESS THAN 140°.

(i) --HEARING, ABILITY TO HEAR OUTSIDE SOUNDS WITH HELMET ON IS
APPROXIMATELY THE SAME AS RIDING IN AN AUTOMOBILE WITH THE
WINDOWS UP.
~~HELMET CAUSED FATIGUE, NO DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE TO SUBSTANTIATE
THIS.

SOCTETAL COSTS

STUDIED IN AT LEAST 6 STATES WITH THE FOLLCWING GENERAL CONCLUSIONS:

1. NON-HELMETED RIDERS USUALLY INCUR GREATER BILLS AND HOSPI-
TAL STAY IS5 USUALLY LONGER THAN HELMETED RIDERS.

2, SIZEABLE PORTIONS OF THESE BILLS ARE UNPAID,

ABSTRACTS FROM VARIOUS STUDIES RELATED TO MEDICAL AND SOCIETAL
COSTsS:

MARYLAND (1678)

FOR THE 11 MONTH PERIOD JUNE, 1977 70 APRIL, 1978, THE AVERAGE
BILL FOR MOTORCYCLE INJURED PATIENTS WAS $11,038. OF THE 57
ADMITTED, 16 OR 25 PERCENT HAD NO INSURANCE FOR A TOTAL OF
_ $176,5608. FOR 1977 AND 1978 COMBINED, THE UNPAID BILLS INCURRED
N BY MOTORCYCLE TINJURED PATIENTS WAS $433,200 OR ALMOST HALF A

S’
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MILLION IN TAXES. ALTHOUGH A MAJORITY OF THESE PATIENTS MAY
MAVE BEEM HELMETED, IT DOQES POINT QUT THAT AS A RESULT OF
REPEAL IN 1979, THE STATE OF MARYLAMND CAN EXPECT A THREEFOLD
INCREASE IN HEAD INJURIES SOME OF WHOM WILL REQUIRE TREATMENT
AT COSTS WHICH CURRENTLY EXCEED THE $11,038 AVERAGE. 1IN AD-
DITION, THE SEVERITY OF MANY MOTORCYCLE INJURIES PREVENTS
PATIENTS FROM RETURNING TO THEIR PRE-ACCIDENT LEVEL OF ACTI-
VITY AND PRODUCTIVITY. BECAUSE A LARGE PERCENT OF THE VIC-
TIMS ARE YOUNG, THE LOSS TO SOCIETY OF THEIR PRODUCTIVITY

1S ALMOST INMCALCULABLE,

SOUTH DAKOTA (1979)

IT IS INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT AVERAGE MEDICAL COSTS IMCURRED
BY NOM-HELMETED DRIVERS IS ONE AND ONE-THIRD TIMES THAT OF
HELMETED DRIVERS. SIMILARLY, WORK COSTS FOR MON-HELMETED
DRIVERS IS ABOUT ONE AND ONE-FOURTH THAT OF HELMETED DRIVERS.

TEXAS (1977)

THREE OVERALL CONCLUSIONS WERE DRAWN BY THE TEXAS RESEARCHERS
FROM THE FINDINGS IN THIS RESEARCH:

I. UMHELMETED MOTORCYCLE ACCIDENT VICTIMS SUSTAIN MORE
SEVERE INJURIES AND EXPERIENCE A HIGH FATALITY RATE
THAN THE HELMETED VICTIMS.

2. IN MOTORCYCLE ACCIDENTS, UMHELMETED CYCLISTS SUSTAIN
A GREATER NUMBER OF AND MORE SEVERE HEAD INJURTES THAN
THOSE SUFFERED BY THE HELMETED CYCLISTS.

3. WHEN MOTORCYCLISTS ARE GIVEN THE FREEDOM OF CHOICE RE-
GARDING HELMET USAGE, A MAJORITY WILL CHOOSE NOT TO
WEAR THE HELMET,

IN 1977, THE FIRST FULL YEAR AFTER THE MANDATCRY USE OF MOTOR-
CYCLE HELMETS WAS REPEALED, THE BEXAR COUMTY HOSPITAL IN

BEXAR COUNTY, TEXAS, RECEIVED 28 MOTORCYCLE PATIENTS WITH

HEAD INJURIES FOR A TOTAL COST OF $4%2,189.31 OF WHICH ONLY
$3,353 WAS COLLECTED AND THE BALANCE REMAINED A DEBT TC THE
PUBLIC AT LARGE. THIS WAS REPORTED TO THE MATIONAL HIGHWAY
TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION THROUGH THE DOCKET 79-07 BY

THE NEUROLOGY CLINIC OF THAT HOSPITAL.

KANSAS (1978)

NON~-HELMETED RIDERS WERE HOSPITALIZED TWICE AS LONG, ON THE
AVERAGE, AS HELMETED RIDERS, INDICATING THE MORE SEVERE MNATURE
OF IMNJURIES TO NON-HELMETED RIDERS. FURTHER, 78% OF THE

DOLLAR LOSSES ATTRIBUTED TO MOTORCYCLISTS IN 1977 AND 1978

WERE THE UNPAID BILLS OF NOM-HELMETED MOTORCYCLISTS. THESE
BILLS ARE ULTIMATELY PAID BY EITHER TAXPAYERS OR BY INCREASED
CHARGES TO ALL HOSPITAL PATRONS. THUS, THIS STUDY INDICATES
THAT THE UNHELMETED MOTORCYCLIST 1S5 LIKELY TG BE MCORE SERIOUSLY

ot
;
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INJURED THAM A HELMETED MOTORCYCLIST, WILL REQUIRE LONGER
HOSPTITALIZATION, AND MAY INCUR ADDITIONAL MEDICAL COSTS WHICH
RESULT IN HIGHER UNPAID MEDICAL BILLS.

COLORADO (1877)

IN THE COLORADO STUDY, CERTAIN HOSPITALIZATION COSTS WERE COL-
LECTED TO SHOW THE IMPACT OF REPEAL OF MANDATORY HELMET LAWS
IN IMCREASED MEDICAL COSTS AS WELL AS THE . ADDITIONAL BURDEN

TO THE TAXPAYER. THE FOLLOWING TABLE INDICATES THE IMPACT

OF THESE MOTORCYCLE ACCIDENTS AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF HOSPT-
TAL COSTS BY FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY. THE LARGEST SINMGLE
PORTION OF THE DISTRIBUTION IS THE PORTION THAT REMAINS UNPATID.
THIS CAN BE EXPECTED TO INCREASE AS MORE NCON-HELMETED RIDERS
ARE INVOLVED IN ACCIDENTS.

71 MOTORCYCLISTS' HOSPITAL BILLS _
ADMITTED TO DENVER GENERAL HOSPITAL JULY, 1976-JUNE, 1977
AMOUNTS & PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY DOLLARS PERCENT
COMMERCIAL INSURANCE $17,919 11.0%
BLUE CROSS 37,607 23.1%
MEDICALLY INDIGENT FUND 40,942 25.5%
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 6,530 4.0%
PATIENTS 5,591 3.4%
MEDICAID 1,438 . 8%
2%

UNPAID ' : 52,436 32.

MINNESQOTA

THE DECREASE IN HELMET USAGE RESULTING FROM HELMET LAW REPEAL
HAS BEEN SHOWN TO HAVE SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON INCREASES IN MEDI-
CAL COSTS AND LENGTH OF HOSPITAL STAY RESULTING FROM THE MORE
SEVERE HEAD INJURIES SUSTAINED B8Y NON-HELMETED RIDERS AS COMPARED
TO HELMETED RIDERS. THE ESTIMATED INCREASE ANNUALLY IN MEDICAL -
COSTS IS UNDERSTATED SINCE IT DOES NOT INCLUDE THE ESTIMATED
COSTS FOR REHABILITATION AND LOSS OF INCOME RESULTING FROM PER-
MANENT PHYSICAL IMPAIRMENT. (THIS INFORMATION WAS NOT AVAIL-
ABLE BECAUSE OF THE LENGTH OF TIME MEEDED TO GENERATE THESE
DATA.) WHERE ACTUAL MEDICAL COST DATA ARE AVATLABLE, IT'S
FAIRLY CONCLUSIVE THAT MON-HELMETED RIDERS TINCUR GREATER MEDI-
CAL EXPENSES AS COMPARED TO HELMETED RIDERS. SINCE A SIZEABLE
PORTION OF THESE EXPENSES GO UNPAID, THE MOTORCYCLISTS CLAIM
THAT WEARING A HELMET IS AN INFRINGEMEMT OF PERSONAL FREEDOM
MUST BE EVALUATED AGAINST SOCIETY'S BURDEN OF FUNDIMG THESE
ADDITIONAL COSTS INCURRED BY NON-HEMETZED RIDERS.
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FEDERAL FUNDS MADE AVAILABLE IN NEVADA FOR MOTORCYCLE
LICENSING AMD EDUCATION (1979-19812

MOTOR VEHICLES - EQUIPMENT AND SITE PREPARATION
NECESSARY TO IMPLEMENT THE MOTOR-

CYCLE OPERATOR'S SKILL TEST - $52,090.,00
CLARK COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE - SITE PREPARATION

FOR MOTORCYCLE SAFETY EDUCATION

COURSE 24L,262.00

SALARY AND OPERATIONAL COSTS TO

CONDUCT MOTORCYCLE SAFETY EDUCA- .

TION COURSE 27,000.00
WESTERN NEVADA COMMUMITY COLLEGE - SALARY AND OPERA-

TIONAL COSTS TO CONDUCT MOTORCYCLE

SAFETY EDUCATION COURSE 45,603.00
NORTH LAS VEGAS POLICE DEPARTMENT - SALARY AND OPERA-

TIONAL COSTS TO COMNDUCT MOTORCYCLE

SAFETY EDUCATION COURSES. 27,209.00

$176,164.00
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EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT NEWS

DECEMBER,

No Helmets: Cranial Injuries Up

DETROIT—The *‘toothless’” mo-
torcycle helimet laws which now exist
in most states are exacerbating the
serivus problem of motorcycle inju-
ries, the American Public Heabth
Association was teld here by Don R.
Heilman of the Norh Dakota Stuate
Department of fealth.

While laws may require younger
moiorcyclists to wear helmets, for
instance, under-18s are following the
example of older drivers who are ex-
empted by law.

A study of motoreyele injuries in
North Dakota from Jan. 1, 1977 to
Dee, 31, 1979, shows that *‘the de-
cline over the past three years in hel-
met use among all categorics of mo-
torcyele  operators, including  those
still required by law 1o wear
helimels, is a most serious outcome
of the repeal of the mandatory use
law.™ .

Young More Accident-Prone

This is especially serious, Hetdman
said, because newer and  younger
drivers are the ones more likely 10 be
involved in accidents. Yet, “‘this new
group of drivers appears to be most
willing to eschew the safety of a hel-
met.”t

In his study ol three years without

that there were 2,159 crashes in-
volving 2,353 individuals, 81 percent
of them 25 years old or younger,
with 31 percent being under ape 18,
In terms ofl helmet use, there was a
constant drop in the three-year
period, with 55 percent of the oper-
ators wearing helmets as theywerashed,
in 1977, while this- figure dropped to
46 percent and 28 pereent in the two
successive years.

Of those involved in crashes and
who suffered injury 60 percent did
not wear helmets, and 8] pereent
of those who died as a result did not
wear helmets, When critical or fatal
injurics alone were considered, 76
percent wore no helmet. In the 36
who died Irom motorcycle accidents
curing the three year period, 29 were
non-hetmeted individuals.

Chances Somewhat Better

For 25 of the 2% unprocted cy-
clists, the cause of death was head,
neck and face trauma.

1980 [SSUE

Heilman said that while the study
shows wearing a helmet won’t pre-
vent all injuries, riders have a slight-
ly better chance of avoiding injury
alter a reportable crash event than
non-helmeted  drivers—37 versus 31
percent. Helmeted drivers are also at
less risk for muliiple injuries {18 per
cent versus 9 pergent).

Also, he said, the cyclist with no

helmet has twice the chance of suf-
fering head, neck and face injuries,
and about three times the risk for
critical or fatal injuries. In three-
fourths of the fatal cases, head
trawmi wis the cause of death.
Helmet Lack Is Expensive
The repeal of heimet laws in the
states has been a serious financial
burden to waxpayers. Excluding physi-
ctun fees, the average cost for treat-
ment of motorcycle injuries, accord-
ing to Maryland Shock Trauma Cen-
ter study, was $11,038, Heilman told
the public health group.
Denver General Hospital research-
ers found that only 6.4 percent of

'\/‘J

“patients paid for their medical care

while insurance covered another 41.7
percent. That left the waxpayer with
51.9 pereent of the bill. *“Excess
costs will continue to be absorbed by
the public as long as riders go un-
protected,”” he said.

His report was made in association
with Larry Graf, Richard Blair, and

Jonathan B. Weisbuch. e

—
g g mandatery helmet law, he found
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Mayo study: car accidents
cause most serious
head injuries; falls next

Moltor vehicle crashes are the lead-
ing cause of head injuries and re-
sult in more severe head injuries
than any other cause, Mavo resear-
chers report.

In a 40 vear review of records
11935-74) in Qlmsted County,
metor vehicle crashes were linked
to 36.8 percent of ail serious head
injuries and 50 percent of all fatali-
ties resulting from head injuries.

The authors. writing in the cur-
rent issue of Neurofogv, are Dr.
John Annegers and Or. Leonard
Kurtand, Medicat Statistics and
Epidemiologv: Dr. Jack Grabow,
Eiectroencephalography. and Dr.
Edward Laws, Neurosurgery,

The repori notes that the inci-
dence of head injuries related 10
aulomobiles and recreation has
been increasing while maost other
categories have remained stable or
declined.

Falls were the second leading
cause of head injuries with 28.8
percent; followed by recreational
activities, 9.4 percent: bicvcies,
b.4 perceni: occupational acci-
demts, 4.4 percent; assaults, 3.8
percent: mosorcveles, 3.6 percent:
and gunshois. 2.6 percent.

~Nearly 40,600 patient records
were review ad but only 3.367 met
the sludv’s criterion of concussion
with unconsciousness, amnesia.
brain injury or skuli fracture. Gf the

3,567 injuries, 446 were fatal,

jncidence rates ior males ex-
ceeded females in every age categ-
ory.

Falls were the major cause of
head injury in the very voung
tunder 5 vears) and the very old
jover 74 yearsl.

Recreation-related mishaps
were neariv four times as common
for mates as for females. but the
ieading single cause was horse-
back riding, fer which the peak in-
cidence accurred among girls.
Football injuries were the next
mosi common,

Motorcvcie head injuries were
the most severe except for aunshot
wounds.

Head injurigs as a group were
more common in summer and fall.
Automobile injurigs were most fre-
quent in fall and considerably low-
erinwinter and spring. Bicvcleand
motorcycle head injuries were
concentrated in the summer
maonths.

Falls were anlv slightlv maore
common in winter than in other
30a»0ns.

If a person had one serious head
injury, another was three times
more likely to occur than to per-
sons without any past injury. the
studv showed. This increased risk
of recurrence is grealer in adults
than children.

1 g s e
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TO: THE JOINT TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
FROM : WILLIAM K. MOORE, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN, NEVADA PTA
SUBJELT : THE REPEAL OF THE HELMET LAW

EXHIBIT G

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commictee

I am speaking tonight as the representative for the Nevada State PTA,
an organization of nearly 30,000 members across the state, The PTA has,
for vaare, been interested in laws that protect the welfare of youth.

We consider the repeal of the mandatory motorcycle helmet law to be a
definite hazard to thousands of teenagers who ride cycles,

Mr. Dave Lawson, with the Nevada Division of Traffic Safety, Depart-
ment of Motor Vehicles, has 2 fine presentation laced with facts and
figures about many aspects cf repeal of the helmet law. Rather than to
duplicace that informatien, I choose to dweill for a moment cn the laws
that seem to parallel cthe helmet law. Laws which point out that motor-
cycle riders are not singled our for the “persecution’ called the helmet.
There are a number of laws, regulations and policies that provide a
pracedent for the law requiring helmets for cyclists,

On occasion, I waterski on Lake Mead. At all times while skiing I
am required to wear a coast guard approved floatatlon device. This
regulation 1s intended for my own protection. When I drive my boat, I
am required to carry a signaling device. In 15 years of boating, I have
never used it, but it too is intended for my personal safety, I am also
required, to have, a life jacket for every person on board. This again
is a law aimed at personal safety. When I boarded the plane to make
this trip, 1 was required to buckle up with a seat belt. I had a choice
to flv or not. But if I flew, I must buckle up.

Cnildren are required to have a battery of immunizations, prior to
antering public school. Speed limits are imposed for personal safety.
Traffic lights are there for personal safety, but they infringe upon

my person rights to a pleasant drive. For your own protection, You are
not allowed to hitchhike. For your own protection you are not allowed
to pick up a hitechhiker, Your are not allowed to ride in a camp trailar

when it is being towed.

suld continue a leng time about laws, regulations and policies
vhich reaztvict personal freedom of choice, Total and complete freedom
ef indivsidual choices went out with the remote life of the frontiersman.
&z our societv hzcomes more humane and assumes the welfare of each to be
tne responsibilitv of all, it is reasonable that we provide guidelines

faor personal safetv,

~
~
7

1 zee¢ the repeal of the helmer law to be in total disregard for the

ith md welfare nf our cyeling population. lHere is one cvelist who

er resents wearing his helwmet, speaking for the Nevada PTA, encouraging
to defeat SB2%7.

: . 979



EXHIBIT H

FULL FACE GASES

E ngland: The Observer, c
well-respectad Britsh
newspaper recentiv guoted
atearn of resexrchers as
suggesting hat carbon
dicxide may buldup in sull-
cient quaniities inside tull-
coverage helmets o imparr
motorcyclists judgment and
vision anrd evern cause
hallucinations.

Dr Tom Ravensdale.a
lield researcher in a team
werking under the direction
ol the Depanment of Foran-
sic Medicine atthe London
Hespita! Medicai Coilege.
was quoted as saying that
accidernts in whichthere is
unexpiained less of cantrol

Price EHective 11/180

7 Any Quantity
CHOICE OF COLORS

Black + ‘White mighi be caused by carbon
CHOICE OF SIZES dioxide butldup u the motor-
S, M, L, XL cyclist s weznng a tull-tace

nelmet. Study wiil continue
1o delermine carbon Sio%-
ide levelsinat may aftect nd-
ers —ftrom ABATE of Wash-
ington. Box 85, Auburn,
Wash. 93002 [

Fraight Paid on Orders Ovar 5200

We Stock Only Heimets Made in U.8.A.!

All 1981 models...inventory includes production averruns
and some helmats with minor cosmetic blemishes.
R AT e e S
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| As mencicned in the last issue. they wanl kelinvt laws passed because they re suppased to protect us, But they don't pass
! mandatory helmet specificadon standards S61Us pussible to buy o 343 watermelos-sized helmet or 2 cheapo aine-huck
. one. Neither one may protect vou i zn accrlent — or do whit the bureaucrass and lawmakers want us t believe they

This is one more example of what is wrong with the dough-headed thinking of the pro-mandatory-helmet peuple.
| i do. You may s well wear your knd's 1oy toothail hetmet for wil the goud they do — betier vet. no helmet at all. &

1 unomoisle scdeni |
et SR SRR =BT

' | Conunuad 1:0Mm pEGe 45 o
v Plasicas . ! . 23 ptanrede wodn
; Helmets Effective? i“ t;i-':;:‘!‘u\-f::;il:-e ﬂfﬂ“;l 'Ile,i,:'nzl ! 1 Broken pecic. Serivus and fatal b W o b 3 hemet i ¢
1 it pond l Co neck injury ncreased T3% 0 Ded Lo e many tines moene

pounds | vork State the first year of manda-

result in massive (ntemil head
mjury — Dr DM Kubend, Rbirde

severity © — Uuh Highway Safe:
ty Division report, 1973

Ht'!mets are not effective 134 Keatrced movement. Iv lmet Biels 10 die from mwinaie im?:m
L. & v c . oy gt o e— . 1

reducing head injury 5 leritation and general discom- - ey belmets _ ihan iTom feud AneS. i

: ) ) ? b, _ i 3 Comcussion with 1o fracture: ABAGE of Wabo

[, “Helmets usage dees w0l forg qused by heimet and chinstrap. | 0 be caused by 2 helmetand an ! ATE of fdan: ®

significantly  affect head men o Tripped bugs . (4n be Cauee O — from ABATE wf T

Induces 4 false wense of security |
M SOMe AeTs.

! .
1 o ! off ) ; Isdand Hospital i ) Bl —
tlﬁe L}'Uhr:l:is'mc\‘ve]:c.l*n“dlifzﬁlftt: "_ He!m‘e:‘ c??i adid 'm ihe : 3 Concussion with 4 fracture S22 'Plsﬁ'iﬁ %!'h Fignr% f
) ves i i% severity of the tury, by in seriiag Mo ' oulsigna: A eeent fepurt saied
USDOT News. October 1972 | Tests carried out showed that resufl in the brain - ; ¥ oulsi

Helmets caa cause accidents.

1. Restricted heanng. (4} Modet-
ate to severe pearing Yiws —-
niversity of Ltah Speech and Hear
ing Chme tb) Lammnt propecs
idenufy the direction uf sund -
easily demonstrated

2. Beal tatigue. Temperatices G
reach 130 degrees within 1 hel-
met — Read Rider Migazine., Juls
1974,

helmets ondy sl for tao theusanths
iof w second hrforg they grabbed. The
sudden stoppig of e heimet twsts
the iwad and tauses the brain m!

|

i
|
'
i
|

meve maide the skoll This tends io
ruptire arteries that supply bivod ti
the bram,” — Dr Beuil Aldman,
prodesser of traffic safery ai

Chazlmers Unoersite of Technology

0 Goztenburg, Sweden

the helmet — folloved by removd

of the helmel Dy 40 UnKnOWD

“Rescuer.”

that metorods deathts had
ereied A pemeet g 197H

Cljeaever I nOL rERLGN how

5. Pleces of the shatterrd helmet '

can become embedded n the head.

6. The chinstrap wis mmpLRe 0 ¢

4 hapgman» Acose i oa 15 Navd
Siody — “The Uemnco<rapim and
e Avators Prdectve lklmet”
¢dr EJ. Cotaagelo, MCIEN, \aval
safery Center Sorlnik, Virgitui

qushi motereycke salex had increasad
If motoreske =irs had ipesensed 30
pereenl since PTh dwn e death
rate compared wrih the amber of
matorneles wned pave decrersed
ins:t:ui‘ o ewsed When veu ai
more uf amyiung on LS poads
you re Remg 1o R 2 Justh
e ane Binpaie  and

fan NhEe erart 12 &
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BATE of Northeast Ohio hux startedd
Acompiling tenative figures on July
2 and August of this vear. The fatality
figures for the first half of this vear have
been compiled and were printed in our
September newsletrer. We can't say that
the second half figures will be higher or
lower than last vear. but we will say this
much. They wilt be the facts. Thev will he
printed inanupcoming newsletter justthe
way we receive them from Columbus. [
suggest that all ABATE of Northeast Ohio
members find their April newslerter and
read Wes' excellent article on the in's and
out’s of Mr. Mahnic,

In Mr. Mahnic's reply letter he states
several reasons for wanting the helmet law
reinstated. First ['m going (0 give you his
puinis and we'll review them, and then 'l
give you mine,

POINT #1: Helmets protect vou from
flving or unstationary objects.
OINT #2; Helmets dn 2ot cause danger
fom pressure to the neck.
POINT #3: Helmets are not uncomfor-
tabie in above 34 degree weather. but in
fact help cooi the respiratory svatem.
POINT #4; Helmets do not impair hearing.

U

N

Here ne muke- 7 conparison ol sitag
acarwirth the windows up, where of course

there is no wind.

Now here are my opinions on
Mr, Mahnice's four points of view:

POINT #1; tisindeed a fallacy to believe
that a piece of fiberglass or plastic with
1530 to 200 ihs. of body behind it, not
counting the speed involved of course, is
zoing to protect anything when it makes
contact. Many helmets are tested, using
only a 10 lb. head with no body, by dropping
them a distance of 3 to 4 feet onte a
concrete siab. If the helmet doesn't crack,
then it's deemed safe for consumer use.
POINT #2: There are too many authenti-
cated examples. using the hangman's ncose
theory, by CDR E. J. Colangelo. MC. USN,
that disprove this claim. Bikers'are indeed
killed because the force of theirhelmetson
impact hroke their neck or severed the
spine. Many times, this is the only injury
that could he deemed as the cause of
death. .
PODNT #3: Mr. Mahnic states that wearing
a helmet in ahove 80 degree heat is not hot
but actually cools the respiratory system!

N

Newayene wholgsevirs . oo et
~uch heat, on s<ay a two-hundre . aile rup,
knows better than that! Your head feels
like it's in an oven! The only eooling of the
respiratory system that [ can see would he
the wind in vour face. Of course the wind
hits your face whether vou're wearing a
helmet or not.

POINT #4: On point number four I think
Mr. Mahnic is a fittle off hase. He com-
pares riding a hike with a full helmet to
riding a car with the windows rolled up.
Now anyone that rides will tell vou that
riding a scoot with a full helmet on, definitely
impairs your hearing and part of vour vision,
Mr, Mahnic seems to have forgotten the
wind factor that's involved here. The car
with the windows up does not experience
this turbulent wind. however the hiker
wearing afull helmet fells the fuil blast as it
whistles across his ears and through his
glasses.

Even if Mr. Mahnic actually believes
that wearing a helmet and putting up with
it's small inconveniences and discominrt is
better than taking the risk of permaneni
disability or even death. It is Frank Mahnics
Jjob to make this decision for us? Daex the
State or Federal government have the right
to enact and enforce a law, thar the people
who will be directly affected by it strongly
oppase? Or, is it the pressure applied by
the big lnhbyist in Washington, like the
helmer manufact.irers and the hig insur
ance companies, .
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e Mornorable Richard I
Chairman, Senate Transpor
State Caplitol

Carson City, Mevada

ne: Senats Dill 257 - FProtective Headgear: ihoornya

Dazys Senator Rlskamors:

iz lether i= o plece the Tarme
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FARMERS INSURANCE GROUP

ZARMERS |NSURANCE EXCHANGE
TRUCK INSURANCE EXCHANGE
FIRE INSURANGE EXCHANGE
MID-CENTURY INSURANCE COMPANY
FARMERS NEW WORLED
LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY
TEXAS FARMERS INSURANCE COMPANY

FARMERS INSURANCE GROUP

4680 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD * Los ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90051
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r3 Insurence Growu on reccrd ag opposing the

that

“ill repeals the safety standards which now apply to any headgear which may be

aold in the State of tlevads.

rmers Group 1s coreerned with any injury to the humen hocy, and the seri-

2
ousness of eny injury te the humen rocdy, besides who caused the injury.
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e position of Farmers
-y Injuries o the h

nsurance Group that by the passcue of Senate
¢, sustalned due Tto an accident involving per-

sons riding motorcyeles without protective headgear, will be more serious.
Furthermore, by recezling the safety standerd requirement, 1t is belleved thac
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well protected as it is now,
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sn inferior grade of headzesr will lull the public into belleving it iz =2z

Sincerely,
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LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: o

() EXHIBIT J

o MY NAME IS LEON BUCK ENNTS, I AM 38 YEARS OLD AND WAS BORN IN CALIENTE, NEVADA.
I HAVE BEEN A BANKER IN THE LAS VEGAS AREA FOR 18 YEARS. MY PRESENT TITLE AND
POSITION IS ASSISTANT CASHTER AND LOAN OFFICER, AND I AM SUPERVISOR OF THE

INSTALLMENT LOAN DEPT.

I HAVE BEEN RIDING # MOTORCYCLES FOR 28 YEARS, 150 TO 200M MILES.

THE PURPOSE OF MY BEING HERE TONIGHT IS TO ASK YOUR SUPPCRT OF 33-297, THE

VOLUNTARY HEWIET USE FOR ADULTS.
SOME OF YOU ARE PROBABLY IN FAVOR OF THE MANDITORY HELMET USE BECAUSE YOU THINK
THAT PEOPLE WHO RIDE MOTORCYCLES ARE CRAZY FOR EVEN GETTING ON THE THINGS, AND IF

THEY ARE CRAZY, THEN THEY ARE NATURALLY IRRESPONSIBLE AND YOU HAVE THE SOCIAL

RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT THEM. WELL, I'M NEITHER CRAZY NOR IRRESPONSIBLE.

WEARING "BLACK LEATHER JACKETS, LEATHER PANTS AND BOOTS", WHO ARE EITHER "DIRTY
BIKERS OR HELLS ANGLES". WELL, I AND 99% OF THE 20,000 REGISTERED MOTORCYCLIST'S

TAKE EXCEPTION TO THIS TYPE OF "HOLLYWOOD MOVIE CASTING".

I DON'T HAVE LONG HAIR OR BEARD, BUT I DO WEAR A "BLACK LEATHER JACKET", LEATHER
PANTS, BOOTS AND HELMET', AND WOULD PROBABLY BE CLASSIFIED AS A "DIRTY BIKER" BY

(wj THOSE I JUST MENTIONED. THE REASON I WEAR THIS ATTIRE IS BECAUSE ON A COLD DAY,



O

[N

BLACK ABSORDS THE SUNS HEAT. ALSO IF T SHOULD GET HIT OR CRASH, THE LEATHER WILL

HELP PROTECT ME! THAT DOESN'T MEAN WE SHOULD PASS A LEATHER LAW, IT MEANS THAT

WE HAVE THE COMMON SENSE TO LOOK AFTER OUR OWN SAFETY.

WHAT THIS BOILS DOWN TC IS THAT MOTORCYCLIST'S KNOW THAT THE HELMET PROTECTS TEEM

IN SOME SITUATIONS AND WHEN THE HELMET LAW 1S REPELLED, MOST OF US WILL CONTINUE

TO WEAR OUR HELMETS.

BUT DON'T YOU SEE? AT LEAST WE WILL HAVE THAT ¥REEDOM OF CHOICE - THE SAME FREEDOM

OF CHOICE YOU AND I NCW HAVE WHEN WE GET INTO OUR CARS AND DECIDE WHETHER OR NOT TO

FASTEN OUR SEAT BELTS!

ACCIDENTS AND DEATHS ON A MOTORCYCLE OR IN A CAR ARE NOT PREVENTED BY WHAT A

STATE FORCES CITIZENS TO WEAR, BUT THE TRAINING THEY RECEIVE WHEN THEY START TO DRIVE.
s

SUPPORT }OTORCYCLE SAFETY SCHOOLS LIKE THE OWE AT CLARK COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

TH NORTH LAS VEGAS, AND PLEASE SUPPORT SB-297, THE VOLUNTARY USE OF HELMETS FOR

ADULTS.

LET'S GET BACK OUR AMERICAN FREEDOM OF CHOICE BEFORE WE DON'T HAVE ANY!

T THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
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March 26, 1281
EXHIBIT K

Hon. Richard Blakemore, Chairman
Senate Transportation Committee
Nevada State Legislature

Carson City, Nevada 89710

Dear Chairman Blakemore:

The Nevada Trial Lawyers Association would like to go
on record as opposing the adoption of SB-297, which would
abolish the requirement that drivers and passengers of
motorcycles wear protective headgear.

We have opposed the repeal of the helmet law in the
past and deo so again.

We see on a first-hand basis the death and disabilita-
ting injuries caused to Nevadans in two-wheel vehicle
accidents.

We further believe that anything that tends to lessen
the degree of injury or the incidence of death - such as
a helmet reguirement for motorcycles - ought not to be
abandoned.

It is fine to talk about the freedom of choice, but
to a young man or woman the fun of cycling often out-weighs
the considerations of safety,.

If you repeal the helmet law, you must face the fact
that deaths and sericus injuries of Nevadans are going to
increase dramatically.

Society itself will be the ultimate victim in the. loss
of its citizens and the huge increase in medical cost
which will result. '

We urge the Senate Transportation Committee to kill
AB=-297.

WYERS ASSOCIATION

)

Executive Director

Affiliate of the Association of Trial Lawyers of America
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