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CHILD SAFETY IN AUTOMOBILES: 
MANDATORY RESTRAINT-USE LAWS

\ • .♦ i1

Automobile safely is an rjtfue o f long-standing concern, but only 
recently has special attention ibeen focused on the safety needs o f 
young children, to whom cars pose one o f the largest public health 
threats in the country.1 This threat would be greatly diminished if 
each pre-school aged child were properly secured in a child restraint 
device (C R D ) each time he or she traveled in a motor vehicle.

A C R D  is a car seat, padded shell, or harness which is designed 
to protect infants and young children in the event o f an accident, and 
which is usually secured in place by a vehicle’s existing lap belts.1 
These devices are fairly inexpensive and readily available, yet they 
are rarely used. In fact, a leading study found that less than ten 
percent o f children transported in motor vehicles were adequately 
protected against the possibility o f injury.1

A growing awareness o f this public health probtrm has resulted 
in passage o f legislation mandating the use o f CRDs in two states4 
and proposed legislation in twenty-eight others.7 This Comment will 
examine the laws mandating the use o f CRDs and the legal issues 
which may arise from them. The effu acy o f the various statutes will 
be analyzed as well as their constitutional validity under state police 
powers. An evaluation o f the potential impact o f CRD  laws on auto-

A \  :____________________________________________

1. Sec teal accompanying note* 6 1  infra
2. S o m e  G R D a  »re designed solely foe use by infants while others protect only toddlers 

capable of tilting alone. M a n y  restraint devices arc convertible and can be used from birth 

••til the child weighs more than forty to fifty pounds, al four or live years of age. For a 

complete description and evaluation of m a n y  of the C R D s  marketed today, it t  M i c h i g a n ' s
• M o t o r  V i hscii O c c u p a n t  P a o T p m o N  P r o g r a m ,  M i c h i g a n  TaAirir S a t i t y  Into r m a -  

TTON C o o w c i i ,  A  O t T A i n o  R e v i e w  o r  Currinti.v M a r k i t i i s  Intant a n d  C h i u s  Ri- 

t n u i N T S  (I"'9); Child Meiiraim Syilrmt. 42 C o N S U M f a  R i p o a n  JI4 (1977).

I. S t* Williams, Ohnnr*d Child Rntraini Ute In Aulomoblltl. I JO As«. J. Diseases Of 
C m u m i n  IJII (1976).

• 4. C R D - u s e  Laws art la effect in Tennessee an d  R h o d e  Island Sec notes JJ a n d  41

tyr*.
S. Child rcatraint bills have been proposed in Ihe following atatea Alab a m a ,  Ariiona, 

California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware. Hawaii, Illinois. Louisiana, Maryland, Masta- 

chutes tt. Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri. Nebraska, N e w  Hampshire, N e w  

Jersey. N e w  York, Norlh Carolina, Norih Dakota, Ohio. Oregon. South Dakota. Virginia, 

Washington, W e s t  Virginia, and Wisconsin. S i*  A c t i o n  eo n  C h i u s  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

Sapctt. S u m m a r y  or P R o r o s m  C h i i o  R istraint L i g i u a t i o n  a n d  A t  tirnativi M o o n  

L a w i  (1979, updated M a y ,  1910) (hereinafter cued as A C T S j .

a
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mobile accident litigation will follow. Bcfuiv. tuning to those issues, 
however, the problem to which C RD  laws arc addressed will be more 
fully described.

T h e  P r o b l e m

Motor vehicle accidents cause death and injury to more children 
than any other single cause, including childhood diseases.* In 1979 
alone, 1159 children junder the age o f five died, and at least fifty 
times that number were injured, in such accidents in the United 
States.' Colorado contributed fourteen fatalities and 835 recorded 
injuries to that toll.* These high numbers are due primarily to two 
factors: the physical characteristics o f young children and the posi­
tions they usually occupy as unrestrained passengers in motor 
vehicles. ;

The u  >ue center o f gravity and small size o f young children 
make them particularly vulnerable lo serious injuries in automobile 
crashes.* A child's head makes up a great pioportion o f his overall 
body weight, and this. coupled with an inability to brace himself  
with his short arms aq^ legs, greatly increases the likelihood that he 
will be propelledChead-fifib in the direction o f any impact point. The 
result is a high incidence o f head injuries and related deaths among 
accident victims in this age group.1* In fact, such injuries can occu r^  
even in the absence o f an actual accident when an unsecured child is 
thrown against the automobile's interior by a sudden swerve or ap­
plication o f the brakes.11 Larger and heavier passengers, on the other 
hand, are less likely to be shifted by abrupt driving maneuvers.
V he physical characteristics o f very young children also tend to
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4. Automobile accident* are Ihe leading cauic of death and aeriout injury for all chil-

drtn beyond one m o n t h  of age. S t *  Sh clneu A  Cli«rlev C h t ld r rn  a t  r a t t t n g t r t  fa
A u io m o b ilr t :  T h r  N t g l t c t t d  M in o r i ty  on  th r  t ' /a i io a 'i  H ighw ays . Jft Pediatrics 271 (1975).

7. D i r A B T M i N i  o r  T a A N j r o B T A t i o N ,  N a t i o n a i  H i g h w a y  Traffic S a f e t y  Adminij- 

tbatioh ( N H T S A ) ,  H i g h w a y  S a f e t y  1979: R i f o r t  o n  AtTivitit* U n o f *  t h e  H i g h w a y  

S afety Act of 1996 (19*0). Th>« report contain* only death tlalitlk* Injury lUtit » are 

not published but arc kept on hie by N H T S A .  T h r  National Fki'ronic Injury Survi. in' 

S ystem hie kept at N H T S A  thowi that 60.40* pre-Klwdcr* injuird by motor vehklcs weie 

transported to emergency room* in 1979 Telephone intervk* with Orace Ha/iard. data re­

trieval apecialial. National Center for Statistics and Analv*i». N H T S A .  Sept. 16, 1910.

I. Motor Vehicle Div., Colo. Def't of Rbv.. Stangabii summary of Motor Vi- 
mfcie Traffic AcctosNn (1979).

9 . .  S t *  Karwacki A Baker. C h tld r rn  in  M o to r  V rS lt lr s  N t v f  T oo  Young to  D ir , 242 J. 
A M .  M i d .  A isoc . 2141 (1979); Alter. Untafr a t  A n y  Agr* C h tld r rn  an J  C a r S a / t ty . P a r­
ent's M a g a z i n e  Feb. 1979. r r p n n t r d  fa Ineuranci Instituii mir H i g h w a y  Sa f e t y  

(IIHS) S t a t u s  R i f o r t  I ( M a r  19. 1979).

10. Karwacki A Baker, su p ra  note 9.
II. Alter, sup ra  note 9, al 9,
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and the forward-moving weight o f the i k .t:;o i i  lu-lding him ." This 
tame crushing action can occur when a seatbelt is fastened around 
both the adult and the child on his lap. In a collision, the weight o f 
the adult is forced against the child penned in the seatbelt with him, 
and the probability o f serious abdominal injury to the child is greatly 
increased.1* ; f

The final variation o f on-lap traycl is a seatbeltcd adult holding 
an unrestrained child on his lap. In this position, the adult does not 
crush the child in an accident, but is powerless in most cases to pre­
vent other harm to the child, for even the smallest infant weighs the 
equivalent o f several hundred pounds at the instant o f impact, and is 
likely to be torn from even the strongest o f human arms.** In short, 
bolding a child can never be an adequate safety alternative to the 
use o f an appropriate restraint device.
?• The need for CRDs will not be obviated by the automatic re­
straint systems which federal legislation will require on all new cars 
by 1984.** While manufacturers will be able to satisfy the require­
ments by providing either automatic seatbelts or airbags in their ve­
hicles, neither option is fully adequate for child safety needs. Auto­
matic seatbelts designed for average sized adults will not offer even 
minimal protection to infants. Airbags, on the other hand, will di­
minish the threat to children riding in the front seat, but present 
legislation does not require airbag installation for the protection o f 
rear seat passengers, n class composed largely o f children.”  Further­
more, airbags will provide little protection in side- and rear-impact 
collisions and rollovers.”

Finally, unlike a C RD , an airbag would not play a role in 
preventing the occurrence o f an accident. A study conducted at the 
University o f North Carolina concluded that more than two hundred

IS. M a i ) .
19. M  at 4.
30. T k c  force that a child will escrt upon impact can be roughly calculated by multiply­

ing the child'* weight and Ihe vehicle'* speed together for instance. • fifteen pound infant will 

aacrt a force of three hundred pound* In a twenty mile per hu-ir elision Set IIHS, A n  E v o lu -  
l i o n  o f  A 4 u h  C la ip in f  S lr tn g ik  f o r  R r i t r o ln in g  lo p - I I r M  In fu n it . ditcutted in I I H S  Statu* 
R a r o a r  4  (Mar. 19, 1979).

21. Automatic restraint system* are being ph»«ot in over several year* with large cars 

* *  lag Urgtted first. All n e w  cart will have to meet the requirement by the 1914 mode! year. 

49C.F.R. |  S71 20* (1979).
21, O n e  survey found that about seventy percent of the nearly 9 0 0 0  chiMrcn observed In 

motor vehicle* were riding if the back scat. Rksinger A  Williams. Emluation o f Progrtmi
D**lgn*4l lo Inert*!* Ik* ProtttUon o f CkllJrtn In Co/i. fil Prnuraic* 210. 2IA (1971).

2). S t *  C o m m e n t ,  O ccupo n l P ro te c tio n  in  A t t lo m o k t l* ! , 27 Am U. L. Kiv. 4)) (1971) 
for a thorough discuss ion of automatic restraint systems.
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o f that state’s traffic accidents in 1977 wc-c caused by unrestrained 
children who had distracted the driver o f the vehicle in which they 
were riding. Children who fell off the seal or interfered with the op­
eration o f the motor vehicle were, in many instances, found to have 
been the direct cause o f a crash.**

A ll o f the problems discussed above would be fe a t ly  alleviated 
by the use o f CRDs. Expert^ in the held generally agree that the 
number o f children killed and injured in automobile accidents would 
be minimized—-some claim by as much as ninety percent— if CPDs 
were consistently and properly used.*' Yet recent data shows that 
only seven percent o f the children riding on the nation’s roads are 
adequately secured for protection against possible harm.*' Parents 
who wear their own seatbelts while transporting their children have 
been found to use child restraints more than any other group. Yet 
even in that situation, only twenty-two percent o f the passenger chil­
dren were secured by a C RD  or seatbelt.*1 The great number o f chil­
dren Isurmed, coupled with the low voluntary usage rate o f adequate 
restraints, has led to a growing interest in a statutory solution to this 
public health problem.

T h e  S t a t u t e s
The held o f automobile safety is one which legislators enter with 

trepidation. Traditional public hostility toward regulation o f individ­
ual driving habits has led to a reluctance to impose safety require­
ments on individual drivers. Public sentiment was so strong against 
the federally mandated seatbelt-ignilion interlock system," for ex­
ample, that Congress was forced to repeal the measure less than a

24. This study was s u m m a n t e d  In M i c h i g a n  Association F o k  TnAffic Safety, 

F O R M A T S ,  CkiU  A n m * *  Safrty Newt (Feb. I W )

25. A  study of criikca done In  W u h i n | | i N  suie by Or. R o b e d  G. Scheri. for 

c u o i p k ,  concludes that “|l)he difference between deaths and disablinf injuries be 

bar sen Ike restrained and unrestrained pre-school children w as highly significant. If 

tfl of Ike children in Ike 0-5 age group had been restrained al the lime of the 

accident, then Ike . . . deaths m a y  have been rcdu cd from 124 lo IJ ( d o w n  9 0 % )  

an d  disabling injuries reduced from 714 to 2)1 "

Alter, rupee note 9, al 10.

T h e  rrdwcsKM in injuries in lbs Washington iludy is about ))%. a rale very similar lo that 

obtained by enalyiing accidents involving children undrr fifteen years of age in North C a r o­

lina. T h e  Nor i k  Carolina study found tkal **|u|we of restraints reduced the injury rale by 1 9 %  

In Ike fr o m  seel en d  by > 1 %  in beck.** W i l U m a  A  Zador. ruprn note 14. nl 10.

24. Williami, rupee note ).

27. U . at 1114.
25. T h e  acelbclt-ignilion interlock system prevented a vehicle's engine from being 

started until seatbelts were buckled A n  annoying b u n e r  sounded if seatbelts were unfastened 

while Ike scat wea occupied.
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year after i» went into effect.1* This public hostility explains the ab­
sence o f m; ndatory seatbelt-use laws in any o f the states.

The so rewhat warmer reception given to CRD-use laws in state 
legislatirc' is undoubtedly due to the age o f those who would benefit 
from such legislation. Because infants and young children are com­
pletely dependent on others for their yell-being, state law has histor­
ically provided for their health and safety when those charged with 
their care fail adequately to do so.** The effectiveness and practical­
ity o f  extending state protection to children as automobile passengers 
will be evaluated by examining the various CRD  statutes which have 
been proposed.

. \  V i *• *
T h e  E x is t in g  La w s

"L * r ^
Two states hs/e succeeded in passing CRD  legislation: Tennes­

see*1 end Rhode Island.*1 The pioneering Tennessee statute, which 
went iiuo effect it the beginning o f 1978, requires that all children 
under the age o' four be secured in a CRD  when riding in a vehicle 
owned and operated by their parents.** Exemptions are allowed for 
children riding on other passengers’ laps, and for children riding in 
recreational vans and certain trucks.** The penalty for breaking this 
law is a moderate fine; and proof o f the violation cannot be raised in 
civil suits for negligence.**

29. IS U.S.C. I MI0b(b)(l)(B) (1974).

50. See t o t  accompanying note* SJ-92 M / m .

51. T i n n . C o o t  A n n . | JS-9-3W(b) (I9S0).

12. R. I. Gin. Laws | 31-22-22 (1980)
33. T i n n . C o o t  A n n . | 95-9-214 (1910):

(b) Effective January I, 1971, every parent or kgal guardian ot • child under the 
[  age of four (4) y e a n  raiding in thn tiale iball be mpontible. w h e n  Irtnipoeting hit

child In ■ motor vehicle o w n e d  by Ihit parent or guardian operated on the road- 

wayi, attceta oe highway* of thia alatc. for providing for the protection of hia child 

a n d  properly naing t child paatenger rcatrainl ayatem meeting federal motor vehicle 

aafety aUndarda. or aaauring that auch child h  held in the armt of an older pcrion 

riding a* a paaaengcr in the motor vehicle Provided that the term "motor vehicle" 

a* taaed in thia paragraph ahall not apply to recreational veh :lca of the truck or van 

type. Provided further that the term "motor vehicle" u  vied in thia paragraph ahall 

not apply to irwcka having a tonnage rating of one (I) Ion or more. Provided that it 

n o  event ahall fa lure to wear a child paaacngcr rcatrainl ayatem be contk.-rrd a 

contributory negligence, aor ahal. auch failuu lo wear aaid child paaainger rcatrainl 

ayatem b« admtaaible aa evidence in the Inal of any civil action

(c) Violation of any prouiaion of thia auction ta hereby declared a miadr m a n o r  and 

anyone convicted of any auch vkalion ahall be fined . . . not leaa than two dotlan 

(J) 00) nor m o r e  than ten dollari (110 00) for each violation of aubacction (b) of 

thia aeciion.
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#> From a safety standpoint, thcjnost controversial provision of
/this law is the so-called C ba Les-in-annO exemption.** Holding a 
child in a passenger's arn-s tuuTBocn shown to be an entirely made* 
quite substitute for the use of a restraint/1 and there is hope among .

the original sponsors of the Tennessee law that this exemption @T)-- 
be repealed at some future dap:.** Unfortunately, similar provisions 

V were included in bills introduced in four other states.**
A second aspect of the Tennessee laŵ  which may lessen its ef­

fectiveness is that it applies only td jparcnts"who are transporting 
jlheir own children. Although the majority'oTchildrea less than four 
yean old arc likely to be driven by a parent whenever they ride in a 
vehicle, the provision may nevertheless lead to enforcement 
problems. Since most children carry no identification, the temptation 
for any parent or guardian to simply assert that he is, for example,

1980] CHILD SAFETY IN AirTOMOBILES 131

• ?i 

fiS
A* 4' '• the child's urdc or babysitter when stopped for a possible violation 

iui evident. A police officer faced with such a statement would in 
icaany cases jack probable cause to go forward and issue a citation.4* -  

Tennessee's final exempting provision, which excludes trucks 
tad vans from the law's application, was probably viewed as a prac­
tical necessity because of the limited seating which is available in 
those vehicles. The addition oj a further provision requiring that re­
straints be used if seating were available would strengthen the pro- -  . . . .  . - -

jt.AV 
. •

, .-.'/I

lectivc purpose of the law while still acknowledging those practical 
coocerns.

A CRD-usc law with quite different provisions went into effect 
in Rhode Island in July of 1980.41 Unlike the Tennessee statute, this

v< «*

‘V*,.

M . The coemption allowed for children who ride c . aaotber pa area per‘a Up wm added 
M M  amendment hy eoc o f Ihe bill's opponenti. He arjtued that the happxx day o f hi* daa|h- 
«aVh life was whca the br jvght bet aew Uby  Inane from ib t hoapiui m her anna sad that (be 
law woe Id deny Ihu pleasure to other acw aanWert. It »»« feared that the Uw would am be 

t paaaad it the cacaiptiow were removed. K. Snnderv Effttitoe tutmctiom With S f U  L rgu l4*
'■ •ft-. • iflunae (paper prorated u  Ihe Child Patarrmer Safely Conference. U. o f Tenu. T ram f . Cculer,

y . , ,  May 10, I97S. available from Action far Child Transportation Safety).
37. Sot Mat accompanying not \ 17*20 rupra 
M . Saadcri. ra/w.t aorc )6

p p , • « ^ ^ r39. This Ua |ua (<  was iacledcd ia billi Mlrodeo**1 • .  Winnie. I -rriram . New H u ip . 
* ‘ I hire, aad New Jcney, atone o f which patted ACTS. sop.M note S.

„  , ’ . j v , , 40. rrobable caaac u n l i  when Ihe factl sad circaimlaaora wtrUa the a ff ia r ' i knowl-
. m ’ odje are twftcirnt ia ihemietvca lo  warrant a belief hy a man o f reasonable caution that an

idfanaa haa been commuted Brinegar v. Umtxl Stale*. ) ) •  U S . 140. 175-74 (1949). Mart 
‘ A m  mere suspicion u required Henry v. Uruled Silica. M l U S . 9S, 101 (1959).

41. R. I. Gt»r. Law* | 51*22-22 (I9S0):
Child 7 l a u | t r  Rcitraiat Sytiema. Any ixnon iraatfMrnnp a child three ( J )  yean 
o f age ar undri ia lha front acal o f a motor vehicle operated an ihe readwaye, 
rtrects or ht|hwayt o f lhaa Male, wtU gravida lo r Ihe pror action of Ihe chtld aod

»r*

r. V
"r i •«

•;*. 11
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law applies to all persons driving in Rhode Island and therefore 
avoids the potential enforcement problems posed by a “parcnts-only" 
provision. The unique feature of Rhode Island’s law is that it re* 
quires CRD use by children under the age of four only while they 
are riding in the front seat of a vchicjp.41 The law thus addresses the 
most hazardous practices of unrestrained, or on-lap, front seat travel, 
but fails to provide protec uon for the majority of child passengers: 
those who ride in the bad seat.4'  A more stringent bill, to be intro­
duced in the South Dakota legislature,44 would provide the added 
protection. That bill would require that children ride in the back seat 
a n d  be secured in the vehicle’s available seatbelts whenever possible. 
Should it be necessary for a child to be transported in the front seat, 
a restraint device appropriate for the child’s age and size, such as is 
required in Rhode Island, would have to be used.
P t n d i n g  L e g i s la t i o n :  £ n e  F u r t h e r  O p t io n s

The majority of CRD legislation introduced in other states is 
similar to the Tennessee law, but without the “babes-in-arms” ex- 
emptior. * These statutes typically would require that a parent who b driving his own vehicle must have his young children secured in 
CRDs. The protected class of children is most often limited to those 
younger than four years, or alternatively, to those who weigh less 
than forty pounds.44 These age and weight limitations provide conve­
nient lines for the legislators to draw, since they encompass tho class 
•

i ■■ ,,-■■■■ - ■--------------------------- — .............................................  ■■ — -----------

property wm a child passenger ratraint system approved by Ihe United Stale* De­
partment o f Traiuportaiion under Federal Standard 213, provided that in no event 
(*hall| failure lo  wear a child passenger reatraint ayttem be coniidered a* contribu­
tory n*|li|*noc. nor phalli »’ ch failure to wear u id  child passcngct . -Mraint sys- 
Um be ndmisslblc at evidence in the trial o f any civil action.

Any f er»on deemed lo be in violation of this tcction ahall be iuucd a citation 
with a I m  o f fifteen (S I 3.00) ddlsrs and it will be recorded on u id  pcrton'i driving 

i record within the rvlee and rt|u la lioaa governing Section 31-4).
41  / /
4 ) . While one atudy found that a “ bad teat location red* ced the injury rale by 21% 

among u fC tlrsUed child pauengert and by IS% among rctlrS'tcd children," it further con­
cluded that r t i l rained children arc u fc r than thou who arc unrestrained, rcgardlcu of their 
poaition In a vehicle. Witliami A Zador. rupra note 16. a; 71.

44. The South Dakota propoaal ia described in ACTS, in/wo note 3.
45. Aritona H.B. 2411 (defea -d in committee); Colorado II.B . 1440 (defeated in the 

House); Michigan substitute for II.B . 5327; Minnesota II B 136 and S B. 274; N'braska Leg. 
•  7V. North Carolina II.B . 1011 (defeated); North Dakota I I  B 14**0 (defeated); Oregon 
H.B. 2667 (defeated in the House); Washington H U  19V and S B 219} (withdrawn by t port­
io n ); Wisconsia Aimb. B. 747. Tha sponsors o f many o f the defeated bills plan lo rtiniroduca 
I best respective proposals ACTS, rupea note 5.

44. U.



of passengers for whom CRDs arc typically designed.47 Also, by 
drafting legislation concerned with CRD use only, legislators can 
minimize the political and public opposition which would accompany 
a more far-reaching r estraint-use law.

The four year age limit is not universal, however. California has 
a bill pending which would encourage the use of appropriate re­
straint systems for all children under the age of sixteen.4* This bill is 
designed primarily to educate :he public and would allow law en­
forcement officers to issue verbal cazard warnings, but not citations, 
to non-complying motorists. Other age variations are found in the 
South Dakota legislation mentioned above,4* which would apply to 
children up to thirteen years of age, and in a Maryland bill which 
would require restraint use for the protection of children who are 
leas than eight.**

Proposed CRD laws also vary in their determination of who will 
be responsible for complying with their respective terms. As noted, 
the majority would hold only parents or legal guardians liable for the 
failure to use restraint devices. Statutes with broader coverage usu­
ally are written to apply to all resident drivers,*1 or to the drivers of 
all vehicles which are registered in the enacting state.** One novel 
variation is the New York proposal,** which would impose a penalty 
on both the driver of a vehicle in which an unrestrained child was 
riding, and the vehicle owner who knowingly permitted a child to be 
transported in that manner.

Other provisions which may be incorporated into some proposed 
statutes include a ban on carrying passengers in the cargo areas of 
hatchbacks, station wagons, and pickup trucks,44 and on the practice 
of buckling one seatbelt around two people.*4 One exemption under 
consecration i. some states allows children with medical problems
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47. Soe note 2 tups*.
41. California Aimb. B. 1191. ACTS, supra note S.
49. See note 44 and accompanying led  supra.
50. Maryland H.B. 33, ACTS, supra note S.
31. St* , e.g.. Maryland H.B. 3 ), ACTS, supra note S.
92. See. e.g.. Colorado H.B. 1440, ACTS, supra note 5.
33. New York S B 2623, ACTS, supra note 3.
34. See. e.g.. MaaaachuKtla S B. 1269 which would prohibit the carrying o f paucngcra 

ia open true La. ACTS, supra no(c 3. Thia particular proviaion haa been enacted by city ordi­
nance in Ogden, Utah. Thu Avc year old law forbtda pcrtona from riding in any pcMion o l a 
motor vehicle not deaigned or intended for uac by paiacngcn. It further malrea il illegal to 
operate a motor vehicle while any peraoo ia atanding on the vehicle-! acati. M ic h ig a n  Auoct* 
a n on  ron T aa rn c  S a r irv , FORMATS, ChUJ tassrtigrr S a / t iy  /V>vi 4 (Apr. 1910).

93. See. e.g.. Maryland II.B  33; Waihington H.B 199 and S B 2B93. ACTS, supra



■ '’4 ■which may make the use of a CRD impossible, to travel without 
being secured in such a device.*4 To avoid possible abuse of this pro­
vision, a doctor's certificate of exemption would be required by some 

• statutes.”
In combining any of luese provisions into a workable child re­

straint law, the interest in maximizing safety should be balanced 
against considerations of fairness ana, practicality. The statutes must 
be flexible. For example, a large family that can afford only a small 
car with inadequate seating for all family members should not be 
subject to a penalty each time they venture onto the public roads. A 
law which requires the use of CRDs for available seating and which 
further requires all unrestrained children to ride in the back scat 
might best accomodate both safety concerns and tight family 
budgets.

Flexibility and compromise is also necessary in striking a rea­
sonable balance between the strictness of a restraint law's provisions 
and the determination of who will be subject to the law’s terms. For 
example, a requirement that CRDs be obtained and used would be 
less controversial under a law that applies only to parents and legal 
guirdians, rather than to all in-state drivers. Conversely, statutes 
which apply to all drivers might require only that the vehicle's avail­
able seatbelts be used for the protection of children. Under a law of 
the latter type, parents could still be encouraged to obtain CRDs by 
other means, such as by allowing a tax credit as an incentive for 
their purchase. The tax credit incentive is presently under considera­
tion in some states.*4
C o s t s  a n d  E n fo r c e m e n t

•
The burden which would be imposed on members of the public 

by requiring them to obtain CRDs should not be view d as an insur­
mountable problem. The cost of these devices, get. rally between 
twenty and forty-five dollars,** is no. unreasonable when it is consid­
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, 34. Mcmbcn o f Action for Child .Vaiu potation Safely find eicmptions for “ physical or
medical" reasons unacceptable and ar|tie that children unable lo sal in Ihe typical car seal 
MyW CRD  — because o f a bulky can or pcrhapa some birth defect —  are nevertheless entitled 
to protection. They suggest larger shield or harness type restraints as alternatives. ACTS, 
tu p ra  note 3. S t t  o h o  L. Schneider, i .  Melvin, C .E. Councy, Im p a c t S le d  T e n  E v a lu a t io n  o f  
K e t t ra ln l  S y t le m t  V ie d  In  T ra n tp o tta t io a  o f  H a n d ica p p e d  C h ild re n  (paper presented lo  the 
Society o f Automotive f ngincers, Detroit 1979) discussed in IIHS S tatus R iro a r  S (Mar. 
19. 1979).

37. See. e.g., Colorado I I  B 1440; Massachusetts S B. 1097, ACTS, tu p ra  note 3.
31. See. e.g.. Michigan S  B 394, ACTS, tu p ra  note 3.
39. Ses note 2 tu p ra .

t
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ered that a CRD provides up to four years of protection and that 
each CRD can be re-used by several children. The price of the de­
vice could simply be considered, along with license plates, safety in­
spections, and insurance, as one of the costs of owning and operating 
a motor vehicle.

On the other hand, £RD legislation would probably receive 
greater public accept*.. ;c* if it vvere accompanied by programs 
designed to minimize the cost of compliance. Legislative efforts to­
ward this end could include the tax credit mentioned above and, pos­
sibly, Medicaid coverage of CRD purchases for the poor. It has been 
suggested that Medicaid payments for CRDs could be justified 
under the same theory that applies to childhood vaccinations—that 
such devices constitute effective preventive medicine.40

As an alternative to government help, many innovative private 
programs offer means of keeping compliance costs down. Examples 
include CRD rental programs which have been successfully estab­
lished in several parts of the country, as well as programs which of­
fer used restraint devices for sale at minimal cost.41 A different ap­
proach has been implemented by one insurance company which 
provides CRDs to its insured families without charge, thereby 
spreading the cost of the devices among all of its policy holders.44 
Thus, several possibilities exist in both the government and private 
sectors which could minimize the financial burden imposed by CRD- 
use laws.

A final concern about the practicality of these statutes centers 
on the enforcement problems that they may present, although these 
problems appear to be no greater than those which accompany many 
other traffic regulations. As in the case of driving without a valid 
license, which is against the law44 but usually goes undetected, CRD 
violations might often be found only after the driver of the car is 
stopped for another infraction. More likely, an officer would simply

•0 . Action for Child Transportation Safely l» amo ,g those group* exploring ihe pouibil* 
ky ot Medicaid payment* for CRD  purchaae*. Allowing auch payment! wai urged by the 
safety coordinator of a pediatric preventive medicine program in tcalimony before Ihe llouac 
Commerce Subcommittee on Oversight ind Investigation. IIHS S ta tu s R iroaT  7 (May 17. 
197*).

S I . Several auch programs art dcKitbed in Child ra u ta g tr So ftly  Ntwt, tupra note
24.

42. Robert E. Vandcrb-ck, president o f the League General Insurance Companies o f 
Southfield, Michigan told Ihe House Ccmmcicc Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigation
that “ |l)h« program . . . makes economic rcnu and we believe will be cotl effective —  it will 
pey for itself through reduced claims.'* IIHS Status R r ro a t  6 (May 17, 1979).

42. S tt, e g , C o lo . R iv . S ia t . |  4J-2 I0 I (1 97 )).



* , 
notice a child standing on the seat of a vehicle or riding on another
person's lap and then pull that vehicle over in order to issue a ticket 
to the driver. Children traveling in dangerous positions are often visi­
ble to other motorists on the road and no extraordinary surveillance 
techniques would be needed by police charged v :th halting *hat 
practice.

\
T h e  P o u p e  P o w e r

Each state possesses authority to pass laws which protect the 
health, safety, or welfare of the public.** This authority is an inher­
ent aspect of the state's sovereignty and is known as its police 
power.** In determining the validity of any legislation passed pursu­
ant to this power, courts typically employ a two-step analysis. Such a 
law will be upheld if it furthers a legitimate state objective and if the 
means employed to attain it are reasonably related to that end.**
A  L e g i t im a t e  O b je c t iv e

An appropriate state objective has been held to be any one 
which promotes or protects the public welfare.*7 This definition is 
elastic enough to encompass the wide variety of laws which are en­
acted in response to changing public needs. The shift from an agra­
rian to an industrial society, for example, created the need for regu­
lations such as workmen’s safety, pure food, and urban housing and 
sanitation laws.** More recently, the public welfare concep has been 
expanded to include rent control laws,** anti-deccptive credit prac­
tice laws,7* and anti-billboard and landmark preservation statutes
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64. See Berman v. Parker. 341 U.S. 36. 32 (1934); Eail New York Bank v. Hahn. 326 
UJS. 230, 232 (1943); Nebbia v. New York, 291 U2S. 302, 323 (1934); License Caica. 46 U S . 
(3  How.) 304, 313 (1*47).

63. The term "police power** appear* to have been firtt used by ju i lk c  Marahall in 
Brown v. Maryland, 23 U.S. (12 Wh.) 419,433 (1827). I l it a residuary power, one which wat 
retained by the atatca after certain enumerated powert had been trantferred lo  Ihe new federal 
government.

66. “ To justify the atate in . . . intr /osing iti authority in behalf o f Ihe public, it mutt 
appear, firtt, that the interests o f the public . . . require tuch interference, and, tccond, that 
the mean* are reasonably necessary for the accomplishment of Ihe purpose, and not unduly 
oppressive upon Individuals." Goldblall v. Hempstead, 369 U S  390, 394-93 (1962) quoting 
Lawton v. Steele, 132 U S. 133, 137 (1194)

67. S i* . * g.. In re Interrogatories of the Governor, 97 Colo. 317, 393, 32 P.2d 663, 667
(1933) which notes that this power it as * broad at the public welfare."

61. S t*  Moriaaettc v. United Slates. 342 U S . 246, 233-34 (1932).
69. Hutton Park Gardens *. West Orange Town Council. 61 N J. 343, 330 A.24 I

(1*73 ).
70. Birkenficld v. City o f Berkeley, 17 Cal.3d 129, 50 "  2d 1001, 130 Cal. Rptr. 463 

(1976).
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designed to protect the aesthetic features of an area.”
Regulations such as these can be viewed as an attempt to re* 

dress an unequal balance of power. When members of the public are 
faced with some threat with which they cannot deal on an individual 
level, the constitutional nidic known as the police power has enabled 
(he state to attempt to protect their well-being by regulating the con­
duct of those who do have the power and ability to mitigate the po­
tential harm. Thus, the acts of the employer, the manufacturer, and 
the polluter may be regulated for the benefit of the worker, the con­
sumer, and the public at large.

The CRD statutes fit easily into this pattern. In parsing these 
laws, states are seeking to protect a particularly powerless class of 
people by regulating the behavior of those in the best position to 
minimize the risk to that class. Insofar as they seek to promote 
safety, these statutes are at the core of the police power doctrine.”

H i g h w a y  R e g u l a t i o n s . Specifically, CRD legislation is ad­
dressed to the problem of highway safety, an area in which the states 
have extensively exercised their rule-making power*.” Since the arri­
val of the automobile, both drivers and vehicles have been subjected 
to a variety of statutory requirements designed to protect the driving 
and riding public. In evaluating the validity of CRD laws as high­
way safety regulations, a useful analogy can be drawn from the mo­
torcycle helmet laws which, like CRD laws, mandated the use of 
specialized equipment.

The controversial helmet laws, which swept the country approx-■ 
imately a decade ago, were sustained as valid police power legisla­
tion by the ovcrwhelnvag majority ui courts which faced thr issue.” 
The Colorado Supreme Court’s di'sussion in the case of L o v e  v. 
B e l P • is typical of many of these opinions. As with most of the 
courts across the country which addressed the problem, the Colorado

71. Pmn Central Tramp Co v. New York. 4 )1  U S . 104, 129 (1971); John Donncly A 
Sona v. 4 ) )  F. Supp. 1272 (S  O. Me. I97S).

7 1  Kelley V. Johnton. 42 ) U S . 2)S. 247 (1976).
7 ) . jOMlh Caroline lfi|hway Dept v. Barnwell Broe . M» U S . 1.17 (1 9 )1 ); Bibb v. 

Navajo FreljM  *.me*. )J 9  U S  )2 0  (1 9 )9 ); People v. Brown. 174 Colo. 319. 4 1 ) P.2d 500 
(1971); Zaba v Motor Vehicle D iv„ IS ) Colo. ) ) ) .  316 P.2d 6 )4  (1 9 7 ))

74. Hclm:t lU tutci were uruck down in only two of the thirty line* m ica in which 
they were chai enjed; lllinoti. People v. Friee, 42 III 2d 446. 2 )0  N.E.2d 149 (1969) and 
Michigan, American Motorcycle Auociation v. Davidt. I I  Mich. App 331. 1 )1 N.W.2d 72 
(1961). The Mic. ‘ ttn  Supreme Court upheld a very timilar municipal law acveral year* later 
U  City o f Adrian v Poucher. ) 9 I  Mich ) I6 . 247 N.W.2d 798 (1976). The helmet caiea era 
collected in )2  A L D M 1270

75. 171 Cob- 27. 46 ) P.2d I I I  (1970).
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J court studiously avoided the most salient issue which grew out of the 
•\| helmet legislation, the issue of whether mandatory self-protection 

. and of regulating a person for his own good was a valid state objec­
tive.’* Instead, the court sought to find some benefit which the hel- 

v-v met statutes provided tcCother)highwav users in order to sustain the 
V| law. It found one such benefit in' ttw economic area, noting the ‘‘taws’ 

may be passed within the police power to protect the public from 
■$* financial loss.”” In drawing upon a record which showed a higher 
‘ frequency of serious head injuries and deaths among bare-headed 

riders than among those who wore helmets, the court ruled that the 
law protected the public's financial health since it prevented motor- 

' ists involved in accidents with motorcycles “from being required to 
v- respond in damages more neavily than might be the case if the mo- 
I (orcyclc driver and ■Passenger were wearing helmets.”” Other courts 
. also employed the “financial health" argument and cited increased 
V, public medical and welfare costs which would have to be paid to 

disabled cyclists, as well as higher insurance rates.1'
• V Most of the helmet law opinions did not rest solely on this eco- 

. Domic protection analysis, but also sought some connection between 
helmets and the public's physical well-being. Many courts found 
such a connection in the “flying debris” theory, which is based upon 
the hypothesis that an unprotected cyclist might be struck in the 
head by loose gravel or other objects thrown up by passing vehicles, 
thereby causing the cyclist to lose control and possibly cause an acci- 

-.j dent** The courts were unswayed by the argument that such a chain 
of events had never been known to have occurred.

If CRDs are substituted for helmets in the analysis above, the 
reasoning employed in the typical helmet case not only remains valid 
but is, in fact, strengthened. As with helmets, CRDs offer the poten- 
tial for mitigating physical, and therefore, financial damages rcsult- 
Infl from highway accidents. More importantly, a CRD law would 
not leave a court having to strain for a “loose gravel” rationale in

m  - v -  ________________________________________________

74. Few ooorli were willing lo  (round their opinion! Ofi the telf-protectmg atpcct of 
helmet tc|iilalioo. Two u k i  which did dtwuu Ihu iuuc were People *. Carmichael, So M i k . 
Id  3SS, 2SI N .Y ii ld  9 )1  (IM S ) (l4«le hat an inleretl in prewiring »' on*, healthy citiiena)
•nd Su ie  v. M ck, 10) N.J. Super. ) ) ) ,  247 A.2d 176 (1962) (it iie  her an inlareal in protect­
ing poopie from their own carcleuntaa).

77. 171 Colo. al )J . 46S P 2d at 121.
75. 171 Colo, at 3 ) . 4 6 ) P.2d M 121-22.
79. S tt . « | ,  State v. Anderaor-. )  N C, App. 124, 164 S E 2d 41 (1 96 )), 273

N r .  IAS. 164 S E  2d 49 (1969).
10. St*  171 Colo, a l J )- )4 , 4 6 ) P.2d at 122 and the caret cited therein.
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searching for a connection between the rcr.ulalion and the physical 
safety o f non-rcgulaicd members of the public. In contrast to the 
helmet law discussions on this point, the potential beneficiaries j f  
C R D  legislation are not hypothetical; their existence is clearly docu- 
mented in the "0-4 years" column of each state 's accident reports.

T he m andatory helm et statu tes arc perhaps on the periphery of 
valid police legislation. They raise the difficult problem o f the extent 
to which an individual can befrcgulated for his own good. Shifting 
political attitudes on ju st this point have resulted in the repeal of 
helm et laws in twenty-eight o f the forty-nine states which originally 
enacted them.*1 The notion of protecting a person against him self is 
not a  factor in C R D  legislation, howe.er, for it. requiring the use o f 
child restraints the sta te  is attem pting »» p ^ tc c t  those ynimg tn 
m ake rational choices in their own best i; *crcst, In this vein, it is 
interesting to note th a t oi those states which repealed helm et laws, 
nearly two-thirds reenacted such legislation applicable only to 
minors.**

Pa u  Patriae. T he sta te 's  interest in the well-being o f its 
youth rf ancient origin. Plato believed tha t the good of the sta te  as 
a whole justified the regulation o f child-rearing practices.** His pu­
pil, Aristotle, differed on this point, suggesting that regulations were 
necessary only to  protect the interests of the individual child.*4 These 
two theories have survived to the present and are often meshed with 
a  th ird  concern, an  interest in preserving the family structu re  as the 
basic unit in society.*0

I I .  California it l ie  only tU lc  never to have enacted helmet le|nl*t»on A summary o f 
Um recent aUtu* ot bclnvu Uwt in thin country, including dale* ot enactment, repeal and 
pending Icgiaialion U ccrnp.led In IIH S  S ta tu * Rarwar 5 8 (Apr. 10, 1979).

82. U
S3, r u t  to , R iru a u c  Bk. V '£ . Hamilton A II. Cairni, ed*., T i l l C o iL tc r to  D tv  

IM U O  o r  P la t o  1941, at 4 9 l-7 0 i) , mtmtomJ M Meyer v Ncbraika, 262 U S . )90 , 401*2 
(l«)>-

14. AatSTOTLf. P o u t io  J2-J ) docuued in Kkin fdd , Tht B ila n c e  o f tow tr Among 
In/oolt. Tkfir Pn/rr** nnd ik t Slot*. 4 Fam I .  Q  410 411 12 (1970).

15. See teat accompanying notet 105-08, in/m An ctample of the mtciwc.- 'ng of these 
ideal* ia Ike p r** :ibk  lo  the Colorado t  hildrcn'a Code. Co l o  R iv .S taT . |  19 1 -102 (197 )): 
The general auembiy declare* that the purpoae* o f that title art

(a ) To aecurc for rack child luhject to tneae provition* iwch care and guidance, 
preferably In hia own home, u  will beat aerve bit wdfi.r* and Ike inlcrcata of 
aodaly;
(b ) To jrcacrvt and urenglhen family lie* whenever pouiblc, including improve­
ment ot home environ mem.
(C) To rcmo»* a child from ihe cuitody o f  hit parcnli only when hi* welfare and
aafcty or Ihe protection o f Ihe public would otherwiie lie endangered, and
(d ) To aecurc for any child removed from the cuihdy of hit parent* the neccaaary



Tbe Platonic theory was mentioned more often in early cases 
dealing with child-related legislation than it is today. For instance, in 
sustaining the state’s compulsory schooling law, the Colorado Su­
preme Court in 1927 stated flatly that ”(t]he state, for it* own pro­
tection, may require children to be educated. This needs no cita­
tion.’̂  This “flood-of-tbo-statc” Approach is also reflected in 
statutory provisions, such a* those which override parental objections 
to immunization whenever a community is threatened with an 
epklentic "

Statutes usually demonstrate a more Aristotelian concern for 
tbe welfare of individual children, rather than for the stale as a 
whole. Examples are child abuse laws,*4 ch.!-' labor laws,*4 and those 
mandating specific medical procedures to pu *nt blindness** am? 
mental retardation*1 in newborns. The “child prot ction” .ationile is 
also died frequently by state courts since the Uni ed States Supreme 
Court ha* stated that M(t]he well-being of it* children is of 'xxinc a 
subject within the State's constitutiu..«. ic ccguuie. . . .”44

Although CRD legislation arguably benefits the state as a whole 
by preserving the health of future productive citizens and by rcduc- 
Ing the number of tho~. who might require tona-terrn rubU Aid be- ^  
cause oTautomobilc injuries, its primary purpose is to prevent need­
less harm from being inflicted upon young children. This latter goal 
la an entirely appropriate one, as has previously been shown. The 
question that remains is whether requiring individual driven to ob­
tain and use child restraints is a reasonable method of attaining that 
objective.
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R e a s o n a b l e  M e a n s

The Icgi 'Mure is given wide discretion in implementing its 
gotls, and * picsumption of validity attaches to each statute it en­
acts.** In 1 rder to rebut this presumption, an opponent must prove 
that a law, when applied, violates some provision of the slate or fed­
eral constitution,*4 or that the law does not reasonably relate to tbe 
state's objective in passing it.** The question of its "reasonableness" 
is, In fact, the central issue in any challenge to a police power 
regulation.**

Most statutes promulgated under the police power seek to pro­
tect, public welfare by regulating conduct in the manufacturing and 
professional sectors. Individual bcluvior may also legitimately be 
regulated so long as tbe burden impose-* does not infringe on a fun­
damental right.** A mere showing **ioat in its operation a police 
measure may increase their labor, decrease the value of their prop­
erty or otherwise inconvenience individuals" will not suffice to render 
a taw void.*4 Securing a cbild in a CRD before each automobile trip 
may at times be inconvenient, but the question of coocern to a re­
viewing court would be whether a taw mandating that action in­
fringes upon a fundamental right.

An oppooent of CRD legislation could claim that any one of 
several rights are infringed upon by such a law: the right to parental 
autonomy** and privacy,1** the right to equal protection under the
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mm. tor u s  ii.)) (i*o)). c*r w  n  tm* • ) ■■■*. 220 us. 402. soaoo. « w
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a*' •law;1** and the right to free and unrestricted travel between the 

stales.'** The last claim can be quickly dispensed with by once again 
analogizing to the helmet cases, which consistently held that the 
right to travel was not unreasonably restricted by requiring motorcy­
clists to obtain and use a relatively inqcpcnsive piece of safety equip­
ment.1** This right was not infringed'cvcn though the helmet stat­
utes were written to apply to all, and dot just resident, motorcyclists 
travelling on tbe enacting state's roads.*** The CRD laws are not as 
broad as the helmet statutes since they typically apply only to resi­
dent parents or to those driving vehicles registered in the enacting 
state. Non-resident tourists therefore would not be subject to the 
law's provisions.

P a r e n t a l  A u t o n o m y  a n d  Privacy. The allocation of power be­
tween parent and state in making decisions concerning the best in­
terests of the child is always a sensitive issue. Supreme Court cases 
bave “consistently recognized that the parents' claim to authority in 
tbdr own household to direct the rearing of their children is basic in 
tbe structure of our society."'** Indeed, the integrity of Ihe family 
unit has found protection in tbe Due Process'** and Equal Protec­
tion*** Clauses of tbe fourteenth amendment and in the ninth 
amendment1*"

Despite this high regard for t*; family unit, laws which restrict 
parental autonomy in order to further the welfare of children are 
usually sustained. Such laws are struck down only if they arc arbi­
trary and capricious. For example, a law attempting to promote good 
dtisauhip by banning tbe leaching of foreign languages in elemen­
tary schools was struck down in M e y t r  v. N t b r a i k a  on these 
grounds.1** Similarly, if the state's objective in passing tbe law is not 
sufficiently compelling to overcome a parental objection based on a

HU fntiiw>il rvjku i m M i  U m  ” i * |M  at pfrtaaa) pn*wj, m  a fwaraataa W car.
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freedom of religion claim it will be held void.”'
CRD statutes could not be invalidated under either theory. 

These laws are narrowly drawn, requiring the use of an effective, 
readily available device designed specifically for the purpose of pro* 
tccting children in motor vehicles, and are therefore not vulnerable 
to charges of arbitrariness on caprice. Nor could these lav/*, which 
are essentially traffic safety i^gulntions, conceivably be suoject to 
any objections based on religious grounds. In short, thr statement 
that it is fundamental . . . that paternal rights must yield to tbe 
interest and welfare of the child'"11 would appear to be particularly 
uncontroversial when applied to the issue of highway safety.

Parental rights are based to a large extent on the broader claim 
of a right to privacy—.he “right to be let alone/" 1* This broader 
right itself is not unreasonably infringed upon by traffic regulations, 
as aptly pointed out by the Wisconsin Supreme Court:

There is no place where any such right to be let -wne would 
be less asscrtible than on a modern highway. . . . When one 
ventures onto .ch a highway, he must be expected and re- 

. quired to conform to public safety regulations and controls, 
including some that would neither have been necessary nor 
reasonable in the era of horse-drawn vehicles.'"
E q u a l  Protection. CRD statutes distinguish between children 

less than four years old and all other highway users. If a court were 
convinced that no rational basis existed for this distinction, it could 
void such legislation on the ground that it denies the public equal 
protection under the law. A statutory discrimination will not be in­
validated, however, if any state of facts reasonably can be conceived 
to justify it.'"

When reviewing CRD legislation, a court could rely on several 
supporting factors to sustain the legist Uure's classification. A court 
could find that members of the statutorily created class of children 
four years of age or younger face a grester risk of injury or death 
than do others in accident situations, are incapable of making ra­
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tionsl choices to further their self-preservation, and are not afforded 
the same degree of protection by existing safety belts as are older 
paisengers for whom such belts are designed."* Furthermore, al­
though all legislatively impos. i age restrictions are arbitrary to some 
extent, the class delineated by CRD legislation is not unreasonable 
since it corresponds to that class fa} which CRDs are designed and 
manufactured.11'  These factors could support a finding that a itatc 
of facts sufficient to justify the statutory distinction exists.

Finally, it should be noted that although all automobile pass* n- 
gcrs could benefit by mandatory seatbelt laws, the fact that such 
laws have not been enacted is insufficient to void CRD laws under 
the Equal Protection Clause. A law will not be invalidated for violat­
ing that Clause merely because the legislature has not “comprehen­
sively remedied all problems at once—it is entitled to proceed one 
step at a time/’11’

In sum, CRD legislation is valid under both the “ends" and the 
“means’* prongs of the police powers analysis. The state is operating 
in traditional areas when it seeks further highway and child safety, 
and no fundamental rights are threatened when the state mandates 
the use of appropriate equipment in attempting to attain that safely 
objective.

Civil Proceedings
Aside from the constitutional issues, the legal ramihcations 

which could attend CRD legislation in certain civil cases remain to 
be examined.11'  Although tbe only two CRD laws currently in force 
expressly provide that a breach of their respective terms may not be
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117. Buehncll v. Sc pp. 174 Coto 273. 710. 371 f  2d 100,1104 (1777).
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raised in any civil action,'1* future enacting states may pass such 
laws without this limitation. The discussion below evaluates the im- 
pact which a CRD statute without a “no liability” clause could have 
in negligence lawsuits.
Civil Liability

N e g l i g e n c e  p e r  je. In ific absence of CRD legislation, a suit for 
negligence brought on behalf of a child injured in an automobile ac- 
cidenl against the child’s driver would face s c r i r  is obstacles. Typi- 
cally, in order to support a negligence claim, the burden is on the 
plaintiff to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that the de­
fendant owed him a certain standard of care, that the standard was 
brea< and that the breach was a cause of the harm suffered.1** 
Witho. * a CRD law in force the plaintiff's burden on the question of 
“standard of care" would be substantial. He would have to assume 
Ihe burden of educating and persuading six or twelve peers from the 
community on the practicality and wisdom of CRDs. The fact that 
the community as a whole has shown little inclination to use child 
rcstninls indicates the size of the plaintiff's task in proving this ele­
ment of the case.

Were a CRD-usc law in existence, however, the mere fact of its 
enactment would greatly lessen the plaintiff's burden. In passing that 
law, tbe legislature would have established in specific language the 
appropriate standard of care which was owed by the defendant, and 
that question would be removed from the jury's consideration.'*1 In 
other words, the plaintiff could show that the defendant acted negli­
gently simply by showing that the defendant breached the statute. 
Tbe only further burden the plaintiff would have in this negligence 
per se claim would be to show a causal link between the harm suf­
fered and the negligent act or omission.'**

As previously shown,'** proof of causation should not be diffi­
cult, particularly if the child’s injuries resulted from his ejection 
from the vehicle, or from his collision with some portion of its inte­
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rior. The issue of failure to use a CUD would be irrelevant in only a 
small percentage of negligence suits, where .such factors as excessive 
speed or gross disproportionality in the s:7.c of the vehicles involved 
would have rendered any restraint system useless.114

J o i n t  Liability. If an unrcstraine^ child were injured in an acci­
dent caused by a second automobile.1** compensation could be 
sought from thv drivers of both vehicles involved. Joint tort liability 
is imposed on those whose independent acts or omissions combine to 
cause a single injury to a third person.'*' is the contribution to the 
harm suffered and not to the cause of th„ accident itself which deter­
mines liability in such cases. The otherwise blameless driver who 
failed to secure the child would share responsibility with the acci­
dent-causing driver for the injuries which the child sustained.

If a suit were brought only against the driver of the second vehi­
cle, that defendant could bring the child’s driver into the action as a 
third party defendant ’’who is or may be liable to him for all or part 
of the plaintiff's claim against him."'” TH* impleading action can 
be accomplished in any state which ha< adopted the Uniform Contri­
bution Among Tortfeasors Act'** and procedural rules .vhich facili­
tate joinder.'**

By bringing the child’s driver into the suit the defendant nt-
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tempts to shift some of the rcsoonsibility lor the harm done to the 
injured child to that third pari), but no doctrine would provide this 
original defendant with complete immunity from liability. Contribu­
tory or comparative negligence statutes which limit or totally bar the 
payment of compensation toja plaintiff would be inapplicable to 
CRD related lawsuits. Those statutes apply only when the plaintiff 
hat been shown to have contributed to his injuries by his own care­
less actions.1** A pre-school aged child is, in many states, legally in­
capable of negligciicc,m and his failure to look out for his own 
safety cannot be raised as a defense in any suit in which that child is 
a plaintiff.***

Nor can the defendant obtain comple'e immunity from liability 
by claiming contributory negligence due to the carelessness of a 
plaintiff child's parents. T*--. "doctrine that tee negligence of the 
parents of a child of tende. ears shall be imputed to the child" was 
dismissed in on ^arly case as "not only unsound, but absurd and 
inhuman,'"** a.,d that doctrine is universally rejected today.

The child’s driver, on the other hand, stands a better chance of 
claiming immunity if he is brought into the negligence case as a 
third party defendant. If he is unrelated to the plaintiff he can seek 
to avoid liability under any guest statutes which exist in that slate. 
These laws, which are no longer as prevalent as th'.y once were, pre­
vent a person from suing his "host" driver for any injuries sustained 
while riding as a non-paying passenger in that drivers vehicle.1*4 
The laws have been justified in part by an "assumption of the risk" 
type of theory and for that reason have often been held inapplicable 
to young children.1*4 The child’s driver h s a much better chance of 
ctaiming immunity, and therefore of imjosing the full cost of com­
pensating the child on any other defeno. "M, if he is Ihe plaintiff

IX ) St*. t . g . Cou i. R iv . S ta t . |  13 21-1I I  (1 97 ) *  Supp 1979). The Colorado 
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such lawsuits will tend to preserve family harmony.'4* In any CRD 
related action, the plaintiff w. d necessarily be a very young child, 
incapable of maliciously plaguing nis parents with lawsuits. The de­
cision to bring a suit on his behalf will most likely be made by the 
chi'J's parents, with an awareness that their liability insurer will be 
tbe true defendant. Under those circumstances, commercing an ac­
tion is not evidence of a family's internal strife, but rather of the 
“provident management of its afTairs.’’m

The invalidity of the first two arguments, which ignore the exis­
tence of liability inrurancc, must be conceded before credence can be 
given to the third argument: allowing children to sue their parents 
will lead to widespread collusion and fraud against insurance compa­
nies.144 A trust in the jury system and its ability to distinguish be­
tween valid and fraudulent claims is the first step 'vhich must be 
taken to reject the argument. The courts have consistently reaffirmed 
that trust and have relied on juries to prevent injustice to insurance 
companies in automobile cases between husbands and wives144 a.sd 
between close friends.'44 No rc'dily apparent reason exists for refus­
ing to extend that trust to cases involving a parent and child.141 In­
deed, an attempt by a parent to defraud an insurance company in a 
case which centered on the lack of CRD use would be quite difficult. 
Because of his age, the plaintiff could not be an active participant in 
the scheme and could not Ik counted on lo convincingly fake a non­
existent harm.

Tbe strongest reason for abrogating parental immunity, at least 
under the limited circumstances of a CRD law, is largely unrelated
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C h a i r m a n
L e g i s l a t i v e  C o m m i t t e e
A l a s k a  C h i l d  A u t o  S a f e t y  A s s o c i a t i o n

CL: sh



950 Cowles, Rm 224 
Fairbanks, AK 99701 

(907) 452-5392

iugust 30, 1982

Clinton B. Lillibridge, M.D.
State Chairman
American Academy of Pediatrics 
3300 Providence Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99504

t \ 3 0  C

Dear Mr. Lillibridge:

Thank you for your letter of Aug. 25, 1982. Can you tell me which 
states have passed the child restraint legislation you refer to?

Sincerely,

CIIP:ank

Charles H. Parr



CHAIRMAN 
MARIAN T WITT, M O.
3300 PROVIDENCE DRIVE 
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99304

ALASKA chapter 
American Academy of Pediatrics

S e p t e m b e r  29, 1982

S e n a t o r  C h a r l e s  H. P a r r  
950 Cowles, R o o m  224 
F a i r b a n k s ,  AK 9 9 701

D e a r  S e n a t o r  Parr:

I w a s  a w a y  at A c a d e m y  m e e t i n g s  in C h i c a g o  w h e n  
y o u r  l e t t e r  arr i v e d .  A t  t h a t  m e e t i n g ,  I l e a r n e d  
t h a t  n o w  t w e n t y - t w o  s t a t e s  h a v e  c h i l d  r e s t r a i n t  
l e g i s l a t i o n  s i g n e d  in t o  law a n d  an a d d i t i o n a l  
five ha v e  l e g i s l a t i o n  p e n d i n g .  A  b r i e f  d e s c r i p­
tion  and li s t  o f  the s t a t e s  is e n c l o s e d .  In ad d i  
tion, an a r t i c l e  f r o m  the U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C o l o r a d o  
L a w  R e v i e w  is e n c l o s e d  w h i c h  e x p l a i n s  m u c h  of 
the b a c k g r o u n d  and s h o u l d  b e  h e l p f u l  to the 
c o m m i t t e e .

In a d d i t i o n ,  I h a v e  the te x t  of s t a t u t e s  p a s s e d  
by s e v e r a l  s t a t e s  and s o m e  e x p l a n a t o r y  c o m m e n t s  
by t h eir p r o p o n e n t s .  A g a i n  this is e n c l o s e d  
a n d  I h o p e  you w i l l  find it useful.

S i n c e r e l y

C l i n t o n  B. L i l l i b r i d g e ,  K . D  

A l a s k a  S t a t e  C h a i r m a n  
A 001 D a l e  S t r e e t ,  S u i t e  213 
A n c h o r a g e ,  AK 99508

CL: sh



S I G N - I N  S H E E T  

FILL-IN THE INFORMATION BELOW.

PLEASE PRINT

Senate Health, Education and Social Services Comrittee 
Public Hearing on Chile Restraint Devices 

Deoeirber 11, 1982
Fairbanks, Alaska

NAME (please print) ADDRESS ZIP CODE PHC-NE #
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S I G N - I N  S H E E T

FILL-IN THE INFORMATION BELOW.

PLEASE PRINf

Senate Health, Education and Soci.al Services Committee 
• jlic Hearing on Child Restraint Devices 

December 10, L932 
Anchorage, Alaska
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STATE
,*Vf

ALABAMA

S24. I : ̂  n '

CONK. 

S42

All children laaa than 4yra old oust be In C.k. whan rid In* in passenger n.v. 
in the state. Safety belt nay be aubatitoced for children between l-4yrx if 
riding in the back aeat only. Exemption for R.T. 'a, truck* within* over 
1 ton. Fine $15- 10Q, waived upon acquisition 4 Installation of aaat.

FLORIDA

SB289

K A NSAS

HB2208

KENTUCKY
SB2

MASS.
HB7162

MICHIGAN 
SB 115

_

______
DESCRIPTION STATUS

All children.leaa then,3yra old auat.be in C.R. when riding in n.v. 
in atate. Fine ndt tb exceed $10,00 '

reglatered

All children leaa that 6yra old auat be in C.R. when riding In paaaenger o.v. 
or pick-up truck reglatered ia Florida aad ovmd/opera tod by parent/legal 
guardian. Safety belt aay be aubeiltuted for children 4-5 yra. eaat belt* 
nay be aubatltuted. SIS fine, waivable apon proof of purchaae.

All children leaa than 2yra aus*. be ia C.R. irtien riding ia front aeat of 
paaaenger n.v. owned/operated by parent/legal guardian. Oral warning only 
Sec. of Tranaportatioo to develop program of public information.

All children leaa than 40 lachoa tall moat ba In C.R. when riding in n.v. 
owned/operated by paranta/lagal guardian, ho fine.

All childran leaa than Syra old nuat bo in C.R. or aafaty bolt uboa riding 
in n.v. Exemption for taxla, vohlclo not oquipped with aafaty balta, if oil 
othar aaatlng positions equipped vl b aafaty balta ara occupied. or If child 

ia phyalcally unable to uoa raatrainta. flno not to aacted 125, waived 
proof of purchaaa.

All chlldreo laaa than 4yra. old auat bo in C.R. whan riding la n.v. oper­
ated by realdent driver. Fron 1-Ayro, aafaty boll nap be eubotitotod If 
riding in back aeat. Exemption for oorvlng mo tbera. fine not ta exceed 
$15 waived upon proof of ocquUltioo.

Sinned bp Cov. 4/30/62 
Eft active 7/1/62.

Effective 10/1/82.

Sitae/ by Cov. early 
4/b2. Effective 7/1/6).

flgaad by Cov. 4/61. 
Effective 1/1/62.

flgaed by Cov. eerly 
April 62. Effective 

7/15/62.

Signed by Cov.12/25/61 
Effectlvo 1/1/62.

Signed by Cov. 7/17/61. 
Cffoctlvo 4/1/61.

MINNESOTA 
JF263

All children leaa than 4yra old anot bo la C.R. vhea riding la n.v. 
operated by perenta/l.g. ho floe, hacard warning only.

Signed by Cov. 4/26/61. 
If fact lee 1/1/62.

NEW YORK 
S3639

Amend.

S6679

Originally all children laaa than Syre old oust bo In C.R. vhea riding la 
paaaangar motor vehicle registered la atato. Amended this peal eeeelaa ta 
chlldraa laaa than 4yro aid la C ft. and4 ta byrs aid la C.l. ot ooot bolt. 
Also amended to renova emergency vehicles fron compliance. Floe of not note 

than 925. waived upon proof of purchaaa or reotel of aaat.

Initially olgmed by Cov. 
7/7/61. If fee tl*» 4/1/67.

76
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WRTW 
CAROLINA 

* HB9)

All children 1 m s than 2yrs old nust he C.R. tdten riding in n.v. registered in 
state and ovned/opereted by parent/l.g. R* tween l-?yrs. old* safety belt nay 
he substituted, Exenptlon if child is occupying test where safety belts are not 

required, and while attending to personal needs of the child. Warning ticket 
fron 7/1/12 to 1/30/14. Thereafter $10 fine. UPC-HSkC will conduct effective- 

neas study.

Signed by Cov. 7/81. 

Effective 7/1/82 to 
6/30/85.s

OODE
ISUUQ
157)0

All children lees than 3yrs old nust he In C.R. when riding lo front saat of 
s.v. $15 floe.

Aneoded t include heck seat. Fine waived upou proof of purchase.

Orig. lev affective 

7/1/80. Aastvd. effect 
April 1981.

T v m s n
n n o

All children leas then 4yrs old oust either he ia C.R. or held la the eras of 
older passenger when *idiag in n.v. owned/opera ted hy parents/1.g. te sept loo 

for trucks, r.v.'o. $2-10 fine.

Aneoded to esciode being held in eras eacept whee nether u  attending to needs ol

Orig. lew affect1/e 
1/1/78. Ansndasnt 
effective 4/1/81.

child.

k i t c x w u r
Oil)

Aik children lees than 4yrs old oust he in C.R. when riding ia n.v. regletered 
In etete and owned/operated hy parant/l.g. letvoen a«aa of 5-Ayre aafaty halt 
M 7 he euhettteted. $25 fine velved upon proof of acquisition or for financial 
Inability. Flee noney urwrtad for a lata leaner program.

Slgnei hy Cov. 4/12/12 
Effective 1/1/8)

W f f
n t c i w u
n s w

All children leas than 5yrs eld neat he In C.t vhee riding In n.v* ragla- 
tered In State. Safety hell can he enhetlteted for 5 and tyre. olde. 110- 
20 flee velved npee proof of purchase.

Effective 7/10/81.

v i i a w s m
AMOO

All children leea thee 2yre eld net be la C t  shoe rtdlag te e.v. owned/ 
operated try parent er l.g. free 2yre te 4yre safety holt nay he svhstltvted. 
Flee If child It under 2yre eld le 1)0-75. Flee if child le between 2-Ayrs 
eld le $10-25 eed If seeeed effeeee vtthln three years $25-200.

Signed hy Cov. 3/1/82. 

effective 12/1/82 with 
ee fine* Fins provi­
sion effective 3/1/82.

m u m
U M

•

Aap psreee femtehleg child cere net o f  C.t. shoe troooportleg alt chttdree 
leea thee lyr eld. Seat halt cse he eehetlteted for children ever lyr eld.
Ps opper sps Halt. Driver edhjeet te flee sad Ould Cere Center schject te 
license (te fnrmteh child cere) oaspsaeIon/revocation.

Signed hy Cov. 3/19/82. 
Effective 7/17/82.

CALIF.

A i m

tee* of Ouetsees/Tr >■ ipnrtetlee teeeePset sdscillee pregrse about Ispertsnce 
ef rostra let nee far children leea thee !5yre. eld. Record Homing* gives te 
people eperstlag g.v» with unrestrsleed children. Frssns Cesnty sree chess* far 

pilot enrvey.

IlgaeJ hy Cov. 9/80. 

Effective t/80-1/8).

i
.

si gept. ef Dlghweye cheU daenlsp nnd Uplnaeet leferuetlep pregvon n s n s f  C.t. Effective 9/1/87. te 
9/1/84.

M ‘• .'I'** *« •« . a



..MINE -  
HI 560

Commissioner of Pub. Safety shall develop/implement program to increase restraint 
use of children. Hazard Warnings given If vehicle stopped for another reason and 
unrestralnted children are observed. Study of usaqe rates to be undertaken.

Signed by Gov. "6/975T. 
Effective 7/1/81 to 
6/80/83.

HAWAII
HB2742

$25.00 Income tax credit for purchase of child restraints.• * •a ' 9 • . • r  V  ̂  ̂ . * '' r.
Passed both Houses, 
4/28/82. Gov. has 
45 days to slqn.

DELAWARE
HB154

All children less than 4 yrs. old must be 1n C.R. when riding In m.v. owned/ 
operated by resident parent/1.q. $25 fine wavled upon acquisition of C.R.

Passed both Houses, 
6/25/82.

ILLINOIS
HB608

All children less than 5 yrs. old must be 1n C.R. when riding 1n m.v. or r.v. 
owned/operated by resident parent/1.g. First offense 1s $25. Subsequent 
offenses $50.

(C.R. means any device approved by U.S. DOT designed to restrain, seat or 
position child. If child Is over 40 lbs., this would mean safety belts are 
an acceptable restraint)

Passed both Houses, 
6/25/82. Gov. has 
45 days to sign.

CHILO RESTRAINT LEGISLATION STILL PENOING (JULY, 1982)

yTATf DESCRIPTION STATUS

CALIF.
SIS37

All children less than 4 yrs. old or weighing less than 40 lbs. must be 1n C.R. 
when traveling In m.v. or truck weighing less than 6,001 lbs. registered 1n 
California and operated by parent/1.g. If child Is not riding w*th parents, 
must be In C.R. or rear seat safety belt. No fine but must appear In court 
for violation unless economic Impossibility and no loaner program near by can 
be dfionstrated, or upon acquisition of C.R. within 30 days.

No retailer may sell or Install C.R. not 1n conformance with federal safety 
standard.

Introl by Sen.

Senate 1/18/82.
Passed first Assembly 
Com. Picked up 12 
co-authors. In Ways 
and Means Com. may 
be reported out 
around May 10.

NEW JERSEY 
S___

Will be Intro, by Sen. Bassano (member Trans. Coma.). Provides protection for 
children less than 16 yrs. old when riding In m.v. .n N.J. If under 1 year old, 
must be In C.R. From 1 to 4 yrs., safety belt may be substituted In rear seat 
only. Fron 4 to 16 yrs. must wear seat belt 1n all seating positions. $25-50 
fine.• " e *<-

May be Intro, week of 
May 10th. Current 
8assano bill SI163 
contains chlld- 
crusher amendment and 
will be withdrawn.

S 1182

•
Intro, by Sen. lasktn. Has similar child crusher amendment as S1163 and will 
also be withdrawn. | jr*

Atti Assemblywoman Garvin. All children less than 4 yrs. old must be In C.R. when 
riding In m.v. owned/operated by resident parent/1.g. Fine of $10-25.

•

. %T
Intro. 2/22/82. In 
Committee on Jud. 
Law, Public Safety & 
Oefense.
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JKLAHOHA 

LB 1612
A *

All children less then 4yrs old or weig h i n g  lees chan 401bs must be' *  

In C.R. w h e n  traveling in n.v. owned/operated by resident parent/1.g. 

o r  day care center. If riding In m.v. other then those listed above 

but driven by resident of state, less than lyr msut be in C.R. From 

l-4yrs, safety belt may be substituted. Exemptions for taxis, and 

life-threatening emergencies. $10 fine w a i v e d  upon acquisition of 

8 eat. . ■ ■ i.

All children less than Syrs old must be in C.R. w h e n  r iding in 

passenger m.v. operated by resident of state. Safety belt may be 

substituted between ages of 4 and 5 yrs. No fine, w a r n i n g  only.

A  tax cjredlt will be allowed for total purchase price of C.R.

I n t r o T b y  Rep. Fisher. Passed Hoifee, 

3/3/82. Has run into trouble in 

Senate. In Senate A g r i c u l t u r e  * 

Commerce and Labor Committee.

—
Intro, by Rep. Brown, et al.

Passed House on 3/4/82. Passed 

Senate In amended form: children lei 

than 3yr8 only and no w a r n i n g  

rotlce, and allowing tax credit 

only for people c l a i m i n g  at least 

1 minor dependent. In Joint Con­

ference Committee now.
- ■ ■ ; *vr 1 ~   - ■

Intro, by Sen. Gekas. Passed Senate 

38-10 in early Oct. 1981. Passed 

Ho u s e  Committee, a m e nded on floor 

of and recommitted to 2nd House 

Committee Action not likely.

PENN.

SS92

WASHINGTON

D.C.

All children less than 4yrs old or 401bs must ’ie in C.R. whe n  

riding In m.v. equipped with safety be l t s  and registered In 

state. $25 fine, waived upon proof of acquisition.

All chil d r e n  less than Syrs old must be in C.R. w h e n  riding in 
m.v. F r o m  3-5yrs old, safety belt may be substituted. $25 fine for 

first offense, $50 for subsequent offenses.

Intro, by Councilman Ray in 

mid-March.

•/ 1
31



114th ucuerax Asaeocly ' .1.6

Se«*uxar Session H. B. No.* 1.7
l981-19oz 1.8

OH. 1.9

1 . 1 1

A B I L L 1.12

To amend section 4507.40 and to enact sections 1.14

4511.61 and 5747.054 of the Revised Code to . 1.15

require persons transporting a child under four 1.16
years ox aye in certain types of notor vehicles 1.17
to utilize a child restraint system, and to 1. 18
provide a tax credit to persons vho purchase a 1.19
cnild restraint system.

62 IT mi/.CTEO BY l’Ht GEN EfiAL ASSEMBLY OP THE STATE OP OHIO: 1.21
wtction 1. That section 4507.40 be amended and sections 1.23

*511.81 and 57*7.u54 of the Revised Code te enacted to read as 1.24
tOllOWoi

jcC. 4507.4U. (A) Every county court judge, mayor, and 1.26

clerk or a court oi record shall keep a full record of every case 1.28
in whim a person is charged vith any violation of sections

4511.01 to 4511.771, 4511.81. 4511.99, and 4513.01 to 4513.36 of 1.30
tho Revised Code, or of any other lav or ordinance regulating the 1.31
operation of vohiclus, streetcars, and trackless trolleys on “1.32
hiynvavs or streets.

id) Within ten days after the conviction or forfeiture of 1.33
bail o. a person upon a charge of violating any of such sections 1.34
or othur lav or ordnance requlating the operation of vehicles, 1.35
stroetuars, and trackless trolleys on highvays or streets, the 1.36
county court judge, mayor, or clerk shall prepare and immediately 2.1
focwar* to the bureau of motor vehicles an abstract of tbe court 2.2
record ccvorihg tno case in which tho porson vas convicted cr 2.3
focreiit.a bail, waich A b s t r a c t  shall be certified by t h e  person 2.4
c<iquir»<. to pmpare the same to bo true and correct. 2.5



ĉ) Ihe auatnact shall be made upon a form approved and 2.6
tucnisucu by tne oureau and shall include the name and address cf 2.8
one party charged, cue nunoer cf his operator's or chauffeur's 
license,, the registration number of the vehicle involved, the 2.9

nature or the onense, the date of the offense, the date of 2.10

hearing,* the piea, tae judgment, or vhether bail forfeited, and 2.11

the amuuat or the fine or forfeiture. 2.12
iw) Every court of record shall also forward a like report 2.13

to the bureau upon tae conviction of any person cf hcaicida ty 2.1*

vehicle or otner reiony in the commission of vhich a vehicle was 2.16

used.
it) Tae railure, refusal, or neglect of the officer to 2.17

comply with tnis section constitutes misconduct in office and is 2.19
• ground ior removal taorefrom.

irj Tno oureau shall record within ten days and keep all 2.20
abstracts received under this section at its main office and 2.21
shall *.amtain records of convictions and bond forfeitures fee 2.22
any vitiation or lav or ordinance regulating the operation cf 2.23
vehicles, streetcars, and trackless trolleys on highways and 2.24

N
stroet», except as to parking a motor vehicle. 2.25

iu) Every of rocord or mayor’ s court before vhich a 2.27
person x» char«iua .*u  violation for vhich points are

\

chargeable by uia section, shall assess and transcribe to the 2.23
abstract of conviction report, furnished by the vureau, the 2.29
numoer cr points cnarg*»dble by this section ia the correct space 2.30
assignee or. cue reporting term. The points shill be assessed 2.31
cased wi« the roliowing formula: 2.32

l1) Violation oi secticn 4507.38 or 4507.39 of the Revised 2.34
Code Ox any orumance prohibiting the operation of a ootcr 2.35
vthicLu while tae operator's license is under suspor.sicn or <.36
revocation ........................................................................   6 points 3.1

ex) Violation of secticn 2913.03 of the Fevised Cede, 3.2
except iuo provisions relating to < se or operation cf an aircraft 3.3

or aotcrcoat, or any ordinance prohibiting the operation cf a 3.4

4



to) Aggravated vehicular nooicide cr vehicular hcaicide, 3.6
' •*. ■ ■;?. WftyV-- >*«;.,

when e*tter involves the operation of a vehicle, streetcar, cr 3.7
trackless troliey on a highway cr street   6 pcints 3.8

i4) Violation or secticn u511 • 19 cf the Bevised Cede cr 3.9

any ouit,ar.ee prouioiting the operation of a motor vehicle 3. 10

while ui.uer tne inriuence of alcohol or drugs . . . .  6 pcir.ts 3.11
43) Violation of section 4549.02 cr 4549.021 3.12

or the acvisea uca« or dry ordinance requiring the driver cf a 3.13
vehicle to stop aua disclose identity at the scene cf an 3.14

accident........................................ ......................................  6 pcints 3.15
io) Violation ot secticn 4511.02 of the Revised Cede cr 3.16

any oruinance prooiuiting the willful fleeing or eluding cf a 3.17
police oificoc..... ........................................    6 pcints 3.18

<7) Any crime punishable as a felony under the sctct 3.19
vehicle xaws or cars state, or any ether felony in the ccoaissico 3.20
of whi<~a a motor vomclo was used ..............................  6 pcints 3.21

to) Operating a motor vehicle in violation of a 2.22
restriction imposed uy a registrar ............................  2 pcints 3.23

I'j) Violation or section <4511.251 of the Bevised Code 3.24
or any ordinance prohibiting drag racing   6 pcir.ts J.25

tlu) Violation or secticn 4511.20 of the Bevised Cede or 3.26
any ocuinance prommtiag the reckless operation cf a 3.27
motor ticlu..............................................    4 pcints 3.28

(11) violation of any law or ordinanco pertaining 3.29
to spouu   2 pcints J. 30

i 1x) Air ctoor moving violations pertaining tc the 3.31
opocat.i/L or motor vehicles reported under this section 3.32
except ai.y violations under Chapter 5S77. of tho Revised 3.33
Code ............................................................     2 pcints 3.34

1-1 J) V1 ul,AT1UN CP SECTION uS • 1. 6 1 CP THE JjEVISlC J. 35
*OUE ......................................................................................... 2 FCIN1S 3.3o

(u) Upon receiving notification froa the propoc court, tbe 4 . 3

eureau stall ae.oto any points wntored for tond forfeiture lo tbe 4 . 4

uvufit (.<•« anver is acyuittua ot tho offensn tor which ho pcateJ 4.5 
uond.

5 W



U

ix) Iu ilo event a pecscr. is convicted of, cc forfeits 4.6
udii x*r two oc aore orienses, arising cut or the saoe facts, and <4.7
points oie cnazgeaoie for each of the offenses, pcints shall te 4.a

ci.dtgê  ror ouiy tne convicticn oc bond forfeiture xcc which the u. 10
f

greate.. i.unoot ox points is chargeable, and if the nucber of
points w(.arg*a4Jxe ror each offense is equal, cnly one cffense <4. 12
snail cecorciod and points charged thsrefcr.

tw) Ucenover the pcints charged against any person exceed 4.13

five, li.o registrar snail forward tc the person at his last kr.cvn 4. 15
adores*, via roguxac oail, a warning letter listing tbe reported <4.16

violat.^ns, along witn the nusoer of pcints cbacgod for each, and «.17

outliruas the suspension provision of this section.

(M >nun, upon ueteroination or the registrar, any person <4.19
nas chumed against ni« a total of not less than twelve points <4.20

within u penou or two years Iron the date of tto first 
convict.on uit/iia tne two-yuat period, the rogistrar shall notify <4.22
tho po„*on ‘iy registered aall to the licensee's last keewn <4.13
addrus*, that ms driver's licersu shall be suspended fcr six 
oontht* toifertivu on tr.o twontieta day after sailing tbe toticc <4.2<4
unless ti.e licensee files a petition in the suoicipal court cr <4.25
tne coui.ty courc, or in case sucn person is urdec the ag« cf <4.26
oiqhtoen years to tne juvenile court, in whose jurisdiction such <4.27

person residue, agreeing to pay the cost cf the proceedings and u.26
alleging that tne licensee can show cause why his driving <4.29
pn v i l u > , «s snouxa not se suspended for a period of six acntha. <4.30

»t) ( a o y j  i i l .  EXCEPT AS fsov iueo  IN CIVZSZCh (Jt) (2) Cf <4.j;
Ablti SmCxICiM, asX person who has charged against hia sere than 
five auu not sore taan eleven points, nay, for Che purpca# cf U.3J
obtain.i.., a aeletion of two pcints fron his driving record, <i.J<
enroll icr oau tine only m a course of rvnodial driving <4.3!
matxuut.on, as approved by the airector cf highway safety. SUCH 5.1
COOl(SE suALL IhttUiui TdL* aUQUlNfl Of A FZLfl C* THE EffCClS Cl I 5. 2
COUlS.wa QM A CUiLC MOT A CU1LC I lST tAIH? SISTT.1
dUHlhC mb ACcIUls*^ seen d e l e t i o n ,  s u b j e c t  to s u c c e s s fu l  5.4



c o m p l e t i o n  o r  a n  a p p r o v e d  r e m e d i a l  d r i v i n g  c o u r s e ,  s h a l l  b e  

a p p r o v o u  by t h e  r e g i s t r a r  o r  a c t o r  v e h i c l e s .

jL-xi. ANY P Ea80J WdO HAS CHARGED AGAINST HIM TWO PCINIS FCR 
VIOLAT.ua OF SbcIiuN 4511.81 OF THE REVISED CCDE, HAY, FCR THE 
PU8P0S. oF OoTAlhiNG A DELETION OP THOSE TWO PCINTS PECK HIS
D&IVINo aSCOdO, LITHER ENROLL IN AN APPROVED COURSE OF R EH E CIAL
OSIVINu .NSThUCilOU AS PBOVIDEU IN DIVISION (L) (1) OF THIS 
StCTlOi. uR PURCHASE A CHILD RESTRAINT SYSIEH THAT MEETS FEDERAL 
MOTOR Vi-nlCLE SainTY STRNDAHDS AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 45 11.51 OF 
THE f i Z«ED LOuE. SUdJECT TO SUCCESSFUL CCKPLETICN OF THE CCORS 5 
0? REH-u.AL uEJLV ihC INSTRUCTION OR PRESENTATION OF SUCH EVIDENCE 
OF PUR^n.SE OF a ChILD RESTRAINT SYSTEM AS THE REG1ST F A G RETIRES 
BY RUL., THE DELEJ.IGN OF THE TWO POINTS FROM THE PERSON'S DRIVING 
RECORD auALL ol APPROVED BY IKE REGISTRAR.

it») Wain tne dnviny privileges of any person are 
suspense by any trial judge cf any court of record pursuant to
soctxo. ‘.507. lo cf tne Revised Code, and points are charged
against the person unuei this section for the offense which 
resulted in cue suspension, that period cf suspension shall be 
creditsu against tne tine of any subsequent suspension under this 
sectio. tor which tnu points were considered in oaking the 

subsequent suspension.
(M Tne registrar shall upon written request of a licensee 

petitioning uoaot division (a) of this section, furnish the 
liconsaw a copy cf the registrar's record of the convictions and 
t o n u  i w t - o l t u r o b  o l  tno person certified by tho registrar. This 
r e c o r u  S u a l l  incxuue tn* naae, address, and hirtbdato cf the 
parson s o  charged; tno nuajor cf his operator's or chauffeur's 
liconso, tho naub or the court in which each conviction cr bail 
rocxoituio took piace; the nature of the offense; the date cf 
noarms. the i«uao«r oc points cnargod against each convicticn cr 
nail fwCtoituro; and such otncr inforsation as the registrar t.t 
e o t o c  vauiclw* jay aeea n e c e s s a r y ,  when the record include.-) net 
iesti U a t  twwxvu points charged against the p e r s o n  within a two- 
y e a r  p b i . o d ,  it  priaa-f.icie evidence that the person is a

5.6 
5.8 
5. S

5. 10 

5. 11 
5. 12 

5. 13 

5. 14 
5. 15 
5. 16 
5. 17 

5.18 
5. 19 
5.21

5. 22 
5.24 

5. 25

5.26
5.27 

5. 28 
5. 29 
5. 30
5.31
5.32
5.33 
£.34

5. 35
6. 1 

6 . 2  

6. 3 
6.4

5. 5



repeat traffic ozieader and his driving privilege shall be 
susp&DucC as provided it this section.

-l hearing tne matter and determining whether the person 
aas snuwi. cause my nis driving privileges should not be 

suspenucu, tee court snail decide the issue upon the record 
certif.eu by the registrar and such additional relevant, 

competent, and matet.ai evidence as either the registrar or the 
person wuose license is sought to be suspended submits.

.n such proceedings tne registrar shall be represented by 

the prosecuting attorney of the county in which the person 
reside* if  tne petition is filed in the county court, except 
where nne petitioner is a resident of a city cr village within 

I the jurisdiction of a county court in which case the city 
director of law or village solicitor shall represent the 

registrar, lr tno petition is filed in the municipal court, the 
registrar shall be represented as provided ia secticn 1901.34 *
the Revised Codu.

*i the court rinds frcm the evidence submitted that tbe 
person nas failed to show cause why his driving privileges should 

not be suspended tnen the court shall assess the cost of the 
proceeuing against tne person and shall impose the suspension 
provided in division (K) of this secticn cr withheld the
suspension, or part thereof, and provide such conditions cr
probation as the court deems proper. If the court finds that the
person oas shown cause why his driving privileges should net be

I

suspenueu the cost of tae proceedings shall be paid out cf the 
county treasury ot tne county in which the proceedings were held.

*..y person wnoso license is suspended under this secticn is 

not enu.tlod u  apply tor or receive a new license during tbs 
| or feet.vu date ol the suspension.

upen tozuination of any suspension oi ether penalty iafcsed 
under t*.is section involving surrender ot a license or permit and 
upon request oi tae person whose license or permit was sc 
saspen.uu or surruudaceu, tne registrar shall coturn the license

6
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6. 11 

6. 12 

6 . 1 3  
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s e c t io n  4507*41 of th e  R ev ised  Code have beep met*
Any person whose license or permit or privilege to operate 7*8

•*»• •* 
a motor vehicle has been suspended as a repeat traffic offender 7*9

under this section and who during such suspension drives any 7*10

motor vehicle upon any highway is guilty of a misdemeanor of the 7.11

first degree* and no court shall suspend the first three days of 7.12

any such sentence*

(0) The privilege of driving a motor vehicle on the 7*13

highways or streets of this state.* given to nonresidents under 7*14

secpicn 4507*04 of the Revised Code.* shall be suoject to 7*15

suspension by the registrar* 7.16

Sec. 4511.81. <A) WHEN ANY CHILD WHO IS LESS THAN FOUR 7.18

YEARS OF AGE’ OR WEIGHS LESS THAN FORTY POUNDS IS BEING 7.19

TRANSPORTED IN A MOTOR VEHICLE 0WNE0 BY HIS PARENT OR LEGAL 7.20

GUARDIAN AND REGISTERED IN THIS STATE; AND THE MOTOR VEHICLE IS .7*21

REOUIRED BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TO BE

EQUIPPED WITH SE/' BELTS AT THE TIME OF MANUFACTURE OR ASSEMBLY; 7*22

THE OPERATOR OF THE MOTOR VEHICLE SHALL HAVE THE CHILD PROPERLY 7*24

SECURED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS IN A 7.25

CHILD RESTRAINT SYSTEM THAT MEETS FEOSRAL H.OTOR VEHICLE SAFETY 7.26

STANDARDS.

<fL> WHEN ANY CHILD WHO IS LESS THAN ONE YEAR OF ACE IS 7.28 

BEING TRANSPORTED IN A MOTOR VEHICLE AS PROVIDED IN DIVISION tA.> 7.29

OF THIS SECTION THAT IS NOT OWNED -BY HIS PARENT OR LEGAL 

CUARDIAN; THE OPERATOR OF THE HO TOR VEHICLE‘SHALL HAVE THE CHILD 7.30 

PROPERLY SECURED IN ACCCROANCE WITH THE MAN UF AC TURER • S 7.31
ft

INSTRUCTIONS IN A CHILD RESTRAINT SYSTEM fhAT MEETS FEDERAL MOTOR 7.32 

VEHICLE SAFETY STANDARDS. 7.33

<L> WHEN ANY CHILD WHO IS ONE YEAR OF ACc OR OLDER BUT 7.34 

LESS THAN FOUR YEARS OF ACE IS BEING TRANSPORTED IN A MOTOR 7.35 

VEHICLE 3 PROVIDED IN DIVISION </.) OF THIS SEC1I0N THAT IS NOT 7.36 

OWNED BY HIS PARENT OR LECAL GUARDIAN* AND A CHILD RESTRAINT 8.1 

SYSTEM IS NOT AVAILABLE; THE OPERATOR OF THE MOTOR VEHICLE SHALL 8.2 

HAVE THE CHILD PROPERLY SECURED IN A SEAT BELT. 8.3



( U J  WHE N  Ai i  i  C H I L D  A S  P R O V I D E D  I N  D I V I S I O N  ( j )  C f  T H I S  

S E C T I O n  x S  B E I N G  i . t o N S ? o a r Z D  I N  A ,M O T O R  V E H I C L E  T H A I  I S .  

H Z G I S T - u i D  I N  l h * J  S T A T E  AMD  I S  O W N E D ,  L E A S E D ,  C R  H I 3 E C  EY  A 

N U B S E f i -  S C H O O L ,  n I N D Z R G A R T Z N ,  C R  D A Y - C A R E  C E N T E R ,  T H E  O P E R A I C R  C F  

T H E  t t O . v / a  V E a I w i « E  S d . L L  H A V E  T H E  C H I L D  P B C P Z R L Y  S E C U R E D  I N  

A C C O R D . , .V .Z  - l l h  I n s  i SANU F A C T U R E B *  S  I N S T  B L C T I C  K S  I K  A C H I L D  

R Z S T R A . n l  S Y S T E h  T H A T  B E E T S  P E D E R A L  H C T O B  V E H I C L E  S A F E T Y  

S T  A M L A u u j •

i t )  T h E  b l n i C T O c  O f  H I G H W A Y  S A r  t T Y S H A L L  A D O P T  S U C H  R U L E S  

AS  A R E  N E C E S S A R Y  1 0  C A R R Y  O U T  T H I S  S E C T I O N .

i t )  F A I L U R E  1 0  S E C U R E  A C H I L D  I N  A C H I L D  S E S I R A I N T  S Y S T E M  

I S  1 . 0 '  ( k t .G L IG c .H C x .  1 U P U I A B L S  T O  T H E  C H I L D ,  NC f i  I S  S U C H  F A I L ' J B E  

A U f l I S S x i , w E  A S  E V I D E N C E  I N  A N Y  C I V I L  A C T I C N  I N V O L V I N G  T E E  R I G H T S  

0 = “ I H E  c a I L D  A O . i i . S T  a N Y  O T H E R  P E R S O N  A L L E G E D L Y  L I A B L E  F C S  

I N J U t t l - o  T O  T n x . C d l L D .

l i t )  A M  tf E a S O H  -H O  V I O L A T E S  T H I S  S E C T I O N  S H A L L  E E  A S S E S S E D  

T WO  P O . b I S  AS  P a O V I D t b  U N D E R  S E C T I O N  4 5 0 7 . 4 0  C F  T H E  R E V I S E !  £ C C E .  

NO  P I N . ,  c  AY o i .  I B P G S Z O  F O R  A V I O L A T I O N  C f  T H I S  S E C T I O N ,  E X C E P T  

T u A T  C o U a T  C O S T S  B A Y  o E  I n P C S E C .

5 7 4 7 . t i a .  I N  A D D I 1 I C N  T O  A L L  C T H E S  C R E D I T S  A L L O W E D  

UNDER x o i S  C B a I T E R ,  T H E NE S H A L L  D E  A L x C H K  I S  A C R E D I T  A G A I N S T  

T H E  T A .  a F P O S E D  BY S L C T a O H  5 7 4 7 . 0 2  O F  T U E  R E V I S E C  C O D E ,  A C R E D I T  

F O B  E A w u  C b I i . D  L E S I R a a K I  S Y S T E B ,  A S  P R O V I D E D  I N  S E C T I O N  4 5 1 1 . 3 1  

O F  T H E  Q x . V I S E D  ± Q o L ,  P U R C H A S E D  b Y  T U E  T A X P A Y E R  D O P I N G  I H E  T A X A B L E  

Y c A R .  T o E  A d C l •• I  O F  Z n L  C K E D I I  A L L O W E D  F C U  E A C H  S U C H  F U P C H A S f  

S H A L L  « v b  A L  i ' U L  I t s  o c a  O f  F I V I  D 0 L L A 9 S  C R  T  f  N P E R  C E N T  C f  T H E  

A M O U N T  - a  P E N u Z D  i J h  T H E  C U I L D  N E S T B A I N T  S Y S T E B ,  P L U S  T H E  C C S T ,  I F  

A N Y ,  Ox  a  N S T a i L a T I O R .  T U E  T A X  C O B *  C H E R  N A Y  I E O O I R E  A 

T A X P A Y « a  T O  F U R N I S H  ANY  I N F O H H A T I O  . E S S A R Y  T O  S U P P O R T  A C L A I R  

F O R  C R w L . i T  U N L L R  T H I S  S E C T I O N ,  I N C L U D I N G  A C O P Y  O F  T H E  A E C E I J T  

FOB THw r UPCo.sE u t  T H E  C H I L D  R E S T R A I N T  S Y S T E B ,  A N D  NC  C R E D I T  

S H A L L  ww  A L L O W K L  U N L E S S  S U C H  I N F O R M A T I O N  I S  P R O V I D E D .

- H i  S U n  O i  TM x i C R E D I T S  A L L O W E D  b Y  T " l S  S E C T I O N  S H A L L  A CT  

S A C E E D  * a £  T a a  O i U Z R . i S f c  C U E  A t T E R  A P P L I C A T I O N  C f  A L L  C T H E R

8 . 8  

6 . 5  

H. 10 

8. 12 

e. 13

6 .  1 4

8. 15 

8. 16 

8. 17 

8 .  1 8  

d .  1 9  

8 . 2 0  

8 . 2 1  

8 . 2  2 
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.o PE RauM SnAiL KNOWINGLY MAKE A FALSE ST/Il EM ENT FCR THE 8.35
PURPCSw uF 0bl. IhihG A  CREDIT UNDER THIS SECTICN. 8.36

ucCtion x. That existing section 4507.40 of the Bevised 9.1
Code ii, uereoy repealed. 9.2

section 3. Sections 1 and 2 of this act shall take effect 9.3
January \  M/tit. 9.4
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B y  T u r n h a m  
2 / 3 / 8 1

H i g h w a y  S a f e t y

Received 
Bureau o f 

^  Primary 
to Prevention s*/
'•f. v5

T . i i b  i. L 1  r e q u i r e s  c h a t  c h i l d - e n  u n  -'ar t h =  < 

o f  f o u r  u s e  a p a s s e n g e r  r e s t r a i n t  s y s t e m  in 

c e r t a i n  in'sctr.cn.s , a n d  to p r o v i d e  p e n a l t i a -

t o r  v i o l a t i o n  o t  t n i s  act

A B I L L  

T O  B E  E N T I T L E D  

A N A C T

. j

•j

,/

T o  r e q u i r e  t h a t  c h i l d r e n  u n d e r  t h e  a g o  o t  t o u r  

u s e  a p a s s e n g e r  r e s t r a i n t  s y s t e m  in c e r t a i n  instance:.; 

to p r o v i d e  p e n a l t i e s  for v i o l a t i o n  o f  tho act.

B E  IT E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  Or A L A B A M A :
S e c t i o n  1. E v e r y  p a r e n t  o r  l e g a l  g u a r d i a n  

o f  c h i l d  u n d e r  t h o  a g e  o t  f o u r  (/*) y e a r s  r e s i d i n g  -n 

t.iis s t a t e  s h a l l  b e  r e s p o n s i b l e ,  w h e n  t r a n s p o r t i n g  hat
s

c h i l d  in a rr.ocor v e  licle o w n e d  b y  t h a t  p a r e n t  o r  guatdtar.

o p e r a t e d  o n  t h e  r o a d w a y s ,  s t r c e t a  o r  h i g h w a y s  o t  t.’ts st a t e ,

' . . .  . ♦ . 
f o r  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  t h e  p r o t e c t i o n  of h i s  c h i l d  ar.c, p r o p e r t y

u s i n g  a c h i l d  p a s s e n g e r  r e s t r a i n t  s y s t e m  m e e t i n g  f e d e r a l  

m o t o r  v e h i c l e  s a f e t y  s t a n d a r d s ,  o r  a s s u r i n g  cr.au suer, 

c h i l d  is h e l d  in t h e  a r m s  o f  a n  o l d e r  p e r s o n  r i d i n g  .as 

a p a s s e n g e r  in t h o  m o t o r  v e h i c l e .

P r o v i d e d  t h a t  t h e  teivi " c u L o r  v e h i c l e  'tc c...;u ,

in t h i s  a d  s h a l l  n o t  a p p l y  t o  r e c r e a t i o n a l  v e h i c l e s  of 

t h e  t r u c k  o r  v a n  t y pe. P r o v i d e d  lurtr.er c a n t  t h e  t e r n  

" t u t o r  v e h i c l e "  as u s e d  in t a i s  act. cl.ali tie., a p p l ^  - J 

L r u c k s  h a v i n g  a t o n n a g e  r a t i n g  o f  o n e  t u n  or  r a r e .

P r o v i d e d  t h a t  in n o  e v e n t  s h a l l  f a i l u r u  ta w e a r  

a c h i l d  passer.,'/.-.r r e s t r a i n t  i.ysien b e  c o n s i d e r e d  as c o n t r i b u t o r y
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I A N  A C T

? T o  am e n d  Subpart L  of Parc IV of C h a p t e r  1 of Titl** 32 of the L o u i s i a n a  

3 R e v i s e d  S t a t u t e s  of 1950, by a d d i n g  thereto a n e w  Section to be

/, d e s i g n a t e d  as R.S. 32:295, to r e q uire use of pas s e n g e r  res t r a i n t

5 s y s t e m s  for c h i l d r e n  u n d e r  the a ge of four years w h o  are p a s s e n g e r s

6 in mo t o r  v e h i c l e s  ow n e d  b y  the parent or guardian, to p r o v i d e

7 p e n a l t i e s  for violations, and o t herwise to p r o vide with r e s pect

8 thereto.

9’ Re it e n a c t e d  by the L e g i s l a t u r e  of Louisiana:

10 S e c t i o n  1. S e c tion 295 of T i t l e  32 the L o u i s i a n a  Revised

II S t a t u t e s  of 1950 is h e r e b y  e n a c t e d  to rea d  as follows:

12 J295. Use oi  p a s s e n g e r  r e s t r a i n t  systems for children

13 under age four
1/, A. t v e r y  parent or legal g u a r d i a n  of a child under the age

13 of four ye n r a  r e s i d i n g  in this state shall be responsible, w h e n
, %

16 t r a n s p o r t i n g  that ch i l d  In a m o t o r  v e h i c l e  owned b y  the p a rent

17 or guar d i a n  o p e r a t e d  on the roadways, streets, or h i g h w a y s  of

18 this state, for p r o v i d i n g  for tho p r o t e c t i o n  of that child and

19 p r o p e r l y  u s i n g  a child p a s s e n g e r  restraint s y s t e m  m e e t i n g  federal

20 m o t o r  v e h i c l e  safet> standards. In no event shall failure to wear

21 a c h i l d  pas s e n g e r  res t r a i n t  o y n t e n  be c o n s i d e r e d  r»s negligence, nor

22 shall such failure to w a r  nnld child p a s a c n g e r  restraint s y s t e m  be

23 a d m i s s i b l e  as e vi dence in the trial of any civLl action.

2b h. W h o e v e r  v i o l a t e s  this Ruction sh a l l  be fined not m o r e  chan

Page 1
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Sec t ion  3. Any person v i o l a t i n g  th e  provis ion© o f  t h i s  
a c t  s h a l l  be is sued  a w r i t t e n  warn ing , a cony o f  which w i l l  be f o r ­
warded t o  the D r ive rs  L icense D iv is ion  o f  the  Department o f  Pub l ic  
S a f e ty ,  and th e  D i r e c to r ,  o t  h ie  d i e c r e t i o n ,  nay award p o i n t ( e )  
a g a in s t  t h a t  poroon 'e  d r i v e r ' *  l i c e n s e  r e c o rd .  The second end sub­
sequen t o f f e n s e s  s h a l l  be a v i o l a t i o n  a s  d e f in ed  by S ec t io n  l lA - t - J  
Code of Alabaaa 197$ and nay be f in ed  ne t  more than  te n  d o l l a r s  
f o r  each o f f e n s e .

Sec t ion  t ,  All lawe o r  p a r t e  o f  law* which c o n f l i c t  
w ith  t h i s  a c t  a r e  hereby r e p e a l e d .

S ec t ion  S. * The p ro v i s io n s  of t h i e  ac t  a r e  s e v e r a b l e .
|

I f  any p a r t  of t h i n  a c t  le  d e c l a r e d  Inva l id  o r  u n co n e t f t t u t l o o a l• 
ouch d e c l a r a t i o n  s h a l l  not a f f e c t  the p a r t  which r a w i M .

Sec t ion  fc. Thie a c t  s h a l l  become e f f e c t i v e  w i th i n  S l» ty  
days a f t e r  i t e  passage and approva l by the  Governor .
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Academy of Pediatrics
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A t M H M W i l d M U g n

tt I to** 6l*S» 
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u m u o m

February 5, 1982

Clinton B. Lillibridgo, H.D.
Marion T. Witt, H.D.
3300 Providence Drive 
Ankoroge, Alaska 99504

Dear Clinton and Kurlon:

I aa responding le your lcttor regarding child automobile restraint 
legislation. An you know, we vote successful in helping to obtain 
passage of Michigan's first child passenger restraint law in June 
1981. 1 have several thoughts to share with you as to how thtn was
accomplished. In addition, 1 will be enclosing n copy of our law 

and point out the strong points and what we night write differently 
nest tioe.

m*
In 1980, a f.caiman meaber of the Michigan House of Representatives 
was somehow convinced that he should introduce a bill which would re­
quire tho use of a car passenger safety sent by all children riding 
in Michigan automobiles. The law was brought before the House of Re­
presentatives and amazingly enough passed by an overwhelming majority 
of something like 73 to 10. This bill reached the floor of the Michigan 
House on the day before the Caster recess and I suspect that thin kind 
of lining had nuch to do with its overwhelming passage. Unfortunately, 
when che law reached tne Senate, It was defeated 1/ a voto of 19 to 15. 
The objections that we heard wore probably similar to the objections 
that have been heard all over the country by those who oppose such 
legislation. The main objection to the law was that it v'olutcd the 
rights of parents Lo transport their children in any manner that they 
wish, IA? argued subsequent 1 • tint this law ignored the child'o right 

to live and pointed out that the child was crrtalnly not in a post linn, 
at age four or lesa to mike an Intelligent dcrts'on about how it might 
be most safe to be transported in an automobile. In addition, the coun­
ter argument to tbe violation of Individual rights la that the citizens 
of tbe state are entitled to be protected from thia unnecessary and 
preventable waste of las money, for it was shown that a child who was 
Injured In an automobile accident very likely would be picked hy a 
slate-supported vehicle, taken to a hospital, which again received state 
funds smd If the child was unfortunate to be loft paraplegic, would 
require taxpayer monies lot the rut of its life to help provide support 
fot this child. Thus, we argue' citizens are entitle! to resist un- 
neeesssiy use ol their ts* money, which Is Indeed preventable. An you 
kms#, 901 of all car crash * tal accidents would have been prevented 
had the child been wearing a car passenger safety seat or seat belt.
In 1981, we (rally became much mare wclI-organised In our efforts to 
get a leu passed In Michigan. To begin with, the law car * out of t lie



C l in t on  B. Lillibridge, M.D. 

M a r i o n  T. Witt, M.D.
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Senate, w h i c h  is our senior legislative b o d y  as opposed to 

the house. Secondly, we w e r e  able to o b t a i n  a bipartisan 

group of four senators, two Democrats and two Republicans 

to introduce the law in the Senate. This, I would strongly 

recommend to y ou gentlemen. Having it bi p a r t i s a n  and h a v i n g  

it come from the senior house, and especially from senior m e m­

bers in the Senate, mad e  a tremendous d i f f e r e n c e  this time. 

Additionally,' w e  really became much more w e l l - o r g a n i z e d  in our 

lobbying efforts. A coalition was formed m a d e  up of m e m b e r s  of 

the M i c h i g a n  Chapter of the American A c a d e m y  of Pediatrics, as 

well as i ncluding people from al) areas of the community. W e  

w e r e  able to obtain cooperation from a u t o mobile dealers, a u t o­

mobile manufacturers, AAA, certain i nsurance companies, as well 

as other interested parties, including a group of wo m e n  w h o  

we r e  organized throughout the strte in the day care n u r sery school 

segment of our population. These women proved to be invaluable 

in terms of their lobbying efforts. The y  apparently had had past 

experience impacting on the state legislature nnd were ve r y  h e l p­

ful in influencing the vote to go in n posi t i v e  direction.

May I suggest that y o u  also have a petition drawn up and circulated 

among pediatricians throughout the state of A laska for their 

patients' parents to sign, urging l egislators to vote in support 

of mnnd u t o r y  car restraint legislation. T h o  legislators certainly 

listen to the people in their district and again, we felt that 

theso petitions circulated b y  pediatricians we r e  very helpful. 

Additionally, individual pediatricians should try to contact their 

legislators to convince them of the imp o r t a n c e  of car restraint 

legislation.

T he w e a k  points in the Michigan law have to do w i t h  two things in 

my opinion. First, I don't think there should b e  an exemption for 

n baby who is be i n g  breastfed on Its m o t h e r ' s  lap. Secondly, although 

studies by Susan Baker, ot al out of the University of Maryland have 

shown that infants over tl age of 12 m o n t h s  arc safely transported 

in n bac k  neat of a c ar in a seat belt, I am, in my own mind, not 

convinced that this lo true. I wished that w e  had been attic to 

avoid that hitch In o ur legislation, hut as you'll find, there ban 

to he some give and take in dealing w i t h  Lite state legislators.

1 would l»e happy to help you In your goal o f  obtaining child car 

passenger restraint legislation in Alaska. i'loase feel f-ce to 

call or w r i t e  If there is anything else 1 c o n  do.

H a m l i n M  J. Bloudy, M.l>.

Alternate chapter Chairman
Mi ch ig an  Iliapter, Americ an  Academy oi I'ediotrico

MJH:nw
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A m e r i c a n  

A c a d e m y  o f  

P e d i a t r i c s

Rhods Island Chapter

CtMlimanHenry B Froyo, M.D.7 Weili Street Westerly. 02891 <0115902242 
Alternate Chairman John E. Farley, Jr., M.D. 343 Willett Avunue Riversido, 02915 40114333423 
Secretary
Allred Toselll, M.D.293 Govornor Street 
Providence, 02906 401/4216126 
Treasurer
Mario Vigilant, M.D.1525 Atwood Avcnuo Johnston. 02919 
40112742010
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEERoger W Ashley, M.D.Tower Hilt Road
Wakefield, 0287940117896492
Edwin N. Forman, M D.Rhode Island HospitalProvidence, 0290240112775171
Belly B Mathleu. MO.255 Waterman StreetProvidence. 02906401/521-3231
Joseph R. Pclller, M D.029 Main GtroelWarwick. 02806
4011737-4282
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J a n u a r y  28, 1 9 8 2

C l i n t o n  B. L i l l i b r i d g e ,  M. D.
A l t e r n a t e  C h a i r m a n ,  A l a s k a  C h a p t e r  
A m e r i c a n  A c a d e m y  of P e d i a t r i c s  
**001 D a l e  S t r e e t  
S u i t e  2 1 3  
A n c h o r a g e ,  A l a s k a

D e a r  C l i n t ,

I a m  s e n d i n g  y o u  the f o l l o w i n g :

1 ) c o p i e s  o f  b i l l  £1 a n d  its s u b s e q u e n t  r e v i s i o n

2) a b r o a d  r e c o m e n d a t l o n  o f  the I n s u r a n c e  I n s t i t u t e  
f o r  H i g h w a y  Safety, le, a  m o d e l  b i l l

3 ) a r a n d o m  o f  b i l l s  a n d  t h e i r  p r o v i s i o n s

T h e r e  is a n  a n g l e  o n  r e a r  s e a t  s e a t  b e l t  u s e  in the 
i n f a n t  w h o  c a n  s i t  u n s u p p o r t e d .  T h e r e  w a s  a  h a s s l e  b e t w e e n  
I I H S  a n d  P h y s i c i a n s  f o r  A u t o m o t i v e  S a f e t y  r e  t h i s  w h i c h  a p ­
pe a r e d  t o  m e  to b e  a p o w e r  s t r u g g l e .

D a v e  S h i n n  t o l d  me that the i d e a  is this: N o  q u e s t i o n
t h a t  i n f a n t s  w h o  c a n n o t  sit u p  s h o u l d  b e  in r e s t r a i n t s .  B a c k  
s e a t  s a f e r  t h a n  f r o n t  scat. A n y  a g e  w h e n  c a n  s i t  u n s u p p o r t e d  
18 a  s e c o n d  b e s t  s i t u a t i o n  to be r e s t r a i n e d  by s e a t  b e l t s  b u t  
t h i s  is b e t t e r  t h a n  n o t h i n g .  C a r r i e r  r e s t r a i n t s  a r e  b e s t  f o r  
a l l  n g e s  to a n  a g e  w h e n  y o u  c a n  n o  l o n g e r  c o n v i n c e  a c h i l d  to 
s t a y  ♦h e r e .

P o i n t s  to a p p e a l  to w i t h  p a r e n t s  arei C h i l d r e n  c a n  see 
b e t t e r  a m  t h e y  s t a y  In o n e  p l a c e  a n d  d o n ' t  d i s t r a c t  t h o  d r i v e r .

T h i s  s e g m e n t  o f  a  l a w  m a y  bo the m o s t  d i f f i c u l t  to c e l l  
to l e g i s l a t o r s  a n d  y o u  d o  the b e s t  y o u  can.

S u r v e y s  a r e  s t i l l  b e i n g  d o n e  b u t  wo  k n o w  I n j u r i e s  h a v e  
g o n e  d o w n  a n d  d e a t h s  h a v e  n o t  o c c u r r e d .  U s a g e  h a s  g o n e  u p  
u n d  m o s t  p a r e n t s  a r e  q u i t e  a w a r e  o f  the l a w  a n d  the r e a s o n s  
for tho law. A  l o a n e r  s y s t e m  is In p l a n n i n g  stages.

P o l i c e  w e r e  a p p a r e n t l y  o n l y  c h a r g i n g  w h e n  t h e r e  w a s  a n  
a c c i d e n t  but l a t e l y  a r c  m o n i t o r i n g .

T h e  s t r o n g  p o i n t  I think, lo the r e v i s i o n  o f  the o r i g i n a l  
l a w  w h i c h  g i v e s  p a r e n t s  t i m e  to p u r c h a s e  one nnd a l s o _ l n c l u s l o n  
o f  the b a c k  s c at.



A m e r i c a n  

A c a d e m y  o f  

P e d i a t r i c s

Rhode Island Chapter

ChairmanHrmry B. Frey*. M.D.7 Walls Streel 
Westerly. 02891 <01/596-2242 
Atternale Chalrma John E. Farley. Jr., M.O. 343 Willed Avenue Riverside, 02915 
401/4333473 
SecretaryAllred Toselll, M.D.293 Governor Street Providenco, 02906 40114216126 
TreasurerMario Vigilant. M.D.1525 Atwood Avenue 
Johnston, 02919 
4011274-2910
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE Roger W. Ashley. M D. Tower Hill Road Wakefield, 02879 40177896492 
Edwin N. Forman, M.D. Rhodo Island Hospital ovldence. 02902 
40112776171 
Betty B Malhle i. M.D. 255 Waterman 6 1 reel 
Providence, 72906 401/521-3231 
Josoph R. Peltier, M.O. 929 Main Street Warwick. 02886 4017737-4282

C. B. L i l l i b r i d g e ,  K. D. - 2  - J a n u a r y  28, 1 9 8 2

I ' m  n o t  so s u r e  a b o u t  t h e  p r o v i s i o n  a p p l y i n g  t h e  p e n­
a l t i e s  to d r i v e r s  w h o  a r e  p a s s i n g  t h r o u g h  t h e  s t a t e .  I t h i n k  
t h a t  w o u l d  o n l y  b e  e f f e c t i v e  if  m o t o r i s t s  w e r e  n o t i f i e d  b e f o r e  
t h e y  c a m e  i n t o  t h e  s t a t e  a b o u t  t h a t  p r o v i s i o n .

W e  t h i n k  we  h a v e  the b e s t  l a w  a t  p r e s e n t  a n d  d o  n o t  t h i n k  
we  w i l l  r e v i s e  it,

See y o u  in S e p t e m b e r .

S i n c e r e l y  y o u r s ,

J o h n  E. F a r l e y ,  J r . ,  M. D. 
A l t e r n a t e  C h a i r m a n

J E F / m g
Encs.

F . S .  I o r i g i n a t e d  b o t h  b i l l s .



IN GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

JANUARY SESSION, A.D. 1981

A N  A C T

REQUIRING THAT CHILDRENJEfi»2=^) 
. YEARS OF AGE OR UNDER USE CHILD 

PASSENGER RESTRAINT SYSTEMS

Introduced By: Representative* Connors, Durand, Carcieri
and Boyle

Date Introduced: March A, 1981

Referred To: Joint Committee on Highway Safety

It is enacted by thr Ceneral Assembly as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 31-22-22 of the Ceneral Laws in Chapter 

31-22 entitled "Miscellaneous Rules" is hereby a rnded to read as 

follows:

31-22-22. Child Passenger ~ * * . —  Any person

transporting a child three-(3) . r age or under in

the front or bach neat of a sot or vehicle operated on the road­

ways, atreets or highways of this state, will provide for thr 

protection of the child and properly use a child passenger 

restraint system approved by thr United States Department of 

Transportation under Federal Standard 213, provided that iu no 

event shall failure to wear a child passenger restraint ryatem be 

considered as contributory nrgligrncr, nor such failure to wear 

r<td child passenger restraint system be admissible as evidence



Any person dremed to be in violation of thia aection -ahull 

be iaaued a citation. with-a-*ine-of-fifteen-($lS?6e)-dellars-and• a
it— will— be— reeerded-on-said-persents-driving-reeord-within-the 

rnlea-and-regulationa-governing— Seetion— 31-43? If aaid cited 

peraon preaenta proof of pucchaae of a federally approved child 

rcatraint ayatee under Standard 213 to the issuing police depart- 

•**<■ w|tb<o..«evenJ?2_daZa_of_ laauance. aaid department ahall 

void the violation. If aatd individual faila to preaent proof of 

purchase, he or ahe ahall be required to appear for a heating

with a ■intaua fina of t fteen ($15) dollars, and it will be

recorded oo aaid person's driving record within the rulea and 

regulation* governing Section 31-43.
a

SECTloi 2. This act shall take effect upon passage.

M M M

U O  20/00

v



An Effective Child Restraint Law
T he Insurance Institu te  f o r  H ighway Sa fe ty  does no t invo lve its e lf in the d rafting  o f  ch ild  re­

s tra in t o r  any o th e r type o f  leg is la tion . However, the Institu te  has lo o k ed  com prehensive ly at the 
p rob lem  o f  ch ild death and in ju ry  in m o to r vehicle crashes, as w e ll as a t attem pts to  increase re­
stra in t use by b o th  m anda to ry  and vo lu n ta ry  means. These studies, and eva luations o f  the T en ­
nessee and R hod e  Is land laws, suggest that the e lem ents o f  an e ffec tive  ch ild restrain t law  are 
these :

•  Ch ild ren  younger than one year o ld  shou ld  be required to  be transported in an 
in fan t ea rn e r which meets D epartm ent o f  T ran spo rta tion  standards.

•  Child passengers w ho can sit uj: unassisted in a vehicle shou ld be required to  use 
special ch ild  restrain t devices o r  be restrained by car seat b t lts

•  Child passengers shou ld  be requ ired to  to  ride in the back seat, in restrain ts, un ­
less o th e r ch ild ren are a lready occupy ing  a ll o f  the rea r seating positions that 
have scat be lts. C h ild ren  shou ld  ride in the fro n t scat o n ly  when there arc no t 
enough seating positions w ith  restra in ts in the rear.

•  The ho ld ing  o f  ch ild ren o n  the lap s o f  adu lts in vehicles is a hazardous practice 
which shou ld  be p roh ib ited  instead o f  encouraged.

•  C h ild ren  shou ld  be p roh ib ited  from  ever being carried in the cargo area o f  any 
i d o r  vehic le . C h ild ren  shou ld  specifica lly  be banned from  the cargo areas o f  
sta tion  wagons, tru cks , vans and hatchbacks.

I
•  H ie d riv e r shouk l be  responsib le fo r  insuring that ch ild ren being transported  in 

a m o to r vehicle are restrained accon ling  to  the law . D rivers o f  recreationa l ve­
h icles and tru cks , as w e ll as cars, shou ld  be covered.

t

%



EXPLANATION
OF

A N  A C T

R E Q U I R I N G  T H A T  C H I L D R E N  F O U R  (4) 

Y E A R S  O F  A G E  O R  U N D E R  U S E  C H I L D  

P A S S E N G E R  R E S T R A I N T  S Y S T E M S

<rA-*

T h i s  a c t  w o u l d  i n c r e a s e  t h e  a g e  f o r  m a n d a t o r y  c h i l d  

r e s t r a i n t  u s a g e  f r o m  t h r e e  (3)  y e a r s  o f  a g e  t o  f o u r  (4) y e a r s  o f  

a g e  a n d  e x t e n d s  m a n d a t o r y  u s a g e  t o  t h e  r e a r  s c a t .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  

t h i s  a c t  w o u l d  p r o v i d e  t h a t  a n y  i n d i v i d u a l  c i t e d  c o u l d  h a v e  t h e  

o p t i o n  o f  h a v i n g  t h e  v i o l a t i o n  v o i d e d  u p o n  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  p r o o f  

o f  p u r c h a s e  o f  a  f e d e r a l l y  a p p r o v e d  c h i l d  r e s t r a i n t  s y s t e m  t o  t h e  

i s s u i n g  p o l i c e  d e p a r t m e n t .  T h i s  c o u l d  b e  o p t e d  f o r  i n  l i e u  o f  a n  

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  h e a r i n g  a n d  a f i n e  o f  f i f t e e n  ( $ 1 5 )  d o l l a r s .

T h i s  a c t  s h a l l  t a k e  e f f e c t  u p o n  p a s s a g e .

mmmmm
L H 5 2 0 / 0 D
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M A S S A C H U S E T T S  C H IL D  P A S S E N G E R  SA FETY  R E S O U R C E  C E N T E R  N E W S  UPDATE

Dr. A llred I  Frcchclte 
Public Health Commissioner

Edward J K-ng 
Governor

William T Hogan Jr 
Secretary o l Human Services

Department of Public Health Division of Preventive Medicine September 1901

In t roduc t ion
Child Passonger Safety is Iho concern of many groups and 
individuals ac ro ss  Mas'jachuseifs. B ecause of iho efforts o l 
r.u fse i. physicians, health educators, and community vo lun­
teers. more ch ildren a rc  riding safely than ever be loro The 
number o l hospita ls , tor instance, with education programs 
for new parents, has grown from a handful in 19  76. lo  viituatly 
100 pcrcon l This su ccess tins brought with it an mcroasino 
need lor communication among child passenger s.ifc ly 
advocates to coord inate  and share resources.
there fore , the Ch ild  Passenger Sototy Bosourco Conlor is 
publishing this informational bulletin, (o be sent periodically 
lo  key contact p e rson s throughout M assachusetts, to report 
Significant state and national nows in child passenger safety 
TIre IJpdato will not be a regularly schedu led ucwslctlor. but a 
bulletin, iippcunng severa l limes a year lo  report important 
developments P le a se  koop Iho Child Passongcr Sa fe ly 
Musourco Center ab reast o l your activities, prob lem s and 
solutions, s o  that we may act a s  a c learing house and others 
may benc lil liom  your experience.

Child P a s s eng e r  Sa fe ty  Directory
National Highway Traflic Safely 
Administration (NHTSA)
I cdcitil agency which provides leadership and litiMlmg lor 
all highway safely programs 
Administrator R a y m o n d  Pock 
<108 7lh Street S  V/
Washington. D C  20300 
t302) 4 2 6 ? I E o
Ioil-Hot? Holhno lor Consumer Inlmmahon (BOO) 424 9 19 1

National Hig hw ay  Traffic Safely Adralnlsbabm 
(NHTSA) fivgion I. N o w  England
Director John  J Connors
Massacliuselli Program Coordinator Jotrn McCaffrey 
S3 Broadway

Cambridge. Massachusetts 02142 
(617) 494 2690

Governor* lligliway Safely H u m a n  (CiMSM)
Slate agency a inch.idininrjors NHISAprogram-. inr lotting 
tin*Child Pav.engor Safety It.-.n u n  «• C e n te r  
Acting Director Pant Mctlug'i 
C P S H C  Piogi.iin ComdiiMtor Jongth llag in 
100 diaries Iliver Park 
Boston. M assachusetts 02114 
(G1/| 727 30/4

(continued on 7\

|*iaels
a  Passed M  Failed I*) Ponding R  Educalton Program

C H I L D  P A S S E N G E R  S A F E T Y  L E G I S L A T I O N

Many state legislatures recognize the need kv  tegntat'on 
requiring the use  o l ca r seats or sc le ly  txHts Ih e  m ap 
illustrates Hi.’ current status o l this Icgr.ljiuM i nationwide

M assachuse t ts  Child Passenge r  
Sa fe ty  Act
For the (MSI two dec jites motor % chicle arr.uiiivts have been 
Uu* n u m b  <« one cause ol death and sonous agury *o children 
In the early 1970 1 . crashworthy cat seats * 1 1 0  developed 
that cOukl |Mevent W) lo 90 percent of the*." tragedies Piivi'4 
organizations. Physicians for Automotive Gaiety and Action 
lor Ctiitd tlanspodat<on Sjfr 1/ pioneered iiiciMklparsoogvt 
safety education They « « .  |<*nc*<l gradually try slate ag<-n 
r »es a m  J various de|Milmonls uf the led*** itg<i**«r*mmt The 
Massachusetts Onkl Auln Ga'oly |Mogr*m was irutulel m  
19/6 by Ihe Department ol Public Healths nemty created 
IVyismn oi hewiiliw M e d *  .ne

Hy 19 79 most stales were rtevelopatg c tut I |vjsv«-< safety
prnjijmt these educational efforts were tv< .rgCH/od as 
cdremefy valuable I ml 0 * 4  sottidenl In uwrruiM) Ihe |xut> 
tern .t very low rale ol car seal ami safely belt usage In 1970 
largely lhrt»ugh U»e Hlorls ol a derWalnsI p i t a k v u a  
Tennessee enacted as brnonc r.ruki Passenger Pvofrcson 
Act rtN|u»riOQ parents lofirnlet:t cbAdrrn up lo age luur tne w
-rats In I9f*0. Ithode Island followed >«H

In lr«9l. Mihuencerl t»y report', ol success of hie Irwotice 
a m i . .iKMki If land Ians in more stales fM tied chad putsen 
rjer safety laws(se- n u n  Massachusetts w»u it n  hi {red »ie 
llie muth In tin so  tins tail Atim a t»ol>-< Itbuvg ohtHe Vkivw 
buadrsan ugipod was g n m n  to Um* seven ta»t sub-mrsed b, 
Ibgwcw nt itxrv Hermann Ik-prrtrmlakve VSt>4e (tor U»* 
lleiinliy nt Motor VHMdes) Senators liar sm*. !<*• I V C e d  
•in.] lirrMliyand! •colmienlC.intMnofONeOi |r 1 nposigfr*1 
II 0 / 9 8  was reiMMled tiol of Ihe A M c  S a M y  Cfimr ril 
laveralify icorrtlnuerf or. ii



Ch ild  P a s se n g e r S a fe ty  R o so u rc e  C en te r (C PSRC ) 
Threo-yeor program administered through tho Massachu­
setts Department ol Public Health Division ol Preventive 
Medicine. Services ottered include technical information 
education programs and multi-media materials lor profes­
sionals nnd consumers 
Director Pat Bartoshosky 
Assistant Director Dooms Stcrjm 
600 Washington Street. Room 705 
Boston. Massachusetts 02111 
(617) 727-2062

Child Auto Passenger Safety Advisory Ooa/d 
Since 1976. a committee of dedicated health professionals 
educators, consumer advocates, government represent* 
lives, who have pariictpaiod In lha development ol Vw 
Massachusetts statewide child auto passanger safety 
program Meetings are held quarterly at 600 Washington. 
Street. Boston
CoCh.inmen fhomes lynch. Paul Set.iu.her. M D 
Membmshtp list and more mlormaiv n ore avartabie from 
CPSfU.

Directory (continued)

HIGHLtOHTS OF FEDERAL MOTOR VEHICLE 
SAFETY STANDARD 213 00

all devices intended to restrain children m cars 
must be DYNAMICALLY TESTED in a simulated 
30 mph crash test

•
Iho dyv.ee must retain its structural integrity and 
must retam the childlike dummy witn cor?am limits

Each device must past a 20 mph * misuse tost, for 
e*amp'e without Ihe tethor anchored or with only 
tho armrest m pt«ce to restrain the dummy 

• Harness buckles i osiaqiKre a (2-pound force to 
open them Ihut children writ Imd them more 
cMficuii lo open but adults can do so canV •«» An 

. emergency
' labrvimgisunpiovedatMlmorpvisiblenndinstruC' 

turns rmrtt be conlimod t*i an .«'(•< ad | touch tr slot• i tne dOnCC

Mats. Child Passanoer Safely Act (cont mad)
As a t irsuii ol lengthy budge! discussions, ttm brfl remamed m 
the House when the legislature recessed lor vacation 
Immediately a her reconvening, however, the House passed 
H 0796 w»tn nwiot language changes which modi* i»»e 
provtsrons ol the toil dearer and gam 4 a new namom H

7102 (seebo»4 Advocates should ncrw contact Ihe* Repm- 
se«tai res lo erprest afarrecratron. and Sute Senators 
asking them approve the brn v.»in tne %ame speed, so A 
may tie set t lo tne Go. or no* lot trgnmg

Naively many qutVOn. auto comctnmg Ihe Ijrjiŝ ion 
Several common qaer.es arv addressed hev and a mayor 
public uilormiUjn sfSel rtU bo begun a*, .ore. at the law *t 
UQflKl lo prepare tho iiubiv. far us •mirfetren'alicn
O. Can Ihe pol.ee realty enforce such a taw7
A. The Tennessee *m » been very voccevtM

Iraiwkv who were they • at it letl »ure tnCOW U‘-p 
tWi staunched \ut4 «»tn n is easy ki t
(Mkmerhucr ’̂ tntiuret l\i><e»wecoma»hr>.isa
w,iy lo ken» tlsA lien  fcarw c ac-smg OC < *der 4s hy drtlr a. I
vvj IN) »V»«e* In Llarth tyyh fw * are Pone a"d ite 
U  hWCtvW'Jl Cher . ol ( W g  Atwxalrn lhd«d as 
tsqpport ol the Ira and -Vi* inopetesnrj m  (Atnrvrv;
lunntj wtient In* |wk-r

O Is this not loo grr it a hardship let pour parents who 
may have lo buy two or th ree cerseels?

A U n  n a QufUrn e.»« has tern ayinl m  thr pest m i  
Nnkvr rcAyr< JtW>ot«ws «r
Parenlt wdl ddhrvne y rsnrvl a vabHty sowl ba on wkani Ind 
m r  'tun a r4o.*en Iniyibl «  «wnM«srytt*a*l |Mi»
(faiv) iJti dteiiraiMskrl'MbinwkrafeiliMia 
tttemrcliMtitayirkivCipiinirlnl eve ik«e may ate 
a  s M k M t o r  a  i r ’ s v Y  adyurUwtl u s i i  iwM k i p t h r i  •toifwm HvidKK«aviMi>i#u'adrw4itMa |t|bt 
(MdW' aha am young but who may aegti mar Uwi 
yelrMloiJCar’.r rf *»i |2| ■> vAa-A-ms a»<m hr te 
wet rsemaSy wtnl »i »*oM OvHUlA* A ror sea* « A m  
rrur p». Acc hv. lo • ywwj * hk| Id nituucoi U»e a* 
i l i .* » t  I n u a ■« W |* r t» m < i( 4 » j*  w e l- . e t * M w  
e«am ohnewrvg a  < hifcl *<» <*•'*

O  Why does IMs taw slop M  age fnrl Don I «td*r 
Ctuldten need the «..><»* prulechon?

A AT Avrs |«>-«4 *ny*sAawvawMniU*i|fcit«evsH-1erW»itwe«*-. 
tA «nAoe*v atml y»we»fj t IbA)k»«» *»vu win hAaSy w'V̂ eAe Ito 
ptfOnri rnw-rew. amm me i» >' ..<**% at * iuw fke Pet 

>f\vup *A I hu-lmm t *.«* hire** *|r.e«eVth aSrel A «% •rvyUSaryesaimi'iMuriiMt. »*es wn»k»f>>e v l» e l» lti 
lto«*» Olle (Mikni Ihs year IsAl IrWIWVW AMI 
(V vd«  | le v )  a y r iM w t upon Pww citwstl p m n rv jw  
sAAf Irm
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January 20, 1982

Marian T. W i t t ,  H.D.
3300 Providence Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 99306
Dear Dr. W it t :

• •
Thank you very much for your i n t e r e s t  in Massachusetts 
Child  Passenger P ro te c t io n  Law. 1 b e l i e v e  a copy 
has been sen t to  you a l re ady  by Dr. Pend le ton .
We f e e l  t h a t  the Massachuset ts  law has e l im ina ted  
some of the  weaknesses in o th e r  l e g i s l a t i o n  which 
in c i d c n t l y  o th e r  s t a t e s  have been a b le  to  c o r r e c t  
a f t e r  passage and pub l ic  accep tance o f  a flawed law. 
I d e a l l y  we would l i k e  a l l  c h i l d r e n  to  be covered 
by mandatory c a r  r e s t r a i n t s .  Age f i v e  rhnaen

s - r h i a  rn>o s a  re j jsppqhle .cuLal f p f t u a m H  >Kr»

.TCrThg Idn rh iiyflilshl* rar̂ .Mn were mo nr rffcctL«i» 
i t b r l t jL ^ l i r s t-lMMuwM i», rrflflonab ln  a I t e r  n a t i ve . 

P e rm i t t in g  ch i ld re n  under f iv e  to  r id . i  in s e a t b e l t s  
i s  a weakness but f a r  s u p e r io r  t o  r i d i n g  u n r e s t r a in ed .
I n c id c n t l y ,  our B i l l  was a number of yea rs  it* the 
pushing and not an i r r c s i s t a b l c  sweep through the 
l e g i s l a t u r e .  Two important i tems in convinc ing the 
l e g i s l a t e r »  were th a t  a v i o l a t i o n  would not cona t iLu tc  
j j p v i n g v io la t ion* '  witli im p l ic a t io n s  towatd l i c en se  
suspension o r insurance p e n a l t i e s  and th a t  th e  f a i l u r e  to  
use a proper r e s t r a i n t  would no t  bc..£on*xdui:«id ionlritui** 
lo ry  neg l ig ence .
Our auccess came I b e l i ev e  because o f  a broad based 
c o a l i t i o n  of adv^>cates working on p u b l i c i t y  and persona l 
l e g i s l a t i v e  con ta c t  over a long p e r io d  of t i n e .  I th ink  
tl at David Shin at the Academy a main o f f i c e  could 
p rov ide f u r t h e r  a id  for your e f f o r t s  and 1 a l s o  
p a s s ing  your reouest on to  Pat Bar toshefsky  wlto lias 
worked t i r e l e s s l y  for many y ea r s  a s  a p r i v a t e  c i t  teen

u n m M n  « t  • § « .! ! « * »  m m  m  p i a s  me



a n d  s t a t e  w o r k e r  to p r o m o t e  c h i l d  a u t o m o t i v e  s a f e t y  o n ^ t h i s  

p a r t i c u l a r  b i l l .  . . * ,

G o o d  l u c k  to y o u  a n d  if t h e r e  is a n y  o t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  I 
c a n  s u p p l y ,  p l e a s e  feel f r e e  to c a l l  .pon me.

R e s p e c t f u l l y  y o u ^ s ,  a

r *  G  t U L

PCS:eg



H O U S E N o .  7 1 6 2

Substituted by the House, on m oticn of M r. White o f W orcester, for 
a bill with the same title (H ouse, No. 6 " ’8) and passed by the House to 
be engrossed. Septem ber IS.

S b t  C om tm m tarallb of /naasatbuaelU r

In the Y«r Om  Thovund Nine HvPdrcd tntf E-*Mj-Onr

A n A c r  arouiRiNG i n t  use o r  c i i a o  p assin g ix  restraints in auto*
MOhlLU.

Be it maned br ihe Senate and llnute of Representatives in Ceneral 

Court assembled. and by the authority of the tame, at follows:

1 SE C T IO N  I. Section I of chapter 9 j  of the Ceneral Lawt it
2 hereby am ended by inserting after the definition o f “Certified
3 inspector" the following definition: —
4 "C hild  passenger restraint", a device m anufactured for the pur*
5 pose of transporting  children under five >eart of age in a m otor
6 vehicle equipped with seat belts in accordance with the provisions
7 o f federal laws and  regulations, and app tosed  by the United States 
I  D epartm ent of T ransportation  pursuant to Federal M otor Vehicle 
9 S a f y S tandard  *213.

1 SEC TIO N  2. Said chapter 90 is hereby further am ended by
2 inserting afier section 7Z the following section: —
3 Section IA  A. No child less than five years of age shall ride a t a
4 passenger in any m otor »ch.clc on any May unless said child is
3 wearing a safety belt which is properly adjusted and  fastened or
r> unless such ch^d  it properly fastened and secured by a child
7 passenger restrain t as defined in t t r t m  one
g The p rosisions of this section shall not apply to  any  such child 
0 w ho is iU  ridm g as a  passenger »n a m otor vehicle m which all 

IQ seating positions equipped with safety belts nr child passenger

2 H O LSC  — No. 71(2 [S tp ic n b c r  D JS]

11 restraints are occupied by o ther passengers *ho are using s j i i
12 restraints; (2) riding as a passenger in a m otor vehicle usrd to
13 transport passengers for hire; (3) riding as a passenger in a m otor
14 vehicle no t equipped with safety belts; (4) physically unable to us.*
15 safety belts or child passenger restraints. Any operator of a m otor
16 vehicle who violates the provisions of this paragraph shall be
17 subject to  a fine of not more than twenty-five dollars; provided, 
IK however, that such fine may be waived upon satisfactory proof
19 bcim* presented to  the court that the defendant has purcha>ed a
20 child passenger restraint as defined in section one.
21 A violation of this section shall not be considered under any
22 circum stances to  be contribu tory  negligence nor shall evidence of
23 such a violation be admissible in any  civil action.a

SECTIO N  3. The first paragraph  o f section II3 P  of chapter
2 175 of the  Ceneral Laws, as appearing in section 18 cf chapter 266
3 of the ac ts o f 1976. is hereby am ended by striking out clau»c (r) and 
* inserting in place thereof the following clause: —
3 (e) Twenty-five dollars — speeding and other moving traffic
6 violations but excluding operating without possessi i io f  a license
7 or registration or operating a m otor vehicle in violation of section
8 seven AA of chapter ninety and such other exclusions as provided
9 by the com m issioner.

1 SECTIO N  4. This act shall take effect on January  first, nine-
2 tctn  hundred and eighty-two.

4
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January 26, 1982

Marian T. Witt, M. D.
3300 Providence Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 99504

Dear Or. Witt:

Enclosed Is a copy of the law we introduced during 1980 and 1981 
Louisiana legislatures. Unfortunately, it failed. We did 
successfully get it onto the Senate floor.

I don't think we can change any of it so it can pass. Our 
legislature opposes it in general terms of "control of lives” 
instead of letting people decide their future.

We are planning to try again this year. Please send me a copy of 
your proposed law.

iarryKJ. Hebert, M. D. 
‘ha i man
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Harlan T. Hitt, H.D.
Chairaan 
Alaska Chapter
Aocrican Acadray of Pediatrics 
3500 Providence Drive 
Anchorage, Alaska 9 W 0 I

Dear Dr. hlltl

Thank you for yo«r letter e W e t  child restraint* l»fl*latlen. 
Unfortunately n« were not saecessfal la #kl*lsl»| fiael passage 
of our Intended legislation so w i t  start ever again nest yea* 
also. I aa not sure what Is Ihe e*tl seccess'el sypteac* te 
use hut I lf*it .to*«a<U a h i l l  lh*l u  jnslaed ef
punitive or perhaps a hill that weetd teeelte the parent I• 
show proof of euychase la order te satisfy a flee r*e«•teeeet•

January If. tfll

i i s t i r r l y

kilO/wc
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5 1258. C H IL D RESTRAINT SYSTEM
• •

(a) Ever y parent or legal guardian operating a motor vehicle regie-

tcrcd In thia state o n a public highway In w h i c h  his or her child under
.  •

the age of three years is a passenger, shall properly secure the child 

in an Infant o r  c h il d passenger r e s t r a i n i n g .s y s t e m  of a type approved 

by tho cosaissloner.
• •

(b) Violators of this section shall be fined $10.00. A person 

found in vio la tion  o f  this section may. instead o f  paying a fine, 

submit p r o o f  of  ownership, or rental for not loss than one year, of
s

an approved infant o r child restraint system to tho traffic ticket 

center. This shall be acceptable only for first violations and if* 

the acquisition o f  the restraint system was subsequent to the 

violation, h o  points shsll be assessed for violations of this 

section.

See. J. EITtCnVK 1UTI*.
This act sha ll apply to  children boro on o r a l ta r  January 1 ,

ms.

S e e .  2 .  2 3  V .S .A .  S 1 2 5 8  i s  a d d e d  t o  r e a d :

!



THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Advanco Copy 1981 Acts and Rasolvos

MICHAEL JOSEPH CONNOLLY, Stato Secretary

•
Chap. 680. AN ACT REQUIRING THE USE OF CHILD PASS­

ENGER RESTRAINTS IN CERTAIN MOTOR 
VEHICLES.

Da It onocted. ate., aa follows:

SECTION 1. Section 1 ol chapter 90 ol the General̂  Laws is 
hereby amended by inserting alter the delinltion of "Certified 
Inspector” inserted by section I of chapter 761 ol the acts ol 
1979, the following definition:- 
“Child passenger restraint”, a device manufactured for the 

purpose of transporting children under five years of age In a 
motor vehicle equipped with seat belts in accordance with the 
provisions of federal laws and regulations, and approved by the 
United States Department of Transportation pursuant to Federal 

I Motor Vehicle Safety Standard, Inserted by section 4  of chapter
761 of the acts of 1979, Number 213.

SECTION 2 . Said chapter 90 is hereby further amended by 
inserting after section 71 the following section:*

Section 7AA N o chlkl less than five years of age shall r»de 
aa a passenger in said motor vehicle on any way unless said 
child is wearing a safety M l  which ts properly adjusted and 
fastened or unless such child is property fastened and secured 
by a child passen ger reslr e*ri| as debited w» section one

The provisions ef lh»t t n t m r  shell no* apply to any tuth 
child who 1*1 fl| rsdtng as a passenger Ms a tutor vehicle in 
which all seating positMns equipped w«lh safety belts or Child 
passenger restraints ere occupied by efh#« passengers why ore 
using sent restraints, fl) ruling »s a passenger m  e meter 
vehicle used IP Irens pert passengers for hire. O l  » d e #  as e 
passenger in e m t e r  w M W  e d  aoepy rd  ofth safety befit, |4| 
phrytaceNy unrftfe to use safety twits er ( M U  p a s s e n g e r  re 
sir rents , A n y  t»erylBi of e wnMrf vehdfta ate v d H e s  the 
pessisess of I has s m t i n  i M  !**• suAyntt te e f*ne ef n  at mere 
then twenty line pettrs, pruvwftrd. heee»>oe, the* i w h  Ixne me* 
be wetted if the (mrt »s s i h i M  that the 4 M eniReit has p i  
Chased a chAfl pas see.ger reslranM at «M»*wd ft* seuttien ewe

A  vOsfetmie of Mas oecfMwa the* u d  be used as e t d a u e  *f 
cent nib ySary eegAijeiMe tsa an* <tr«d w l e a

bfCffQN 3 lha M s *  per*p*nHt * t eewfinn M J P  >«d «h*vi**» 
lli o t the betterd lawn., as *«.*•.*• vug ** saulxtn Ml af ehnrhtr 
>CIS of the aits af N N  «y hereby *«»*♦..b d  by yinAmg i d  
* ft SHI te h i  an# enter Ceng an plate Mere.# M e  i.rtuu-.*.y eftavse



(c) Twenty-five dollars - speeding end other moving traffic 
violations but excluding operating without possession of a license 
or registration or operating a motor vehicle In violation of sec­
tion seven AA of chapter ninety and such other exclusions as 
provided by the commissioner.

SECTION A. This act shall take effect on January first.
nineteen hundred and eighty-two. . 1(Mn

Approved December 23. 1981.
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In Deceuber 1980, seven different: sponsors subalttcd child cor scot/scat 

belt bills. Our law, as finally pat;ed, represents a composite or cocproutsc 

of these based on political, as well as logical considerations. The bill sub- 

ntlted by our Lt. Governor, for exaople, had the eost radical proposal, a tax 

credit for cor seat purchase. This did not wtttatani our current preoccupation 

with reducing state spending.

Ite were fortunate to have tin aot of children covered by the lav to set at 

five years rather than two. three or four. We feel that this HIT help us per­

suade most parents to “graduate* their children frua car soils to soat belts.

!»« seat hell option underlines t*e inportant trinclple that ***** a car uu: is 

not aval latte, even a very young child should ts* a seal bait rather itoa ride 

loose.

w  should hivr stimulated that mat teit u m  *s possible only for 

cfrlltt** able to SH unaided. Int «mt f«*1 lha*. this Is *>l a «*jer that

Ititvrs would *rt aUnpi to place m  i*»wi la a s*#t tell, IHtu w» iM# to rt-

urile tie hill, m  would m *  Ite ’rtll to S*t M t i j p  the* let *»

u t l in fy  4 ^  Per atw-.tu fna leMol comer toVhHi cur u il/iatl t i l l . It tnw  
imbTii^awH P iftn u i #utr% ol nrf re llem  the **m<* office# of th* a r l
la try to I M P t l a t  the ap of IN child —

m  u»w* aewy Mnrr to •** Ale to h>w «h*» till u f 5» fi*i Aiuf» *ethe*

then putt UMinUlS n* imaadluan writ I t»,atu**lly u»# d lsartrf W  e « '  **t
(US tHii (Id ef'Slah iMUfU »M»i. hrt H h  t*»,»n.lr» Ihw te assist

ania **»mhs eh iia  l e lep tem»»*i»i»«*Hi so a itsfonTma u».*hw<*
fth< aa «u «n ia^ ad “NwahMtes fun hieu' ww» dllewud I m h * * *  m  % M u m |

•tiu«mA|hio. «4«,m tan* renuvt **** tuirr ** h* s#ul>wh«d, «*** i**» UMldiee*

aHUiUMtSaly mptpas |iM**i|N*f #t *«* ad n** an** **•>« uti*'t*»e uHuw* aha M

«M*t f*lf SlaO *•»»» *ti|4*H«t UN 0*1 hMJW h* »**S H,*** 4MiX I 4Mt*»*» • **« “m*' *»'*1

h*’e to |v**a*ul w*«*»»«t eiMSA**** Hy h*** *n* #rtauw** s«**u u«*i» e*****
lha twS* ad ihi aa w»a*iXrr



Children 1n cars not equipped with scat belts are exempted because we . 

qrcatly fecrcd that the bill would be defeated if 1t required people with older 

cars to have belts installed. Vte know that the supply of older cars will de­

crease. It Is Illegal in Massachusetts to rteovc seat belts fron cars and we 

do r.ot expect that people will do so sioply to escape obeyinq the Child Passenger

Safety Law.

tn a sioilar vein, w  did not want to put ourselves in the position of ean- 

ditliwj that fannies with too few belt- in their cars buy larî r cars; hence, the 

exemption for drivm of vehicles with all baits in use, this e m otion is criticised 

am Uv? grounds that It o mits the carroolinc of too «any children at a U«e.

Glttn that *»? could not fled a confronts* suitable for accowdatlno both situations, 

w? shove to favor the route that would seam least lllel/ lo penal We or cnt̂ yor.ne 

parents.

I l#  ettfflirtlam for children i n b lo  to « *  b e l l i  Aw lo rh)f*.Ual tovJillem  
(MAdicap) o r am s llw ilio * . ts  IV Just r*ce*ve£ a
h a ir1* I r i i a i  I t a l K a n r t  Child Vmil to with w n f
( h l l b f *  with s f t t l e t  mrv<di

WkturvrItte iflp . k m  had < xti^lalets both IM t tM  On* I .  t**> I *sA *■*>* that
i t  1% t«* law Ihr s ta f f  e f th» Jh«M Nfrl«c iafeW  ( a e i l l r # .  which t r a i le d  Pi»

b i l l ,  m x  adtamM la  tM  ft*w aa iiM fliM#
#t rt'.nM la l tew wSMin* »*:».*«*., VcaftfMmt vM IU H hi *s a*»nn^t fe* **•;»
Is Mw*l <*>», llw vara matter*

Its *« thr oC t# !**#** . Mu* H fie tlc r ll>»*0 *•»*
m Im # •**»»•** hN**ol anelsnnn't am taw* caw* law- ** *»* mvj t*** tt whiti an*

av I u*#'t | Vl*i| CSV#' fr Si* Cane I I* tw«l lla f M W  It Mrw^en Via Pulph irswd

« *  t a *  M (*a M  an  a n * *  t #  *«**•*,«■ S in  l a e .  * •  aew 'S *  u>»'i»t,iq9f

IfcH Via a»»anlM<»a |a  ,(*,f ***’ ** **•*# *♦»** tawMftn.
•Siaica Via i« 4*^. iunu ±U34.«Ih4 4 * 2 '*'* |4* ><<cH ***• * *
4 < t* « i< *u * . i s  f f h t  #***>!



He also did not specify whether a driver carrying two or nore unrestrained

children under the age of five would be fined for each child or in toto for the

tPtp. States drafting legislation should determine exactly which office or agency . 

will rule on such an-biguitles. Also, people not involved with the Issue should 

read the proposed bill and be asked as »any cueslions as possible so as to try to 

resolve potential conflicts or political problem. Socc of the police at the 

wur: shcps objected to the waiver because it requires the* to use tco r-xh tine 

going to court and sens to wiaten the law unduly. &» iho tend, tho 

does sceci to have been a strong selling point for the 1 trt in Twres<Ot. lt» will

have to wail and sec how this unrolls here.
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1 3 3  S t a f o  S t  r o e .
M o n t p e l i e r ,  V e r m o n t  0 5 6 0 2
( 8 0 2 )  8 2 0 * 2 6 6 5

. / •  ■■ '

Eiimtnato Automobflo Tfogocftos

The Ve reran t Child N H cn tir  Prelection Act 
Protect* Children'* tight* Without VioletIng Parental tight*

I . Driving on •  public rued I* •  privilege, rot •  righ t, iu b )K t to »t*te regulation.
I .  The child  I* not chatte l. Parent* ere required to  provide for the 

h e a l t h  end vefety o f their children (*>erentU patriae’*).(ianple*t ImuunS fatten*, children cen*t be le ft hone alone 
emwperel** f.

) . tar *aet* help been lha fooily together hy reducing the *ire*% of
Injury, d U a b ll l ly , financial lot* or death.

k. Cent It not e«te**l«e. end cer *eei* ere available. Thera Itprecedent for legU lated <o*t* Incledlng drleer'% licence, cer 
reg lttretlon , %emlena<«a1 cer Impact Ion*, »«m t ire * ; ImmMnl ration*; 
Mtnbe detector*, the public I* te tp n t lb lt  for retcwlng, (reeling, 
end rehabilitating Injured children, end. If there I* a 9******** 1 
d lta h lllty , o f  providing I He* long aagpott. With thl* revpentlbl Illy  
g>e* the right to etterpi Injury redaction^

V  Children da not tu n  the lev** I edge or ab ility  to protect I M n r lm .
4 . the Act mould ant lucre*.* parental l ia b i l i ty , A ch ild  could real

i«a a parent. Parent 1 wavlf *1111 be e lig ib le  fur ln*«rance nnd 
«>tbe« protection.

# Children unreel rained lo car* rente accident* by d l*traciiag  the
driver. The Vermont Child fetiengnr Prole* I In* Atl u l l l  ale* 
protect oiceom t* o f ether car* tram co lli* !*** .

V * *



M o n t p e l i e r ,  V e m  

( 8 0 2 )  8 2 8 - 2 6 6 5

SeotbeDs Eiminoto Automobile Tragedies
The Vermont Child Pa**anger Protection Act 

Car Seat Co*t and Availability

1. Rental of Infant car **et*U«« *M2 month*, co*t S5< to $1 per aonth
2. Purchaaa toddler car teat

lh« 2*) year*, coat a* little aa SIB.35

J. Seat belt* already Imtalled in car*
Are acceptable for Infant* 20 lb*, or more 
Cmtt none

i f .  P a t« * g e  o f  a  I m  m o u ld  a t  i n f l a t e  d e v e lo p m en t o f  t o d d l e r  c a r  * e a t  
r e n t a l  p r o g r a m ,  p o r . t l b l y  t h ro u g h  h o a p l t a l  r e n t a l  p r o g r a m ,  
v o  I  mo l e e r  g r o u p * ,  c h u rc h  o r g e r  i r a t  lo i< * , th e  H e a l t h  D e p a r tm e n t , 
f* * f I c e  p r o g r a m ,  and Verm ont M A I .

S .  V e rm on t S t Vf m l I *  t t  i n f l a t e  an d  p ro m o te  p r o g r a m  t o  a * * i * l  
I n d i v i d u a l *  an d  e m u r e  u n lv e r * a l  a v a l  l a b i l i t y .

4 .  C a r v e a t  c o * t *  a ? *  c o m p a ra b le  t o  o r  l e * *  th a n  U m  c o m  o f :
Irm tw il f a t  l o o t  
tnm a i l r a t  e r  c h a in *  
c a r  r a d i o  ,  .
%mnte d e t e c t o r  £
a  ta n b  f u l l  o f  * n  p a r  y e a r  
d r i v e r * *  l l c e m e  - c a r  Im p a c t i o n *  p e r  y e a r  
a u t o  Im v r a n c e

f .  Ihe ( m l  o f  n o t  m lft f a c a r  t e a l  c a n  Ik> d l * a t | r o u * l y  h i g h .
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