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NEW YORK ASSOCIATION
for PUPIL TRANSPORTATION

c/o Chautaugua Transportation
P.O. Box 10097

Chautauqua, NY 14722

January 25, 1986

Frank Curran, Manager
School Transportation
Concord Public Schools
Concord, Mass. 01742

Dear Frank,

Enclosed is the information we discussed on the phone a month or more ago.
Sorry to take so long. | think the outline ofthe Rochester presentation and other
copy is self explanatory, but call if you havegquestions.

There is absolutely no question in my mind, that the compartmentalization of
the school bus effective since 1977 has been a tremendous improvement in the safe
transportation of school students. It's difficult to document whether the NYS 28"
high back seat has provided better protection than the Federal 24 ‘inch high back.
Both are fully padded and substantially better than the old 20 inch seats wused prior
to 1977. It is my opinion that the Federal seat is the best overall. | think it
would be difficult for anyone to accurately predict that injuries with the NYS High
Back would be less in number and/or severity had they happened in the Federal High
Backs; or that injuries that have occurred in Federal High Backs would have been
prevented or less serious by the wuse of the NYS 28" High Back. And the Federal seat
still allows the driver to see most of the passengers and have some eye contact. I't
is a generally accepted fact among NYS Operators, that our discipline problems have
increased with the 28 inch seat. The driver simply can not see what's going onback
there wuntil the problem s bigger than it otherwise would be.

The Federal DOT seat seems to be the best solution in my opinion, since it
provides protection for the rare occassion of a school bus accident, and also permits
more effective discipline - which is a routine daily concern. As you know, 49 of the
50 states wuse the Federal DOT seat standard sofar. New York is the only state that
requires the 28 ‘inch high back, which contributes to the higher costof buses built
for use in New-York State.

My seat belt file is quite thick, so if you need something more, or if | can be
of further assistance, let me know. And | will attempt to be more timely.

Best Regards
from Western NY,

K.H. Pete James
NYAPT's
National Liaison

PJ :pj

cc: Noel Kaiser, NYAPT Pres.



New Jersey

School Boards Association

Headquarters: <13 West State Street, P.0. Box 909. Trenton. New Jersey 08605
Telephone (609) 695-7600

POSITION STATEMENT

S-568/A-1545 -
(Baseano/Naples)

SEAT BELTS IN SCHOOL BOSES

The New Jersey School Boards Association opposes these proposals which
require the installation of seat belts in newly purchased school buses.
While these are different bills, they are similar in Intent; the main
difference being that the Assembly version requires the belts be used and
requires the bus driver take an active role in this process. NISBA
considers the cost for msta_llm,gz the belts at il.7 million Ber year
modest and money well spent if it could be demonstrated the belts
prevented more injuries than they caused.

Nationally, 21 million Btudents travel many times that number of miles
daily, yet there were only ten student fatalities and 5,500 student
injuries injuries in 1984, the last year for which information is
available (Source: National Safety ounm_l?. New Jersey is justly proud
of the fact that there never has been a child killed riding inside a

New Jersey school bus.

The state boasts a_long history of concern about and study of the issue of
school bus safety in general and of seat belts in particular. In 1972, a
Governor's (Cahill) committee, chaired by Senator Raymond Bateman, waB
formed co study the construction of school buses. That committee's
deliberations resulted in a series of recommendations modeled after those
from a 1968 UCLA study on bus safety. These recommendations dealt with a
wide ran?.e of improvements but sto 7ped short of recommending the required
installation of seat belts. In 1975, another study panel convened by
Governor Byrne specifically and deliberately refuséd to recommend the
installation of seat belts. Instead, the panel approved an apﬁroach to
occupant bus safety, later called "compartmentalization," which consists
of Increased structural stren?th of seats, thicker paddm&, higher seat
backs and covering the formerly exposed seat back bars. All school buses
manufactured after April 1, 1977, compl%]/ with these federal
compartmentalization requirements.This has resulted in an environment
5|m|Iar_H$o that of a rail car; there are no belts in railway passenger
cars either.

0517gVvS/0010g February 22, 1986
-0ver-
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One of the main arguments for belts in bua - that children should learn
a consistent message to "buckle up" — is c/erwhelmed by the arguments
emanating from the National nghwa}/ Traffic Safety Agency (NHT A?, the
National Safety Council (NSC) and the National Transportation Safety Board
(NTSB). Summarized, these arguments are as follovs:

1. If seat backs are of a sufficient height and adequately padded, the
child is safest unbelted. At the time of impact, an unbelted child
slides off the seat and many parts of the body strike the seat in
front at the same time, thereby distributing the load. When belted,
the force is concentrated in two areas, the head as it pivots forward
and strikes the seat back and the abdomen.

2. With seat belts, there is always the possibility that a child could be
trapped in the event of a fiery crash or a plunge off a bridge. When
seconds are precious, it is questionable whether or not a child,
especially a younger child, would have the -presence of mind to release
himself or herselt immediately. Even the best Instructed Puplls can
become disoriented at the timée of such a crash and certainly a school
bus driver ¢'-uld not be expected to unbuckle 30 or 40 youngsters in
time to avoid a catastrophe.

3. There is_always the potential for the misuse of seat belts. At the
ven( minimum,” the buckle could serve as an additional weapon to
children who tend to be disruptive on buses.

These arguments are reinforced b% more recent testimony from the major
federal agencies. In June of 1985, the NHTSA, in elaborating on the
matter of monltorm(? the use of belts in buses, stated its belief that
"the currently mandated occupant protections In school buses provide an
adequate level of safety protection and that seat belts would not raise
the level of protection for the occupants.”

Perhaps the most damaglng evidence against fitting the belts comes from a
1984 ransPort Canada (that country's equivalent of NHSTA) study which
contended that for all ty%es of buses, Includln? small vans, "In a frontal
collision, belted school bus occupants are liable to suffer more serious
|n!u_ry than unbelted ones." These tests have been the subject of
vitri-Lic procedural attacks by the proponents of belts who feel wounded
by results which indicate that the belts do not belong in large buses and
perhaps should be removed from the Type Il smallor vans where theﬁ are now
requwed. It is significant and tunnel-visioned that these attacks never
call for new testing — just a mandate for belts. Yet, in its own
analysis of the Canadian” study, NHSTA concurred with its findings.

The results are in %eneral a(t;reement with laboratory testing conducted
within the United States. It should be recognized that the
compartmentalization counter measure was specifically de3|%ned to
protect the occupant in frontal barrier tests similar to those
conducted by the Canadians. The low head mgury readings for the
unbelted dummies ire Indicative that compartmentalization performs as
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well In production buses as it did in the research tests which
perfected Che concept. The lap-belted dummies also performed in a
predictable manner in the Canadian testa. In NHTSA-sponsored research
on lap-helted dummies in the automobile environment, lap-helted
gumml_es typically have higher head injury measurements than unbelted
ummies.

Concerning the Becond moat common txpe of school busaccident, the aide _
Impact crash, Thomas Built Buses, the largest school bus manufacturer in
the nation (and one which has built buses with seat belts for those
districts that request them since 1977), recently financed a replication

of the Canadian study for side impact Crashes according to specifications
established by NHSTA. The results demonstrated that seat belts offered no
Hreater level _of,Protectlon for the occupants and none of the dummies were
urled like missiles about the bus from a 30 mph aide Impact of a 4,000

pound weight; all readings were well below the threshold of injury.

To be beneficial, a seat belt must not only be worn, but worn properly, A
loosened helt at time of impact could do considerable harm causing severe
pelvic damage. Even if the bus driver were to be respon3|ble for
monltorln% and securing each seat belt, there is no guarantee that the
belt would remain In ‘place during the busride or be secured with
sufficient tension.However, even if the Dbelts wereproperly fastened,
there is reason for rerious concern.

It is important to note in this regalmwhat type of belt is being
discussed here. Due to the structural configuration of school huses, the
shou_lder/lapr combination cannot be installed "in buses; only lap belts are
feasible. There exists considerable research literature documentln%_the
damaging effects of lap seat belts in cars. For example, an Australian
study found that,

Among 71 of the belt wearing fatalaties whose condition was inspected
for possible belt injury, 11 suffered severe or fatal torso injury not
attributable to impact with invading objects or as a result of the
ejection. Of these, four were associated with obvious signs of seat
belt burn across the abdomen from the lap strap and showed a wide
range of intra-abdominal destruction.

Even more telling is the fact that rear seat lap belts in cars are coming
under increased criticism for causing more injurigs than they prevent in
cars which crash. While not exactly analogous with compartmentalization
in buses, the two environments are roughly comparable and, together with
the results of the Canadian testa, suggest Increased danger for occupants
in buses should belts be Installed.

Thus, despite the educational value of belts in buses, none of the major
national research organizations whose full-time Aob it is to study
transportation safety — and who at other times have had no problém
mandatlnq safety features — have endorsed the installation of lap belts
in school buses. We believe you should heed that advice and vote NO on

5-568 and A-1545.
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The State Task Force on School Bus
.Safety said Tuesday that putting seat
belts In school buses would be costly
and probably would not Improve
safely significantly.

Instead, It recommended Improve—
ments In equipment and training that
would cost between $800,000 and $1L
.million each year.

Deciding whether school bus riders
should buckle up was a major Issue
moncerning the panel, according to
Ronald Lallberte, lhe Slate Depart—
ment of Education’s director of
school transportation.

"The task force recommended
against mandnting seat belts for two
reasons," said Lallbene, who worked

'trecommend seatbelts on school

with the 13-member task force. >

“First, 80 percent of fatalities occur
outside of the bus, not Inside. In
1983, 22 of 28 fatalities nationwide
occurred outside to the bus. Second,
the cost of equipping buses Is about
$120 per seat."

Instead of recommending costly seat

belts, said Lallberte, “The task force

decided It was better to spend mon—
ey taking action to Improve the situa—
tion outside and around |_es where

the fatalities occur."

Electronic monitoring devices rec—
ommended would improve safety
outside a bus, the panel concluded.

Also recomm- - *ed were sensing de—
vices that tell a bus driver when a

child Is near the sides or wheels of a
bus and an electronically operated
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Minneapolis Star and Tribun® v
Wednesday, January 9,1985

guard rail that would force a student
to walk far enough In front of the bus
to be seen by the driver.

The task force also sold It would be
useful to Install public address sys—
tems on buses to enable drivers lo
stop children from crossing If a vehi—
cle Is approaching.

The panel also recommended addi—
tional training for veteran and new
bus drivers and tougher criteria
when renewing or gaining licenses
for them.

In general the tnsk force recom-—
mended being more restrictive when
Issuing bus driver liccnsps to those
convicted of charges Involving alco—
hol and drugs. "The task force also
recommended a harder look at felo—
ny convictions," said Lallberte, who
added, "You can be nn excellent

e ' m .

I

driver, but we think felons ought not
be with small children."

Other task force recommendations
Included:

a Having parent volunteers monitor
bus-route pickup and drop-off points.

m Educating motorists about laws

that require traffic from both direc—
tions to stop for a school bus with

flashing lights.

m Seeking stricter enforcement of
school bus laws by police.

m Increasing rider awareness of
what Is expected while children ride.

m Shortening school bus routes and

thereby Improving children’s class—
room performance.

i et
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buses

The task force was created by tF
1984 Legislature, which was respond
Ing to concerns raised about schoc
bus safety after school bus-rclate<
fatalities.

According lo Lallberte there wer<
six school bus-related fatalities h
Minnesota In 1984, seven In 1983, twi
In 1982, two In 1981 and one In 1980.

The task force report will be prc
sented to the education committee:
of the Minneso* mHouse and Sennti
during this legislative session. Tin
lawmakers will decide what portlor
of the recommendations should b<
put Into effect and whether (he state
or local school districts will foot tht
bill.
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February 4, 1985

Ms. Gloria Molina

Assembly Woman, Fifty-Sixth District
California Legislature

5261 East Beverly Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90022

Dear Ms. Molina:

Your interest in obtaining facts related to seat belts for school bus
passengers is appreciated. This is becoming an emotionally charged issue
with some. My plea is, let"s examine the facts and prioritize school bus
safety needs. We can then concentrate our action upon the most urgent safety
problems, without bei*-" emotionally diverted from the most significant problem.
will attempt to put some of the current school bus safety problems in per-
.pective.

1. Seat belts - are not a panacea for s .hool bus safety. To address belts
as an urgent need, and get the public emotionally involved, is to divert
attention and funds away from more pressing safety needs. There are
approximately 10 fatalities occurring inside the bus annually. No
evidence exists that seat belts would have prevented any of these.

Most school bus accidents resulting in fatalities, inside the bus,
involve another large vehicle such as a tractor-trailor combination or

a railroad train. Usually a section of the bus is torn away or there is
a serious intrusion into, or compression of, the passenger compartment.
In these types of accidents it is sometimes evident that if pupils had
been belted in some seat locations they would have suffered more severe
injuries and/or a greater number of fatalities.

Tests have shown that in some crash situations belted passengers suffer
more severe injuries than those not belted. A case in point is the most
recent crash tests by the Canadian Government. (A copy of the Canadian
Government release is enclosed, with other reference material.)



Ms. Gloria Molina
February 4, 1985
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(It was necessary to drive my three (3) %ear old qrandson to
nursery school. In telling mehow to "(IJet to his school,” he said
"You go down past the grocery store, then go through two red lights -
but you have to wait till they are green."  He learned this b
observation. Think what he could learn with instruction!)

E.  That the modern school bus provides no lateral protection for its
passengers.

I can provide accident reports from several operational juris-
dictions where school buses have rolled over with their precious
load of pupils aboard. In_ those immediately in the scope of my
knowledge the most severe injury to a passenger has been a broken
Wrist. Ce_rtalnl¥ a rollover accident would afford a critical test
?H‘ pro%e_c}mn afforded to the passengers by interior design of

e vehicle.

Seat belts for school buses would cost fiom $2,000.00 to $3,000.00
per bus, with no evidence or assurance that any lives would be saved.

2. Nov to some serious school bus safety problems. Funds can be spent to
correct these that will show a definite return in lives saved.

Qutside the school bus, at the bus stop, 45-60 pupils are losing their lives
annuall5{. More than half of these are killed when hit by the bus they
reqularly rice. The others, by passing motorists who diSobey the law
requiring motorists to. stop for school buses loading and unloading passengers.
Needed t0 save these lives are:

A, Electronic sensors - can be purchased for the bus that warn the bus
driver of the presence of someone near the wheels, who would be
jeopardized by movement of the bus. These are available in the range
of $225.00 to” $1,000.00 per bus, depending upon the degree of
sophistication and application of the device(s).

B.  Driver training - the bus driver is the single most important factor
in the safe operation of a school bus. Most accidents are the result
of human error. Drivers with better training and supervision make
fewer errors.  School transportation systems need to be provided with
adequate funds and training programs to train effectively.

Anyone concerned about the safety of children on school buses should:
(1) Determine the quality of the training program.

(@) Determine that all bus drivers regularly receive the training,
by a competent instructor.



Ms. Gloria M-olina
February 4, 1985
Page 5

My urgent plea is, let's deal with facts, not emotions, and coordinate our
efforts for safety to deal with the most pressing safety needs first, then with
others as funds are made available.

Additional documents and information are enclosed for your information and
consideration. | apologlze_for the length of this letter. "I just felt that |
should explain in some detail my reasons for holding that other issues and
Broblems were more urgent for pupil passenger protection in relation to school
uses, than seat belts,

Sincerely,

Paul T. Stewart, State Director
School Transportation

PTS:j
Enclosures



DR. FRANK B BROUILLET Superintendent of Public Instruction

January 6, 1986

T0:  All State Director's of Pupil Transportation j
PROM  Don M Carnahan, State Director, Pupil Transportation
RE:  Testimony on Seat Belt Standards

Enclosed for your information is a cop){ of testimony that | sub-
mitted in ogposmon to Wayne's request for seat belt standards
on large school buses. position (as you can see from my comments)

IS that these rules do not go far enough” to protect belted students
in compartmentalized school “huses.

If you feel the same, don't hesitate to let NHTSA know. If you have
any other questions, please write or give me a call.

DMC:nab
Enclosure

OW Pnnitn!| Ry | 1 01trm rvla



DR FRANK b BROUILLET Superintendent ot Public Instruction
November 29, 1985

Docket Sectron Room 5109
Natronal rghwa Traffic
Sa etSy mrnrs ration
eventh Street W
Washrngton DC 20590

Reference: Docket No. 85-14, Notice 01

The State of Washrn?tons Offrce of the Su errntendent of Public Instructr(?n and
the Goverpor's T Safety Commission are %ose to th e roposed amengment
to Federal Motor Vehrce Safety Standard No. 222. This p sed c ange will not
improve the Publrc safety on school buses because it represents he current
practice in the industry” (in the absence of such regulations). Presently it is
a simple task to add to”bid s gecrfrcatron language Which references the Tequire-
ments of FWSS Nos. 208, 209 and 210 when a purchaser wants lap belts installed
In their school buses. . Our position is stated n the attached "posjtion paper".
On page 2, recommendation number two states "School districts should have the
choice of compartmentalized or a safety belt equipped [arge school bus, each of
which should meet strict and separate occupant protection” standards.”

We believe that adopting such an amendment will mislead the general public into
believing that this change will provide improved performance levels of belts in
large school buses. NHTSA's own statement "Amending Standard No, 222 as pro-
Posed In this notice would provide Rerformance requirements for safety belts

Iarge school buses which would ensure that the ‘safety belt assemblies and
anchorages_used in those buses are capable of providing an acceptable level of
safety.” ~This statement infers that current lap belt performance in |arge
buses will be improved by this change and that current industry practice” is to
provide lap belts not méeting FMWSS Nos. 208, 209 and 210. Bgth inferences are
|nrt:ﬁrrect In summary, the proposed amendment to FMSS Mo. 222 accomplishes
nothing

We feel that it rs irresponsible to establish standards that have the potential of
increasing life th reatenrng injuries in frontal school bus collisions. Espe-
clally when such Potentra has' been repeatedly documented in crash studies.  The
change s ineffective and counterproductive because It does not go far enough.

Old’ "o IMint>. FG'll. Olympia. Ufttshinv*ton 98504



Docket Section, NHTSA
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The problem of adding lap belts to a compartmentalized large school bus has been
well documented in numerous studies, The most recent, the 1985 study copducted by
Transport Canada. The J[ackknlfe,effect In_frontal collisions while wearmq on|>(_
a lap belt, as opposed to a 3 point re?tralnt as required in front seats of multi-
Purgose passenger_v,em_cles, tremendously Increases the passenger's risk of life

hr atemn? H?ad injuries. Attached is the Insurance_|nstitute for Highway
Safety Status Report, Vol. 20, No. 5 May 11, 1985 The table on Page 7, Which
suimarizes Transport Canada's Crash Stucty, graphicly displays the tremendous in-
crﬁasgs,ln the values for heagumwy criterion for® passengers that are lap

belted in a "compartmentalized" school bus.

On ga%e b of the same publication, a NHTSA official, Dr, Kennerl¥] Diggs, references
slg;t bm sled tests which yielded similar findings related to nheadimpacts with

Seat spacing on large school buses is controlled by FMVSS No. 222 and this stan-
dard limits~the space_that may be provided between”the seats and between the
seats.and barriers. This system of occugant rotection works fing until the IaR
belt Is added.. With the lap belt added and the resultant jackknite effect during
frontal collisions, the head violently strikes the seat_back causing more lite
threatening injuries than |f lap beltS were not used. The seats aré much too
close t_o?_e her to use lap belts. We do pot believe that NHISA should. degrade
the existing level of safety for school bus passengers by simply passing “the
proposed amiendment.

We contend that the proposed change does not go far enough! And unless adequate
standards are established with thé change, no“change should be made. Adequate
passenger protection is not provided against potential head injuries with this
proposéd amendment? in fact, existing “passenger protection is” compromised with
regard to life threatening head injurfes.

We believe that school districts that want buses equipped with lap belts should
have that opportunity. However, we believe that the interior design of such an
equipped bus should meet a separate set of standards. Don't mix No. 222
"compartmentalization” with lap belts.

When lap belts are added to the seats in a school bus, there should be minimums
established for how close the seats may be spaced and not a maximum distance

on how far apart the seats may be spacéd as is currently required in FMVSS No, 222
Perhaps at least a 40 inch center-to-center seat spacing should be rr-uired if

lap belts are added. No FMMSS No. 222 standard change Should be made which might
Rrowde an 1llusion of safe gerformance for lap beltS in school buses uyntil it

as been established that the adopted change 15 actually "SAFE". |t adequate data
cannot be found to establish this minimum distance between seats,if lap belts are
used, a study should be completed prior to making any change.
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|f you are gomg to make a change, please do it to protect the passen%ers and
not” because "of anly manu acturers desire for liability protection e prob-
lem |s not the strfength of the lap belt. The problent is mixing the use of a
lap belt in a compartmentahzed school bus

Sincerely,

Don M Carnahan
State Djrector _
for Pupil Transportation

and

Technical, Advisory Committee Member
for Washington Traffic Safety Commission

DMC:nab
Attachments

Position Paper
[IHS Status Report

cc:  Chuck Hayes, WTSC



WASHINGTON TRAFFIC SAFETY COMMISSION

POSITION PAPER

Purpose; To express the Washington Traffic Safety commission®s
position on the need for safety belts in school buses.

Background: Every school day throughout the U.S., 390,000 school
buses log some three million miles transporting 21,500,000 young-
sters to and from classes, athletic events, and field trips. Al-
most always the trip is routine, and the children arrive without
mishap. But is school bus travel safe enough? A growing number
of parents, aware of tha safety advantages of wearing seat belts
in passenger cars and trucks, are questioning why most school
buses are not equipped with seat lap belts for their children®s
protection. Now a grassroots movement wants to require school
districts across the country to add lap belts to their shopping
lists when purchasing new buses. Others contend such an action
iIs unwarranted and may create more injuries in bus crashes.

(IIHS Status Report.) Persons on both sides of the argument are
in general agreement that retrofitting existing school buses with
lap belts should be approached with a great deal of caution.

School buses manufactured after April 1, 1977 must comply with
Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standard (FMVSS) 222, 'School Bus
Passenger Seating and Crash Protection.”™ Tha standard requires
high and strong seats and seat backs, seat back padding, and seat
spacing that reduces tha chance of the occupant being thrown over
the seat in front. This approach taken to bus occupant protec-
tion is commonly referred to as compartmentalization. Compartmen-
talization, as outlined in the standard, requires strength in the
entire seating system which inclues the floor, the seat frame,
and the fastening of the frames to tha floor while at the same
time providing seat system padding and flexibility to absorb
energy in a crash.

Small, van-type school buses (under 10,000 lIbs. gross vehicle
weight) are required, the same as passenger cars, to have safety
belts. These small school buses respond in a crash in a similar
manner as cars because of their weight and design.

There is no body of data available to definitively demonstrate
whether safety belts in large school buses would iIncrease occu-
pant protection. Tha number of school bus occupant deaths and
serious iInjuries is so low (one iIn ten years) that assessing the
extent to which adding safety belts could prevent death or injury
(or cause of i1t) is not feasible.

Position: Based on extensive research, crash testing, and 20 years
of performance history, the effectiveness of the current safety
standards, and the excellent safety record of school buses gener-
ally, we do not believe that a requirement for safety belts in
large school buses is warranted. The National Transportation
Safety Board reviewed this matter in 1903 and found that current
NHTSA standards appear to be effective in eliminating or substan-
tially reducing the majority of school bu3 injuries.



Washington Traffic Safety Commission
Position Paper ~
page 2

pprommendatlon: since studies have indicated the mixing "safety
belt3"™ and compartmentalization causes more severe and life
threatening injuries; and, since there are no standards for
manufacturers to meet when installing safety belts on large

school buses of 10,000 Ibs. gross vehicle weight and over, it is
recommended that:

1. NHTSA establish standards for occupant restraint systems in
large school buses which do not increase the potential for
life threatening iInjuries for any size passenger.

2. School districts should have the choice of compartmentalized
or a safety belt equipped large school bus, each of which
should meet strict and separata occupant protection
standards.

3. School districts should not purchase safety belt equipped
compartmentalized school buses until NHTSA establishes
appropriate and separata school bus passenger seating and
crash protection standards for safety belt equipped large
school buses.

4. The WTSC recommends that all passengers occupying seats iIn
any school bus equipped with safety belts be mandatorily
required to have tha safety bolts fastened and properly
adjusted any time the bus iIs iIn motion.

WTSC 7/85
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2X8 WEJT IT ATl STREET
P.0. BOX 201B
TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 018X38

March 1, 1983

Mr. F.C. Orecchlo
Superintendent
Readington Township Schools
P.0. Box 2

Readington, New Jersey 08870

Dear I:*. Orecchio:

The Bureau of Pupil Transportation has been concerned with seat belts/
lap restraints for the P_ast 15 years. In 1972, then Governor William Cahill
called for an investigation, and we sponsored a two day workshop, inviting
experts from many disciplines. Participants included representatives from:

Physicians for Automotive Safety g. PTA

1.

2. Raﬁh Nader's organization 9. Parents

3. Orthopedic surgeons 10. Students ,

4. Anthropologists 11. Industry representatives

5. State Senators and Assemblymen 12. NJ Denfal Society _
6. State Directors of Pupil Trans. 13. NJ State Board of Education
7. Members of the UCLA crash team  14. Superintendents and others.

The final decision of this group leaned toward the development of a
safer bus environment. However,, "after in-depth evaluations, it did not
recommend seat helts.

We then athed for Federal fun_dln? to conduct an exPerlmentaI seat
belt .proqram. t was rejected, basically on the grounds that N.H.T.S.A.
(Nationa Hl%hway Traffic Safety Administration) was conducting experimental
E)rograms at their test site in E. Liberty, Ohio. After all these years,
here is still no Federal mandate for seat belts for students.

In 3975, former Governor Brendan Byrne called for another statewide
conference on safety on the school bus, including seat bhelts. Again, this
new committee did not recommend a state mandate, since the Federal government
was still not mandating nationally. Avery serious question of legal liability
arose for any state installation of safety” equipment which was not hacked by
mandated Federal standards.

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Employer



Mr. F.C. Orecchio -2- March 1, 1983

The decisions of these two Independent groups, after exhaustive
studies, was based on fact and on pure research.

In any decision-making process involving the safety and well being
of transported students, the bus internal and external safety environment
must be carefully analyzed.

Such questions as, "lIs what we are proposing more safe, less safe
or as safe as what we already have?"

It is apparent that there still are too many safety trade offs that,
under highly critical questioning, prohibit mandated seat belts at this
time. There is no easy answer.

You can be assured that the safety of the transported youngster is
of primary importance to each of us. I have enclosed some research
statements for you. If you have any further questions, piQtcfe)contact me.

Coordinator
Bureau of Pupil Transportation

SJL:jh

Enclosures

cc: Dr. Gerald V. Savage
Hunterdon County Superintendent
of Schools
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TO: The Honorable Charles S. Robb, Governor of Virginia

an
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ORIGIN OF THE STUDY

House Joint Resolution No. 228, agreed to during the 1985 Session of the General

Assembl
safety.

yr,h requested the Department of Education to conduct a study of school bus

e resolution may be found in Appendix A of this report.

House Joint Resolution No. 228 requested that the Department of Education:

o -4

Examine the need for e(amppmg new and old school buses with seat belts.
Examine the efficacy of using seat belts for small students, particularly those
in Grades K-3. . _ _
Examine whether the use of seat belts on school buses will result in behavior
modification in the use of seat belts in cars. _
Examine the feasibility of requiring instruction on seat belt safety in the
health curricula. o _

Examine the need for emergency communication devices on school buses.
Examlnte, the need for inspection of older buses and revision of their
capacities.

Exapm!ne the appropriateness of current driver qualifications. _
E>éa31|nte the “appropriateness of the sites for loading and unloading of
students.

A 15 member advisory committee was appointed by S. John Davis, superintendent of
public instruction, to “assist the Department of Education in conducting the study of
scho%l bl#s”safety. A list of the members and the organization represented by each
member follows:

Mr. William E. Beamer, Member, Newport News Virginia School Boards
City School Board Association

Miss Jeane L. Bentley,Associate Director Department of Education
Health, Physical Education and
Driver Education Services

Mr, M. Gary Blumenstein, Classroom Teacher, Virginia Education Association
Virginia Beach Public Schools

Captain R. L. Bumgardner, Safety Officer Department cf State Police
Mr. R. A. Bynum, Study Coordinator, Department of Education
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Examine the efficacy of using seat belts for small students, particularly those
in Grades K-3. _ _ _
Examine whether the use of seat belts on school buses will result in behavior
modification in the use of seat belts in cars. _
Examine the feasibility of requiring instruction on seat belt safety in the
health curricula. o _

Examine the need for emergency communication devices on school buses.
Examlnf. the need for inspecCtion of older buses and revision of their
capacities.

ExaPm!ne the appropriateness of current driver qualifications. .
Examine the appropriateness of the sites for loading and unloading of
studentSr

A 15 member advisory committee was appointed by S. John Davis, superintendent of
public instruction, to "assist the Department of Education in conducting the study of
scho%l bt#s”safety. A list of the members and the organization represented by each
member follows:

Mr. William E. Beamer, Member, Newport News Virginia School Boards
City School Board Association

Miss Jeane L. Bentley,Associate Director Department of Education
Health, Physical Education and
Driver Education Services

Mr. M. Gary Blumenstein, Classroom Teacher, Virginia Education Association
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Dr. William H. Cook, Physician The Medical Society of Virginia

Mr. David Cozzolino, Transportation Supervisor Russell County Public Schools
Mr. John R. Easter, Attorney-at-Law Virginia Congress of Parents and
Teachers
Mr. Thomas R. Fulghum, Assistant Virginia  Association of School
Superintendent, Operations and Planning, Administrators
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Mr. Forest G. Jones, Director, Maintenance Salem City Public Schools
and Operations
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RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY

The safety of school children traveling on school buses is of paramount importance
to parents and school personnel. School buses in Virginia provide transportation
services for more than 720,000 public school pupils twice each school day. Over the
past three years there has been an average of one accident for each 114,419 miles
traveled, and one ﬁup” injury inside the bus for each 529,954 miles traveled. During
the same period three pupil fatalities and 20 pupil injuries have occurred outside the
bus, when children as pedestrians were struck by another vehicle or the bus itself.
There were no FURH fatalities and 448 pupil injuries inside the bus during this three-year
period. Most of these injuries were minor and many of the injuries were not verified.

In recent years, public discussion of the need for protection of occupants of
automobiles (i.e. safety belts and automatic protection devices) has increased greatly.
Likewise, the issue of safety belts on large school buses has become a topic of much
discussion. The appropriate” method for safeguardm% the .safet?/ of children in school
buses has been questioned by organizations such as Physicians for Automotive Safety,
the American Medical Association, and the Virginia Congress of Parents and Teachers.
These organizations favor the use of safety belts in all buses and have actively
sucpport_ed mandatlnﬁl their installation. Conversely, the Virginia Department of
Education and the National Highway Transportation Safety Administration have for
some years taken the position that "comPartmentallzatllon," I.e. requiring high, padded
seat backs, is _the more appropriate method for assurmg?.th.e safety of all children in
school buses. These divergent positions are hased on conilicting interpretations of data
and studies relating to school bus operation.



Prior to 1985, the use of seat belts and other important issues relating to school
bus safety had not been studied by the VIFHqIﬂIﬂ legislature for at least 10 years.
Therefore, the General Assembly determined that a study of school bus safety was both
necessary and timely.

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF PUPIL TRANSPORTATION IN VIRGINIA

Current data indicates that pupil transportation services were Erowded by a few
public schools as earlg as 1902. The legal authority for the Board of Education's control
and supervision of public school buses was contained in laws enacted in 1919; however,
Board minutes dated September 26, 1926, include the first known statement of policy
regarding transportation of pupils. While General Regulations and Requirements for
Drivers and School Buses were promulgated in 1928, it was not until 1939 that the Board
adopted more detailed standards for school buses. Two school bus driver instructors
were emgloyed in 1942 at the request of the U. S. Office of Defense Transportation. In
July 1946 the Pupil Transportation Service was created in the Department of Education.

Pupil transportation services have evolved throu%h the years, as have other
programs of Virginia's public schools. Significant developments occurred durlngi the
periods of rapid school consolidation between 1940 and 1960 and during the late 1960s
and_earlg_lQ 0s. It was during the latter period that cities began transporting most of
their public school pupils.

In 1983-84, the last year for which complete data are available, 130 of the 139
public school divisions in Virginia operated approved school buses re%ularly on home-to-
school schedules. In that year, approximately 721,000 pupils, about 79 percent of the
total number of pupils in average daily attendance in Virginia's 6)ub||_c schools, were
transported daily on 9,042 buses thaf traveled about 80,000,000 miles. The total
o’oeratlonal cost, mcIudm&; ca’mtal expenditures, exceeded $113,000,000, Transportation
also was provided for federa programs, sum mer school, special trips (extracurricular)
etc. inaddition to the home-to-scho jl operation. Twelve city school divisions arranged
for approximately 12,000 pupils to ride public transit buses. Additionally, special
tran_sFortatlon (use of cars, airlines, taxis, transportation by parents, private school
vehicles, etc.) was provided for 1,734 handicapped pupils. State categorical aid to the
Iofcalltl_es suPported about 30 percent of the total cost of operation, not including cost
of equipment.

Public school bus transportation services in Virginia, as in all but two other states,
are provided by the local school divisions under lawsand regulations promulgated by the
state. Detailed minimum standards and specifications for school buses are provided to
the localities. Special features in bus design and equipment require prior approval
from the Department of Education. The development of policies for day-to-day
operations, such as selecting/training school bus drivers, establishing bus routes and
disciplining pupil riders, is the responsibility of local school boards.

Virginia's school bus standards, in.most instances, equal or exceed the
Recommended National Standards for School Buses. Some Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standards became effective on April 1, 1977. Specifically, they deal with school
bus seating and crash protection, emergenckl exit requirements, strength of Banel joints,
and fuel system integrity. Generally, states are pre-empted in these subject areas.
School buses built prior’ to April 1977 are referred to as pre-DOT (Pepartrppnt of
Transportation) buses and subsequent models are referred to as post-DOT buses.  Some



other federal motor vehicle safetg/ standards, such as brake standards, apply to schoo
buses as well as to trucks. Federal school vehicle regulations also applr to

private/parochial schools, but Virginia Board of Education regulations apply on
public school vehicles.

ANALYSIS OF STATISTICS FOR ACCIDENTS. INJURIES, AND FATALITIES

Reports of accidents involving school buses, pupils, and personnel who ride school
buses, Including injury and death while crossing highways or waiting at bus stops, are
required by the Board of Education. For purposes of analysis on a mileage basis, only
accidents, “injuries, and fatalities that occurred while buses were transporting guplls are
included in "Data On School Bus Accident Reports, 1980-1985" (See Appendix B).

Y to

Fatalities
During the past 34dye_ars, 16 pupils have been killed in school buses. A list of these
fatalities ma¥ be found in Appendix C. Operational statistics, including accidents,
injuries, and fatalities occurring both inside and outside of school buses for the past 20
ears, are shown in Appendlx D. Five of the 16 pupil fatalities inside buses occurred in
arch 1951 when a train struck a school bus. "Ten of the 16 pupil fatalities resulted
when the buses were struck by large trucks. One of the 16 pupil fatalities occurred
when a bus went over a ten-foot embankment.

Forty-nine pupils have been killed outside school buses during the past 20 years.
TwentK-seven of these pupils were struck by buses and 22 were struck by other vehicles
near the bus stop.

Injuries Inside the Bus . . . _

~The number of pupil injuries occurring inside and outside buses has fluctuated
durln% the past 20 years, as indicated in Appendix D. A follow-up review of injuries
reported inside buses was completed for the 1983-84 and 1984-85 school years. Of the
195 pupil injuries reported inside school buses during 1983-84, time permitted the
review of the circumstances surrounding 191 of the injuries. The review showed that
(112 three pupils sustained broken hones, (32) 29 pupils in grades K-3 were_injured, and

6 pupils in grades 4-12, were injured; (3) because of injuries 89 pupils missed one dag
from ‘school, 24 missed two days, 17 missed three days, eight missed four days and 1
missed five or more days, and (4) 34 alleged injuries’ could not be verified because of
lack of documentation.

Of the 151 pupil injuries that occurred inside school buses during 1984-85, time
and circumstances permitted a review of 147 of the injuries. The review showed that
(1) one pupil sustained a broken hand; 52) 20 pupils in grades K-3 and 62 in grades 4-12
were injured; (3) 48 pupils missed one day from school, 19 missed two days, 17 missed
three days, two missed four days and six missed five or more days; and (4) 65 reported
injuries were not verified.

Injuries and Fatalities Outside the Bus . . _ , _

A follow-up review on the puBH injuries occurring outside the buses during 1982-83
through 1984-85 was completed. During 1982-83, six pupils were struck by their school
bus, three of which sustained multiple fractures. Two of the six pupils missed one day
from school, one missed two days, two missed three days and one missed five or more
days. Five of the six pupils were in Grades K-3.



Five pupil injuries occurred outside the bus during 1983-84; one pupil was struck by
the bus and four were struck by other vehicles. One pupil missed one day from school
and four missed five or more days. Four of the five pupils were in the grades K-3. .

For 1984-85, 12 pupils were struck outside the bus. Five of the 12 pupils were
struck by buses and seven pupils were struck by other vehicles. Three of the 12 pupils
sustained multiple fractures and three Puplls each sustained a fractured Ieg. Two of
the 12 pupils injured missed one day rom school, one pupil missed two days, three
pupils missed three days, and six pupils missed five or more days.

In an effort to reduce further the incidence of puPils being struck by school buses,
the 1982 session of the Genera] Assembly provided funds to purchase “hemispherical
mirrors to be installed on the right front” fender of all school buses in Virginia. The
mirrors were installed on all publicly-owned school buses during the summer and fall of
1982. During the previous year, four pupils were killed when struck by their bus. In
1982-83, two pupils were killed: one was struck by the front wheel of the bus and one
was struck by the rear wheel of the bus. In 1933-84, a pupil was killed when struck by a
passing vehicle. No fatalities occurred outside the school bus during 1984-85.

Activity Trips

Accident data pertaining to activity trips were anaIByzed for a three-year period
from 1982-83 through 1984-85. During this period, 153 accidents were reported.
Thirty-three of the accidents occurred at night. Six pupils were injured inside school
buses during the period.

Mechanical Failures _ ,

~ During 1984-85, 14 accidents were reported to have been caused by mechanical
failure in school buses. Nine of the accidents were reported to have been caused hy
defective handbrakes which allowed the buses to roll forward or backward into other
vehicles. Four accidents were reported to have been caused by service brake failure,
and one accident was caused by failure of the steering mechanism of the bus.

THE WORK OF THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Advisory Committee met on August 6-7, 1985 to receive information
developed by the Department's staff, to hear presentations by a representative of the
school bus body industry, the Virginia Crash Investigation Team, and to identify further
information néeded to complete the study. The committee met again on October 1 to
hear a presentation by a representative of the American Academy of Pediatrics which
su?ports the use of seat belts in school buses, to discuss the information that had been
collected, and to plan for draftlng and approving the committee's report.  The
committee met again on November 19 to review and approve the final report.

Safet1y Questionnaire o .

0 obtain information from local school divisions, the Department of Education
developed a questionnaire which contained 36 questions pertaining to specific issues
addressed in House Joint Resolution No. 228 and other issues directly related to the
safe operation of school buses. Responses were received from the 131 school divisions
that operate school buses. The tabulated results were made available to the Advisory
Committee. (See Appendix E)



Federal and State School Bus Regulations , _ , ,

~ The committee reviewed the Regulations Governing Pupil Transportation Includln%
Minimum Standards for School Buses In Virginia, September 25, 1981, It was noted tha
the Virginia school bus standards and annual chassis specifications cover all major
component parts of school buses, and that compliance with the requirements is
monitored during the Department's annual inspection of buses. In addition to the
Virginia standaras, 30 of the 50 Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards (FMVSS) apply
to buses, including school buses. Eight of these are of special interest:

1) EMVSS No. 217 Bus Window Retention and Release

2)  FMVSS No. 220 School Bus Rollover Protection

3] FMVSS No. 221 School Bus Body Joint Strength .

4)  EMVSS No. 222 School Bus Seating and Crash Protection
5)  FMVSS No. 301 Fuel System Inte?rlty. _

6) FMVSS No. 302 Flammability of Interior Materials

7)) EMVSS No. 105 Hydraulic Brakes

) FMVSS No. 121 Air Brakes

These federal regulations supersede state standards in these areas.

Canadian and Body Company Crash Test o
A The committee viewéd a film and read the report on the School Bus Collision
Tests conducted at Transport Canada's Motor Vehicle Test Centre in Blainville, Quebec.
The Canadian %overnment contracted with Arvin Calspen of Buffalo, N.Y. for technical
assistance on these tests. The following summary appears in the report;

"Tests of three school buses were conducted to determine the adequacy of the
current occupant protection standards in ,oreventlng death and injury, and also to
determine the effect of seat belts on the [evel of occhant protection. The school
buses were run into a fixed collision barrier at 48 km/h., approximately 30 mprh.,
with belted and unbelted instrumented dummies used to estimate injury. The
results indicate that, in a frontal collision, belted school bus occupants are likely
to suffer more serious injury than unbelted ones."

B. The committee also viewed a film and received written information on tests
conducted for Thomas Built Buses, Inc., High Point, N.C., at the Arvin Calspan Full
Scale Test Facility in Buffalo, N.Y. These tests involved one frontal crash and two side
crashes of a 16-passenger cutaway chassis model with a school bus body aPplled to the
chassis behind the driver's seat. A spokesman for Thomas Built Buses reported:

"The purpose of these three tests was to give factual test data as to the
effectiveness of compartmentalization versus belts on larger school buses. No
side impact tests have been done on school buses since the introduction of the
1977 Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards on Occupant Protection. The bus
chosen for the test was a Thomas Minotour 16-passenger bus. This size bus was
chosen over the Iar?er buses with the feeling that this would be the most extreme
situation and would give us the most violent results, and if things went
satisfactorily in this size bus, we could feel assured that it would be even better
in the larger buses. The factual results in the reports indicate clearly that
compartmentalization works as it was designed to work in frontal impacts or side
impacts. These tests also indicate that in the case of the side impact, there
seems to be very little significant difference between the belted and unbelted



dummies in these test ¢ mditions relating to head and chest injuries.”

Summary, Virginia Crash l'ivestigation Team Reports

Mr. David 0. McAllister, Manager, Virginia Crash Investigation Team, Department

of Motor Vehicles presented a a”opsis to the committee of the following school bus
crashes that involved severe collision forces:

.

February 1985, a 1975 model (pre-DOT) bus was rear-ended by a tractor trailer.
The force of impact caused the bus to roll over and strike a tree. There were 16
injuries, one serious. Driver alertness was credited with saving lives: the driver
saw the crash coming and directed puBHs in the rear of the bus to move forward
as he accelerated. The rear of the bus was damaged substantially. No one was
ejected and the padding on this pre-DOT bus reduced the severity of injuries
sustained by the pupils.

March 1977, a 1972 modeIT(Rre-DOT) bus was rear-ended by a tractor trailer while
stopped to take on pupils. There were three fatalities and 30 injuries. Two of the
pupils who were killed were sitting in the rear seats of the bus. The third was
seated on the front seat of the bus behind the service door and was thrown out the
door at impact and killed when the bus rolled over.

Fall 1981, a 1980 model (post-DOT) bus was sideswiped by a tractor trailer and
knocked down an embankment. There were 16 injuries, all minor. The bus heId_uR
well and exits were usable. Due to the bus being equipped with well padded hig
badck sgats, the number of pupils injured and the severity of their injuries were
reduced.

Winter 1983, a 1978 model (post-DOT) bus was hit head-on by a Volkswagen which
ended up under the bus. The three occupants of the Volkswagen were killed but
there were only minor injuries to 13 pupils in the bus.

April 1984, a 1980 model (post-DOT) bus was struck by a train moving at 49 mph.
causing the bus bodg to separate from its chassis. Triere were 26 injuries, two of
them serious. The bus driver died five days later. Con_mderm_gz the severity of the
collision, the post-DOT design of the bus was credited with saving lives and
reducing the number of serious impact injuries to pupils.

The Virginia Crash Investigation Team has investigated approximately 15 school
bus crashes in the past 13 years. The buses, particularly the post-DOT models,
performed extremely well n collisions. The team's recommendations to the
committee were:

1. Continue up%radlng education and training for bus drivers;

2. Continue to focus on improved bus maintenance programs;

3. Continue to study selected bus stop locations and turnarounds; .

4, Emphasize lowering noise levels inside buses to aid driver concentration;

5. Accelerate the removal of all pre-1977 buses and ensure that school divisions
have newer huses measuring UP to the latest crash-worthiness standards;

6.  Emphasize efforts to prevent ratalities and injuries outside of buses;

7. Re-enact objective or measurable physical standards for school bus drivers

during physical examinations.



~In short, the crash team, like the National Transportation Safety Board, Nationa

Highway Traffic Safety Administration, Insurance Institute for ngfhway Safety and the
National Safety Council feels that more benefits can be ?alned rom" these and other
improvements n pupil transportation than by installing safety belts on school buses.

Reports Reviewed by the Committee
A. National Transportation Safety Board Report

The committee reviewed National Transportation Safety Board Report Number
NTSB/HAR-85/02 on the Carrsville school bus/train collision because it was a major
accident. A synopsis of the report and recommendations follows:

"About 3:25 p.m. on April 12, 1984, a westbound Chesapeake and Ohio Railway
Company frelght train trave_lln? about 49 mph struck the front right side of a
northbound 1980 Isle of Wight County schoolbus stopped at a railroad grade
crossing on State Route 615 near Carrsville, Virginia. The weather was clear, the
sun was to the schoolbus driver's left, and the train's whistle and bell were sounde
before the collision. There were crossbucks on both sides of the_sm%le_trac
crossmP. The driver's_sight distance in the direction of the approaching trail: was
about 1/3 of a mile. The 64-passenger schoolbus bodr separated from the chassis
at impact, rotated counterclockwise 180 de%rees, rofled over 270 degrees to the
right, and came to rest on its left side about 80 feet southwest of the crossmg. Of
the 26 school-aged bus passengers, two were injured seriously, one had moderate
injuries, and the other 23 sustained minor injuries. The bus ‘driver was seriously
injured and died five days after the accident.” The train crew was not injured. The
Natjonal Transportation Safety Board determines that the probable cause of this
accident was the school bus driver's failure to stop before driving onto the railroad
crossing to determine that it was safe to proceed.”

The Carrsville crash was a ver& severe accident involving a 1980 model (post-DOT)
school bus. In summary, the NTSB Report indicates that:

(1)  The roof of the bus body performed in a crash-worthy manner which provided
survivable occupant space, _ _ _

(2)  There was no interior body panel separation due to improved crash-worthiness
resulting from the federal joint strength standards, _ ,

(3) There was no seat leg separation and all passenger seats retained their
original spacings due fo compliance with the seating and crash protection

standards, and =~ o
(4)  Numerous minor injuries occurred when occupants struck interior surfaces

other than seats and barriers.

As a result of its investigation of this accident, the National Transportation Safety
Board made the following recommendations:

"—To the State Directors of Pupil Transportation of the 50 States and the District
of Columbia:

Encoura%_e local school jurisdictions to establish and enforce procedures. to
si/stema ically monitor school bus driver compliance with railroad crossing
stop requirements and routing reciuwement_S ‘which include on-scene
observations of driver performance. (Class Il, Priority Action) (H-85-4)

8



Encourage local school jurisdictions to issue an announcement to parents and
students” at or near the start of each school year which (1) states the
“irisdiction’s rules regardlng school buses stopping at railroad crossings, (2)
requests that school bus drivers who fail 'to compgl be reported to a
designated school official, and (3) provides the name and telephone number of
the official. (Class Il, Priority Action) (H-85-5)

Encourage local school jurisdictions to: discuss with driver applicants during
the selection process the physical and mental dem >nds placed upon school bus
drivers, encourage in-service drivers to discuss their problems and their
satisfaction with the Jaresen_t job assignment with their supervisors during
routine contacts and during performance evaluations, and encourage
supervisors to have frequent contact with their school bus drivers to discuss
and resolve hehavior problems concerning school bus passengers. (Class II,
Priority Action) (H-35-6)"

"—To the Virginia Department of Education:

Consult without delay with the Virginia Medical Society to pror_n_ulgate
objective minimum physical standards for school bus drivers as s’oecme by
Section 22.1-178 of the Code of Virginia, as amended in 1979. Incorporate
the standards in the prescribed physical examination forms and specify the
health history that medical examiners shall obtain when examining school bus
driver applicants. (Class Il, Priority Action) (H-85-7)"

Tlu tindicates further that in 1983, "The Board stated that it did not believe
there is oufncient justification at this time to recommend extending the mandatory
passenger restraint system requirements to large school buses." Conclusion No. 15 in
the Carrsville report stated that "The majority of the minor injuries and the one
moderate injury to the occupants seated next to the right side wall probably were
sustained when these children struck the right side wall. “The installation and use of
seat belts would not have prevented or mitigated these injuries."

B. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration Report

A report entitled Safety Belts In School Buses, June 1985 issued by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, U. S. Department of Transportation, contains a
review of facts and opinions about the efficiency of providing safety belts in large
school buses. The "Executive Summary" in the report follows:

"School buses are the safest form of surface transportation. In 1983, 42,589 people
were killed in traffic accidents. Only 17 were school bus occupants. On avera%e
for 1981-1983, 11 passengers and 1 driver were killed in school bus accidents and 30
were seriously |n0|ured. he subject of occupant protection in large school buses is
complex. _ Based on extensive research and public rulemaking, the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) concluded by 1977 that the
concept of "compartmentalization” - i.e., strong, well-paddea seats with high seat
backs and better seat spacing to safely retain and cushion students during a crash -
would be an ‘automatic' system to Frote_ct children effectively in Iarge school buses
without requiring safety belts. All available test data and real world accident data
indicate that this concépt has worked extremely well.



NHTSA believes that the occupant protection required in school buses
manufactured after April 1, 1977, plus the inherent safet)( of a hlghlfy recognizable
vehicle that travels on a re?ular route, provide a high level of safety. There is
insufficient data available to demonstrate wnether safety belts would increase
occupant protection. The number of school bus occupant deaths and serious
injuries is so low that assessing the extent to which safety belts could either
prevent deaths or injury, or cause them is not feasible.

In view of the effectiveness of the current safety standards, and the excellent
safety record of school buses generaIIK, we do not believe that a Federal
requirement for safety belts in large school buses is warranted. The National
Transportation Safety "Board reviewed this matter in 1983 and found that current
NHTSA standards appear to be effective in eliminating or substantially reducing
the majority of school bus passenger injuries.

Small, van type buses (under 10,000 pounds gross weight) are required to have
safety belts for all occupants as standard equipment. The agency believes that
safety belts are necessary and effective in providing occupant protection in those
vehicles, because of their S|m||ar_|tr to cars, and we encourage all passengers to
wear their belts whenever the vehicles are in motion.

It is important +0 emphasize that the Federal standards specify the minimum
safety requirements applicable to school buses. Nothmg |oroh|b|ts a state or local
jurisdiction from purchasing buses equipped with safety belts."

The report cites several problems which prevent successful retroflttlnlg of school
buses with safety belts, esgemally, those buses built before the the 1977 safety
standards were instituted. The report suggests that consideration he given to alternate
investments in school bus safety, such as replacement of pre-DOT model buses and
improved driver training and vehicle maintenance. The report also notes that the
question of whether the use of safety belts in school buses would encourage increased
use of safety belts in private vehicles has not been answered.

Age and Maintenance of Buses _

A review of information on the age of public school buses, as of Janua.ry, 1985,
indicated that 5,537 buses (51% of total number) were 1978 or newer models built to the
latest federal school vehicle standards (post-DOT). Of the 5,398 buses in service which
were built prior to the institution of the federal standards (pre-DOT), 4,743 (44%) were
between seven and 12 years old, and 555 (5%) were 13 or more years old.

The Committee noted the statements of the National Transportation Safety Board,
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, and the V|rc[1|n|a Crash
Investigation Team concerning the improvement of crash-worthiness, and the resultln%
safety provided for children in post-DOT buses. This was reinforced by an apparen
reduction in the number of pupil injuries and deaths inside Virginia school huses in
recent years. To understand the differences between the pre-DOT and post-DOT buses,
the committee viewed a bus of each type.

~The inspection program for public buses was described as involving three different
inspection procedures for each bus:

(1) An annual inspection by Department of Education personnel of all buses for safety



an< compliance with standards and specifications. _

(2) A detailed annual inspection by licensed inspectors under the auspices of the
Department of State Police. . o _

(3) Manthly inspections by local personnel following guidelines and forms provided by
the Department of Education.

A comprehensive preventive maintenance manual entitled Preventive Maintenance
Manual for Virginia School Bus Maintenance Personnel and School Administrators was
published by the Department of Education in November 1983. The program outlineo in
the manual was upgraded from guidelines to requirements effective June I, 1985. The
committee considered the inspection/maintenance pro%rams to he adequate on paper;
however, information was received to the effect that the bus maintenance pro?rams in
about 10 percent of the school divisions may be below an acceptable level.  This
p[rellmlnary_wew was based primarily on results of inspections conducted by the Pupil

ransportation Service, Department of Education. In addition, the Committee felt that
the local and Department of Education inspections for buses over 12 years of age should
be more stringent and more frequent.

~Information was received to the effect that some school buses are operated in
Virginia by city governments under city transit charter provisions. It was noted that
these buses are not always in compliance with Virginia school bus construction
standards and inspection/maintenance requirements.

Safety Education . _

Ms. Arlene Cundiff presented an outline of the scope and sequence of the safety
education materials covered in the grade K-10 curriculum, including a chart showmq
how safety is taught in grades K-s.  The staff of the Department's Health, Physica
Education and Driver Education Service expressed concern that no mandate has been
given on the amount of time required for teaching health education in the elementary
grades. The current requirement is for a comprehensive health education program.

everal publications develoEed by the Department were presented to the Committee:

"School Bus Safety Patrol Bulletin," "Street and Bus Safety Guide," and "Your Child
Starts to School.™ In addition, Ms. Cundiff explained the use of a Beltman Kit for
grades K-5. The kit contains a series of tapes and filmstrips, and a seat belt which can
e attached to a child's chair to teach how to fasten and unfasten the belt. Committee
members asked why the curriculum contained nothing dealing specifically with seat belt
instruction. It was explained that seat belt use is tau%ht in the section of the guide
dealing with motor vehicle safety. A committee member suggested that in the next
prlntm%_ of the "Health Education Curiculum Guide, K-7"" safety belt use and
mstructlon should be addressed at the point when the child is first exposed to safety
concepts.

Ms. Jeane Bentley later updated the Committee on plans for revision of the Health
Education Curriculum Guide, The revised guide would include safety belt instruction at
the primary grade level. It was sug%ested that a_ specific amount of time, i.e., 90
minutes per week, be scheduled for health education instruction in the prlmarY and
elementary grades. Further, Ms. Bentley said safety belt instruction would be
reinforced as part of the substance abuse program in the fifth grade.

Pupil Standees _ o
It was noted that many teIePhone calls and some written communications are
received each year by tne Department and local school divisions concerning pupilr
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standing while riding school buses. Pupil Transportation Regulations allow some pupus
to stand under certain circumstances. Information obtained from the questionnaire
(Appendix F) indicated that 46 school divisions permitted standees on buses. Of the 46,
21 indicated that additional buses would be needed to eliminate this situation.
_Appr,ommatelg 1,500 pupil standees daily, with one pupil injury in 1983-84 and no
injuries in 1984-85, were reported. The Committee considered several facets of this
question, including the unpredictable impacts upon school populations around military
bases and in rapidly developing areas. The Committee undertook to seek ways to
reduce the number of pupils who must stand on school buses.

Presentation in Support of Sea": Belts in School Buses and Improved School Bus Safety

Dr. Joseph Zanga, representing the Virginia Pediatrics Society and the American
Academy of Pediatrics(AAP), presented his organizations' position on improved school
bus safety. Dr. Zanga Is the director of the emergency room and outpatient pediatric
services at the Children's Medical Center of the Medical College of Virginia. In support
of this position, Dr. Zanga utilized studies, statistics, data on actual use of safety belts,
and other safety improvements on school buses and presented reasons for the need for
changes in the present policy for school bus safety.

Dr. Zanga discussed excerpts from National Highway Transportation Safety
Admlnlstra_tlon'sd(NHTSA) report on Safety Belts In School Buses. June 1985 which he
felt were ignored by bus manufacturers and their organization. Specifically, he said,
that the reporf correctly concludes that "there are no studies to prove....that seat belts
would absolutely save” lives in school buses." However, he noted such tests are
impossible to conduct realistically because we can not put children in the bus and crash
the bus. Althou?h some tests of safety belts can be jonducted with dummies, the
validity of such fests is questionable. Further, he said children cannot be protected
from ejection by compartmentilization.

~ The results of the Canadian study need to be viewed with caution, in Dr. Zanga's
opinion. He quoted from the NHTSA Repor'. "In examining the Canadian tests, several
factors must be considered. A 30 mph b er crash orce for a large bus is an unlikely
occurrence. For examEIe, a hp;.d-on cru  between a large school bus and a full-size
car, both traveling at 55 mph, would be less severe to bus occupants than the 30 mph
barrier test. Also, only one size dummy was used which tY ically re_P_resents aHunlor
high school student. The geometry for young children would be signiticantly different
with likely different results. Taken together, the results of the Canadian tests should
be viewed with caution."

A studk/ conducted in 1967 by UCLA was cited by Dr. Zanga as the best study
performed to date. This study used child-size dummies and concluded that school bus
seats used at that time were not demgned to accommodate the added stress of multllole
lap belts. The UCLA group designed the ultimate safety seat which included seat belts.
The“UCLA seat has never been used, however, according to Dr. Zanga, because it is too
costly.

~ Dr. Zanga noted statistics demonstrating that the most common accidents
involving pupil fatalities are rollover accidents and side-impact crashes. The AAP
maintains that the child receives the most protection from seat belts in side-impact and
rollover crashes. There is evidence suggesting that the child is protected by safety
belts in other kinds of crashes as well.



Saf tHe reviewed the following excerpts from the AAP's Policy Statement on School Bus
afety:

"Unsupported arguments have been presented in an effort to prevent seat belt
installation on school buses. Among these are:

1. Children can't handle the buckle ade%uately. .{.TheAmer_icanAcademV of
Pediatrics notes that all children, _?lven their familiarity with seat belts and
buckles, should be able to satisfactorily buckle and unbuckle seat belts.)

2. The buckles would e_ntraP children and could leave them danglln? from the
ceiling in accidents in which the bus is overturned. (This is true, but it is still
preferable for children to be strapped in rather than thrown out of the seat or the
vehicle at the time of an accident,)

3. Wearing seat belts would produce internal injuries. (With the restraints
presently available, any school aged child can safely wear a seat belt.)

4, Children could use the belts as weapons. (Children have much better weapons
available including lunch boxes and books. In addition the newer, ||?htvye|ght,
smaller, )'[etractable seat belts now available are unlikely to be effective as
weapons.

Dr. Zanga said that there was not a lot of actual experience in the use of seat
belts. At least, 26 school distrirts require seat helts in their school buses in this
country; however, there may he as many as 40 or 50 districts that use seat belts. He
also stated that there were  a number of states, notably New York, that are moving
towards mandating seat belts. The Cltg of Etobicoke, Ontario, Canada has successfully
usled seat belts on"school buses since 1975. No accidents have occurred to prove their
value.

~ Dr. Zanga said that the committee and staff of the AAP have studied all available
literature and have concluded that the following actions should be taken:

"1, Seat backs should be elevated to 28 inches. This is four inches above the
hegPht now manufactured by federal regulations and will support and cushion a
child's head and neck.

2. All seat backs and tops should be padded with trim materials that adequately
absorb impact. The padding should pompletelg cover the entire rear of the seat in
addition to the top rail. The padding also should be placed on all stanchions and
"modest" panels. = Seat construction should he designed to eliminate sharp or
unyielding objects that could cause or worsen injury.

3. Seat belts should be required on all newly-mani factured school buses--
regardless of their size and the number of pupils transport d.

4. Adequate and aRpro riate bus drivers training should be mandatory in all
school districts and should include provision for health screening on a periodic
basis, including vision and hearing evaluations."

In discussing the use of seat belts on school buses as an educational issue, Dr.
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Zanga noted that many medical and parent groups believe that young children must be
taught to use safety belts at all times.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION OF "THER ISSUES

Danger Zones Qutside The Bus _ S

he statistics on injuries and deaths outside sc ool buses, contained in this report
under Aral¥3|s of Statistics for Accidents. Injuries and Fatalities, Page &, were
discussed at considerable length. Based on the ‘number of deaths and the severity of
injuries, the hazard to students outside the bus is considered to be a _ver% Serious
problem. In Virginia 49 pupils were killed outside their public school buses in the last 20
years, five times the rate of deaths inside school buses. Records show that injuries to
pupils outside the buses are usually much more severe.

‘The Committee noted that numerous safety campaigns have been directed toward
solving this Problem but that success appears to be limited. The Committee considered
the fact that pupils are exposed to the possibility of such accidents approximately 1.5
million times each school day under widely v.aryln? circumstances. They agreed’ that
safet?/ precautions outside the buses must continue to be emphasized. These continuing
efforts should include: (12 pupil rider safety education offered periodically both in the
classroom and in demonstrations/practice; {2) daily consultation with the pupils by the
drivers as needed; (3) continued search for new technical developments such as
functional warning sensors; (4) more use of crossing control arms to prevent pupils
from crossing immediately in front of the bus; (5) encpuraglng arents to accompany
their children to and from "the bus stops as often as possible, an &) enlisting the aid of
parents in reinforcing the bus safety concepts taught by the schools. The consensus of
the Committee was that no single measure would provide a solution to this problem.

Sites for LoadlnP and Unloading Pupils .

Board regulations require school bus routes to be reviewed at least once each year
for safet¥ hazards. Section 46.1-250, Code of Virginia, stipulates that stops are to be
made only at points where the bus can be seen cleargv for a safe distance in both
directions. The Committee agreed that the location and the safety condition of stops
can only be determined effectively on the local levAl. ~ The Committee also discussed
the s-lamp vraffic warning S)(stem which uses four amber lamps for warning motorists
of bus stops and four reéd lamps to indicate that buses are stopped to pick up or
discharge pu]plls. It was noted that approximately 38 states are using the s-lamp system
on buses. The committee felt that this systém would enhance enforcement of *he
"school bus stop law". The Committee expressed an interest in assuring that the school
bus warning sign (stop arm) is now required, pursuant to Section 46.1-287, Code of
V|r?|_n|a. The volume and directional conflicts of automobile, pedestrian, and school bus
traffic on school sites also were discussed.

Driver Qualifications/Supervision ”nd Evaluation _

A summarK of the present state requirements for school bus drivers, concerns
expressed by the National Transportation Safety Board, and the concerns of several
local school divisions we_rerresented and discussed. A copy of the current requirements
may be found in Appendix F.

~The proposed revision of the "physical requirements for school bus drivers" was
reviewed by the Committee. The revision was prepared by the Department of
Education staff after consultation with the Medical Society of Virginia and is scheduled
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for consideration by the Board of Education. The proposed "Physical Qualifications For
School Bus Drivers" are based on the requirements of the Federal Bureau of Motor
Carrier Safety. |If ado?ted, the regulations would apply to private/parochial schools, as
provided in Séction 22.1-180, Code of Virginia.

At the state level, the Department of Education trains school bus driver
instructors. These instructors train school bus drivers at the local level. A manual
entitled "Virginia School Bus Driver Tralnln? Curriculum _ Guide" provides each
instructor with material which all drivers should receive during the training period.
Inasmuch as the averaﬁe number of hours spent in the pre-service classroom instruction
and other phases of the training varies from locality to locality, the Committee felt
tt]gat”admlnlmum number of hours of pre-service classroom instruction should be required
of all drivers.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Advisory Committee addressed each major topic mentioned in HJR 228, and
other topics believed to have a significant impact on school bus safety. The Committee
discussions were lengthy and detailed. Establishing priorities for the topics in terms of
greatest need proved to be difficult because all safety items involving children are
|m_po_rttant. However, the first three topics, as listed below, were deemed to be of high
priority.

1. Danger zones outside the bus - Experience in Virginia and nationally indicate
that in an average year about five times more school pupils are killed or severely
injured in accidents ‘occurring outside school buses than inside the buses. While there
have been repeated safety campaigns to reduce this problem in Virginia and only one
fatality occurred cutside a bus 1In the last two years (1982-83 and 1983-34), the
Committee was concerned that the number of injuries that occurred outside school
buses in 1984-85 indicates that the problem still exists. _
Recommendation: That the Department of Education and local school boards cor.cinue
to emphasize the need to protect pupils in the danger zones around school buses. This
should include appropriate pupil rider safety education; constant attention by bus
drivers and staff to encourage pupils to follow safefprocedures at bus stops; encouraging
parents to accompany their young children to and from bus stops, to reinforce the bus
and safety instruction given by the schools; and consideration of the use of safety
patrols and safety devices such as crossing control arms on buses transporting pupils.

2. Replacement of buses - Forty-nine percent of Virginia's public school buses
were manufactured prior to April 1, 1977 (pre-DOT) the date when more stringent
safety construction standards became effective. Five percent of these buses are
reported to be more than 12 years of age. These pre-DOT model buses do not include
such safety features as the ‘fully padded seat backs and stronger seat frames, flame
retardant ‘'nterior materials, increased panel joint strength, greater fuel srstem
integrity, |mProved bus window retention and release, and stronger structural roll-over
protection. The crashworthiness of these buses, particularly those which have been in
service for more than 12 years, is questionable.

Recommendation: That all pre-DOT school buses be replaced as soon as possible; that
school buses be replaced after 10 years of age and that 1z,gears of age be established as
the maximum age for ap?ro_ved school buses; that a feasibility study be conducted for
funding the cost of replacing all pre-DOT model buses; and that all school buses
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0 ergteéj by city transit systems conform to state and federal school bus construction
standards.

3. Pupils standing on school buses - Apprommatel%/ 30 percent of Virginia's school
divisions allow puRlls to stand on school buses. While few injuries have been reported
among standees, they are not afforded the same degree of protection as pupils who are
seated while riding buses. , ,

Recommendation:”™ That standees not be permitted after the first 30 days of school,
except under unforeseen emergency conditions as identified by the local school hoard.

4. Driver qualifications/supervision and evaluation - The Department of
Education has estimated that aﬁprommately 55 percent of school bus accidents result
from school bus driver error. The number of classroom hours for pre-service training of
new drivers and the procedures for supervision and evaluation of drivers varies
considerably among the school divisions. = There are at present no objective physical
ualifications for school bus drivers. _

ecommendation: That a minimum of 12 classroom hours and 12 hours of behind-the-
wheel training be required for new driver applicants; that supervision and evaluation
(including a written evaluation) of drivers be carried out periodically; that the list of
objective physical requirements that has been developed by the Department of
Education with advice of the Medical Society of Virginia be ‘promulgated; and that
drivers be at least 18 years of age.

5. Instruction on seat belt safety in the health curricula - Instruction on the use
of safety Dbelts is included in the hl%h school curriculum_guides and in optional
supplemental materials for use in the eementar¥ grades. The amount of time to be
devoted to health instruction, including the use ot safety belts, is not specified for the
elementary level. _ _ o
Recommendation; That instruction on the use of safety belts be initiated at the
kindergarten level and reinforced in grades 1-7.

6. Inspection and maintenance of buses - The three-phase inspection program and

the preventive maintenance program (see page 19) for public school buses were judged
to be appropriate. However, the Committee expressed concern for the safety of pupils
in those school divisions in which the level of vehicle maintenance is considered to be
marginal. The safety of older buses, particularly those over 10 years of age, was
discussed in depth by the committee. The committee strongli/_recomme,nds_ the
replacement of buses over 10 years of age. However, if rePIacemen IS not in...iediately
feasible, more stringent maintenance and inspection standards will be necessary.
Therefore, the consensus was that necessary steps should be taken to ensure compliance
with maintenance and inspection requirements. _ ,
Recommendation: That proPer use of the inspection and maintenance programs for
school buses (including school activit buses} be ensured; that buses over 1o years of
age be subject to more stringent and more frequent inspections; and that school buses
operated b}{ city transit systems be subject to the school bus inspection/maintenance
requirements.

7. Sites for IQadlnc}; and unloading pupils - The provisions of law and regulations
relating to the location of school bus stops, and the review of routes at ieast once each
year for safet% hazards appear to be adequate. The choice of locations for bus stogs
and roads to De used can hest be determined at the local level. Members of the
Committee expressed concern about a continuing pattern of motorists passing school



buses while the buses are loading or unloading pupils. _
Recommendation: That school divisions review traffic patterns on school sites and on
future site plans to ensure the safest possible traffic arrangements for automobiles,
buses, and pedestrians; that the eight-lamp warning light system (four amber and four
red) be implemented on new buses as soon as possible; that the Department of
Education promote the retroflttln% of eight lamp systems on older buses; that the
school bus warning sign (stop arm) be included as part of the "warning device" required
on all school buses; and that an official study be conducted of the problem of motorists
passing school buses while pupils are being loaded or unloaded.

8. The need for emergency communication devices - The response to the safety
questionnaire by local school divisions supported the use of two-way communication
equipment, but on assigned frequencies rather than on public citizen band channels.
Board of Education requlatlons now permit either type to be installed on school buses,
subject to local control. o _ _
Recommendation: That the use of communication equipment on school buses continue
to be a local option, and that the use of assigned frequencies be encouraged.

9. The need for_eqmppmg new and old school buses with seat belts - This issue
dominated the discussions ot the Committee. The Committee members were agreed
that school bus transPortatlon has an excellent safety record in Virginia. However, all
felt that every possible means should be employed to protect Virginia's children. During
the course of the study, several crucial safety problems became apparent to the
Committee, including the dangters outside the bus, the need to eliminate standees on
buses, and the urgent need to replace older, suostandard buses. The Committee
members concluded that solutions for these critical issues were imperative.

The Committee unanimously supported the use of safety belts in cars, However,
the differences hetween buses and cars make data relating to the use of safety belts in
cars inapplicable to school buses. Althourqh no studies establish conclusively that safe y
belts would enhance the safety of school bus riders, safety belts have heen alleged to
Ero_vlde additional safety in side-impact and rollover accidents. Some organizations
elieve that habitual use of safety belts on school buses might increase the use of
safetg belts in automobiles. However, in view of the inconcluSive data on the value of
seat belts in school buses, the Committee agreed that a requirement for the mandatory
use of seat belts in school buses is not indicated. The retrofitting of buses with safety
belts was not considered efficacious by the Committee because of the many variables in
bus design and construction.

Much time was devoted to the discussion of local option for the use of seat belts on
school buses. The majority of the Committee opposed allowing local ogtlon. Four of
the Committee members (representing the Department of Motor Vehicles, Medical
Society of Virginia, Virginia Congress of Parents and Teachers, and the Virginia
Transportation Safety Board) felt ‘strongly that local school divisions should not he
Erecluded from having the option of using safety belts in new Type | school buses.
urther, the Committee took note of the U. S. Department of Transportation's proposed
rule Erowdln standards for installation of safety belts on Type | buses as printed in the
FEDERAL REGISTER, October 10, 1985.

Recommendation: That the installation of seat belts on Type | (large) school buses
should not be mandated.



CONCLUSION

Much data, many positions, and a varletY of materials were presented to the
Committee within its limited work time. Al hough the members of the Committee
were drawn from a variety of disciplines, they developed an understanding of many of
the factors and details influencing the day-to-day operation of school transportation
programs.  The Committee's discussions™ were conducted in an open and frank
atmosphere without generating adversarial relationships. All came to believe that a
flexible, commonsense approach is necessary for the management of these complex and
costly activities.

~ The Committee members felt strongly that the %eneral ’oubllc and the many
interested organizations should be better informed of the excellent safety record of
school bus transportation. It was also felt that education of the public should be
enhanced concernln? the crucial hazards identified by the Committee, particularly the
dangers to pupils outside the bus.

The Advisory Committee wishes to exPress its appreciation for the contributions of
all persons, including representatives of organizations, who Presented Important
information during the course of this study. Further, the Committee commends R. A
Bynum, Study Coordinator, Clarence R. GI||e$ﬁle_ and Fred S. Valentine of the
Department's PuRlll Transportation Service for iheir assistance and cooperation, and
most esPeglaIIy, orma Szakal, Staff Attorney, Legislative Services, for her assistance
in completing the Committee's report.

S./Jpnn Davis, _ _
Superintendent of Public Instruction
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Appendix A

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA - 1985 SESSION
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 228

Requesting the Department of Education to study school bus safety.

Agreed to by the House of Delegates. February 4, 1985
Agreed to by the Senate, February 20, 1985

WHEREAS, thousands of school children are transported to and from school daily on
school buses in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and _
WHEREAS, the safety of these children is of paramount importance to parents and

school Eersonnel; and _ _
WHEREAS, the Board of Education Promulgates regulations to ensure the safety of
school children bemg transported bg school buses’ an _ _
WHEREAS, In Tecent 'years, Controversy has developed concerning the appropriate

method for safeg[Hardln,gr; the safety of children in_schoo| buses; and , ,

WHEREAS, the Virginia, Department of Education and ~ the National Highway
Transportation Safety ‘Administration have taken the position. for some years™ that
“compartmentalizing,” i.e., requiring high, padded seat backs, is the most appropriate
approach to school “bus safety; and . ,

WHEREAS, other or_ga_n zations, such as Physicians for Automotive Safety and the
American Medical Association, favor the use of seat belts in all school buses; and ,

. WHEREAS, other issues related to school bus safety have alsoarisen ,recentl(}/ including
driver qualifications, the appropriateness of certain thoroughfares for loading and unloading
of students and the use of emergency communications devices; and _ o

WHEREAS, issues related toschool bus safety have not been the subject of a legislative
stude{ In_at least the past ten years; now, therefore, be it ,

ESOLVED by the House “of DeIe?ates, the Senate concurring, That the Department of
Education is requested to conduct a study on schogl bus safety. _

In the course of its study, the Department of Educatiof shallexamine the need for
eqU|Pp|ng new and old scho0l buses with seat belts, the efficacy of using seat belts for
small’ students, particularly those in grades K-3, whether the usé of seat “helts on school
buses will result” jn behavior modificafion in the use of seat belts in cars, the feasibility of
requiring instruction on seat belt safety in the health curricula, the need for emergéncy
communication devices, the need for” inspection. of older buses and revision of “their
capacities, the appropriateness of driver qualifications and the appropriateness of the sites
for I%adlan and unloadwg of studerits. _ o e

The Departme.t should complete its work in time to submit its findings and any
recommendations to the 1986 Session of the General Assembly.
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DATA ON SCHOOL BUS ACCIDENT REPORTS
FOR 1980-81 through 1984-85
WHILE TRANSPORTING PUPILS

TYPES OF ACCIDENTS:

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85

Collisions Involving Two or More Vehicles 632 646 598 636 620

Head-on Collisions:
Straight Road ... 37 57 63 67 58
CUTVES s 69 55 49 39 53
L] (V| —— 106 112 112 106 111

Rear End Collisions;
By Other Vehicles........... 87 103 103 119 113
BY BUS .o 48 53 40 53 29
L] €| 135 156 143 172 142

o At Intersections: .
Other vehicles entering... 63 51 49 62 55
Bus enterm?.............., ................. 36 33 44 57 48
Other vehicle turning........ 22 18 21 15 15
BUS TUTNING covrrvrsersvrsrrsnnn 59 98 83 66 66
L] €| 180 201 197 200 184
Backing: )
Other venicle . 17 16 18 19 22
BUS ovvvvvsrvssnsssnssnsssssssssssssnns 97 11 62 60 1l
LICL K] P 114 93 80 19 93
Passing: _

ther vehicleS. .. 37 31 23 39 52
BUSoovoisssisnssssspissssisssines . 25 18 14 11 11
Bus passing parked vehicle. 35 29 A 29 22
L] (1] 97 '84 66 79 85

gyBes of Accidents - continued on next page)
atu for 1984-85 is subject to verification
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DATA ON SCHOOL BUS ACCIDENT REPORTS FOR 1980-81 through 1S84-85 WHILE TRANSPORTING PUPILS

(Continued from previous page)

o . 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-8

No. of Pupils Injured Qutside School BUS....wu... 11 5 6 4 12
Struck Crossing road ., 2 5 b 4 10
Hit on School Grounds 0 0 0 0 2
O] 9 0 0 0 0
No. of Pupils Killed Outside School BuS......vw.. 0 4 2 1 0
Struck Crossing road ... 0 4 2 1 0
Hit on SChool Grounds. .. 0 0 0 0 0
O 11 S 0 0 0 0 0
No. Injured Inside School BUS....wwwrveee e 149 158 123 220 174
Puplls injured in vehicle caused accident... 127 145 102 195 151
DIIVEIS oiirssessmsssssssssssssssssssssssssmssssisens 22 13 17 25 20
O =] 0 0 4 5 3
No. Killed Inside SChOOI BUS....mmmrmmsrmssssesisins 0 0 0 1 0
1] R 0 0 0 0 0
DITVETS oo 0 0 0 1 0
O {1 S 0 0 0 0 0
Olheis Injured Outside SCh0OOI BUS..rvrrmsrvsrnsnn 48 51 10 o7 93
Others Killed Outside SCh0Ol BUS...uvrvmrrmsrssrrnnn 2 0 3 0 3

Twentﬁl-two counties, two towns, and twelve cities reported no accidents occurring while transporting pupils during
the school term  1980-81. » , , , , , ,
Fourteen counties, two towns, and twelve cities reported no accidents occurring while transporting pupils during the
school term 1981-82. N _ _ _ _ _ _
Elght?etn cour1t9|8e§,8t3wo towns, and fourteen cities reported no accidents occurring while transporting pupils during the
school term -83.

Twentﬁ/-eight counties, two towns, and twelve cities reported no accidents occurring while transporting pupils during
the school term 1983-84. _ o _ _ _
The total miles travelled by buses in 1981-82 divided by the number of accidents reported is equal to 112,207 miles,
for t1198|2-€3 is 116,567 miles, and 1983-84 is 113,734 miles, which is equivalent to an average of 13 yeurs operation for
a school bus.

* Datu for 1984-85 is subject to verification



DATA ON SCHOOL BUS ACCIDENT REPORTS
FOR 1980-81 through 1984-85
WHILE TRANSPORTING PUPILS

(Types of Accidents - continued from previous page)

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85
AT E [0 L — 24
T R AL T — 4 3% 5% 5% 1112
Blcrcles .............................................. | 4 0 1 1
Motorcycles ... o 5 3 1 0 4
Railroad Crossings 0 0 0 1 0
On Board Accidents.......... _ 10 2 14 5 9
Bus striking ﬁ_uplls waiting for, leaving,
or approaching bus.......... 4 6 6 1
Totul Number of Accidents Reported 680 695 680 699 686
1980-81 1981-82 1982- 1983-84
A Adult Drivers « M 181+ F 482 =663  MI198 + F 486 = 684 M 163 + F 514 = 677 M169 + F 528 = 697
Student Drivers M 1/+F 0= 1 MIU+F 0=1 M 3+F 0= 3 M 1+F 1= 2
ALL DRIVERS M 198"+ F 482 =680 M209 + F 486 =695 M 166 + D514 =680 M 170 + F 529 = 699
Percentage of Each Type of Accident M 175 1924581% = 685
1984-85  1983-84 Mnal M E 518 - 586
21 29 percent were at intersections
25 percent were rear end collisions
13 1 percent were backing
percent were ﬁassmg N
16 15 percent were head-on collisions
1 8.0 percent were non-collisions
4 1.0 percent - other

&Date for 1984-85 is subject to verification



Appendix C
PUPILS KILLED INSIDE OF VIRGINIA PUBLIC SCHOOL BUSES

1950-51 Prince Edward County - March 1951 - Five pupils killed inside of bus
- Bus struck by train. Three girls 18,18,3c 17." Two hoys 14 & 15.

1951-52 None

1952-53 None

1953-54 None

1954-55 None

1955-56 None

1956-57 None

1957-58 None

1958-59 None S _
1959-60 Frederick County - May 1960 - Two p%fns killed inside of bus - Bus hit

in rear side by lime trick - Both girls 9 & 10.

1960-61 None

1961-62 None

1962-63 None

1963-64 None

1964-65 None

1965-66 None

1966-67 None

1967-68 None

1968-69

King George Countr- August 1968 - Two pupils killed inside of bus.
Bus hit inrear by furniture van. One girl 14. One boy 13.

Page County - May 1969 - One male, age 10 killed inside of bus. Bus
went down 10 ft. embankment.

1969-70 None

1970-71 Montgomery County - Two pupils killed inside of bus. February 1971
Bus hit in [eft side by dump truck. Two girls 7 X 10.

1971-72 None

1972-73 None

1973-74 None

1974-75 None

1975-76 None o o

1976-77 Campbell County - March 1977 - Three pupils killed. Two inside - one
ejected Hnou%h entrance door onto ground. Bus struck n1rearb&
five axle tractor semitrailer combination - Three females 7,11, & 14.

1977-78 None

1978-79 None I

1979-80 Appomattox County - May 1980 - One (1) puEH killed inside of school
bus. Bus struck inrear by tractor trailer truck - Girl, Age 14,

1980-81 None

1981-82 None

1982-83 None

1083-84  None
1984-85 None
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Appendix D

Pupil Transp -Ration Statistics, 1964-65 to 1984-85

I 2 3 4 5 6 1
School No. of ~ No.of  No. of  No. of Inside Bus Outside Bus
e TraFr)I%Biolﬁted puses TMUglsed Accidents Injurigg' OfFaPtuaFI)iltlfes Injuri!e\lso' Ogaﬁgﬁltlises
1964-65 524,857 5,769 346,744 503 132 0 8 5
1965-66 538,579 5,945 49526879 503 207 0 10 2
1966-67 555,829 6,157 50,82a, 192 515 266 0 1 3
1967-68 573,207 6,368 52,060,826 546 249 0 13 1
1968-69 598,773 6,599 54,624,303 502 259 3 12 1
1969-70 618,960 6,308 54,954,507 641 274 0 21 2
1970-71 636,172 7,047 56,600,653 612 259 2 30 5
1971-72 660,207 7,312 59,524,844 883 414 0 15 5
1972-73 669,313 7,521 61,387,385 862 356 0 11 1
1973-74 688,868 7,723 64,050,516 782 320 0 18 3
1974-75 718,851 8,017 66,365,758 797 294 0 12 2
1975-76 136,219 8,199 69,433,445 677 225 0 16 2
1976-77 762,016 8,681 72,553,030 849 280 3 18 2
1977-78 760,849 8,877 76,004,967 849 197 0 18 2
1978-79 759,652 9,060 78,276,159 826 187 0 15 3
1979-80 152,948 9,079 79,279,169 714 200 1 19 3
1980-81 743,706 9,097 79,348,106 680 127 0 11 0
1981-82 724,867 9,003 77,984,165 695 145 0 5 4
1982-83 122,157 9,026 78,419,863 680 102 0 6 2
1983-84 720,984 9,042 79,499,740 699 195 0 4 1
*1984-85 : : - 686 151 0 12 0

* Figures for 1984-85 Subject to Verification25



COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
P. 0. BOX 6(%
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23216
SUPTS. MEMO. NO. 57
May 15, 1985
ADMINISTRATIVE
T0: Division Superintendents
FROM: S. John Davis, Superintendent of Public Instruction

M. E. Cale, Associate Superintendent for Financial and
Administrative Services

SUBJECT: uestionnaire - School Bus Safety Study, House Joint Resolution
umber 228, 1985

. The General Assembly, 1985 Session, enacted HJR Number 228
requesting the Department of Education to_conduct a study on school bus safety. The
resolution has heen printed on the reverse side of this memorandum,

The enclosed questionnaire contains questions which, when answered
and returned, will provide statewide information on most of the issues listed in the
resolution. Some additional safety or operational issues not listed in the Resolution
have been included in the questionnaire. If your school division would like to_su%ﬁest
other issues or concerns which should be considered during this study, please list them
on an additional page(s) and attach it to the questionnaire.

Information received in response to this communication will be
tabulated and provided to a fifteen member Study Committee. This Committee has
been appointed to assist the Department in comgletmg the study, makmq
chomrglendatlons, and presenting its findings to the 1986 Session of the Genera
ssembly.

If You desire additional information or have %uestions concerning the
study, please contact R. A. Bynum, Associate Director, Pupil Transportation Service
a t(804) 225-2037.

SJD/MEC/ns
Enclosure

NOTE: This report is not listed in the 1984-85 Calendar of Reports
because it is in response to recent legislation.
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STATE  SUMVIARY

Attachment
Administrative Supts. Memo. No. 57

May 15,

1985

Questionnaire

School Bus Safety Stud
House Joint Resolution"No. 228, 1985

Please answer all questions by checking or entering information which
best describes your school system's answer/position. If you wish to amplify
an answer to any of the questions, attach an additional page.

1,

Should all new school buses purchased after the 1985 model be
equipped with passenger seat belts?

18 - Yes 110 - No

k?hlotu|7d all existing school buses be retrofitted with passenger seat
elts’

12 - Yes 116-  No

Would your division sup;}aort mandatory use of seat helts by all
pupils riding school buses?

28 - Yes 9% - No

Are pupil riders (standees) permitted to stand in the aisle of
school buses operated in your school division?

46 - Yes 83 - No

If your answer to No. 4 was "yes" give average total number of
standees daily in a.m. 1426, p.m.1421 for the school year 1984-85.

Indicate the number of standees injured during 1984-85 0; 1983-
84, if available 1.

Would additional buses be needed to eliminate all standees?

21 - Yes 83 - No
Would your division support a no standee regulation?
95 - Yes 34 - No

Indicate the number of buses for which a purchase order hasheen
issued but have not been received 557. (Do not includethese in
Numbers 10. & 11. below)

How many of these will be replacement buses 504, capital outlay
buses (additional) 53?



10.

11.

12.

*13.

14,

15.

16.

17,

Total number of approved buses in fleet 10,675.
(Include all spare buses)

Indicate number of buses in fleet by year model of chassis.

5.442  1978-1985 3.760  1972-1976
938 1977 507 1971 and Older

How many buses in your current fleet are equipped with seat belts
for all passengers?

322 Type | Conventional School Buses (Usually, 34-64
Passenger capacity)

465  All Other Buses
(Usually, Type Il Small School Buses up to 20 passenger
capacity)
Indicate the number of K-3 grade pupils riding school buses in

your system during 1984-85 223,440, 1983-84 217,360.
Estimated Estimated

Would a requirement for use of a seat belt by all pupils riding in
school buses enhance the use of seat belts by teenagers while
riding in automobiles?

33 - Yes 19 - No

Should school buses be equipped with two-way emergency
communication equipment?

I11- Yes 20 - No
If answer to No. 15 was yes, which buses s iould be equipped?
38 - Special education buses only
19 - Rural route buses only
718 - All buses
What type of communication equipment should be used?

101 -Two-way commercial/government type radios with
an assigned frequency

9 - Citizen band radios
5 - Mobile telephone

* Figures based on 80% of fall membership
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13.

19

20.

21

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

21.

Are the current :"ginia school bus inspection requirements
adequate?

124 - Yes 7- No

Should the inspection of buses be required more frequently for
buses 10 years or older?

45 - Yes 86 - NO
ghoulc?i there a mandatory replacement schedule for school
uses

12 - Yes 57- No

If your answer to No. 20 was yes, indicate the maximum number
of years buses should be used.

10 Yrs. 37 12 Yrs. 29 14 Yrs. 10 Other 2
(specify)

Should the number of classroom hours for school bus driver
training be specified?

17 - Yes 54 - No
Ifyour answer to No. 22was yes,indicate  the number of hours.

13 Hrs. 13 15 Hrs. 32 17 Hrs. ¢ Other 23
(specify]

Should the minimum number of days for behind-the-wheel training
time with pupils onboard be increased?

44 - Yes 85 - No

If your answer to No. 24 wasyes,indicate the total  number of
days recommended.

50% recommended 5 days
Recommendations ranged from 2 days to 25 days
Does your division use 17 year old school bus drivers?
11 - Yes 120-No

If your answer to number 26 was yes, indicate the number in each
capacity. (Count each dl{lver onlyonce)

Regular

Substitute 45
Activity Trips 6
Voc. Tech. 1
Other g
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28. Does your system employ aides for buses transporting children?
17 - Yes 54 - No
29. If your answer to No. 28 was yes, how many aides do you employ
for buses transporting handicapped pupils? "633
30. If your answer to No. 28 was yes, how many aides do you employ
for buses transporting non-handicapped pupils? 24
31. Should the provisions contained in law and regulation governing
school bus loading and unloading sites be changed?
13 - Yes 116-No
32. If your answer to No. 31 was yes, describe recommended changes.
(1) Minimum distance between stops (2) Use of eiHht light warning
system (3) Separate area from general public on all school sites
33. Does your division have school buses which travel across state
boundary lines (Interstate)?
51 - Yes 78 -No
34, If your answer to No. 33 was yes, indicate the number of huses
crossing state lines.
36 a.m. Home to school trips each day
36 p.m. School to home trips each day
3,735 Activity/Field trips per year
35, Would your division support an increase in the current 35 miles
per hour. (mph) maximum speed allowable for a school bus
transporting pupils on regular route?
45 - Yes 82 -No
36. If your answer to No. 35 was yes, indicate which change your
division would support.
2-40 MPH on all type roads
3-45 MPH on all type roads ,
44 - 35 MPH on "secondary" roads and 45 MPH on "primary,"
U. .S and Interstate roads
School Division Date Signature of Supt/Designee

Please complete and return
by JUNE 3, 1985 to:

R. A. Bynum, Associate Director
Pupil Transportation Service
Department of Education

P. 0. Box6

Richmond,

A 23216
30



Appendix F

IV. Requirements for School Bus Drivers

1. No school board shall hire, emplor, or enter into any a.?reement with any person

for the purposes of operating a school bus transporting pupils unless the person shall:
A. Have a ph%/smal examination of a scope prescribed by the Board of
Education with the advice of the Medical Society of Virginia and furnish a form
Brescrlbed by the Board of Education showing the results of such examination,

. Furnish"a statemei-.. 0" copy of records from the Division of Motor Vehicles
showing that the person, within the preceding five years, has not heen convicted
of a charge of driving under the influence of intoxicating liquors or drugs,
convicted of a felony, or assigned to any alcohol s.afeti/ action pro?ram or driver
alcohol rehabilitation program pursuant to Section 18.2-271.1 of the Code of
Virginia or, within the preceding 12 months, has been convicted of two or more

mp\(ln% traffic violations or has been required to attend a driver improvement
2|6|n1|c51X 1ti£e Commissioner of the Division of Motor Vehicles pursuant to Section

C. Furnish a statement signed b% two reputable residents of the school division
that the person is of good moral character.
D. Exhibit a license showing the person has successfully undertaken the
examination prescribed by Section 46.1-370. .
E. Has reached the age of 17 and has not reached the age of 70 on the first day
of the school year. (Section 46.1-169,22.1-178 and Exemption of Hazardous
Occupations Order No. 2, U. S. Department of Labor) _

2. Any school board may require successful completion of the American Red Cross

first-aid course as a condition to employment to operate a school bus transporting

upils.
g. The documents required pursuant to paragraphs LA, and [.B. shall be furnished
annually within 30 days prior to the anniversary date of the employment to operate
a school bus. A school board may require the statement set forth in paragraph I.C.
to be furnished periodically, _ _ _ _

4, The documents required pursuant to this section shall be filed with, and made a
part (t)f, the records of the school board employing such person as a school bus
operator, . . o .

5. The State Department of Education shall furnish to the division superintendents
the necessary forms for applicants to use to provide the information required by this
section. Insofar as practicable, such forms shall be designed to limit paperwork
avoid the possibility of mistakes, and furnish all gart!es involved with a complete
and accurate record of the mformation required. (Section 22.1-1782) _ -

6. As a condition to employment, every school bus driver shall submit a certificate
signed by a licensed physician statln% that the employee appears free of
communicable tuberculosis. The_ school board may require the submission of such
certificates annually, or at such intevals as it deems appropriate, as a condition to
continued employmeént. (Section 22.1-300) . o

7. No person shall drive a school bus upon a highway in this state unless such person
has had a reasonable amount of experience in _n_vmg{ motor vehicles, and shall have
passed a special examination indicating the ability to operate a school bus without
endangering the safety of pupil passengers and “persons using the highway. To
prepare for the examination required by this section, any person holding a valid
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operator's license issued under the provisions of 46.1-369, may operate, under the
direct supervision of a person holding a valid school bus license endorsement, a
school bus which contains no pupil passengers. The Division of Mator Vehicles shall
adopt such rules and regulations to provide for the examination of persons desiring
to qualify to drive such buses in this state and for the granting of permits to
guallfled applicants. (Section 46.1-370 o _ .

Every driver of a school bus shall receive instruction before being allowed to
operate “a bus transporting children. ~ This instruction shall include classroom
demonstration, and behind-the-wheel instruction. The length of the instructional
program shall be determined by the experience of the applicant. _

A. Classroom instruccion shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

1) responsibilities of the driver, pupil, parent, principal, and superintendent

2) applicable laws and regulations _ _

3) local reports and policies governing pupil transportation

4) proper driving practices

5) planning for emer%lenmes
B. Demonstration instruction

1 pre-tnP Instruction

2) care of school bus ,

3) emergency evacuation drills

4) proper driving practices

5) defensive driving techniques o .

C. Behind-the-wheel instruction—under supervision of trainer

1) operate empty bus until proficient

2) operate loaded bus—(m|n_|mum-comf)lete.rou_te for two days11 .

The superintendent or his designee shall maintain a record “showing that the
applicant has completed the training and has been approved to operate a school bus.

9. In-service training shall be devoted to improving the skills, attitudes, and
knowled%e of all school bus drivers. At least two hours of in-service training shall
be pr%wh ehg during the first half of the school year and at least two hours during the
second half.

10. The driver of a school bus shall be under the general direction and control of the
superintendent and school hoard and/or the supervisor of tran_sRortatlon, and shall
also_dbed accountable to the principal of the school to which transportation is
proviaed. . . : .

llh'Thle driver of a school bus shall perform a daily pre-trip safety inspection of the
vehicle,

12. The driver of a school bus shall report to the principal misconduct of pupils on
the school bus or at waiting stations or stops on the way to or from school and shall
be guided by the principal’s advice and direction, subject to the regulations of the
school board. When it becomes necessary for the driver to correct pupils, the driver
shall stop at the nearest and safest place and restore order before loroceed_lng. In no
case shall a driver put a pupil off the bus between home and school as a disciplinary
measure.
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School bus atPSdents, 1984

_ School bus transportation accidents killed about 100 persons in 1984,
including 45 puElls, 5 bus drivers and 50 other persons.

Of the puPi_Is illed, about 10 were passengers on school buses and 35
were pedestrians either approach[n(r}_ or Ieavm(% a Ioadmﬁ zone. More
than half of the pupil pedestrian victims were struck by the school bus
which they were entering or leaving.

telrglﬂéuries in school bus related accidents totalled about 8,400 of which 5,500 were stu-

The table on page 91 shows_certain details of the injury and property damage acci-
lents which occurred in 1984. Types of school bus accidents not itemized include an es-
imated 400 pedestrian, 100 bicycle, and 10 railroad accidents. About eight out of ten
iccidents involved property damage with no injuries.

Characteristics ot school bus transportation

Interpretation of school bus accident data is complicated by the many variations be-
ween state operations, by lack of standard definitions of terms, and by lack of compn-
able reporting by states:

The state totals in the table on page 91 are shown as regor_ted by the states. The U.S.
otals are National Safety Council estimates developed

tor_tm? states to compensate for the portion from r_nlssm? stutes, State figures are
weighted based on the number of pupils transported in tha

mafing all U.S. totals on this page and in the table on page 91 were revised for the 1985
dition of Accident Facts and are not compurable to estimates from previous editions.

‘erms and reporting classifications

Vehicles. Included_are regular school buses and other nonfamily-owned vehicles used
| transporting pupils.

Annual bus mileage. Total mileage includes deadheading (traveling with no pupil pas-
engers) and extracUrricular activity tri.u. Data from seven states indicate that dead-
eading maY avera%e about 14 per cent of total mHeaPe, rangm%from practically none
1some states, upto one fourth of the total bus, mifeage, inf others, dependln? on ar-
ingements for driver and bus storage. Extracurricular mileage, based on 18 states, is
idicated to be about 9 per cent of total mileage, also with a wide range among states,

uch mileage includes athletic and field trips, shuttle service, imd so-on.

Pupils transported daily. A pupil is counted onlé/ once for each day transported, al-
icugh usually two one-way trips or more are made daily.

fupll passenger miles and average bus occupancy. Total pupil passenF?er miles cannot

computed directly from total bus mileage and pUPHS transported. Reports indicate
verage bus occupancy as upwards,of 35 pupils, but it may rise or fall several times on a
ngleroute trip, as a bus in some instances may serve séveral schools alon? the route
verage occupanc_)( for ull bus, mileage, including deadheading, may be only about 40
3 cent of capacity, Th(f_ National Safety Council estimate of total pupil’passenger
dies for 1984"1s 78.3 hillion.

Route trip. A route trip may represent (1) a one-way t_riP from_the point where the
rst pupil boards the bus to the point where the last pupil leaves it, (2)a round trip, or
gseveral separate trips ending at the same sc_hool(g). liles per route trip reported for
states ranged from 18 to 76, avera mg 33 miles. Pupils carried per route trip ranged
Sr%nlétgoﬁy' averaging 54 pupils. Route trips per bus ranged from 1 to 4, averaging

If1B
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August 1984

T0: Members of the School Transportation Section,
Motor Transportation Division

FROM: C. Deane Fortune, Vice President for Motor Transportation

We are enclosing for your information a copy of the National Safety
Council™s recently adopted policy on protecting pupil passengers in
school buses.



N ational
Safety
Council

NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL POLICY
on
PROTECTING PUPIL PASSENGERS IN SCHOOL BUSES

"Thn National Safety Council supports methods and procedures that
effectively provide safe transportation of pupils aboard school buses.
The Council recatmends that until further research and testing
demonstrate that pupils will be safer by the installation of seat
belts in school buses, the Council believes that passive protection
provided by compartmentalization as required by the current (1977)
federal standard on school bus seating and crash protection protects
seated pupil passengers in school buses with gross vehicle wsight
ratings (GWR) greater than 10,000 pounds. (Ccmpartmentalization
involves protecting each passenger by his seat, his seat back and
the back of the seat or restraining barrier irrmediately in front of
him.)

Approved, Motor Transportation Division, May 2, 1984
Approved, Executive Ccnmittee, Board of Diréctors, June 28, 1984



SEAT BELTS ON SCHOOL BUSES:

A CLOSER LOOK

There are two essential questions, to be addressed here: 1) Would the installation of
seat belts in schooi buses be effective in reducing injury and death from. school bus accidents?
and 2) Would finite funding available for safety etforts be best utilized in this manner, or
more appropriately on other school bus safety concerns?

THE STATISTICS

According to the National Highway Traffic Safet)f Administration (NHTSA), approxi-
mately ten passengers and one driver dié inside a school bus each year. Of these fatalities,

50 percent occur In rollovers, 55.9 percent in frontal‘collisions, 14.7 percent from side impacts,
and 25 percent due to ejection. It Is estimated that 50 percent of all school bus accidents are
the result of driver error. The total number of passengers injured or killed in school bus
accidents has declined steadily in recent years, though“the evidence is clear that a far more
significant problem continues to exist regarding loading zone fatalities (31 in 1983, and an
estimated aver?ge of 50 each year accor mr%; to the National Safety Council) — five times
the number of ratalities than occur inside the bus.

Based on deaths per 100 million passenger miles, the National Safety Council has con-
cluded that school buses are twice as safe as transit buses, four times as Safe as trains, five
times safer than scheduled airlines and fifty-three times safer than passenger cars. The school
bus industry's safety record Is unmatched.

THE SEAT BELTS IN SCHOOL BUSES DEBATE

The National School Transportation Association (NSTA) firmly believes that com?art-
mentalization — containing children within a structurally reinforced passenger compartment
of fully padded, high-back seats and crash barriers — is preferable to any form of containment
that rélies upon the use of safety belts or other similay restraining devices. NSTA does not
come to this conclusion Il%htl_y, but only after y(ears of extensive Study and consideration. In

a June 1985 report, NHTSA similarly asserted that requiring seat belts in school buses is
neither cost-effective nor necessarily likely to create a safer ride, and thafcompartmentali-
zation provides sa_ﬂsfactorg,Protectlon and that a requirement for belts v_vathout the assurance
of Qro;%er supervision of theif use would not be an effective means of providing occupant
protection.

1. Safety Considerations for School Buses vs. Automobiles

It is important to understand first that there are major differences between school buses
and automobiles, and that these differences call for different safety solutions.

a. School buses are Iarﬁe_r and heavier, and efforts have been made to remove protruding
objects that could result in passenger injury during a crash.

b. An unbelted auto passenger would be thrust forward toward the point of impact
during a crash, whereas compartmentalization in school buses is designed to cushion
students upon sudden impact or swerve.

C. Autos offer precious little in the way of exterior reinforcement, while school buses
are encased in a metal rib-cage like frame. Further, school bus bumpers are well above
gg%gelggvhetlof auto bumpers so that the impact of a collision would not be felt at the

d. The special features of school buses (shiny yellow color, flashing lights, and special
marklngs?and the knowledge that they are transporting our children give these vehicles
a great advantage over aufos during transit.

2. Compartmentalization vs. Seat Belts

- While seat belts undeniably result in fewer fatalities and injuries in autos, there is no
evidence that the same can be concluded as to use in school buses. In fact, the lap-type belt
that would be used in the latter may well lead to ; .juries that otherwise would not occur.
Numerous medical experts and studies have shown that younger children could suffer severe
abdominal injuries, as wel| as Injuries to the head and shoulder areas caused by a sudden thrust
forward. Arecent Canadian study concluded that the varying sizes of children make design
of a,de(iuat_e seat belts virtually impossible, and many younger children would experience great
g\l/fa{locu%t%r{no?e{ gsmg belts inthe event of rollover, fire or other such incident requiring quick



3. Other Considerations

a. Would the seat belts be used? Most would agree that bus drivers would be hard-
Bressed to assume the added responsibility of ensuring that all passengers were properly
elted contlnual_lg durmq transit. It would, therefore, be necessary to"augment the
driver with an aide (or €laborate sensing systems), especially in the case 0f elementar
and junior high a?e students, who would” assume this responsibility. With older studens,
exPerlence dictates that such supervision would be necessary to ensure that the seat
belts were not used as potential weapons or subjected to acfs of vandalism. A California
sttug Sné)% %logoht years old estimated the annual costs for such monitors in that state
at 545,670,000

b. There is also a significant question refT;_ard_ing legal liability. Effective legal arguments
could be lodged relative to the potential Tiabilities of bus drivers, school boards, bis
copggg;}egblatlgg Insurers should an accident occur in which a student injured or killed had
no :

c. Some suggest that use of seaf belts on school_buses will lead to,greater use by children
in autos, and instill good habits for later years. There exists no evidence that such patterns
can be established and, in fact, seat belt use in autos has never approached what satety
advocates have envisioned. Without proper supervision on school buses, the belts are riot
likely to be used. However, a conscientious parent in an auto or flight attendant on an
airplane, for example, is likely to ensure use in that more appropridte setting.

CONCLUSIONS

NSTA is not alone in its opposition to installation of seat belts in school buses. The
following organizations have expressed similar views:

The Natjonal Safety Council

National Transportation Safety Board _
Delegates to the Tenth Natiorial Conference on School |.-ansportation
School Bus Manufacturers Institute

The Hartford Insurance Company ,

Nationa| Association fqr Pupil Transportation

State Directors of Pupil Transportation

In additign, many state transportation agencies_and legislatures have expressed doubt as to theflH
utility of installing seat belts in school buses. These include the states of Alaska, Arkansas,
Montana, Maryland and Minnesota, as well as the ovfernment of Canada. |n each mstancg,

tms position Was adopted only after morough study of the issue. In several cases, the study came
after well-publicized bus tragedies where lives were lost or many serious injuries resulted.

The above discussion is in no way intended to sug?gest that safety improvements could not
be made which would further diminish”the likelihood o7°death or injury for school bus passengers.
In fact, NSTA has been an active advocate of a number of gnhancements in design and driver
training that it believes would more effectively address existing safetyr concerns. Further, it
must be emphasized that NSTA doe3 not oppose installation of Seat belts on school buses based
on cost considerations. Most manufacturers estimate the per bus cost of S|mBIe Iap-tYpe seat
belts to be in the range of S1,200 to 51,800. This cost would not he assumed )()schoo bus
contractors, but rathgr incorporated into future bids for service ultimately to be borne by
individual taxpayers in the school districts.

Each day nearly 23 million American children ride about 350,000 school buses to their
schools. and back again. With improvements that have come inrecent years due to comPart-
mentalization, improved warning signals, and the like, school buses have become the sarest
vehicles on the road. The degree to which improvements can be made upon this impressive
record should come in the aréa of more extensive driver training, expanded motoring public
educatjon, standardization of state laws applying to a motorist approaching a bus Ioad|nq or
unloading students, and efforts to standardize warning lights and lettering.” Were federd
funds to be dedicated to.enhanced school bus safety activity, it *s pnr view that it would be
most prudently utilized in these areas, thus attemptm% to reduce (he uuuiuel of deaths and
serious injuries which occur in loading areas — by far the most serious concern.

NSTA supports timely completion of a thorough study by the U.S. Department of Trans-
partation of this issue, complete with necessary crash testing. While it expects that anx study
will reach the same conclusions, should installation of seat belts be recommended, NSTA only
seeks to have promulgated uniform federal standards as to the design changes required and
the preferred method of installation.
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The NSTA Position

The National School Transportation Association’s prime concern is the safety of the children
its members transport daily. In fact, the Association was founded — and continues —
because they are able to get students to and from scnool in the safest possible manner.
Traveling in today’s well-equipped, shiny yellow bus is seven times safer than taking the same
trip in the family automobile.

This is why NSTA supports the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's position on
occupant protection in school buses.

Our association is not so much opposed to the use of safety belts in school buses as it is
supportive of the concept of compartmentallzatlon. We came to this position after years of
tests, experiments and studies resulted in the NHTSA concluding that compartmentalization
provides an adequate level of safety protection. In contrast, there are no standards
established for seat belts on large school buses.

NSTA believes that compartmentalization — containing children within a structurally
reinforced passenger compartment of fully padded, high-back seats and crash barriers — is
preferable to any form of containment that relies upon the use of safety belts or other similar
restraining devices.

Furthermore, we believe that the studies and excellent safety record of school buses support
-compartmentalization. The real safety problems ir. schooltransportation — and those that

need to be thoroughly addressed by the industry, schools, parents and the public — are the

fatalities and injuries that occur where children get on and off the buses — the loading zones.

Those of us who work with the children and school buses every day feel that every new item
that is added or changed on school buses should be well tested and engineered prior to being
mandated as a regulation. This is why NSTA will continue to support the compartmentalization
concept until documented research establishes that seat belts on school buses will raise the
level of protection for the occupants.

NSTA is concerned that many interested and well-meaning individuals are not informed of

the safety record of school buses, the safety features incorporated into school bus
construction, and why seat belts are not mandated or needed on school buses. This is why the
board of directors has approved a special edition of the National School Bus RGpOI’t to
address these topics.

NSTA Board of Directors

The National School Transportation Association was founded in 1964 by private school bus contractors to "promote
and foster the highest degree of safety in the transportation of school children." The Association represents
aﬁproxmately ercent of the nation’s yellow school bus fleet. The bulk of these private contractors, many of
them from second*and third- generation firms, are members of the NSTA as well as state contractor associations.



Seat Belts: The Difference

Between Automobiles

For years safety officials have been telling the
American public that "seat belts save lives."
They do. too — in automobiles.

Even so. after two decades only a small portion
of the driving public regularly uses these safety
devices. No slogans, campaigns or even visible
evidence have caused the majority of Americans
to buckle up when they get in their cars.

There is a segment of our population — well
mtentioned, concerned people — who are call-
ing for seat belts to be placed on all school
buses in the country. At first glance, this may

seem like a good idea, but upon closer examina-

tion. it turns out to be simply not the case at all.

The fact to keep in mind is there are major
differences between automobiles and school
buses, and these differences call for different
safety solutions.

Different Construction

Even though they hoth have tires, steering
wheels and motors, there are basic differences
between automobiles and school bhuses hesides
that of size. In a school bus, great effort has
been made to eliminate protruding objects that
could injure a passenger during a crash.
Automobiles, in contrast, are loaded with hostile
objects such as dashboards, windshields,
knobs, and worse.

Unbelted, an automobile's passenger will fly
toward the point of impact in the event of a
crash, colliding with any of these hostile
objects that are in the path. The safest place to
be in such an event is belted into the seat,
which is designed to stay attached to the
automobile frame.

A school bus is different. Passengers are
Erotected by the lack of protruding objects and
y compartmentalization — the careful padding
or seats, seat hacks, sides and aisles. This
compartmentalization is designed to cushion
the students in the event of a sudden impact or
swerve and the padding itself absorbs most of
the impact.

and Buses

Other Differences

There are other differences as well. The outer
construction is an excellent example. A school
bus is encased in a metal frame, much like a .
metal rib cage, unlike today's small automobiles
which have very little reinforcement. In addition,
the passenger compartment in buses is well
above the bumper height of automobile
bumpers, so the impact of a collision isn't felt
on the same level.

This is the reason why interstate carriers, school
buses and public transit buses are exempt from
safety belt requirements. They have inherent
safety advantages related to their size, weight
and interior design that other vehicles don't
normally have.

School Buses Are Special

School buses are special for other reasons as
well. First of all, the public is aware of them
because of their shiny yellow color, flashing
lights and special markings. This automatically
makes the public more cautious around this
type of vehicle. Besides, these buses are
normally operated at a low speed.

They are particularly special because they carry
a precious cargo: our children. This knowledge
on the part of the bus drivers and the motoring
public gives this type of vehicle a large advan-
tage when it comes to safety.

When all these factors are taken into account, it
becomes clear that different safety devices
must be considered for these two completely
different types of vehicles.






The Safety Record and

The REAL Problem Areas

Although statistically there are few pupil
fatalities on school buses — .4 of one percent
per 100,000 vehicular miles in 1982-83 — the
school bus industry can't afford to brag. As long
as one child is killed, the quest for safety must
be a never-ending process.

The fact remains, however, that the majority of
fatalities in school bus related accidents don't
occur on the bus. They happen before, during, or
after the loading or unloading procedure.
Considering the potential for accidents and the
number of children who regularly ride school
buses (over 22 million in 1981-1882), it is
amazing that the number of deaths or injuries is
not greater.

The Real Problem Areas

Seat belt proponents continually stress the need
for safety aboard the bus and contend that
existing standards created by the compartmen-
talization concept are not adequate protection
against side collisions and rollovers. Setting
aside the question of whether or not the school
bus itself is a safe vehicle, it is important to
look at where children are being killed and to
examine some of the reasons behind the
accidents.

One accident that received a great deal of
publicity was the 1983 Jones oro, Arkansas
tragedy. The findings of the investigation board
clearly indicated driver error as a primary factor.
The bus was traveling at an excessive rate of
speed and the driver, who was unfamiliar with
the terrain, simply lost control. Had he been
familiar with the area and traveling at a lower
speed, the accident would never have occurred.
The same can be said of many of the major
tragedies involving school buses, and of a
signifi”cant number of fatal automobile accidents
as well.

Too Late and Too Little

It appears that seat belt proponents, instead of
correcting the problem at its source, are looking
for devices designed to protect students in case
of an accident — rather than seeking ways to
avoid these mishaps altogether. The situation is
similar to closing the barn door after the horse
has been stolen.

Instead of placing the major emphasis on
student protection in the event of an accident,
time and effort could best be spent on driver
training and public awareness.

According to the most recent statistics
available, during the 1982-83 year 28 school
children were killed in school bus related
accidents while outside the bus. Of those, 17
were killed by their own bus — 12 at the front
and five at the rear. The remaining 11 fatalities
occurred when vehicles passed — illegally in
most instances — a stopped school bus in the
process of loading or unloading. Why do
fatalities such as these occur.?

The cause of the 11 killed by vehicles passing a
stopped school bus is ignorance of the safety
hazards and a lack of awareness on the part of
the motoring public. The transportation industry
hasn't done a very good job of educating the
public. In addition, the number and variety of
traffic laws around the country specifyin
procedures to be followed when approaching a
bus loading or unloading is in itself a cause for
motorist confusion. Not only do laws vary from
state to state and locality to locality, there are
also major differences in warning equipment.
For example, the eight-light warning system is
not universally required; neither is the stop arm
nor standard lettering such as "Stop on Signal."



Driver Training

Emphasis on reducing the federal deficit makes
it unlikely that additional funds will be made
available for school bus driver training. The end
result of this lack of funding means a reduction
in school bus driver training. This is particularly
ifamentable in light of recent studies that show
the positive effects of such programs. One in
particular — a California study — concluded
that school bus driver-caused accidents
declined an amazing 20 percent after a driver
training program was initiated in 1974, Similar
studies conducted by other states show
comparable findings.

Where Should Learning Take Place?

The suggestion by seat belt proponents that if
children are taught to buckle up on a bus, they
will continue the habit into adulthood is
commendable, but unrealistic. No school bus
driver — operating under less than ideal
conditions at the best of times — could
accomplish that which only 10 to 14 percent of
the parents whose children ride in seat belt
equipped automobiles have accomplished in the
25 years since these devices were introduced.

Doesn't it make more sense to concentrate
energies in teaching in an environment where
educational experiences have shown that
learning is best accomplished? Even if seat
belts were made mandatory — in automobiles
as well as in school buses — the process of
teaching children the value and dasirabillty of
their use could bhe accomplished much more
effectively in a controlled educational
environment than on a crowded school bus.

A Desirable and Workable Goal

There is a solution to eliminating a great
number of school bus related fatalities. It's
driver education, and it's an attainable goal. All
a driver need do is be certain that he or she
knows where the child is who is getting on or
off the bus. It's that simple. By counting arid not
moving until they are sure, the child will not be
run over.

This message should constantly be in front of
every school bus driver. Additional distractions,
such as assuring that seat belts are properly
adjusted and buckled, would only divert driver
attention from this primary responsibility. If
seat belt proponents direct their efforts toward
accomplishing this single goal, instead of cam-
paigning for, and promoting, additional safety
equipment, it could be accomplished and the
safety of the children would be greatly enhanced.

Roscoe Bernard

A former educator, M. Bernard is currently a
professional in the school transportation industry.



What is

Compartmentalization?

A lot of thought. care and research went into the
National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration's standards for school bus passenger
seating and crash protection.

The underlying philosophy behind these stan-
dards was the premise that it is more practical
and effective to put the passengers in surround-
ings that could absorb a great deal of the shock
and energy generated by a collision or sudden
swerve than to confine the children in seats with
seat belts.

"The standard relies on compartmentalization
between well-padded and 'eeell-constructed seats
to provide occupant protr -non on school
buses," is how NHTSA's language actually
reads. These standards are applicable only to
large school buses. On the smaller, van-type
vehicles, seat belts are required.

NHTSA also noted that, "Compartmentalization
provides satisfactory protection and that a
requirement for belts without the assurance

of proper supervision of their use would not

be an effective means of providing occupant
protection.”
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ComFartmentalization involves several things.
It calls for higher seat backs, impact-absorbing
seats and padded reinforcement of these seats,
which also must not separate from the vehicle
at any attachment point. Special padding of the
rear of the seats is designed to protect
children's heads in the event of a sudden
impact, and special leg protection zones are
specified in the construction requirements. All
of this padding is required to be of thick foam
rubber in order to absorb the maximum energy
from the impact.

In 1983, the Federal Motor Vehicle Safety
Standards for school buses was modified to
increase the spacing between the seats from 21
to 24 inches. This was done, however, only after
tests had demonstrated that such an increase
would not impair tne concept of compartmental-
ization. Any increase beyond 24 inches might
iImpair the ability of the seats to absorb energy
in the manner required by the standard.

The benefit of compartmentalization is that it is
a passive protection system. The student
passengers don't have to do anything to afford
themselves this protection. It is built into the
vehicle itself.

Seat belts on school buses might work under
certain conditions — and there is even some
argument about this — but one thing is clear;
they won't do any good at all if they aren't
fastened, and fastened properly. With compart-
mentalization, the protection is automatic ...
and effective.



N"Seat Belts:
®Some Medical Opinions

Seat belts are designed to prevent injuries

and save ‘ives. In automobiles, using the
shoulder-type harnesses installed today, they
often achieve this purpose. However, in some
cases, seat belts themselves can cause inunes.
particularly the lap-type seat belts that would be
used on school buses.

As one physician put it, "If we devise a restraint
to hook over a particular prominence, when we
come to the child, we may find that that promi-
nence is in fact not there. A case in point is the
familiar seat belt. If the seat belt is permitted to
ride up above the iliac crest, there Is nothing
from a skeletal standpoint between it and the
backbone. We are already seeing brand-new vis-
ceral lesions produced by seat belts, including
crushed kidneys, ruptured bladders, and damage
to the pregnant uterus.

"If the seat belt is worn properly as a lap belt, it
hooks between the thigh bones and the anterior-
superior iliac spines of the pelvis. These are
broad, strong bony projections, hooking slightly
downward, that completely prohibit such injuries
which can occur only when the seat belt is worn
too loose and the patient slides out from under
it, or else it worn too high. But in a child, those
bony prominences are too rounded. The thigh is
relatively larger and the pelvis itself is smaller.
Therefore, it is almost impossible to apply a
seat belt to a youngster in such a way that —
with a decelerative force — the child's weight
will not be thrown directly upon the viscera."

Spines of Children are Different

As you sit, you can feel two very sharp anterior
superior iliac spines about an inch above your
thighs. This means that an adult can put a lap
belt across between the thighs and the pelvis
and the load will fall directly on the pelvis. This
is not the case with children. These spines just
do not exist in a child under the age of nine or
10. The child doesn't begin to form secondary
ossification centers there until about the age of
12 in girls, and about 13 or 14 in boys, so what
you do have is largely cartilage and flexible,
"Now, therefore, if you put any kind of lap belt
on a young child, and you accelerate the child
against the lap belt, the force will be

transmitted directly to the abdomen — and
since the abdomen acts largely as a fluid-filled
sac. any force applied to it will be transmitted in
all directions."

"Things will be torn loose from their moorings."
the physician continues, "and their moorings
include blood vessels. One may bleed to death
in the belly without any difficulty at all."

"l don't really know how you are going to get
anything approaching any lap belt that | have
ever seen that would be safe to put on a young
child, much less effective. I don't know how old
a child must be to safely wear a lap belt, but |
would guess the age of 10 or 11."

Abdominal Injuries

Other physicians have written extensively about
abdominal injuries caused by lap-i/pe seat belts,
not only to children, but also to adults. In
addition, because such restraints don't protect
the upper torso, the head and shoulders fre-
quently plunge forward causing injuries in these
areas as well.

A Canadian Study

The Council on Road Trauma of Hamilton,
Ontario, conducted a study on the use of seat
belts in larger school buses. It concluded that
the varying sizes of children make it almost
impossible to design restraints in large buses. If
the belt is put on incorrectly, a pupil could not
release himself and escape the bus in a rollover
situation, and injuries could arise. If the belt
was not designed for the child using it, injuries
could mount.

The council report also concludes that research
data available does not support providing seat
belts in buses to reduce injuries. Members of
the council included a pediatric surgeon and a
design engineer.

Until there is further proof to the contrary, it
would appear that the use of seat belts In large
school buses — of necessity the lap-type devices
— would pr.jsibly cause as many injuries as
they would prevent.
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Legal
Liability

There are many unresolved issues related to the
proposal to put seat belts on school buses.
Some — which are significant but are often
overlooked — may be loosely categorized as
legal considerations.

The first of these is the consideration of whether
a particular proposal is legally valid. This would
depend to a great extent on whether it was
generated at the federal, state, or local level.

Federal constitutional problems may be
asserted, particularly if it is a federal proposal.
On the state level, there may be problems with
the state constitution. The state action may be
considered to burden federal prerogatives. On
the local level, the rule-making agency may not
have the power to issue such a proposal.

The Question of Additional Liability

One area of concern to parties interested in a
seat belt proposal consists of questions of the
Botential liabilities of bus drivers, school hoards,
us companies, and insurers should these
devices be installed on large school buses.

In school bus incidents in which the injured
child sues the bus company, the driver, and/or
the school authorities, the child's theory of
recovery is usually based on negligence.
Typically, the child will assert that the bus driver
owed a duty of care to the child which the driver
has neglected to fulfill and that such neglect
was the cause of the child's injuries.

What is the nature of the duty owed by a school
bus driver? In some states, the school bus
service has been held to be a common carrier
service, and, consequently, the bus company
and driver have been required to fulfill an
extraordinary duty of care, or the highest duty of
cure. In other states, the bus company and
driver have been held to an ordinary duty of care
(but in many of these states it is, in fact, a
heightened standard which is applied).

In one case the bus driver was held to have
violated the ordinary duty of care in part by
failing to warn a disembarking child that a car
was approaching. In another case, it was held

that the court could not rule as a matter of law
that the school's duty did not require stricter
supervision where a child was injured by
another child while rough-housing on a bus.

These cases, among others, suggest that a
school bus company and the bus driver may
well be subject to liability if the driver fails to
ensure that all students use the seat belts; for
example, where a student who does not use a
seat belt is injured under circumstances in
which it is arguable that he wouldn't have heen
injured if he had worn the seat belt. Liability is
Fossibly more likely in the above example if the
ocal school has a regulation posted in each hus
stating that seat belts must be worn.

The negligence theory may also be based on
poor maintenance or upkeep of the safety
equipment. Assume that in the example above
a seat belt malfunctioned: the child may base
his theory of liability on an assertion that

the bus company's or the driver's duty of care
was neglected because the seat belts were not
checked.

The significance of this potential for expanded
liability is twofold. In the first instance, it will
cost local school authorities and bus companies
either through increased insurance premiums or
expensive court costs and settlements.
Secondly, it will force the schools to adopt
costly measures in order to minimize exposure
to liability.

As a final note, it may be possible that the
existence of seat belts maK have another effect
on litigation strategy. A school authority or bus
company that is sued for injuries caused by
negligence, may assert the non-use of seat belts
in 1ts behalf. It may argue that the student was
contributorily negligent by failing to use his
seat belt.

In addition, the school board may argue on the
issue of damages that they should be decreased
by the amount of injury that would have been
avoided if the student had worn his seat belt.

Eric Rubin, Esq.

Mr Rubin is a partner in the Washington, D.C. law
firm of Rubin, Winston & Diercks.



f§Seat Belts:
Would They Be Used?

Student safety is — and should be — a prime
concern of all school personnel. Safety includes
having proper facilities and equipment in the
school buildings and on the school grounds:
teaching and practicing good safety habits: and
making sure students are transported to and
from school and to various school activities in a
safe manner.

Whether a school district contracts for student
transportation or does their own, the question
usually arises sometime during the school year
as to the value of seat belts on school buses.
There possibly was a time when the use of seat
belts could have served a useful purpose. This
was before school buses were designed and
built in a compartmentalized manner with
exceptionally high and well-padded seat hacks.
Based upon reports | have seen, it's my opinion
that a student is in much less danger of being
injured by a sudden drop or jolt if forced against
a padded seat back than being thrust against a
tightly restrictive seat belt.

It is likely that the use of seat belts on huses
transporting elementary or junior high age
students would dictate additional costs to a
school district because an aid« would be
needed to ensure that all belts were properly
fastened and kept fastened. Thu use of the seat
belt would undoubtedly lead to much greater
time loading and unloading busi es, which in turn
might cause traffic problems or accidents as
buses waited on busy streets for students to
buckle up or unbuckle before leaving a bus.

At the high school level the problems would
undoubtedly be much greater i seat belts were
required. There would have to be some physical
discomfort for the high school student, since
the school bus would probably be designed with
three belts to a seat, even though only two high
school students would fit in a seat. This would
also mean that one seat belt would be loose in
the seat and could become a hazard by hanging
in ti.e aisle.

There is certainly no practical way to make high
school students use seat belts: and where
elementary or junior high students ride with high
school students, it would be difficult to exDiam
or defend to the younger students why they had
to use the seat belts when the high school
students did not use them.

The feeling among the administrators in the
three large suburban high schools with which

| have been associated Is that seat belts could
and would serve as a potential weapon to be
used against fellow students or bus drivers. This
is a real concern among school administrators
in urban and suburban school systems. All in
all, the disadvantages of seat belts in a school
bus appear to far outweigh any real advantages.

William Augustus

Mr. Augustus is a former school teacher and
administrator in ;ne Chicago. lllinois area.



Student
Management

Student management has become a very
iImportant concern to school bus drivers over the
last decade. Changing social values have meant
that all authority has been challenged and a
driver can no longer expect his directives to be
simply obeyed. Although this change has not
made the driver's life an easy one, the problem
has not gone unanswered. Efforts at both state
and federal levels have resulted in training
programs designed to give the driver the tools
needed to do the job. Progress has been made,
but if a new element is introduced — seat belts
— much of the ground gained may be lost.

First let's look at what seems to work.
“One-to-one" is a term often mentioned. If the
driver can isolate the disruptive student and
remove the peer pressure in the bus, his
chances of success are much better. The driver
must be seen by the students as a professional
who is concerned about them, not as a friend.
When the student and driver meet, it must be
with mutual respect, and without pressure from
either side.

Who's In Control?

Rules that are enforceable are important.
Neither being too strict nor too lenient seems to
work. Drivers differ in how they handle their
small societies, but there must be clear-cut
limits. Boundaries are important. The rules must
be constant, and if a student steps over the line,
action must be taken. Without this, control is
lost and the situation becomes intolerable.

| don't believe we should try to change students
values even if we don't agree with them. To do
s0 takes a great deal of time and expertise — in
any event — and such attempts are often not
successful. I find, however, that most students
respect safetK. If offending behavior is pointed
out as something that affects the safety of the
bus and its occupants — rather than being
categorized as good or bad — the driver has a
much greater chance of maintaining discipline.
It then becomes a cooperative effort towarj a
common goal.

It's important to make sure the driver is in a
situation that he can handle on his own. If
outside help is needed, it must bo seen as an
adjunct to — not taking the place of — the
driver's position and authority. If the driver
brings in outside help to settle a dispute, he is
no longer the leader and that all-important
sense of rospect is lost. Any type of
confrontation that cannot be resolved by the
driver destroys the students' feeling that the
driver is in command of the situation.

The Question of Seat Belts

. Now let's turn to seat belts. The question that

we need to address is this: If there are seat
belts in the bus. will the child use this belt
properly, or will he even use the belt at all?

Experience has shown me that children who are
belted in are able to get out of a bus. and that
they don't use the belts as weapons. However,
they don't, in fact, use the belts at all. in most
instances. Where monitors are provided, the
belts are used and they seem to make some
sense. However, there is a cost factor involved
here. The Southwest Research Institute's Study
Relating to Seat Belts for Use in Buses put this
concept in its proper perspective when they
estimated that the State of California would
have to spend $45,670,000 a year for such
monitors — and the study was done in 1977, It
would presumably cost much more today.



It is unlikely, therefore, that monitors will be
assigned to large numbers of school buses in
the country. This means that If seat belts are
installed In the buses, the driver will be

solely responsible for the management or use of
these belts.

I don't agree with the concept that belts should
be Installed for those few that might wish to use
them. Even without a legal mandate, the liability
question is going to force the driver to make
some attempt to see that all the students are
buckled in.

The Driver's Dilemma

Here’s where it becomes a dilemma for the
driver. He will be put In a position where he will
nrt be able to control this segment of his bus
environment. Without an additional person to
help him — such as a monitor — there’s no way
for him to know if the belts are being used or

@Pnot. We will have given the driver a siturtion

that he cannot enforce, and we are negating the
very things we are currently trying to do to make
his job — and his authority — an important
component of an overall safety program.

Another aspect of this Issue that bothers me Is
that In the driver's management of the bus, he
tends to enforce those rules he bolleves in. If
our bus driver population is roughly equivalent
to the population as a whole, the percentage of
them who believe in — or use — seat belts In
their private automobiles is quite small. This Is
a sad commentary, but unfortunately, It’s a fact.

One of the strengths of this Industry Is that the
driver Is his own boss most of the time. He sees
himself as an Important person, and rightfully
so. This enhances his self esteem and creates a
self confidence that Is essential to his success
In his position as a leader and a manager. If the
issue of seat belts causes friction between the
driver and the students, or the driver and man-
agement it won’t — In the iong run — be worth

The problem of student management isn’t going
to be helped by the addition of seat belts. If
they had been proven effective in school buses,
and if there were important gains to be realized,
then it would be worth the effort. Right now, this
doesn't appear to be the case.

First Things First

Student behavior is often cited as a major cause
of school bus accidents. If this is so, we should
try to solve this problem first. | believe we
should focus on such Items as driver selection
and training, which is the subject of a NSTA
study. Here, at least in a small way, the problem
is being examined. If more of this type work
were done, | believe the situation of student
management would be improved.

Seth Corwin

Mr. Corwin is chairman of NSTA's Safety and Driver
Training Committee and a long-time advocate of
safety efforts in school buses. Ha is from Chappaqua,
New York.



AS | SEE IT:

Perspectives on the Issue From...

... The Driver

My first responsibility as a school bus driver is
to transport my children to and from school as
safely as possible. This responsibility is far
greater than many people realize. There are
many distractions In my job, and any one of
them could cause injury or even death to those
entrusted to my care. It's unfortunate, but there
just Isn't enough time to be concerned with
some of the things that are Important to those
who aren't actually involved In pupil
transportation.

I wish | had more time and fewer distractions,
but my primary responsibility has got to come
first. As long as | keep that in view, | believe

I’'m doing what I should be doing as a school
bus driver.

Some people believe that seat belts should be
Installed on school buses. I don't agree and I'd
like to tell you why.

Children and Seat Belts

Although I've driven only a short while, I've
really learned to care for my kids; they’re very
important to me. The area in which | drive has
the reputation of b*ing a pretty tough neighbor*
hood, and although | haven't had too many
problems, | have had some. Most of my kids are
pretty well behaved, but some aren't.

If the students cut seats and cushions, they
sure wouldn't hesitate to cut seat belts or tie
knots In them. Seat belts would be just one
more thing for them to get their hands on. Kids
have a continual need to manipulate, twist and
pick at just about everything.

This is the reason manufacturers stopped
making classroom furniture with exposed bolts,
nuts and screws long ago. If belts were attached
to the seats, I'm afraid there would bo similar
problems. For Instance, It's difficult to get
elementary school children to sit still for very
long. They like to push and shove and | could
see a child who is buckled In being pushed
against a tightened belt.

A Question of Time

Even though these would probably be the most
on-going problems, my major concern Is what
would happen in an emergency evacuation,
particularly with the little ones. It would be
impossible to get them out in a hurry. | know
from experience — having had to occasionally
help with snaps and zippers — that some would
need help unbuckling their belts. In the event of
fire sweeping through the bus, the majority of
my children could not get off in time. That’s my
major concern: lcan’t see a functional
evacuation under such high-stress conditions.

Another of my concerns is how to enforce the
use of seat belts. At the present time, I can
manage my bus. Most of the children behave
well enough so that I’'m not constantly looking
in the mirror. | don't worry too much about
whether or not they’re misbehaving while I'm
driving. If I had seat belts to worry about,
however, | don't believe | could manage the
situation by myself; I'd have to have help.

If I had to get out of my seat after every stop to
make sure the belts were buckled, I'd never get
to school on time. Coupled with the problem of
belt misuse, I would be facing an impossible
situation. In order to ensure the use of seat
belts, I'd have to have monitors. There’s simply
no other way.



Safety Question is Misdirected

It seems to me that the question of safety on
school buses is misdirected. According to my
information, the majority of bus-related fatalities
are caused either by the child being struck by
the bus or br another vehicle. For this reason, a
monitor could best be used in the loading and
unloading process. This is the situation we
really need to address.

This is the area that also needs to be stressed
as far as public education is concerned. I've had
people repeatedly run my stop arm. If they were
aware that the law says, "When that stop arm is
out. you do not go by," it would help. If the
general public knew how kids behave on the
buses and what it is really like to be responsible
for them and for their safety, they would be more
careful when approaching a stopped school bus.
AAThis would substantially reduce the fatality rate.

The Delay Factor

Another thing that a lot of people don't think
about is the delay factor. Even though we are
supposed to pull over and let cars pass when
there are three or more behind us, It isn't always
possible. This is where the stop arm violations
occur. There have been occasions in which I've
had a line of cars behind me and I couldn't do
anything about it. | must wait until every child is
seated before I move. Even with my stop arrn in,
I can see that seat belts would cause an
additional delay.

| really can't blame motorists fc being
impatient. Many people have deadlines or are
running late for work and so forth, but some are
just plain impatient and can't stand waiting
regardless of the reason. The time factor is
often critical. I've had some people stop and
then go around because they think I'm taking
too long. It's hard enough for manK to have to
wait while | load five students. If they had to
wait until | went back to check seat belt
buckles, I can imagine what would happen.

The Question of Cost

I've read about some of the projected costs for
seat-belt installations, and it seems to me that
this could be a major factor in their use. We're
talking about taxpayers' money for something
that hasn't been proven to be either needed or
effective as a life-saving device in school buses.
We'd be better off .sing the money for more
driver education.

My defensive driving course was very beneficial
to me. It increased my awareness of the dangers
involved in transporting students and of my

own responsibility.

Compartmentalization is Proven

What is the purpose of having unproven devices
— and this is what seat belts in school buses
are — when we already have adequate safety
protection? A lot of tests and expense has gone
Into compartmentalization of school buses.

We know that .t works as a safety device. With
our high back and padded seats, it is unlikely
that any of the kids are going to suffer injuries
from metal or projections, such as you have in
a car. This used to be a problem, but bus seats
are much different now. We can't compare auto-
mobiles with school buses. They are entirely
different in strength, size, height, and protec-
tion. I'don't think the general public really
understands this difference.

As a divinity student. | personally believe | need
to set a good example tor my kids by my own
conduct and by the way | treat them. The safety
of the children entrusted to my care is very
important. Injury or death to any one of them
would be an ultimate tragedy and | must speak
out against anything that might jeopardize their
safety. If I can help them be better educated and
grow up to be contributing citizens, then maybe
I've done my small part.

Jonathan K. Merki

Mr. Merkiis a driverin a suburban Kansas Cily school
district. Born in South Africa, he is attending a
theological seminary in Kansas City.
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... The Parent

Yesterday my neighbor and | took our junior
high-aged daughters shopping, and as we ?ot in
the car. I reminded everyone to be sure to fasten
their seat belts. My daughter, who normallr
wears a seat belt, protested because she telt
she would seem childish in front of her friend.
After a short confrontation. Jami put on her seat
belt and we were able to leave for our afternoon
outing. The use of seat belts, however, became
the main topic of conversation that afternoon.
Our discussion eventually got to the question,
“if seat belts are needed in automobiles and
vans, then why not in school buses?" At this
point I'm afraid | shocked my neighbor when |
said that seat helts were not necessary for
school huses. I went on to explain that my
position is based on several related factors.

First, my hushand is a certified defensive driving
instructor for the National Safety Council, and
the philosophies of safety are a definite part of
our driving habits.

Second, in the last few years while the construc-

tion of automobiles seems to have become less
Brotective, the construction of school buses has
een greatly improved. The spacmfg of seats has
been changed to allow .ess room for occupants
to fall, the height of seat backs has been raised,
and the amount of %adding has been increased
inorder to reduce the severity and occurrence of
injuries resulting from a collision, The standards
for impact resistance and overall body strength
have been increased in order to lessen the
danger of injurin% passengers. These improve-
ments, along with other safety devices such as
convex mirrors, better warning light systems,
and stop arms that swing out from the side of
the bus, have increased children's safety.

Third, most states now have a standardized
certification program for school bus drivers,
and most districts have implemented safety and
training programs not only for drivers, but also
for students. These programs have resulted in
drivers who are not only better trained in driving
habits and safety awareness, but also in under-
standing the needs of children and what can
realistically be expected of them. The programs
for students include guidelines for behavior
while riding the bus, classroom materials

designed to promote greater student safety
awareness, and standardized procedures for
emergencies. These programs have resulted in
improved student behavior on the bus which
means fewer distractions for the driver and.

in turn, fewer accidents.

Are Seat Belts Practical?

The practicality of seat belt use by students on
the bus is another side of the issue. Who would
be responsible to see that they are used? The
most obvious answer is the driver. But if the
driver has this added responsibility, might it not
distract him from his driving?

Once the student is seated and secured, how
would the driver know the student has kept the
seat belt buckled? To answer this question, some
sort of system would have to be established to
ensure seat belt use. This could result in frequent
driver checks, additional adult supervision on
the bus, installation of a panel of lights or
buzzers to alert the driver, and so forth.

There are other practical considerations involved
with the use of seat belts on school buses as well:

* How many seat belts per seat? One for each
student? One for each ceat? Logically, one
would have to say one seat belt per student.

* How much additional time would my child
have to ride the bus to and from school in
order to ensure seat belt use?

* Could — and would — an unused seat belt be
deliberately or unintentionally used by one
student to injure another?

Finally, a seemingly ca_lloLs, but nec_essarr_,
question arises: What is the cost of installing
and maintaining seat belts on a school bus and
who would pay this additional cost?

After taking all of these concerns into considera-
tion, | feel that seat belts in school buses are not
the answer. The answer to greater safety seems to
me to be continued financial and moral support
for programs on driver_training and safety
awareness, together with student programs on
proper school bus behavior and safety rules.
Another answer would be to have the Federal



Government establish standards restric':ng the
number of years a school bus could be used.

Penny Schingel

Mrs. Schingel is the mother of four children, two of
whom still ride a school bus daily. She is very active
with the church youth group and is a resident of
Bourbonnais. lllinois.

... The Highway Patrol

In the 14 fiscal yeais preceding 1983/84, Califor-
nia has experienced seven pupil passenger
fatalities in school buses. We can safely
conclude that the use of seat belts would not
have altered the outcome of five of these
fatalities. The result of the remaining two
fatalities is subject to pure conjecture.

In spite of these statistics, the results of scien-
tific studies, and the opinions of traffic safety
experts, we continue to receive requests to
install seat belts in school buses. If a state is
going to make this a requirement, the following
needs to be considered. In order to accommo-
date seat belts, floors, seat frames and structural
supﬁorts need to be strengthened, and the
anchorage points for the seats and seat belts
also need to be adequate to withstand the
additional forces that will be applied during
crashes. A cost of $100 per pupil seatinﬁ space
is a conservative estimate to accomplish this in
existing school buses.

The installation of seat belts in school buses
presents a very costly issue that needs to be
carefully evaluated against its potential for
enhancing safety versus its unintended conse-
guences, e.0., the Martinez charter bus accident.
here may be other aspects of pupil transporta-
tion safety that can be improved that may not
be as costly as seat belts and they could have a
much greater potential for yielding positive
results. These alternatives need to be
considered hefore making a final decision.

E. Kynaston

E Kynaston is Chief of the Enforcement Services Divi-
sion of the Department of California Highway Patrol.

... The Student

Students of various ages who daily ride school
buses were asked to give their opinion of seat
belts on school buses. They were not given the
pros and cons of the arguments, simply asked
to share their ideas with us. In 99 percent of the
responses, the opinion was against the use of
seat belts in these vehicles. Here's what they
had to say:

"| am writing to express my feeling toward the
idea of seat belts on buses. | think that if the
bill is passed and forced to be law, that it
would prove nothing."

"| think it is a rotten idea, because the kids will
not wear them and it will raise our taxes."

"Seat belts do make buses, cars, trucks, or any
vehicle safer, but 1 don't think there is a need
for them on scnool buses. Children know how
to behave and it would take longer to get any-
where because everyone would have to buckle
and unbuckle them all the time."

“| feel that seat belts on buses will be more of
a problem than good. If the bus were to catch
on fire it would take too long to get them
undone. If we had a crash the seats in front of
us would protect us anyway. | think the bus
driver will have a very hard time keeping the
seat belts on us.”

"l have mixed feelings about having seat belts.
Personally, I'don't like them. I'm not sure the
students would ap’oreciate having seat belts.
| think the kids will fight this. I sure will!"

"We wouldn't like seat belts on Miss Charlotte's
bus because we high school students can ?et
out if there is an emergency, but pre-schoolers
wouldn't know how to get out."

" know that seat belts can save your life, but
they are uncomfortable and 99% of us kids
don't want them. Besides, they will cost a lot
of money to install. Since Iam on the honor
roll, my opinion should be heard. lalso think
that we are old enough to not stand up.
Besides, if you put them in, nobody is going to
wear them any way."

1
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The Manufacturer’s
Viewpoint

There are no standards for seat belts in large
school buses. Now, before those of you outside
the school transportation industry get too upset
by this, let me add that there are good solid
reasons for this state of affairs.

In September, 1966, the National Traffic and
Motor Vehicle Safety Act (U.S.C. 1403) was
enacted into Public Law 89-563. This law directs
the Secretary of Transportation to issue federal
motor vehicle safety standards to which school
bus and motor vehicle equipment manufacturers
and suppliers must conform and certify to

their compliance.

The first such standards became effective on all
vehicles manufactured after January 1, 1968,
and additional standards have been added since
that date. Still other safety standards are in the
process of being developed and issued.

The Canadian Government is following this
patteri: as well, and has issued its own safety
standards, modeled after those in the United
States. They became effective January 1, 1971,

Internal Roof
Continuous Longitudinal Crash
Bow Frames Reinforcements Rails
Wrap-Around Rear Guard
Bumper Anchor Protector

Posts

There are some 20-plus vehicle standards which
school bus manufacturers and suppliers must
conform to. and severe penalties exist for
noncompliance with the mandated federal motor
vehicle safety standards.

School Buses Safer Than Ever

Standards in effect toda?; assure parents of the
children that ride our school buses throughout
North America that the vehicles in which they
travel are the safest ever built. In addition to the
federal motor vehicle safety standards, there are
many state standards in effect that compliment
the federal standards by assuring a higher level
of safety for school bus occupants.

These standards — or specifications — cover a
wide range of vehicle components. Some of
these are related to: lighting; brake systems;
glare resistant reflecting surfaces; tires and
wheels; mirrors: hood latch systems; accelerator
control systems: emergency warning devices;
occupant protection in interior impact; restraint
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Cowl
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Guard Side Floor Cowl
Rails Sheets Structure Sheets



systems for the drivers; window retention and
release; emergency exits; structural integrity to
provide safety for the children in a roll-over
situation; body joint strength to assure that the
joints will not separate upon impact from
another object or vehicle; fuel system integrity
which prevents dangerous levels of fuel escape;
flammability of interior materials; and, last but
not least, school bus passenger seating and
crash protection through the compartmentali-
zation approach.

The crash protection standard establishes
occupan* protection requirements for school
bus pass.- iger seating and restraining barriers.
Its purpose is to reduce the number of deaths
and the severity of injuries that result from the
impact of school bus occupants against struc-
tures within the vehicle during crashes and
sudden swerves.

Compartmentalization Is Key

Compartmentalization — as outlined in the
standards requirements — requires strength in
the seating system which includes the floor, the
seat frame, and the fastenings of the frames to
the floor, while at the same time providing
flexibility for all this seating system to flex and
absorb energy in order to prevent the energy

having to be absorbed by the children on the bus.

In addition to the strength and energy absorp-
tion of the frame and floor, padding is also

required to absorb a high level of impact energy.

It's true there are no standards for seat belts in
large school buses. However, those of us who
have labored for many years in the school trans-
portation industry, together with state and
federal government officials, have continued to
seek and to require more and more safety fea-
tures in the vehicles in which our children ride.

The philosophy underriding these efforts is this;
If the total vehicle itself is made safe, then this
Is more important than the seat belt which must
be fastened to the vehicle.

Perhaps these standards — requiring such a
high level of safety in the structure of the
vehicle, and compartmentalization of the seating
of the buses — are more important then the
belts themselves.

Morris Adams

Mr. Adams is vice president, corporate affairs rvith
Thomas Built Buses, High Point, North Carolina.



The Contractor’s
Viewpoint

Nearly all of my practical business knowledge
was gained over the dinner table in talks with my
father. Some things we discussed became such
second nature to me that lassumed the things |
had learned at the ages of eight. 10 and 12 were
basic, and that everyone understood them.

My family has been in the school bus contracting
business for 59 years: | have seen firsthand
what makes a school bus operation function. My
father's first contracted route had 12 ﬁassengers,
eight of whom were his younger brother and
sisters. Since that time in 1925, the school bus
has evolved from a black, wooden body with two
benches on either side to the well lit. bright
yellow, stop arm-equipped vehicle of today.

One of the things that concerned my father most
was that competition be fair. He must have said
to me on a thousand occasions that it only
mattered to him that everyone bid "apples to
apples.” Then, he could compete with anyone.

For that reason, my father and | — as well as
the thousands of school bus contractors in the
country — have seen laws and regulations
change every year with little concern on our
part. Every company had to comply. These

changes have caused the evolution of that old, .

black, wooden, two-bench vehicle into today's
modern school bus.

Our firm has not paid for one of those changes.
Every cent put into every one of the thousands
of buses purchased was incorporated into our
bids for service, and was paid for by those using
the service and ultimately, by the taxpayers of
the individual school districts.

Some people's suggestion that the school bus
contracting industry opposes seat belts because
of our profit motive is unfortunate and untrue. It
is contrary to my dad's simple dinner-table logic
that our industry should shoulder these costs.
We never have. Neither has any other business,
when mandated to change some part of their
operation. If we operated safely and — as a
result — paid less insurance than our competi-
tion because of our good safety record, we were
able to keep some of that money for ourselves.
We call that “profit." The more we protect kids'
lives, the more profit we make.

Consumer Gets the Tab

Has General Motors been less profitable because
they are required to put seat belts in cars? Have
construction companies been less profitable
because they're required to put up guard rails
when they build roads? Have airlines heen less
profitable because they're required to supply
oxygen masks? Certainly not! The consumer has
always picked up the tab for such items.

It is difficult for me to find any segment of the
industry that supports the seat belt issue. Those
who are involved daily with school transportation
have consistently looked for. and have found,
alternatives to seat belts. The costs for compart-
mentalization. which added immeasurably to the
safety of the children riding in school buses,
were much greater than simply adding seat belts
with no standards.

I'm proud to be a part of an industry whose
profit motive is contingent upon safety. It has
produced the safest form of transportation avail-
able. Our industry's leaders will continue to
maintain our leadership position in passenger
safety. Ifind it extremely regrettable that some
people actually think our ﬁosition on passen%er
restraints has anything whatsoever to do wit

the cost of a seat belt.

Terry Van Der Aa

Mr. Van Der Aa is president of the National School
Transportation Association and vice president of
Vancom, Inc., South Holland. lllinois.
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P.0.BOX 937 AC-912/825-2021
FORT VALLEY, GEORGIA 31030

February 11, 1986

Mr. Don M. Carnahan

State Director, Pupil Transportation
0ld Capitol Building, FG-11

Olympia, Washington 98504

Dear Don:

Today I received a copy of your Iletter to all State Directors of Pupil
Transportation, dated January 6, 1986 with your comments to Docket Number
85-14; Notice 1, dated November 29, 1985. Thank you for sending me a copy.

Your comments to docket 85-14 were presented very well and discussed in detail
the potential problems of using lap belts 1in today*3 compartmentalized school
bus. As a major manufacturer of school buses, we have carefully studied the
issue of lap belts in large school buses and are aware of the Transport Canada
Crash Test results as well as the results of the 1978 NHTSA sled tests and
know that there 1is evidence that the use of lap belts in a compartmentalized
bus may result in more severe head and neck injuries for a belted occupant
than for an unbelted one 1in a severe frontal collision. e also considered
the fact that other types of accidents can and do occur and that the use of
lap belts in these accidents may decrease the potential for injury or death.
Federal law requires U3 to meet FMVSS 222 on all new school buses and we do
not know of any type of seat belt other than lap belts that can be provided on

school bus seats meeting FHVSS 222. We believe we must not and should not
refuse to provide seat belts in large school buses when the user insists on
them. Therefore, we have no choice but to provide Ilap belts as customer

specified optional equipment in conjunction with the seat spacing required by
compartmentalization.

Because of our concern over the seat belt issue we wrote a letter to NHTSA in
March, 1984 wurging them to conduct the necessary research to answer thi3
question: "Are occupants of a school bus with a GVYWR of more than 10,000
pounds safer with or without seat belt3 installed at each designated seating
position?” To date, NHTSA has not conducted thid research nor indicated they
intend to. A copy of our letter and the NHTSA response are enclosed.

Since 1927
"Your Children’s Safety Is Our Business"

Plants: Fort Valley, Georgia: Brantford. Ontario; Mt. Pleasant, lowa;
Buena Vista. Vircinia: La Favette. Georgia



