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delivering mail or newspapers from inside the vehicle to roadside mail

or newspaper boxes*

) a personor class of persons exempted by regulation
under AS 28.05.096; or
) a personrequired to be restrained by safety belts

under (a) or (b) of this section if the motor vehicle, is not equipped

*

with safety belts.

(d) A person may not remove a safety belt from a vehicle ;Blely
to be exempted under (c)(4) of this section.

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a peace officer
may not stop or detain a mo “or vehicle to determine compliance with
(a)of thissection, or issue a citation for a violation of (a) of
this section, unless the peace officer has probable cause to stop or
detain the motor vehicle other than for a violation of (a) of this
section.

Sec. 2. AS 28*05.096(a) 1is amended to read:

(a) The -commissioner of public safety may adopt regulations t
exempt a person [CH|LD] or a class of persons [CF”LDREN] from the
requirements of AS 28.05.095 1if the commissioner determines that the
use of a safety belt or child safety device 1is 1impractical because of
physical or medical conditions of the person or class of persons
[CHILD].

Sec. 3. AS 28.05.099 is amended to read:

Sec. 28.05.099. PENALTY. (a) A person convicted of a violation
e>r AS 28.05.095(a)- or (d) [(c)] 1is guilty of an infract!-.. -..J may be
fined up to $15 or the court may waive the fine if the person convict—
ed donates $15 +to the Emergency Medical Services wentity providing
services 1in the area 1in which the violation occurred [ASSESSED DEMERIT

POINTS AS DETERMINED BY REGUIATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT, NOTWITHSTANDING

CSSB 59¢( ) -2-
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THE PROVISIONS OF AS 28 15.231(b)].

(b) A person <convicted of a violation of AS 28.05.095(hb)
guilty of an infraction, and may be fined up to $50. The person may

also be assessed demerit points as determined by regulations of the

department, notwithstanding the provisions of AS 28.15.231(b). A

person who violates AS 28.05.095(b) [AS 28.05.095(Ca)] by failing to
provide a child safety device or safety belt [SEATBELT] may proj;{ide a
peace officer, 1including a village safety officer, proof of pi&chase
or acquisition, and 1installation, of an approved child safety device
or safety belt [SEATBELT]. If the proof 1is provided within 30 days
after the issuance of a citation for the infraction, the court shall
dismiss the citation and no points shall be assessed under this sub-—
section [(a) OF THIS SECTION] unless the person has

(¢9) been <convicted previously for violating AS 28.05.095
[THAT SECTION] by failing to provide a child safety device or safety
belt [SEATBELt] ;

(2)* been cited for failure to provide a child safety device
or safety belt [SEATBELT] and has forfeited the bail required by the
citation; or

3) provided [THE] proof wunder [REQUIRED BY] this sub-—

section on a prior occasion.

CSSB 59 ( )
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6-0357J"
Ford
2/15/89
Original sponsors? Sturgulewski, Uehling,
and Duncan
IN THE SENATE
CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 59 ( C )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to mandatory use of safety devices
in motor vehicles."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. AS 28.05.095 is repealed and reenacted to read:
Sec. 28.05.095. USE OF SAFETY DEVICES REQUIRED. (a) Except as

provided in (C) of this section a person

@y 16 years of age or older may not occupy a motor vehicle
while being driven unless restrained by a safety belt; and

(2) may not operate a motor vehicle unless restrained by a
safety belt.

(b) Except as provided in (c) of this section, a driver may not
transport a child under the age of 16 in a motor vehicle unless the
driver has provided and properly sec ured each child as described 1in
this subsection. If the child 1is less than four years of age, the
child shall be properly secured in a child safety device meeting the
standards of the United States Department of Transportation for a
child safety device for infants. IT the child is four but not yet 16
years of age, the child shall be properly secured 1in a child safety
device approved for a child of that age and size by the United States

A A . AA AR AN A 1 A A .

EJGpSl uajwnu wj, >?|uuSpOrLaIJ.OH Oi ju Wj «} i«*ixLU6 Ve | Jl"o
priate for the particular child.

(c) Subsections (a) and ,.(-b) "do-not apply to

D) passengers i school bus or an emergency vehicle;

(2) a vehicle operator acting 1in the course of employment

1 CSSB 59(
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delivering mail or newspapers from inside the vehicle to roadside mail

or newspaper boxes;
3) a person or class of persons exempted by reg

under AS 28.05.096; or

(A) a person required to be restrained by safety belts

under (a) or (b) of this section if the motor vehicle 1is not equipped

with safety belts. "
I

(d) A person may not remove a safety belt from a vehicle solely
to be exempted under (c)(4) of this section.

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a peace officer
may not stop or detain a motor vehicle to determine compliance with
(a) of this section, or 1issue a citation for a violation of (a) of
this section, unless the peace officer has probable cause to stop or
detain the motor vehicle other than for a violation of (a) of this

section.

* Sec. 2. AS 28*05.096(a) 1is amended to read:

(a) The -commissioner of public safety may adopt regulations

exempt a person [CHILD] or a class of persons [CHILDREN] from the

requirements of AS 28.05.095 1if the commissioner determines that the
use of a safety belt or child safety device is impractical because of

physical or medical conditions of the person or <class of persons

[CHILD].
* Sec. 3. AS 28.05.099 1is amended to read:
Sec. 28.05.099. PENALTY. (a) A person convicted of a violation

<r AS 28.05.095 (c-)*-or (d) [(c;] 1is guilty cf an infracLi-.i ai.J ma>
fined up to $15 or the court may waive thefine if the person convict—
ed donates $15 to the Emergency Medical Servicesentity providing

services in the area in which the violation occurred[ASSESSED DEMERIT

POINTS AS DETERMINED BY REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT, NOTWITHSTANDING

3SB 59( ) -2-
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THE PROVISIONS OF AS 28.15.231(b)].

(b) A person convicted of a violation of AS 28.05.095(h)
guilty of an infraction, and may be fined up to $50. The person may
also be assessed demerit points as determined by regulations of the
department, notwithstanding the provisions of AS 28.15.231(b). A
person who violates AS 28.05.095(hb) [AS 28.05.095(Ca)] by failing to
provide a child safety device or safety belt [SEATBELT] may prot\fide a
peace officer, 1including a village safety officer, proof of pi&chase
or acquisition, and installation, of an approved child safety device
or safety belt [SEATBELT]. If the proof 1is provided within 30 days
after the issuance of a citation for the 1infraction, the court shall
dismiss the citation and no points shall be assessed under this sub-—
section [(a) OF THIS SECTION] unless the person has

(1) been convicted previously for violating AS 28.05.095
[THAT SECTION] by failing to provide a child safety device or safety
belt [SEATBELI];

(2) _ been cited for failure to provide a child safety device
or safety belt [SEATBELT] and has forfeited the bail required by the
citation; or

3) provided [THE] proof wunder [REQUIRED BY] this sub-—

section on a prior occasion.

-3- CSSB 59( )



glatffea &tate legislature

SENATOR
ARLISS STURGULEWSKI

Semit President Pro Tempore

:m)? SHELDON JACKSON STREET

ANCHORAGE. ALASKA -w.'0OS

\fLem

P O BOXV

Chairman, Senate Rules Committee r| . JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
{90") 465-3818
Senate
MEMORANDUM 08 February 1989
TO: Senator Lloyd Jones
Chairman, Senate Transportation Committee
FROM: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
RE: senate Bill 59M ]

I respectfully request that Senate Bill 59 be scheduled
for a hearing before the Senate Transportation Committee as
soon as is practicable.

It has been conclusively demonstrated that seatbelt use
results in a savings of both lives and money. Study after
study shows that persons injured in automobile accidents have
less severe injuries and spend far less on health care ii they
are using a seat belt at the time of the accident. It has
been estimated that on a national basis, each 10 percent
increase in safety-belt use results in 30,000 less serious and
moderate injuries and a savings of $800 million in direct
costs to society.

Without question, Alaskans can be healthier ar | safer if
strongly encouraged to use safety devices in motor vehicles.
This proposed law is designed to encourage compliance rather
than punish those who don"t wear safety belts. That is the
reason behind making non-compliance a secondary offense.

In addition to making safety belts mandatory, this
legislation removes the rural exemption to the current child
safety device statute [see AS 28.05.095 (b)(4)]- Information
is included which discusses the role of Department of Public
Safety and the Alaska Safety Belt Use Coalition in education
and provision of child safety device loaner programs.

The Department of Education has contacted this office
with a request that the schoolbus exemption (as is in current
law) be replaced 1;~the legislation. I support that change
and would request that a committee substitute be developed to



reflect the schoolbus exemption. The Department will be
sending a letter explaining its reasons for the request.

Attached are a number of editorials from newspapers
statewide encouraging us to pass this legislation. In
addition, 1 have attached a sectional analysis, extracts
studies done, and statistical information about accident
compliance rates.

of
and

Zero fiscal notes and position papers of support have
been received from the Department of Public Safety, the Alaska

Court System, and the Department of Health and Social
Services.



SECTIONAL ANALYSIS
COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL 59 (State Affairs)
08 February 1989

SECTION ONE:

Repeals and reenacts AS 28.05.095, adding a new (a)
requiring a person 16 years of age or older to be restrained
by a safety belt in a motor vehicle when either a passenger or

the driver.

Subsection (b) is current language [of old (a)] with the
exception of line 22, after "is"” [BETWEEN FOUR AND SIX] 1is
deleted and "is four but not yet 16" 1is added.

Subsection (c) 1is current (b), exceptions:
(1) [A SCHOOL BUS OR AN EMERGENCY VEHICLE] is changed
to (1) passengers in an emergency vehicle.

(2) new exeption for mail or newspaper carriers.

(3 "child" 1is changed to "person". Section is old
(2)

(4) "child is changed to "person"™ and "or (b)" is added
after "(aj. Section is old (3).

Current (4) 1is an exemption for rural areas. The bill
removes that exemption.

Subsection (d) is the .~ld subsection (¢)

Subsection (e) is new. This section provides that a
peace officer may not stop a motor vehicle to determine if the
passenger or driver is wearinga safety device, nor may a
peace officer issue a citationunless the peace officer
stopped the motor vehicle for another reason. This section
makes the violation a secondary offence.

SECTION 2:

This 1is a technical change - "child™ 1is changed to
"person™ and "safety belt"™ 1is added.

SECTION 3:

Subsection (a) allows the court to fine a person who 1is
not wearing a safety belt in a motor vehicle or who removes a
safety belt from a motor vehicle so as to be exempted from the
requirement to wear a safety belt. The $15 fine may be waived
by the court if $15 is donatedto the Emergency Medical
Services entity in the area where the violation occured.



Subsection (b) adds the penalty for violating the
requirement that a child be in a child safety device that was
deleted from subsection (a). The Committee Substitute adds
language limiting the fine for this infraction to $50.



§28.05.090 Alaska Statutes 8 28.05.096

Collateral references. — 7A Am. Jur
gg Automob|les and Highway Trafflc

185 to
60 C. JS Motor Vehicles, § 26.

Sec. 28.05.090. Citation form. [Repealed, § 6ch 178 SLA 1978

Sec. 23.05.091. Seizure of unsafe or defectively equipped vehi-
cle. A motor vehicle which is driven on a highway or vehicular way or
area, and which has been determinedto be defective in equipment so
as to be unsafe for driving, is anunlawful vehicle and may be
impounded by a peace officer or an employee of the department
officially designated for that purpose. The owner or person in lawful
possession of the vehicle shall pay the necessary costs of impounding
and storing the vehicle. The impounding of a vehicle is in addition to
any other penalty. Nothing in this section prevents the driving or
moving of a defective vehicle in the manner directed by the peace
officer or employee to a place for
(1) the correction of a defect in the equipment;

(2) dismantling or "wrecking; or
(3) storage without repair. (§ 6 ch 178 SLA 1978)

Sec. 28.05.095. Child safety devices. [Effective June 8, 1985.]
(a) Exceptasprovided in (b) ofthis section, a driver may not transport
a child under the age ofseven ina motor vehicle unless the driver has
provided and properly secured each child as described in this subsec-
tion. If the child is less than four years of age, the child shpll be
properly secured in a child safety device meeting the standards of the
United States Department of Transportation for a child safety device
for infants. If the child is between four and six years of age, the child
shall be properly secured in a child safety device approved for a child
ofthatage and size by the United States DepartmentofTransportation
or in a seatbelt, whichever is appropriate for the particular child.

(b) Subsection (a) does not apply to

(1) aschool bus or an emergency, vehicle;

“(2)~'a child or class of children exempted by regulation under AS
28.05.096;

(3) a child required to be restrained by seatbelts under (a) of this
section if the motor vehicle is not equipped with seatbelts; or

(4) a motor vehicle exempt under AS 28.10.011111).

(c) A person may not remove a seatbelt from a vehicle solely to be
exempted under (b)(3) of this section. (8 1 ch 99 SLA 1984)

Effective dutes, — Section 3, ch. 99, year after enactment. Chnptcr 99 was
SLA 1984, makes this section effective one  approved by the governor on June §,1984.

See. 28.05.096. Exemptions and alternative safety devices.
[Effective June 8, 1985.] (a) The commissioner of public safety may

12



8 28.05.097 Motor Vehicles 8 28.05.099

adopt regulations to exempt a child or a class of children from the
requirements of AS 28.05.095 if the commissioner determines that the
useofa child safety device isimpractical because ofphysical or medical
conditions of the child.

(b) The commissioner of public safety shall specify alternative
means of protection for children exempted under this section. (§ 1 ch
99 SLA 1984)

Eff v e dates, — Section 3, ch. 99, year after enactment. Chapter 99 was
SLA 1984, ak this section effective one  approved by the governor on June 8,1984.

Sec. 28.05.097. Child safety device loan program. [Effective
June 8, 1985.] (a) There is established a child safety device loan pro-
gram in the Department of Public Safety, highway safety planning
agency.

g(b) %he director of the highway safety planning agency shall design
the child safety device loan program to work in conjunction with
private and federal programs operating in the state and shall

(1) provide to every hospital and birthing center in the state, subject
to the availability of funds, child safety devices for infants and children
to be loaned to the public at nominal fees;

(2) disseminate materials, printed advertisements, and radio and
television messages to educate the public about the risks of injury to
and death of unrestrained infants and children in motor vehicles and
to explain to the public the provisions 0f AS 28.05.095.

(c) A peace officer who stops a driver for an alleged Violation of AS
28.05.095 shall inform the driver about the loan program. (§ 1 ch 99
SLA 1984)

Eff v e date9. — Section 3, ch. 99, year after enactment. Chapter 99 was
SLA 1984, aksth|ssect|oneffect|veone approved, by the governor on June 8,1984.

Sec. 28.05.098. Sale of child safety devices. [Effective June 8,
1985.] A person may not sell, offer for sale, or install in any motor
vehicle a child safety device that does not conform to all applicable
federal standards for the device on the date of the sale, offering, or
installation. (§ 1 ch 99 SLA 1984)

Effective dates, — Section 3, ¢h. 99, year after enactment. Chaﬁ)ter 99 waB
SLA 1984, akes this section effective one  approved by the governor on June 8,1984.

Sec. 28.05.099. Penalty. [Effective June 8, 1985.] (a) A person
convicted ofa violation of AS 28.05.095(a) or (c) is guilty of an infrac-
tion and may be assessed demerit points as determined by regulations
of the department, notwithstanding the provisions of AS 28.15.231(b).

(b) A person who violates AS 28.05.095(a) by failing to provide
child safety device or seatbelt may provide a peace officer, including a

13



8 28.05.111 A laska Statutes 8 28.05.121

village safety officer, proofofpurchase or acquisition, and installation,
of an approved child safety device or seatbelt. If the proofis provided
within 3u days after the issuance of a citation for the infraction, the
court shall dismiss the citation and no points shall be assessed under
(a) of this section unless the person has

(1) been convicted previously for violating that section by failing to
provide a child safety device or seatbelt;

(2) been cited for failure to provide a child safety device or seatbelt
and has forfeited the bail required by the citation; o*

(3) provided the proofrequired by this subsection on a prior occasion.
(§ 1ch 99 SLA 1984)

Effective dotes, — Section 3, ¢h. 99, year after enactment. Chagter 99 was
SLA 1984, makes this section effective one  approved by the governor on June 8, 1984,

Article 3. Subpoenas, Notices and Hearings.

Section Section
111, Subpoenas: witnesses and documents 131, Opportunity for hearing required
121. Giving of notice 141, Hearings and appeals

Collateral references. — Necessity before f driver’s
and sufficiency of notice and hearing ALR2d833,60 ALR3d361,60

Sec. 28.05.111. Subpoenas; witnesses and documents, (a) The
commissionerand officers and employees of the department designated
by the commissioner may, for good cause, subpoena witnesses to give
testimony under oath or to give written deposition upon a matter under
the jurisdiction of the department with respect to this title, and regu-
lations adopted under this title, A subpoena issued under this section
may require the production of relevant books, papers, documents,
records or other tangible things designated in the subpoena.

(b) A subpoenaissued under this section shall be served at least five
days before the return date, either by personal service made by a peace
officer or another person who is not less than 18 years of age or by
registered or certified mail. Return acknowledgment is required to
prove service by mail, The fees for the attendance and travel of wit-
nesses are the same as for witnesses appearing before the district court.

(c) A subpoena issued under this section may be enforced by the
district court. (§ 6 ch 178 SLA 1978)

Sec. 28.C5.121. Giving of notice. When the department is autho-
rized or required to give notice under this title or regulations adopted
under thi3title, unless a different method of giving notice is otherwise
expressly provided, notice shall be given by a qualified person, either
by personal Jelivery to the person to be notified or by registered or

14



%

ilAlIt Ui- ALAbKM BILL VERSION: CSSB 59 (SA)

1989 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISH DATE:
FISCAL NOTE
REQUEST:
Revision Date:  2/9/89 Agency Affected:  Public Safety

Title: Mandatory use of safefy devices BRU: Highway Safety Planning Agency
In motor vehicles

Sponsor:  Senator Stur?ulewskl. et al Component:
Requestor: Senate State Affairs

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Irhousands of Dollars)  (Inflaltlon not Included)

OPERATING FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94
PERSONAL SERVICES"
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

CAPITAL 0- 0- -0- -0- 0- 0-

REVENUE -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

FUNDING: ~ (Thousands of Dollars)

GENEKAITFiJND'

FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

POSITIONS:
rULL-TIME 6" 6 6
PART-TIME 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

No fiscal Impact Is anticipated. Revenue generated will be negligible.
Section 3 provides for judicial waiving of ‘the $15.00 fine If a donation
1s made to the Emergency Medical Services entity serving the locale where
the violation occurred.

OO
OO
ODOoOO

Prepared by: ~ Ellen Moore. Program Coordinator Phone:  465-4375
Division: ~ Highway Safety Planning Agency Date:  2/9/89
Approved by Commissioner: English Date:

Agency: epartment of Public Safety

page ]_of
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BILL NO: Senate B ill 59 DATE: January 19, 1989

TITLE: "An act relating to mandatory CONTACT: Ellen Moore

use of safety devices in
motor vehicles.”

The intent of this legislation is to reduce deaths and serious injuries to
occupants of motor vehicles by promoting the greater use of safety belts by
the motoring public.

Thirty-two states have enacted bills requiring the use of safety belts.
Jurisdictions that have had the longest experience with their laws have
found that the greater the level of increase in seatbelt use, the greater
the reduction in fatalities and serious injuries.

Senate Bill 59 has the potential to save as many as 35 lives in Alaska each
year. This figure assumes a 70% compliance rate and a 50% effectiveness
rate. Because the bill allows only "secondary" enforcement, it may be
difficult to achieve this level of use; however, surveys conducted since
1985 by Hellenthal and Associates indicate that approximately 80% of the
Alaskans surveyed will wear safety belts sinply because such a law exists.

We recommend passage of SB 59 as written.

Arthur Engllish® — ~
Commissioner



STATE OF ALASKA BILL VERSION: S3 59

1988 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISHDATE:
: FISCAL NOTE
REQUEST: 5¢
Revision Date: Agency Affected: PUBLIC SAFETY

Title: "An act relatim to the mandatory bru: Highway $arety Manning Agency
use of safety devices in motor vehicles."

Sponsor: Sturoel ews ki Components :
Requestor: stnrgplpwski

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Thousands ofDoUsais)

OPERATING FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 3
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

LXND&STRUCTURES

RANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0
CAPITAL i 0 0 0 0 0 0
REVENUE 0 0 0 0 0 0
FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND 0 0 0 . 0 0 0
FEDFRALFUNDS ~

OTHER

TOTAL e O— . n 1 . . — a . 0
POSITIONS:

TEMPORARY | 0 0 ° ; )

ANALYSIS : (Attach aseparate page if necessary)

No fiscal impact is anticipated., Revenue generated will e negllqlble

Sec. 3 Erow es for JUdICIa| waiving of the $15.00 fine if a donation is made
to the Emergency Medical Services entity serving the locale where the
violation occurred.

jfifc " Preparedby: Fl len Moore,.. Program Coordinator---sw--sww-evve- Phone:  465-4375

Division :~~ Highway Safety Planning Agency Date:  January 19,1989

Appmvprl%ndmmlssmner _ Arthur EnniiSh__ Date:
Agency: Department of Public S a f& ty

Distribution (bz preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Spansor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget 1 1
Impacted Agency(ies) of —




BILL NO: Senate B ill 59 DATE: January 19, 1989

TITLE: "An act relating to mandatory CONTACT: Ellen Moore

use of safety devices in
motor vehicles."

The intent of this legislation is to reduce deaths and serious injuries to
occupants of motor vehicles by promoting the greater use of safety belts by

the motoring public.

Thirty-two states have enacted bills requiring the use of safety belts.
Jurisdictions that have had the longest experience with their laws have
found that the greater the level of increase in seatbelt use, the greater
the reduction in fatalities and serious injuries.

Senate Bill 59 has the potential to save as marry as 35 lives in Alaska each
year. This figure assumes a 70% ccnplianoe rate and a 50% effectiveness
rate. Because the bill allows only "secondary4 enforcement, it may be
difficult to achieve this level of use; however, surveys conducted since
1985 by Hellenthal and Associates indicate that approximately 80% of the
Alaskans surveyed will wear safety belts sinply because such a law exists.

We reocmnend passage of SB 59 as written.



STATE OF ALASKA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

BILL ANALYSIS

DEPARTMENT DIVISION BILL NUMBER SPONSOR
Public Safety Hi ghwav Safety SB 59 Sturoulewski
SHORT TITLE OF BILL.
Safgf-v npvirpc
DEPARTMENT POSITIO
Pﬁ PRRDEQEIY OATE COMMISSIONERS SIGNATURE DATE
Ellen Moore 01/19/89
SUM)MARY
OTHER AGENCIES AFFECTED BY BILL GONSTTTUENT GROUPIE) AFFECT <DBY BILL

Alaska Court System

Alaska State TToopers. o

Emergency Medical Services (H&SS)

ORGANIZATIONAL SUPPORT FOR BILL Highw ay ~ g Federation. ORGANIZATIONAL OPPOBTOON TO SILL

North Star Council on Aging; AK Safety Belt

Use Coalition; AK Dental ,S_ocLetfy' AK Council

an.EMS- .Sor.i-S,ife-ty-~gagjils™IIfUILL-CJtIIJIL)

FISCAL IMPACT; 00 NONE [ FISCAL NOTE ATTACHED

BACKGROUNOILEGISLATIVE INTENT . o .
The intent of this legislation is to reduce the frequency and severity of |_n{ur|_es sustained
in motor vehicle collisions by increasing the use of safety bhelts by motorists in this State.

ANALYSIS OF BILUPROQRAM EFFECTS

Passage of safety belt use legislation would have an immediate and significant impact on
automobile accident-induced injuries and fatalities. The degree of success of this Ieg_ls-
lation will depend upon the quality of the educational and enforcement efforts surrounding
Its implementation.

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED

PLEASE ATTACH A SEPARATE SHEET FOR AOOTDOMAL COMMENTS OR AMALYSHL



STATE OF ALASKA bill version: SB 59

1988 LEGISLATIVE SESSION PUBLISHDATE: _
Revision Date: Agmev Afterfarie PUBLIC SAFETY

Title: "An art. relating to the mandatory gRU: Highway Safety Planning Agency
use of safety devices in motor vehicles.l

Sponsor: St.nroel ewski Components -
Requestor: stnrgplewski ) -

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:_  (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93
PERSOIEIAL SERVICES

TRAVE
gONTRASCTUAL
LXND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0 0 0 0 0 0

nj =, wnMOi
CAPfTAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND N 1 n n .0 0 0
FEDERAL FUNDS

QTHER

TOTAL 0 Q n I o o
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS . (Attach a separate page if necessary)

No fiscal im act Is anticipated. Revenue generated will be negll%lble

Sec. 3 Erow fordudlmal waiving of the $15.00 fine if a donation is made
to the Emergency Medical Services entity serving the locale where the
violation occurred.

Preparedby: ~ Ellen Moore. Proqram Coordinator Phnn, . 465-4375 v
Division : Highway Safety Planning Agency Date.  January 19, 1989

groved tﬁ}’ Commlssmner . Date:
Bncy epartment of Public Safety

Distribution (bz preparer).
Legislative Finance
Legislative Spansor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted AgenCy(ies) 0 formmeeen




STATE Or ALASKA 1989 LEGISLATIVE SfcoSION

FISCAL NOTE
Bill Version: SB 59
REQUEST: Publish Date: 1/9/89
Revision Date: Agency Affected: Alaska Court System
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EMORANDUM State of Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF KJBLIC SAFETY

Senator Arliss Stmgulewski DATE February 2, 1989
Sixteenth Alaska State Legislature EILE NO

TELEPHONE NO:

suiecT; 46974371
T. Michael Lewis Determination of
Governor®s Highway Safety Representative Mandatory Seatbelt Law
Highway Safety Planning Agency Compliance

In response to questions concerning the determination of compliance by the
Secretary of Transportation on the criteria of the State mandatory seatbelt

laws, 1 offer the following information:

Section 4.1.5.1 of Motor Vehicle Safety Standard No. 208 (copy attached)
requires that the Secretary of Transportation shall determine, no later
than April 1, 1989, that state mandatory safety belt use laws have been
enacted that meet the criteria specified in S4.1.5.2 and are applicable to
not less than two-thirds of the total population of the fifty states and

the District of Columbia.

In order to ascertain the current status of this determination, 1 called
the Regional Office of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration,
Department of Transportation. | was told by that office that:

1. The due date of that determination is not until April 1, 1989, and
that no determination has been made at this time.

2. Because of the common knowledge that only one, of thethirty-one
states that have enacted mandatory seatbelt laws, is in full
compliance with S4.1.5.2, it is highly doubtful if the Secretary
will issue a determination of compliance statement.

3. As a result of the failure of the states to fully comply with the
criteria of S4.1.5.2, all passenger vehicles manufactured after
September 1, 1989 must be equipped with approved passive restraint

systems.

If you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to give
me a call at 465-4374.

oc: Arthur A. English, Commissioner
Department of Public Safety

Attachment
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$4.13.1J2 Subject to S4.1.5, an amount of the
cars specified in S4.1.3.1.1 equal to not less than 10
percent of the average annual production of pas-
senger cars manufactured on or after September
1, 1983, and before September 1, 1986, by each
manufacturer, shall comply with the requirements
of S4.1.2.1.

§4.1.3.2 Passengercars manufactured onor after
September 1,1987, and before September 1,1988.

54.1.32.1 Subject to S4.1.3.2.2 and S4.1.3.4,
each passenger car manufactured on or after
September 1,1987, and before September 1,1988,
shall comply with the requirements of S4.1.2.1,
54.1.2.2 or S4.1.2.3.

54.13.2.2 Subject to S4.1.5, an amount of the
cars specified in S$4.1.3.2.1 equal to not less than 25
percent of the average production of passenger
cars manufactured on or after September 1, 1984,
and before September 1, 1987, by each manufac-
turer, shall comply with the requirements of
S4.1.2.1.

54.1.3.3 Passengercars manufactured on or aftar
September 1,1988, and hafora Saptembar 1,1989.

54.1.33.1 Subject to S4.1.3.3.2 and S4.1.3.4,
each passenger car manufactured on or after
September 1,1988, and before September 1,1989,
shall comply with the requirements of S4.1.2.1,
54.1.2.2 or $4.1.2.3.

54.1.3.3.2 Subject to S4.1.5, an amount of the
cars specified in $4.1.3.3.1 equal to not less than 40
percent of the average annual production of pas-
senger cars manufactured on or after September
1, 1985, and before September 1, 1988, by each
manufacturer, shall comply with the requirements
of S4.1.2.1.

54.1.3.4 For the purposes, of calculating the
numbers of cars manufactured under S4.1.3.1.2,
54.1.3.2.2 or $4.1.3.3.2 to comply with S4.1.2.1,
each car whose driver's seating position will com-
ply with these requirements by means other than
any type of seat beltis counted as 1.5 vehicles.

3. Standard No. 208 is amended by adding the
following new sections:

54.1.4 Passenger care manufactured on or aftar
Saptambar 1,1989. Except as provided in S4.1.5,
each passenger car manufactured on or after
September 1, 1989, shall comply with the re-
quirements of S4.1.2.1.

54.1.5 Mandatory saathelt use laws.

S4.151 If the Secretary of Transportation
determines, by not later than April 1, 1989, that

Rav. 7/17/84)

state mandatory safety belt usage laws have been
enacted that meet the criteria specified in £4.1.5.2
and that are applicable to not less than twcPthirds
of the total population of the 50 states and the
District of Columbia (based on the most recent
Estimates of the Resident Population of States, by
Age, Current Population Reports, Series P-25,
Bureau of the Census), each passenger car
manufactured under S4.1.3 or S4.1.4 on or after
the date of that determination shall comply with
the requirements of S4.1.2.1, S4.1.2.2, or S4.1.23.

S4.152  The minimum criteria for state man-
datory safety belt usage laws are:

(a) Require that each front seat occupant of a
passenger car equipped with safety belts under
Standard No. 208 has a safety belt properly fast-
ened about his or her body at all times when the
vehicle is in forward motion.

(b) Ifwaiversfrom the safety beltusage require-
ment are to be provided, permit them for medical
reasons only.

(c) Provide
measures:
(1) A penalty of not less than $25.00 (which
may include court costs) for each occupant of a car
who violates the belt usage requirement.

(2) A provision specifying that the violation of
the belt usage requirement may be used to mitigate
damages with respect to any person who is in-
volved in a passenger car accident while violating
the belt usage requirement and who seeks in any
subsequent litigation to recover damages for in-
juries resulting from the accident. This require-
mentis satisfied if there isa rule of law in the State
permitting such mitigation..

(3) A program to encourage compliance with
the belt usage requirement.

(d) An effective date of not later than
September 1,1989. (49 F.R. 28962—July 17,1984,
Effective: August 16, 1984)1

S4.2 Trucks and multipurpose passenger
vehicles with QVWR of 10,000 pounds or Isss.

S42.1 Trucks and multipurpose passenger
vehicles, with QVWR of 10,000 pounds or lacs,
manufactured from January 1,1972, to December 31,
1975, Each truck and multipurpose passenger
vehicle with a gross vehicle weightrating of 10,000
pounds or less, manufactured from January 1,

for the following enforcement

PART 571; S 208-3
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REPORT TO THE WASHINGTON STATE LEGISLATURE
THE IMPACT OF THE 1986 MANDATORY SAFETY BELT USE LAW

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THE MUL: Key Provisions

On June 11, 1986, the State of Washington put into effect
the Mandatory Safety Belt Use Law of 1986 (MUL). Along with the
majority of other states 1in the union, the State of Washington
has declared that the failure to use a safety belt while a
passenger or operator of a motor vehicle is a violation of the
law. The MUL requires persons driving or riding in any vehicle
in which federal law required the manufacturers to install safety
belts to wear them. The law requires all persons 16 years old or
older driving or riding in a motor vehicle, whether in front or
in the back, to use safety belts. Children under the age of 16
are to use a safety belt, or must be restrained in an approved
child safety seat if the child 1is young enough for the child
restraint law to apply. Automobiles, trucks and vans are covered
by the law. Persons riding in or driving a vehicle which did not
have safety belts installed when manufactured are not subject to
enforcement action.

The. MUL provisions became fully active on January 1, 1987.
During the 1interim '"grace period” between June 11, 1986, and
January 1, 1987, no citations were 1issued, although warnings were
given to motorists. As of January 1, 1987, a penalty, which,
when combined with the statutory assessment, could total $47, may

be imposed for violation of the MUL. The MUL 1is a secondary



enforcement law exclusively. This means that a vehicle may not
be stopped just for an MUL violation. Once a vehicle is stopped
for reasons related to a primary enforcement offense, .such as
speeding or failure to yield the right of way, an officer may
issue an MUL citation if the operator and/or passengers of

detained vehicles are in violation of the MUL.

MAIN QUESTIONS OP INTEREST: MUL Effect on Safety Belt Use; Level
of Public Support for the MUL;
Support for the MUL Among Law
Enforcement and Court Agencies; and
Evidence of Societal Benefit

(Monetary) of the MUL

This report submitted to the Washington State Legislature
contains a wide range of findings of interest, but the major
concerns at this early point in the implementation of the MUL
necessarily relate to the essential matters of DESIRED OUTCOMES
and public and professional ACCEPTANCE. With regard to outcomes,
the immediate concerns are: 1) Has the MUL increased the level
of use of safety belts by the vehicle operators and passengers of
motor vehicles traveling on the state®s highways, roads and
streets? AND 2) F{B the MUL 1led to monetary savings
attributable to the reduction of fatal and non-fatal disabling
injury collisions? On the subject of acceptance of the MUL,
again there are two essential questions: i)} Does the public
accept the MUL as being a PROPER LAW and one that is EFFECTIVE in
its stated» purposes? AND 2) Do those charged with the
responsibility of enforcement - the police agencies and the

courts - accept the MUL as a proper and effective measure for

promoting traffic safety on the state"s roadways?



In addition to these fundamental concerns, this jreMjort also
contains some exploratory analyses of the correlates of safety
belt use, of the impact of differing levels of enforcement
activity on aggregate and individual 1level safety belt use, and
of the sources for cues received by the public for the
encouragement of seatbelt use. These several analyses were
undertaken to provide the Washington Traffic Safety Commission
with information required to plan the most proper use of its
resources in future efforts to increase the level of compliance

with the MUL across the state.
FINDINGS ON MUL OUTCOMES AND ACCEPTANCE

On the matter of rates of safety belt use, a combination of
three distinct methods of analysis were employed: 1) direct
observation of vehicles in the field; 2) analysis of collision
reports; and 3) self-reports of safety belt use obtained in a
state-wide survey of the public. All three methods of analysis
indicate the same outcome - namely, the MUL has indeed resulted
in a higher rate of use of safety belts than obtained prior to
the enactment of the law.

With respect to the level of acceptance of the MUL among
those who are charged with the law"s enforcement, surveys of the
Troopers and administrative officers of the law enforcement
agency that writes the vast majority of citations for violation
of the MUL - the Washington State Patrol - indicate clearly
that the MUL 1is supported and enforced with vigor. Similarly,

county and municipal law enforcement officers who enforce traffic
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laws and their administrative leadership also report a high level
of support and enforcement within their jurisdictions. on
balance, the law enforcement agencies contacted report that they
view the MUL as an effective tool in the on-going fight to
enhance traffic safety and reduce roadway fatalities 1in
Washington. Much the same sentiment, moreover, 1is voiced by the
judges surveyed; they too tend to share the view that the MUL
represents an important tool for the state in 1its effort to
promote a safer driving environment for the people of Washington.

As for the level of acceptance of the MUL among the public,
there is clear evidence from a state-wide survey of the general
adult citizenry that public support for the MUL is high - on the
order of nearly eight in ten citizens expressing the opinion that
they favored the MUL. The public tends to view the law as both a

proper enactment, and one which 1i1s quite effective 1in
accomplishing its stated purpose.

Finally, as to the outcome of societal benefits to be
attributed to the impact of the MUL, the analyses presented 1in
this report document the savings 1in lives and severe 1injuries,
and the concomitant savings in monetary terms, which have accrued
to the state as a result of the implementation of the MUL. Using
time series analyses and trend 1line extrapolation, it is
estimated that, during 1986 and 1987, some 35 fewer fatalities,
82:2 fewer non-fatal disabling injuries and 1,745 fewer minor
injuries than were predicted in the absence of the MUL actually
occurred. These figures translate into a savings in the range of

$16 to $24 million. These figures represent savings calculated

on the basis of standardized formulae developed by the National
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Safety Council and the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration with respect to Jlosses resulting from fatal or
non-fatal disabling injury collisions such as lost wages, medical

expenses, property damage, insurance administrative costs, etc.

CONCLUSIONS

Washington®s MUL would appear to have been generally
successful in accomplishing 1its express purpose of motivating
citizens to make use of their safety belts. The public is
supportive of the law, the agencies of law enforcement and the
judicial authorities judge the law to be proper and efficacious,
and the 1indicators of public compliance and amount of losses
resulting from fatal and non-fatal disabling injury collisions
suggest that positive outcomes are attributable to the MUL.
While this generally positive outlook on the MUL is clearly
appropriate, it is also necessary to note that higher levels of
compliance are being reported in other countries with similar
laws. It is also likely that the rate of use of safety belts and
the 1level of societal benefits might be greater yet 1if more
youth-oriented, school-age programs were initiated and the MUL
was a primary enforcement offense as opposed to a secondary
enforcement offense. In sum, the results and findings reported
herein indicate a positive start for the MUL, and they also
indicate that more progress yet 1is to be expected 1in this

important area of public policy.
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FACT SHEET:

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

"E ffects Of Mandatory S afety Belt Use

On Hospital Admissions™"

A ugust 1988

This tud asses the cts of I\/Ircp an's safefy-helt- se law on more than 8000
meior- vehrcer urresw Ic resute In hosprtaztrons at Marea osprt S,

] scon ctedb the Unrvers rchr an School of P blrc Health from data collected
through t e Michi anI atrent Data se anuary 190t rough October 1986 Major
trndrngs of this study rncu e

 The Michigan safety-belt-use law passed in Jul s resulted in a
19-percentgreductronyrn hosprtalrzatroﬁs due to auto n%ob e acel ents

* There were D percent fewer injuries to body extremities following the passage
of Michigan’s belt-use law.

* Hospitalizations Iastrn% more than one week decreased nearly 2 percent after
the law went into effe

o After the state sa eg -helt-Use law went into effect, minorities experienced 22
percent fewer injuriés,

e A 32-percent decling in rn]t#]rres occurred among patients using public-health
insurance after passage of the state faw

 With eard 0 ecnten lon that safety belts may cause injuries, researchers
conc ed" ttt e bene rts ot restraints Jaryexceednttcy f T<s assaclated vrrtﬁ them.”
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A way to prevent
need?/ess I[()Jleaths

This f)]/ear, the legislature has a chance to help fight
one of the most seriqus health problems in the staté —
and it can do so with veiy little money or _effort.

The health problem is accidental injuries. They are
the second leading cause of death
for all Alaskans — and the leading
cause among young Alaskans. To0
many of theSe deaths come in motor
vehicle accidents — some 231 over
the Rast three years. m.

There's a simple way to cut this
carnage on the state'shighways: Require people to
wear seat belts. Of those 231 Vvjctims, 201 wfre not
belted In. v \ >

A bill to mandate seat belt use passed the state.
House last ¥ear but never made it to the Senate floor
for a vote. This year, with new legislative leadership,
pros{Pects for a Seat belt law look much better,

In the past, some people have resisted a seat pelt
law because they see It as an infringement on their
personal freedom, Why they object Is'a mystery. The
resulting :.'Intrusion” “Into peoRIe's lives is on’a par
with a parking ticket — and has considerably more
Wsuflcatlon. When a Parked car overstd f Its

elcome, there'sjust one less parking space available.
When car(passengers fall to buckle uR, they Invite
serious Injury and death, and increase the costs we all
pay for emergency seyvices, [nsurance and health care.

Alaska’s proposed seat belt law offers us all a
gentle reminder to do what's good for everyone. The
violation would be a secondary offense, medning that
drivers, cannot he. uteg] upless th?g are‘stopged for
some other violation. The fine would be a mere 515, If
violators don’t want to send their checks to the
government, they can donate the 515 to emergency
medical services. » e _

Seat belts save lives — but ‘only if people wear
them. A mandatory seat belt law is a reasonable way
to get more people to buckle up.
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M ake itmandatory

The Legislature could do a simple thing that
would save lives, reduce injifries and save money. It
could pass a law making the use of safety belts in
vehicles mandatory.

Many people don’t like the idea of mandatory
safety belt laws. The use of safety belts should be a
personal choice, they say. The government has no
business dictating personal choices.

It’s a compelling argument, but notso compell-
ing as the harm that is done by not wearing safety
belts. According to a 1987 study, mandatory use of
safety belts in Alaska would save 35 lives a year,
reduce injuries to more than 600 persons, save $5
million worth of lost labor and decrease other econo-
mic losses associated with highway death and injury
by $13 million. Not just the victims, but everyone
pays the cost of not wearing safety belts in terms of
increased taxes, insurance premiums and health
care costs. : ¢ .

Thirty-one states and the District of Columbia
have passed mandatory safety belt laws. In every
state, use ofsafety beltshas increased substantially.

Educational programs promoting safety belt
use fail to provide the incentive to buckle up that a
law requiring itdoes. We reluctantly move from a
position of advocating voluntary compliances to
urging the Legislature to make safety beltsmanda —
tory. They should, however, avoid some of the prob—
lems that Washington state encountered when they
initially failed to provide for exemptions for certain

types of delivery vehicles. .

i*"TAjTBANifg~
Dally New s -minert*
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You huckle up in Canada

IN THE for-what-it’s-
worth department, all the
provinces of Canada now
have laws making manda-
tory the use of seat belts by
motorists.

Prince Edward Island
was the last to join the na-
tional movement, putting its
mandatory seat belt law into
effect this past January.

British Columbia was an
early member of the buckle-
up brigade, enacting its
mandatory law in October
1977. Alberta, among the
Western provinces, joined
the flock last July.

The reason, of cpurse, is
that seat belts save’lives —
even though their use is a
habit that many motorists
find hard to adopt.
_Arguments,, that it in-
fringes on personal nghts to
make it Illegal to drive with-
0O0t~seat belts are no more
valid than saying that requir-
ing a motorist to have a driv-
er's license is an attack on'
one's liberties.

a bill to make it illegal to

drive in Alaska without seat
belts snapped into place was
killed in the last legislative
session. It died in com~
mittee, despite indications
that it would have passed
pjyen thp rhanrp fn reach

the floor.

ONCE AGAIN, the argu-
ment was that it’s none of
the state’s business whether
a person buckles up —mand
that without the require-
ment, independent Alaskans
will do what’s right and they
don’t need the state telling
them what to do.

The same Alaskans, how-
ever, apparently have no re-
luctance to fasten their seat
belts when they board an air-
plane — something that also
is mandated by the long arm
of the law.

And the fact remains that
there is more danger of a
fatal accident on the high-
way than there is in the air.

So what’s the problem,
anyway?
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Buckie up, and do it now

IN THESE closing days of
the lawmaking session, it
would be good if the ladies
and gentlemen of the legis-
lature would quit fiddling
around with lives and buckle
up —and make the rest of us
do it, too.

None of us complain about
wearing seat belts when in
airplanes. We’re required to
do it there.

So what’s the big deal
about requiring us to do the
same when we drive around
town or on the highway?

More people are killed on
the roads than in airplane
crashes. And a lot of those
who are weren’t wearing
safety belts.

For three years now the
legislature has had before it
bills to make it illegal for
drivers and passengers to
ride without safety belts
fashioned. Each year the ef-
fort has died on the sword of
individual rights and argu-

ments that the state
shouldn’t legislate against
the risks a person is willing
to take with his or her own
life.

Baloney.

SEAT BELTS save lives
when properly used. It’s as
simple as that. ;

And no big felony charge .
would be involved for those
who don’t, under this pro-
posed legislation.

All that would be involved
is a $15 fine for offenders.

And even that can be
donated to a good cause. At
the option of the guilty
driver, the fine would go to
emergency medical service
units — the ambulance driv-
ers and crews who speed to
the scene and try to keep
alive those injured in acci-
dents.

Enough talk is enough.
Pass it and let’s get on with
adopting a simple new habit.
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A reasonable request

Have you ever stopped to think what happens in a
high-speed cai accident when you’re not wearing a seat
belt? - %.. Vo

As the impact propels you from your seat, the first
thing you hit is the steering wheel. As it crushes your
chest, ribs break, tissue rips, and blood seeps inside
your body. N'jct the windshield delivers a knockout
blow to your head. The shattering glass slices your scalp
and body as you are thrown from the car.

That grim scenario ought to be enough to persuade
every automobile passenger to use seat belts.
Unfortunately, it’s not.

If the harm from not wearing seat belts were limited
to the individual victim, wearing one might be strictly a
personal decision. But the consequences of that choice
inflict a toll on society too. Fellow citizens help pay the
bills through higher costs for health care, insurance, and
emergency services. * oo o

Given those costs, a coalition of health groups and
safety-conscious citizens have proposed a bill to make
seat belt use mandatory in Alaska. It’s hardlj ;a
draconian measure. Passengers could be cited only if the *
car were stopped for other violations. The fine is a mere
$15, which could be donated.to emergency *medical
services. "ftU yij.

But the bill, which has already passed the House, is
locked in the crypt known as the Senate State Affairs
Committee. The bill is a prisoner of those who say
Alaskans have the rlght to ruin their lives without state
interference.

It’s true the measure can be considered paternalistic,
because it tries to force Alaskans to do what’s good for
them. But driving public roads is a privilege, not some
sacred individual right. A mandatory seat belt law is a
reasonable way for the state to make its highways safer
and cut the cost of not-so-inevitable bloodshed.
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Seatbelt bill
should be passed

L odged within the howels of the Alaska
Legislature Is a bill that, plain and simple,

one\r’tvtO slg S%\r/te IIz)tlvevsreI td?rtlrr]te seﬁaf?t?ih?"é buckle
thetpgeatbeft |s¥an| Hrmge entoﬁthetr cwﬁ o
liberties.” They.%ay that if they want to increase the "
|Ike|lh00d of bei ng njured or Killed In an automobile
accl entb}/ 1610 ?ercent then that's their business.

Wrong. In fact, all ofus pay the Frlceofthose
Hdwﬂualswhochensh their™ CIVI liberties” more
t ives: Accordin

‘

an their rqtoU ecretar or \\i,
Ihrgrqstﬁortatlonhm Burnfey, seatbelt laws Save more {- *

e human suffering
aegerlous traffli(acudent | ESUE Should

éelt Ia\ﬁsarehelpmé Alaska haVe a seat-
tore f estia%g
societal costs of motor © D61t USe law ?

vehicle crashes
currentTv estlmated fo tre $74 billign ayear ' he wrote

oday. That includes medica mumugal anH
state servmes mcrease msurance expenses and other
pub”c expen |turﬁ

The cost ofnot avmgas?atbelt law can he

fst|mated in blood too. 1t al 505tates haﬁd seatbel}
aws; Secretary Burnley estimates 3,100 lives would
have been saved last yéar alone. That iIs more than the
populatlon of Wrangell killed because of the lack of

seat
What |sV¥t|s "threat” to our "CIVI| liberties" that the
Alaska Senate is rotectmg us from? The bill now
bott(ledu Inthe Senate Stafe AffalrsC?mmltteewouId
ake d r| n(t; wit outwearmgaseatbetan secondary
offense. That means you could not be sto B E
Pollce offlcersolelg for not wearing a seatbelt. But

ou were stopped for another tratfic offense and

d| £ave nyour seatbelt fastened, ¥ou would have to
15 firie or donate that amount to emergency
medlca Services.

Pardon us, byt that is hardly an jnfrin ementon
anyone’s civil liberties. All it would do Is EIH hten
public awareness of'Jie need to wear seat S.

Thirty-two states and Washington, D ave
seathel Iﬁws Obviously, those awmakers know that
anxI aw t at saves so nfany lives makes good sense.
opefillly, Alaska’s lawmakers would gree - if

they ever got a chance to vote on the bi
\k;ha happens |? (ias asﬁeglslatorsdontpassa

Sea“tS'Mﬁ%t Ilrstﬁj?gdroa'\rﬂt ttge"&tt%“a.st‘ttut%ﬁ
nave to do what this one refused to.

Piass a seathelt law.
Please.

* %
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December 23, 1988

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Senate
Capitol Room 427

P. 0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Please find enclosed articles about safety belt usage in automobiles. These
articles appeared in the latest “Journal of the American Medical

Association”,

| hope these are helpful to you in your campaign to legislate for mandatory
seat belts.

In addition, there was one article on minimal age drinking that you might
find of interest.

Best Wishes to you for a Happy New Year.
Sincerely

Thomas P. Vasileff, MD

TPVIb]
enc.



Editorial

The Case for Safety Belt Use

Safety belts have been required equipment for automabiles in
the United States for 20 years. But it has been only recently
that Americans have made extensive use of these effective
devices. As recently as 1952, only 11% of American motorists
were "buckling up.” Thday, 31 states and the District of Co-
lumbia have safety belt use laws on the books, ar.d overall belt
use is estimated to be atan all-time high 0f46%.

See also pp 3593 and 3598,

The primary reason for thisturnabout has been a refocusing
of highway safety efforts, to concentrate more on drivers
themselves rather than just on regulating manufacturers.
Former Secretary of Transportation Elizabeth Dole settled a
15-year-long hattle over air bags in 1984. Her solution: if
states representing more than two thirds of the population
enacted safety belt laws, manufacturers would not be re-
quired to install air bags or automatic safety belts. The auto
industry has since lobbied intensively for safety belt laws in
the state legislatures. The Departmentof Transportation and
other groups, such as Traffic Safety Now and the American
Coalition for Traffic Safety, have also waged a large-scale
public information campaign promoting safety belt use.

The results are clear. Increased safety belt use has saved an
estimated 11000 lives since 1984, and tens of thousands of
serious injuries have heen prevented. The National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration estimates that front-seat lap-
shoulder belts are highly effective in protecting occupantsina
crash, reducing the risk ofdeath by 40% to 50% and the risk of
moderate to serious injury by 45% to 55%.' These estimates
were based on extensive data on crash and injury experience
over the past decade.

Physicians and other professionals in the medical and public
health fields can also play a key role in increasing safety belt
usage. According to national health statistics, not only are
motor vehicle crashes the leading cause of death among 5- to
34-year-olds, they account for the greatest number of produc-
tiveyears oflife lostand are the mostcostly source ofdisability
in the United States. Yet, a surveyl of 209 Texas family
physicians revealed that only 5% said they routinely ask their
patients about safety belts. Fifty-eightpercentneitheradvise
nor discuss the risk, even when they are aware of nonuse.
These physicians ranked nonuse of safety belts as less ofa risk
factor than smoking, obesity, excessive use of alcohol, high
blood pressure, stress, lack ofexercise, and a high-fatdiet.

However, the American Academy of Family Physicians
plans to introduce a continuing medical education course for
. physicians next year on how motor vehicle trauma can he
reduced through patient education on the importance ofusing
safety belts, child safety seats, and the extra protection pro-
vided by air bags. There is nodoubt that increased safety belt
education, especially among school-age children, will prove
beneficial. Recentobservations 0f242 school-age children ata
pediatric clinic dramatically demonstrated the influence ofa
physician's message to his or her young patients and parents
on the importance ofusing safety belts.* It was found that 38%
of the young patients who received counseling were then
ohserved wearing their belts, compared with 5% of those who
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did not receive counseling.

Much more remains to be done to increase safetg belt use
across the country. Currently, surveys indicate that belt use in
states with belt laws averages about 50%, but also varies
widely from state to state, from 68% in Hawaii to only 27% in
Tennessee.* The most dramatic, sustained increases In safety
belt use appear to have been in those communities where
there is a combination ofintensive law enforcement and public
information and education. Not surprisingly, belt use is gen-
erally lower in states without belt laws, but those states also
show substantial variance. And we know that many countries
have attained very high safety belt use rates—such as 80% in
Australia and parts of Canada and 95% in Great Britain and
West Germany. We are therefore convinced that there are
great opportunities for further increases in belt use all across
America.

Ourgoal at the Department of Transportation and the goal
ofawide spectrum ofsafety groupsacross America is to attain
anational safety belt usage rate of 70% by 1990.

There has never been any question that safety belts and
child safety seats are extremely effective in saving lives and
reducinginjuries. The problem has been convincing motorists
to use them every time they get into their cars and trucks.
When the National Transportation Safety Board reported ina
1986 study* that use of rear-seat lap belts could cause injury in
some crashes, some people mistakenly assumed that they
were safer notwearing a beltat all. Nothing could be further
from the truth. Ourcrash data conclusively show that lap-only
safety beltsare quite effective inreducing the risk ofdeath and
injury to occupants compared with wearing no belt at all.
Furthermore, car manufacturers are now voluntarily taking
the initiative to improve protection for rear-seat occupants
even further by installing lap-shoulder belts as standard
equipmentin virtually all new cars by 1990.

The outlook on safety belt use is encouraging. More and
more Americans are buckling up for safety, and each year
more lives are being saved on our highways. But more than
halfofAmericas motorists are still unprotected. There is still
much work for all ofus—in government, in the private sector,
and for health professionals—in spreading the important life-
saving message ofsafety belt use.

As administrator of the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, I urge physicians and major health care pro-
viders, as part of their daily routine, to advise patients about
the importance of safety belts and the use of child safety seats
to preventinjuries from motor vehicle crashes.

Diane Steed

National Hi GghwayTrafflc
Safety Administration

Washington, DC
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Original Contributions

Efficacy of Mandatory
Seat-Be!t Use Legislation

The North Carolina

1983 Through 1987

E xperience

From

Terence L. Chorba, MD, MPH; DonaldReinfurt,PhD; Barbaras. Hulka, MD, MPH

The North Carolina General Assembly approved a law effective in October 1985
that mandated seat-belt use by front-seat occupants of passenger vehicles. In
January 1987, a $25 fine for infractions of this law went into effect. This study
examined numbers of car occupants with severe and fatal injuries in crashes in
North Carolina, controlling for the amount of vehicle damage as a measure of
crash severity. After the law, significant decreasing trends were seen in the
percentages of front-seat occupants who had severe or fatal injuries in crashes,
although the involvement of alcohol in crashes was still associated with an
increased risk of such injury. Projections indicate that a reduction of approxi-
mately 1100 severe or fatal injuries peryear can be attributed to the seat-belt law
in North Carolina. This study supports the hypothesis thatthe societal burden of
crash-associated injury can be reduced by mandating seat-belt use.

AN ACT to Make the Use of Seat Belts
in Motor Vehicles Mandatory, North
Carolina Senate bill 39, went into effect
on Oct 1, 1985. The act mandated seat-
belt use by front-seat occupants of

See also pp 3598 and 3651.

passenger cars, allowed for a 15-month
period during which warning tickets
would be issued for violations, and Pro-
vided for a $25 fine for infractions that
occurred after Jan 1, 1987. The act

From Iha Division ol Field Services. Epidemiology
Program Otlice. Centers lor Disease Control, Atlanta
(Or Chorba); and the Highway Safety FtesearchCenter
(Or Remlurl) and |ho Departments of Boslatistics Or
Remturljand Epidomiology(Dr Hulka). School of Public
Heal'th. Universityol Nortn Carolina. Chapel Hit

Reprint requests to Epidemiology Program Office.
Maiistop COS. Bidg 1. Room 5127. Centeis lorDisease
Control.. Atlanta. GA 30333 (Dr Chorba)
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permitted vehicles to be stopped for a
seat-belt law violation alone (primary
enforcement) rather than requiring that
a vehicle must first be stopped for some
other traffic violation (secondary en-
forcement). _
Because itisimportant for legislators
and voters to know whether a law man-
dating seat-belt use and imposing a fine
can achieve its legislative intent, in this
study we attempted to determine if
there were reductions in severe and fa-
tal mgury that resulted from mandating
seat-belt use by front-seat occupants in
North Carolina. If so, it would be
expected that there would ba reduc-
tions in morbidity and mortality among
targeted front-seat Eassenge_r car occu-
Ban_ts, and that such reductions would
e in excess of those among occupants
not covered hy the law. This report
presents analyses of numbers of per-

sons with severe and fatal ing]uries by
occupant position in car crashes, con-
trolling for the amount of vehicle dam-
age asameasure ofcrash severity.

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN
AND METHODS

Subjects and Definitions

The study subjects were the drivers
and other motor vehicle occupants in
North Carolina crashes from January
1983 through September 1987.

The two classes ofvehicles rmupal!?/
covered by North Carolina Senate bill
39 ait; passenger cars and station wag-
ons. Targeted, Vehicles were defined as
passenger cars and station wagons, and
nontargeted vehicles as all other motor
vehicles. Targeted occupants were per-
sons to whom the act pertained (in tar-
geted vehicles), viz, drivers and front-
seat occupants 6 years of age or older.
Caroccupants 5 years ofage orzounger
were covered by the North Carolina
child-restraint law, not by Senate bill
39, and, hence, they were notatargeted
group. Nontargeted occupants were
personstowhom the act did not pertain;
eg, rear-seat occupants of passenger
cars, all occupants 5 years of age or
younger, and occupants of motor vehi-
clesotherthan passenger care or station

wagons.
Study Design and Statistical
Methodology

The study design was a separate-
sample pretest-positest designithat ex-
amined crash data over three periods;
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(1|) before the belt law was in effect; (2)
after the law was in effect but before
implementation of a $25 fine for viola-
tions, ie, during the warning period; and
3) after implementation of the $25 fine.
Included were analyses of belt use dur-
ing the threeJ)erlods and analyses of
morbidity and mortality data from
crashes by period and by quarter-year,
stratified for various factors, includin
use and nonuse of seat belts, degree o
vehicle damage, and alcohol involve-
ment. Because data for only the first
nine months of 1987 were available at
the time of this study and because of the
possibility that seasonality affected the
data, data were also compared for the
first nine months of 1983 through 1987.

Pearson x1lanalysis* was used to ex-
amine aggregated vehicle damage data
with respect to severe and fatal injuries.
For drivers and passengers in the nght
frontseat, 2x 2 tables were constructed
to compare the numbers of occupants
with or without severe or fatal mgurle_s
in crashes by ag%re%ated levels of vehi-
cle damage (levels T and 2, mild crash;
levels 3 and 4, moderate crash; and lev-
els 5 through 7, severe crash). For each
aggre%ate level of vehicle damage, oc-
cupants before the seat-belt law were
compared with occupants during the
warning period and after the $25 fine.

For targeted and n_ontar?eted vehicle
occupants, the relation of severe and
fatal injuries to year or to quarter-year
was evaluated using the test for linear
trends in proportions."[b examine vehi-
cle damage and driver mHu,ry data with
respect to driver alcohol involvement,
we used ridit analysis.*5Ib evaluate the
statistical sqmﬂcance of ridit scores
across several intervals, we used Man-
tel-Haenszel x*analysis.* o

The significance Tevel for all statisti-
cal analyses was P<. 05.

Data Sources, Collection
Procedures, and Analysis

The University of North Carolina
Highway Safety Research Center
#H RC) crash data tapes were created
rom tapes of the North Carolina
Division of Motor Vehicles and were
roduced in Raleigh, NC. We used

SRC tapes that included all report-
able motor vehicle crashes that oc-
curred In North Carolina from January
1983 through September 1987, and from
these we created a 10% systematic sam-
ple, choosing every tenth report in chro-
nologic order. Crashes were defined as
any collision involving a motor vehi-
cle(s) resulting in injury to or death of
any person or in total apparent property
damage equivalent to or in excess of
$500. Crash report forms were filled out
by an investigating officer (highway pa-
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trolman, municipal police officer, etc},
not by persons involved in the crash. All
reporting agencies used the same stan-
dard report form. For this study, data
from these tapes were used for assess-
ments of injury, vehicle damage, and
alcohol involvement. These assess-
mentswere performed as follows.

Iry'ury Assessment.—The severity
ofpersonal injury and vehicular damage
was scored by the investigating officer
at the scene of the crash. Personal inju-
ry categories included the following: {1)
fatality, (2) severe (incapacitating—ob-
viously serious enough to prevent car-
rying on normal activities for at least 21
hours, eg, massive loss of blood or bro-
ken bone), (3) moderate (not incapaci-
tating—injury other than severe injury
or fat.allltY evident at the scene), (4) mild
(no visible sign of injury but complaint
of pain or m_omentar%/ unconsciousness),
and (5) no injury. The validity of these
assessments has been measured’; an
overall rate of 74.7% agreement was
found when injury udgme_nts (severeor
fatal vs not severe5 of police were com-
pared with those ofemergency medical
service personnel.

Vehicle Damage Assessment.—
Damage sustained by motor vehicles
was assessed in terms of a seven-point
damage severity rating scale from least
severe (level 1) to most severe (level 7)
that has been standardized using photo-
graphs of damaged automobiles. These
Ehotographs were published in a small
pooklet'and were provided to all report-
ing agencies for dissemination to all in-
vestigating officers in North Carolina.

Alcohol”  Involvement  Assess-
ment.—Analyses of alcohol involve-
ment were based only on cases for which
the investigating officer made a definite
judgment ofdrinking or notdrinking; ie,
drivers classified as “unknown” or *not™’
stated" were omitted. Drivers with
involvement of alcohol included those
classified as either “drinking—im-
Ealred" or "drinking—impairment un-

nown." The accuraq{ of such judg-
ments of driver alcohol involvement in
these reports has been measured by
Waller et af; 79.1% of arrested drivers
classified by the investigating officer as
drinking had measured blood alcohol
concentrations (B ACs}ofO.lO% or high-
er, 90.5% had BACs 010.05% or higher,
and only 2.05% had BACs 0f0.00%.

Data from the HSRC tapes were also
used to quantify reported restraint use
or nonuse. _

For different periods, the numbers of
severely or fatally injured occupants
were compared with the total numbers
of occupants involved in crashes for all
occupants of motor vehicles, front-seat
and rear-seat occupants, targeted occu-

C

pants, and nontargeted occupants of
targeted and nontargeted motor vehi-
cles. For drivers and occupants of the
right front seat, injuries among persons
wearing lap and shoulder belts and un-
restrained persons were examined by
the degree of vehicle damage in crashes
with front-end impacts and non-front-
end impacts during the three periods to
determine the relative distributions of
injury among occupants by reported
belt ‘use. Injuries among drivers in-
volved and not involved with alcohol
were also examined by the degree of
vehicle damage. _

_ Observed belt-use data in the popula-
tion at risk were obtained by the HSRC
under a grant from the Governor's
Hl?hwaySafety Program; general seat-
belt use was measured at 72 intersec-
tions around the state by four trained
observers. Frequencies of observed use
on the highway and reported use of re-
straints by drivers and other front-seat
occupants involved in crashes were
compared, as were the frequencies of
different levels of injury associated with
the reported use or nonuse of belts for
vehicle occupants involved in crashes in
each of the three periods: (1) before the
belt law (January 1983 through Septem-
ber 1985), gzg during the warning period
(October 1985 through December 1986),
and (3) after implementation of the fine
(January through September 1987).

RESULTS

Crash investigators submitted crash
reportson 20300 assengercarsorsta-
tion wagons for 1983, 207000 for 1984
211000 for 1985, 227000 for 1986, and
172000 for the first nine months of 1987.
Ofthese reports, 62.7% were submitted
by municipal police; 36.6% by the state
highway ?atrol; and 0.7% by local sher-
iffs, rural or county police, and other
traffic investigating agencies. From
January 1983 through September 1987
approximately 55% of drivers involve
in crashes were male, 74% were white,
and 53% were 30 years old or younger.
Forty-five percent of the crashes oc-
curred on local streets, 52% occurred on
anargl or secondary roads, and less
han 3% occurred on interstate high-
ways. Ofgassenger vehicles involved in
crashes, 61% had mild damage (level 1
0r2), 29% had moderate damage (level 3
or 4), and 10% had severe damage (lev-
els 5 through 7). The distributions of
these characteristics and measures of
driver alcohol involvement showed no
appreciable trends over the periods
studied. . o

In examining the severity of injury
for drivers and occupants of the right
front seat in front-end and non-front-
end crashes, lack of belt use was consis-
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tently associated with distributions of
injury skewed toward more severe de-
?rees of injury. Data for drivers in
ront-end crashes are presented in Ta-
ble 1. Drivers in crashes reportedly
wore seat belts more frequently than
dldoccuEant_softhe_rlghtfrontseat (Ta-
ble 2); this is consistent with observa-
tions ofthe population at risk,
Decreases were observed in the per-
centages of targeted occupants who had
severe injuries and deaths in crashes in
1986 compared with 1985 and in 1987
compared with each of the four previous
years (Table 3). When examined by
quarter-year from the first quarter of
1983 through the firstquarter of 1985, a
significant increasing trend in the pro-
portions of severe injuries and deaths
was observed for targeted occupants
(S'=047, P=.019). When_ examined
b%/ %uarter-year from the third quarter
0f 1985 (just before the warnln% eriod)
through the third quarter of 1987, a sig-
nificant decreasing trend was observed
in the percentages of targeted occu-
pants who had severe injuries and
deaths in crashes (/P =0.38, P =.044).
In the first quarter of 1987 (just after
implementation of the fine), a marked
decrease was found in the percentage
(3.5090L9ftargeted occupants of passen-
ger vehicles who had severe or fatal
Injuries compared with data (5.06%) for
the first 9uarter of 1985 (odds ratio
OR] =147 [95% confidence interval
CP, 1.23 to 1.76], P-c.000lI).
here was a decrease in the percent-
ages of both drivers and occupants of
the right front seat who had severe or
fatal injuries in the first ning months of
the gear in 1986 compared with 1985 and
in 1987 compared with each ofthe previ-
ous three years (Table 4). These de-
creases in percentages were principally
observed among targeted front-seat oc-
cupants (Table 3). When examined by
quarter-year from the first quarter of
1983 through the first quarter of 1985, a
significant increasing trend in the pro-
portions of severe injuries and deaths
was_observed for drivers of targeted
vehicles (R'=0.u8, p=.007). Although
an increasing trend hi proportions was
also observed among occupants of the
_right front seat who were severely in-
jured orkilled during the same time, the
trend was not StatIStI_Ca|(|]>/ significant.
However, when examined by quarter-
year from the third quarter of 1985
through the third quarter of 1987, sig-
nificant decreasing trends in the pro-
portions of severe injuries and deaths
were observed for drivers of targeted
vehicles (/?'=0.52, P=.029) and for oc-
cupants of the right front seat of tar-
geted vehicles (R"=0.48, P =.033). No
iscernible trends in the proportions of
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Table 1. -Distributionol Injury lorDriversol Targeted Vehicles inFront-End Crashes by Injury Sevorily, Time

Period, and Reportod Seal-Belt Use*

Olatrlixrtionot Injury, %

BeltUn Before Law

(I/83-9/85)
Yea No Ye*
(N=2605) (N-13581) (\ m6030)
Injury
None 8.1 75.6 80.7
MH 10.0 10.9 1.3
Moderate 4.5 8.7 59
Severn 14 4.5 2.1
Fatal 0.0 0.3 0.1

Bell Dn During Warning Period
(10/85-12/86)

Balt lea After $25 Fine
(1/87-9/87)

No Yea No
(N>2920) (N-4289) (N« 474)
65.5 7.7 58.7
148 12.0 12.2
12.3 5.5 17.5
6.6 2.4 9.1
0.7 0.1 2.5

<10 sample; dataam aggregated lordriverswho worn shoulderand Igpbelts and thosewho worn only lap belts.

Table 2.— Observed and Reported Use ol Seat Bolts by Driversand Occupants ol Right Front Seat by Time

Period and Seat Position
Seel
TImo Period Monlh Position
Before the law 9/85 Driver
Right front
Duringwarning period 11/86 Oriver
Right front
After525 fire 87 Driver
Right front
<=Persons incrashes.

No.
Observed

Observed Use Reported Use*

% %

No.
Reportod

Belted Betted
18212 25.4 1518 32.7
6872 2.6 570 2.8
21859 43.8 2048 65.2
6123 37.2 719 60.5
15847 7. 1689 91.2
5828 70.6 531 893

Table 3.-Motor-Vehide Occupants in Crashes in Targeted Vehicles With Severe or Fatal Injuries by Seat

Position*
Year
Motor-Vehlcte Occupant* 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987
Targeted Iront-seatoccupants
Al
No. incrashes 18834 19289 19385 20603 21752
% severelyor
fatally injured 3% 4.51 4.67 4.39 3.78
Drivers
No. incrashes 13849 14306 14404 15318 16371
% severelyor
(adlyinjured 3.87 4.3 4.58 4.20 3.63
Occupants ot right frotaeat
No. incrashes 4711 4697 4749 5086 5224
% saverolyor
lalallyinjured 4.14 4.04 4.88 4.76 4.19
Rear-seat occupants
No. Incrashes 2008 2169 2233 2313 2490
% severelyor
fatally injured 3.14 3.4 2.78 3.50 2.49

«10% sample during first9 mo ol year. Persons <6 years old were covored by the child-restraint law and are

excluded from these data.

severe injuries and deaths were ob-
served forrear-seat occupants. _
Ridit analyses revealed the persis-
tence over all three periods of signifi-
cant differences between distributions
of injury for drivers involved and not
involved with alcohol for all levels of
vehicle damage; this is consistent with
the hypothesis that the risk of death or
severe injury ina crash is increased by
alcohol involvement.” Even for mild

crashes in the first nine months of 1987,
drivers who had been drinking sus-
tained more severe mAu_rles_ than those
who had not been drinking (ridit=
0.560,  Mantel-Haenszel —x'=32.1,
P<.001). Fbr severe crashes in the
same period, the odds were almost 2:1
thatdrivers who had been drinking sus-
tained more severe injuries than those
who had notbeendrmkmg(rldlt: 0.652,
Mantel-Haenszel x*=55.5, P<.001).
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Table 4.- Motor-VehicleOccupants inCrashes With Sovere or Fata) Injuriesby Seat Position*

Year
Motcr-VehlcleOccupants 1943 1944 1985 1986 1987
Front-seat occupants
Al
No. incrashes 24157 24672 25204 26729 28850
Y%severelyor
lalally injured 4.06 4.70 4.9 4.64 3.9
Drivers
No. incrashes 17539 18151 18491 19757 21318
% severelyor
lalalyiniurod 4.17 4.62 4.9 4.59 3.91
Occupants ol right front seat
No. incrashes 563 5829 6078 6413 6773
% severelyor
fatallyinjured 3.80 4.79 4.59 4.55 4.10
Nontargeted occupants
Al
No. incrashes 8077 8231 8868 9207 10194
% severelyor
fatally injured 3.76 4.59 4.72 4.61 3.
Rear-seat occupants
No. incrashes 2904 2848 3049 3101 3303
% severelyor
fatally injured 2.55 3.05 2.49 2.90 2.9

<40% sample dunng firstd mo ol year. Nontargeted occupants are persons towh om the seat-Cort lawdid not pertain,
wu, occupants ol nonlargeted vehicles, rear-seatoccupants, and persons <6 yearsold.

Table 5.— Drivers Severely Injured or Killed in Targeted Vehicles in Fror.t-End Crashes by Time Period and
Level ot Vehicle Damage™

% (No.) of Drivers Severely Injuredor Killed

by Level of VehicleDamage
Time Porlod Mild Moderate Severe

Before the Law

(1/83-9/%) 1.09 (113/10336) 5.53 (256/4627) 22.05 (344/1560)
Ouringwarning period

(10/85-12/86) 1.18 (60/5086) 5.22 (121/2320) 20.42 (164/803)
After S25 fire

(U/37-9/87) 0.92 (29/3140) 4.10t (54/1316) 20.79 (95/457)

=10 sample.
tF< 05 (derived from 2x2 tables comparing the number otdriverswith or without severe or fata) Injuries: drivers

before the lawwere comparedwithdriversduringwarning period and after525 final

Table 5 includes x analyses of severe
and fatal injuries for drivers of targeted
vehicles in.front-end crashes by the
severity of vehicle damage for the three
periods. Data for drivers.in non-front-
end crashes and for other occupants are
not shown. When data before the law
and during the warning period were
compared, significant decreases in the
Propo_rtllon_s of persons with severe and
fatal injuries were noted for drivers
in _moderate non-front-end crashes
(OR =123 1095% Cl, 1.03 to 1.47],
X1=5.7, P=.017) and for occupants of
the right front seat in moderate front-
end crasheséOR = 1.56[95% CI, 1.06 to

1.76], x*=9.6, P=.002X Decreases in
severe and fatal mhurle_swere also noted
for occupants of the right front seat in
moderate front-end crashes (OR = 1.87
L95% Cl, 110 to 3.221, x1=6.0,
=.014). No significant differences
were, noted for occupants of the right
frontseatin non-front-end crashes.
Comparisons of the percentages of
nontargeted occupants with severe or
fatal injuries in crashes for the first nine
months of each year revealed a signifi-
cantdecrease between 1985}4.72%% and
1987(3.90%)(0R=1.22[95%C1, 1.06 to
1411, x’=7.8, P=.005; Table 4). Most
of this decrease occurred between 1986

2.31L X,==5. ,P:.OISL. 4.61%) and 1987 (3.90%% (OR =119
When data before the law and after  [95% CI, 1.03 to 1.3 } x'=5.9,
the fine were compared, significant =.016). A significant difference in

decreases in severe and fatal injuries
were noted for drivers in moderate
front-end crashes (OR = 1.37&95% Cl,
1.00 to 1.87], x'=4.2, P = .040). A sig-
nificant decrease was also noted for
drivers in_moderate non-front-end
crashes (OR =141 [95% CI, 1.13 to
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roportions was observed for 1986
F3.50%) and 1987 (2.49%g when rear-
seat occupants older than 5 years of age
in targeted vehicles were evaluated for
severe or fatal injuries in crashes
(OR =142, 595% Cl, 1.00 to 2.02],
X*=4.3, P = .039; Table 3). Amongother

C

nontargeted occupants, a decrease in
the percentages ofsevere and fatal inju-
ries was also obseryed,#althou h it was
not statistically significant) between
1986 (5.00%) and 1987(4.36%). Whether
these trends toward reductions in se-
vere and fatal mtJurles among nontar-
geted persons reflect technological im-
provements in automotive safety or
changes in seat-belt use secondary to
the law could not be determined using
this data set.

COMMENT

We observed siFnificant reductions in
severe and fatal injuries in crashes
among front-seat car occupants who
were targeted by a mandatory seat-belt
law, especially after implementation of
a $25 fine for'infractions. These reduc-
tions were in excess of those ohserved
among other occu[)ants of the same ve-
hicles. These results are consistentwith
reductions in morb|d|t¥ and mortality
observed elsewhere after mandatory
belt-use legislation.*'1t

Estimates ofthe frequency of belt use
by persons involved in nonfatal colli-
sionsare dependent on self-reporting to
the investigating officer. Where there
are seat-belt laws, self-reported belt
use appears to be overestimated for all
but the most severely or fatally injured.
This would result inunderestimation of
the law's effect on morbidity and mor-
tality for that segment of the population
whose belt use has changed in response
to the law. Injuries not apparent at the
crash would “also g_o unreported, as
would crashes that did not involve inju-
ry orsignificant damage. Such underre-
Port_lng alters measures of seat-belt ef-
ectiveness to the extent that such
injuries would be less prevalent amon
belted persons than among nonbelte
persons. However, there is no reason to
suppose an effect ofbelt use on the reli-
ability, validity, or completeness of
crash reports. _

Significant underreporting has been
reported in official statistics of injuries
from motor-vehicle collisions." 1fa dif-
ferential shift in reporting occurred in
favor of a given degree of injury, the
results of this study would have been
biased accordingly. Aside from a slowly
increasing trend toward more severe
and fatal ijury reﬁorted for front-seat
occupants before the law (Tables 3 and
4), a review of North Carolina crash
data from 1979 through 1985 revealed
noshiftininjury distributionsincrashes
reported over several years hefore pas-
sage of the law. There is no reason to
suppose that there was such a shift in
un erreportln(ﬂ in the two years afttr
passage of the faw.

Ridit analyses revealed that the seat-
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belt law has notaltered the relationship
of driver alcohol involvement to |nJur%/
outcome when one controls for cras
severity. This is not surprlsmP because
alcohol'is thought to reduce tolerance to
impact7ll and because North Carolina
data consistently indicate less-frequent
belt use among drivers involved with
alcohol.

Dramatic increases in seat-belt use
that occur |mmed|ateIY after seat-belt
legislation are generally not sustained
over timelt the initial increase in belt
use is followed by a decline, typically
about four months after the law takes
effect.” For the first nine months of
1987, the mean observed percentages of
gersons belted in North Carolina were

8% fordriversand 66% foroccupants of
the right front seat. Although these per-
centages decreased to 60% and 58%, re-
spectively, in Januar% 1988, seat-belt
use has ‘increased su sequently, with
Percentages 0f63% for drivers and 63%
or occupants of the I’I%ht front seat ob-
served In August 1988. Although pre-
sent seat-belt use levels are lower than
those in the nine-month period studied
afterimplementation ofthe fine, the dif-
ference is small, and seat- belt use ap-
pears to be increasing again in North
Carolina.

Whereas special enforcement cam-
paigns undertaken elsewhere have re-
sulted in dramatic increases in compli-
ance with seat-belt laws,"-I7 no such

%ﬂ&%ﬁ%"i‘h@

References

Campbell.DT, S

- Howtouse ridit analysis. Bangtrics

:Ch| sqbﬁrﬁt t;llé\ nedereeof

taI The
Z%tholon rVer irjury:
e%g&o uncll: \éndeCanageSde

ﬁﬁl

ationa

JAMA. Dec 23/30, 1988— Nul 260, No. 24

campaign has yet occurred in North
Carolina. During the first nine months
of 1987, the State Highway Patrol is-
sued 27924 citations with fines (3103
per monthL compared with 123521
warning tickets for belt-law violations
issued in 1986 ﬁlo 290 per monthf) b?/ the
same agency. In the absence of efforts
to maximize enforcement, the de-
creases in morbidity and mortallty pre-
sented here may not be sustained with-
outother interventions (eg, educational
efforts or installation of automatic
restraintsX

Impactstudiesare needed so that leg-
islators and voters can determine
whether mandating buckling up is
worth the inconvenience and sacrifice of
personal freedom. This study indicates
that the North Carolina law has reason-
ably achieved its legislative intent. If
one compares the numbers of severe
and fatal injuries among targeted per-
sons for the first nine months of 1987
gapprommately 8220) with those of the
irst nine months of 1985 and 1986 (ap-
Froxm ately 9040 and 9060, respective-
y) and extrapolates to 12 months, ap-
proximately 1100 fewer severe and fatal
Injuries per yezr would be observed
among targeted personsin North Caro-
lina after implementation of the $25
fine. If one considers the total popula-
tion of North Carolina (approximately
6000 000), these data indicate that an-
nually as many as one in every 5400
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North Carolinians could be sPared a se-
vere or fatal i |néur because ofthis inter-
vention, provided that the belt-use lev-
els observed in the first nine months of
1987 are again attained. Although the
expected protective value of buckling
up is low for the individual, the data
||nd|cate that the collective advantage is
arge.
hen North Carolina crash data from
the period before implementation of the
$25 fine were com%ared with data from
the first nine months of 1987, significant
reductions were found in severe and fa-
tal i |n]1ur|es for persons targeted by the
law. The extent to which these reduc-
tions are directly attributable to a man-
datory belt-use law remains unknown,
but the law was the mgjor automotive
safety intervention introduced state-
wide during the periods examined.
Whereas these data support the hy-
pothesis that mandating seat-belt use
results in reductions in crash-associated
morbidity and mortality in targeted
groups, compliance with the law and
maintenance of these reductions will be
a function of enforcement and educa-
tional efforts.
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Prospective Study of the Effect of
Safety Belts on Morbidity and
Health Care Costs N
Motor-Vehicle Accidents

Elizabeth Mueller Orsay. MD; Timothy L. Turnbull, MD; Mary Dunne, MD;

John A. Barrett, MD; Patricia Langenberg, PhD; Charles P. Orsay, MD

To assess the impact of safety belt use on the extent of injuries sustained in
motor-vehicle accidents and the incurred health care costs, 1364 patients were
prospectively evaluated at four Chicago-area hospitals. Of these, 791 (58%)
were wearing a safety belt whereas 573 (42%) were not. The mean injury
severity score for safety belt wearers was 1.8 +0.07 vs 4.51 + 0.31 in those not
wearing a safety belt. Only 6.8% of safety belt wearers required admission vs
19.2% of those not wearing a safety belt. Restrained occupants incurred mean
charges of S534 + $67 compared with $1583 + $201 in unrestrained occupants.
Thus, safety belt wearers had a 60.1% reduction in severity of injury, a 64.6%
decrease in hospital admissions, and a 66.3% decline in hospital charges. Our
findings demonstrate the significant societal burden of nonuse of safety belts in

terms of morbidity and the costs of medical care.

TRAUMA resulting from motor-vehi-
cle accidents (MVAs) represents a ma-
jor challenge to our health care delivery
system and a significant societal bur-
den. Motor-vehicle accidents are the
leading cause of death in Americans
aged 5to 34 years and the seventh lead-
mgcause of death overall.LIn 1982, an
estimated 3.2 million people were in-
jured in MVAs, ofwhom approximately
1.4 million were treated in emergency
departments and 350 000 required hos-
pitalization.1As aresult of MVA-assod-

From iho Departments ol Clinical Energency Medi —
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hulll); the Department ol Emorgency Medicine, Illiois
Masonic Medical Center, Chicago (Or Dunns): and tho
Trauma Unit (Or Barron) and the Department ol Surgery
(©r C. Orsay). Cook County Hospital, Chicago. Dr
Dunne isnew withthe Department ol Energency Medi —
cine. StFrancis Hospital. Poughkeepsie. NY.

Read bolore the 17th Annual Meeting ol the Universi—
tyAssociation lor Emergoney Medicine. Philadelphia,
May 20,1987.

Reprmt requests to Luthoran General Hospital. 1775
Dempster St. Park fl.dge, iL60068 (Or E. Orsay)
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ated injuries, 1.3 million years of poten-
tial life before age 65 years were lost in
1984." The overall economic loss to the
United States attributable to MVAs in
éQlfli_O has been estimated to be $57.2

illion.

The Department of Transportation
Bostulates that universal use of safety

elts would reduce MVA-related fatali-

See also pp 3593 and 3651,

ties by 50% and injuries by 65%.* Previ-
ous studies, based on police reports’ or
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration records,’ re,oort a reduc-
tion ofserious injury ofbelted front-seat
occupants 0f43% to'52%" and a decline in
fatalities 0f43%. Ib our knowledge, no
prospective studies based on medical
data have specifically attempted to as-
sess the efficacy with which safety belt
use may prevent injury from motor-ve-
hicular trauma. We undertook the fol-
lowing Prospectlve study to assess the
effect of safety belt use on the extent of
injuries sustained during MVAs as well
as the economic impact oftheir use.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

During the period of Jan 1to July 1,
1986, data were collected on patients
who presented after an MVA to the
emergency department or trauma unit
of four Chlgaqo-area hospitals. Two of
these hospitals (Merc?/ “Hospital - and
Medical Center and Illinois Masonic
Medical Center, Chicago) were urban
_commu.nltﬁ hospitals, one was a public
inner-city ospltaI%COOkantyHospl-
tal, Chicago), and the fourth was a large
suburban communit hospltal_éLuther-
an General Hospital, Park Riage, 111).
These four hospitals were selected be-
cause they coverawide geographic area
within Cook County and'a wide range of
socioeconomic groups._ In addition, the
selected hospitals receive patients from
a large assortment of urban crash set-
tings, including expressways (high
spe_ed32 and city streets Gower speeds).
Patients involved in MVAs that oc-
curred inrural areas were not included.

All patients who presented with
complaints referable to an MVA that
had taken place within the previous 24
hours were eligible for inclusion. Pedes-
trians, bicyclists, motorcyclists, bus
passengers, and those in trucks with
more than two axles were excluded.
Each weekday, the logs of each emer-
gency department or traunu unit were
reviewed in an attempt to identify any
missed motor-vehicle injury cases.
Cases thus identified were resubmitted
to the examining physician with the
medical record for completion and inclu-
sion in the study.
~Initial data were collected prospec-
tively for all study subjects by the ex-
amining physician. The physician ad-
ministered a structured questionnaire
that included the following data: (1) de-
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termination of safety belt usage, (2) ﬁo-
sition of subject in vehicle, (3) mecha-
nism of |n1urr.(front-end, rear-end, or
broadside collision), Xl) 5posted speed
limit at location of MVA, ( gmlode of
transport to hospital, and (6) finai dispo-
sition (discharge, transfer to another
facility, admission to hospital, or death
in emergency dei)artment). TTie exam-
ining physician also noted on the ques-
tionnaire if there was evidence of alco-
hol use, ie, clinical intoxication, a smell
of alcohol on the breath, or an alcohol
level. The data were then analyzed as
yes/no variables. Alcohol levels ob-
tained for legal use were sent to state
laboratories; the results were not made
available for the purposes of this study
and therefore are not included. For
all subjective data collected, indepen-
dent confirmation was sought from
paramedics, police, or others whenever
possible.

~ The medical records (emer?ency and
inpatient, if applicable) of all subjects
were subsequently reviewed by a mem-
ber ofthe research team. Additional col-
lected data included the time of regis-
tration, nature ofinjuries, and payment
status. An injury severity score (ISS)
was then calculated based on the Abbre—
viated Injury Scale Manual (1985 edi-
tion).LA numerical score (L to 5) is as-
signed to the sever|t}/ of injury in each
region; the squares of the three highest
scores are then summated to ohtain the
ISS. Financial records were analyzed to
determine the total hospital (excluding
physician fees) and emergency depart-
ment charges generated as a direct re-
sult of the MVA for each subject. The
costs of consultants, admitting physi-
cians, rehospitalizations, and rehabili-
tation were notincluded.

Study subjects were divided into two
groups (restrained and unrestrained by
safety belts) for the purposes of data
analysis. Preliminary Fower calcula-
tions were made for an alpha 0f0.05 and
apower of 0.90 to detect a difference in
ISS score of at least 0.5. The principal
statistical tests used were ttests for
comparisons of means of continuous
variables and x* tests for drawing infer-
ences concerning proportions. Analyses
of covariance and logistic regression
analyses were performed to compare
safety belt users with nonusers, con-
trollln% for£035|ble confounding vari-
ables. The SAS statistical package on an
IBM mainframe at the University of I1li-
nois at Chicago was used to perform the
analyses.

RESULTS

~ A total of 1364 patients were entered
into the study. The mean age of the
patients was 33.03+0.42 years (mean
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Table 1.-Characteristicsol Safety BeltWearers vs Nonwearers

Characterlatle
Mein : SEM tge.y
Male. %

Reported mechanismof injury. %
Rear-end collision

Front-end collision
Struck broadside (passenger)
Struck broadside (driver)
Other
Unknown

Alcohol use. %

Ambulance trangport, %

Posted speed limit(mph), %
<30

30-45
>55
Unknown

SafetyBeHa
Yea (n-791) No (n-573) p*
35=0.5 31.9:0.7 04
497 55.8 .028
408 262
24.1 37.6
20.0 2.5
128 9.4 o0t
1.2 1.9
1.2 4.4
5.6 195 0001
36.4 57.6 0001
40.5 39.6
39.6 %1
8.5 8.6
115 16.8

“Perceritageewere compared by me Pearson x1 test Means were compared by me two-tailed (test. NS indicates

not significatt

0
5 4
4.
. P
< ) &

wH=

yy

Fig 1.-Mean injury severity scores and hospital charges for safety belt users and nonusers. Patientswho
had worn safety beltshad significantly lower Injury severity scores (P<.001) and hospital charges (P<.001).

$SEM); 52.5% were men, 63.6% were
drivers, 24.6% were front-seat passen-
gers, and 11.3% were back-seat passen-
gers. There was no 3|%n|f|c_ant differ-
ence noted in the month patients were
seen (January through June), but there
was a difference noted in the lime they
were registered; 37.1% were registered
from 7 Aii to 3 Pm, 42.1% from 3 to 11
PM, and 20.8% from 11 Pm to 7 Am
(P>.001). . _
Seven hundred ninety-one patients
L58%) claimed to be wearing safety
elts, and 573 %12%) did not. Of those

wearing safety belts, 603 (76.2%) were

wearing a shoulder harness and lap belt,
121 (15.3%) were wearing a lap belt
only, and in 67 (8.5%%)_the safety belt
type was not known. Differences were
noted bhetween the two groups with re-
spect to age, sex, and reported mecha-
nismof it\jury. Safety belt wearers were
slightly older, more often female, and
more likely to be involved in a rear-end
collision. In addition, safety belt users
were less likely to have used alcohol and
less likely to require transport by ambu-
lance. The groups were similar with re-
sgect to the posted speed limit where
the accident occurred FTabIe 1).
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Driver

FrontSeat Back Seat

Driver

Front Seat

BackSeat

Rg 2.- Mean injuryseverityscores and hospital charges torsafetyeltusers and nonusers by position invehicle. Drivers, (ront-seat passengers, and back-seat passengers
who had worn safety beltshad significantly toser injuryseventy scores (P<.001,Pc.GOl, and P<.002, respectively) and hospital charges (P<.001, Pc.004, and Pc.031,

respectively).

Severity of Injury

The mean ISS for safety belt wearers

was 1.8 0.07 as opposed to 451+ 0.31
for those not wearing safety belts
(Pc.00I, Fig 1, left). Patients who had
worn safety belts, whether they were
drivers, front-seat passengers, or back-
seat{)assengers, fared significantly bet-
ter than their unrestrained counter-
parts (Fig 2, left). _
_ When ‘the reported mechanism of
injury was evaluated, striking differ-
ences in 1SS were noted between safety
belt users and nonusers in front-end
collisions (2.15+0.18 vs 6.12+0.64,
Pc.001). Benefit was also provided by
safety belts in broadside collisions,
where restrained occupants had an av-
erage? 1SS 0f2.01£0.14 as opposed to
3.6+0.24 for unrestrained occupants
(/,<.001). Smaller but significant differ-
ences in ISS were noted between the
groups in rear-end collisions. Safety
elt wearers had a mean 1SS of
1.38+0.06 vs 2.47£0.14 for nonusers
(P<.001). |

Admission to the hospital may be an-
other indication of severity of m*ury. A
significantly greater number of unre-
strained subjects required admission
(inciudi.ng those who died in the
emergency department). Only 54 (6.8%)
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of the total 791 safety belt wearers
required admission. "However, 110
(19.2%) of the 573 patients who did not
wear safety belts required admission
(Pc.001). Thus, two thirds of patients
who required hospital admission were
not wearing safety belts at the time of
injury. Significant differences in ISS
between the restrained and unre-
strained groups remained in both the
admitted and discharged groups (Fig 3,
left). Regardless of admission status,
unrestrained occupants utilized signifi-
cantly more hospital dags than re-
strained occupants (1.2£0.2 days vs
0.4+0.08 days, P<.001). .
When only the most severely injured
patients are considered, ie, those with
an 1SS of 12 or greater, aga> ., the
overwhelming majority were unre-
strained. Thirty-six (8 .8_%?1 were not
wearing safety belts; eight (18.2%)
were (Pc.001). There were five deaths
during this study, all among patients
who did not_wearsafe(tjy belts.
Multivariate methods, including anal-
ysis of covariance and logistic regres-
sion, were used to assess the indepen-
dent effect of safety belt usage on 1SS
scores, controlling for other variables.
Since age, alcohol use, and type of
accident were ohserved to be associated
with safety belt use and also may be

associated with the severity ana cost of
injury, they were assumed to be possi-
ble confounding variables. The posted
speed limitwas also included. Although
there were sex differences in safety belt
usage, there is no reason to believe that
ISSs or costs should differ by sex, other
factors being equal. Therefore, analys-
es of covariance were carried out com-
paring the 1SSs of safety belt users and
nonusers, with age in years, alcohol us-
age (yes or no), and tyge of accident
(entered as dummy variables; front-end
collision, rear-endcollision, or other) as
covariates. Results (Table 2) indicate
that unrestrained patients had an 1SS
that was two points higher on ave_ra?e,
even when all the confoundln%varlab es
were controlled for. Alcohol users
scored one point higher on average, as
did patients who were involved in a
front-end collision. Those in a rear-end
collision had somewhat lower scores on
average. Scores aver_a%ed higher with
increasir j age and shg tly higher for a
posted speed limitof30 to 45 mph. Mean
ISSs for restrained and unrestrained
subjects were adjusted for differing val-
ues of the covariates in the two groups;
safety belt wearers were ohserved to
have a suh;nlflcantly lower adjusted
mean 1SS than nonwearers (P=.0001).
Logistic regression analysis was used
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Discharged Admined

T T
E mﬁﬁé% QU IUY Severy 0 s?%
epartrrent) who hadworn safety befts had

5 nimcan

to assess the association of safety belt
use with severe |nJuEy, defined as an
ISS of 12 or greater. | ro(s)ortmns of re-
strained and unrestrained subjects with
severe injury were compared, using al-
cohol use and type of collision as cov-
ariates. Results FT_abIe 3) indicate that
the odds of severe injury were 4.8 times
greater for nonusers of safety belts
when other significant variables were
controlled for. The odds ratio for front-
end collisions was similarly large, while
alcohol usage was notindependently as-
sociated with severe injury. Since age
wasentered asa continuous variable, an
odds ratio is not available. However,
the proportion of patients with severe
injury increased significantly with in-
creasing age.

Health Care Costs

Significant differences were also
found in the health care costs of safety
belt users and nonusers. Unrestrained
occugants incurred mean charges of
$1583+$201, nearly three times the
charges for restrained occupants
($534°+867, P<.001; Fig 1, right).
When the patient's position in the ve-
hicle was evaluated, nonwearers consis-
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s (orsafety helt users.and nonusers ther or not patients were admitted. Sianificantly fewer patientswho
wr%ﬁwo%ﬁ ng\ire%wr A0MS3I0 lﬁ/cm]dee Baﬂen Ean errmﬁgoaqf%rq‘eafcllﬁ{g%mv%g%dm rr?saFe Sbes
?n | car.%ls%< iti ents werﬁ ﬁ‘edtﬂueg&%eﬂ 0 he In the emergency
ovver?r%ryseven SCOres and demonstrated a trentl towara lower hospital charges (P-».0/6)
Table 2—Comparison of Safety Bolt Users and Nonusors on Injury Severity Score and Cost
Injury
Severity Sccrof Costt L
Vailabla Coefficient P Coefficient P
Safetybeltnonuse 1.88 0005 59.2 .0005
Alcohol use 1.13 .0016 730.1 .007
Front-end collision 0.79 .0039 583.0 .005
Rear-end collision -0.71 .0048 -361.7 .047
Posted speed limit, mph
30-45 0.74 .001 470.2 .0000
*55 0.51 a1 394.8 17
Age.y 0.032 .0001 2.7 0001
“Analysisof covariance.

(P%m mean i SO Injury severity score was 2.42 +0.23 tor safety bolt users and 4.30£0.22 for nonusers
»Adjusted mean - SD cost was S912.60==J172.90 tor safety beft users and $1508.90£$170.60 for nonusera

(P-.0005).

tently incurred higher charges than
safety belt wearers (Fig _2,_r|(_1ht): This
difference reached statistical signifi-
cance in drivers and front-seat passen-
%ers only. However, the number of
ack-seat passengers for statistical
comparison was Bmall (N = 158).
Patients who did not wear safety
belts who required hospital admission
demonstrated a trend toward hl?her
charges (Fig 3, right; $7250£8851 vs

$5300 £ $630, P =.076), though the sam-
ple size was small (N = 162). However,
In patients who were discharged or
transferred from the emergency de-
partment, a significant difference was
demonstrated, with restrained occu-
gants |ncurr|n2g average charges of
175+85 vs $228 +88 for unrestrained
occudpants (Pc.001). This represents a
23.3% reduction in charges for safety
belt wearers (Fig 3, right).
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Table 3.-Logistic Regression Results Comparing Safety Bolt Users and Nonusers by Injury Severity Score

Variable 0dds Ratio
Salary Beltnonuse 4.94
Front-end ool lision 4.74
Alcohol use 1.59
Posted speed limit, mph
30-15 197
>55 1.43
Age (20-year difference) 2.01
26Workman”
"Cog&yens tion
oMedicare
FroMedicaid

Without Safety Bells

Injury Severity Score >12

95% Confidence Intenal P
2.03-12.02 0004
2.10-10.66 .0002
068-174 29
0.91-4.15 09
0.37-5.58 .60
135- 2.9 006

2a\edicaid
ﬁ%ﬁe ICare
3Y\Wor ma%‘
ompensation
Wrth Safety Belts

Fig 4—Payment status lor patients with and without safety belts. HVIO indicafes health maintenance

0! anlzat|o¥.

Evaluation of payment status showed
that the majority of unrestrained pas-
sengers either had no payment S49.2%)
or were receiving governmental assis-
tance (5% public aid, 3% Medicare). Of
safety belt wearers, 57% had private
insurance or were enrolled in a health
maintenance organization, and 3% were
covered by workman’s compensation
(Pc.001, Fig4).

Multivariate analyses were also con-
ducted to assess the mdeFendent effect
of safety belt use on health care costs,
controlling for the covariates age, tYpe
of collision, posted speed limit, and alco-
hol usa_%e (Table 22). The addusted mean
costs differed by about $600 @ - .0008);
alcohol users incurred charges approxi-
mately $700 higher on average. Costs
were higher in front-end collisions, low-
erinrear-end collisions, higher at 30 to
45 mph, and increased with the age of
the patient.

COMMENT

This study suggests that safety belts
provide asignificant benefit in reducing
Injury and health care costs. We demon-
strated a 60.1% reduction in severity of
injury (51% after adjusting for other
variables), a 64.6% decrease in hospital
admissions, and a 66.3% decline in hos-
pital charges (49% for adjusted means)

3602  JAMA, Dec 23/30, 19B8—Vol 260, No. 24

in safety belt wearers, Ib our knowl-
edge, this is the first study evaluating
the efficacy of safety belt use in the
United States based on medical data.

By utilizing the ISS system, an abjec-
tive assessmentcan be made ofthe num-

berand severity ofinjuries in relation to
safety belt use. Previous studies' and
government reports' used police re-
port" in assessment of injury. In this
system, the police officer assigns the
accidentvictim an injury score of A, B,
C, or K (severe, moderate, minor, or
fatal injury). Obviously, data obtained
b%/. this system are of questionable reli-
ability. In addition, this study is unique
in that it also assessed the hosPltaI
charges associated with the care of the
injured motorist

Actual hospital and emergency de-
partment charges were used to esti-
mate health care costs in this analysis.
These are conservative estimates, in
that direct charges generated by pre-
hospital emergency services, rehospi-
taJizations, and rehabilitation were not
included. Furthermore, indirect costs
resulting from time lost from work, in-
creased Insurance premiums, and lost
productivity ofthose who die or are per-
manently disabled by MVAs were not
measured. Inclusion of these costs may
have resulted in even greater differ-

C

ences in cost estimates. The cost to care
for patients who required hospitaliza-
tion was higher for those who did not
wear safety belts, though statistical
significance was not reached (Fig 3,
right). However, the sample size in this
subgroup was small, suggesting a beta
error. Larger sample sizes may dem-
onstrate a statistically significant
difference. S

The four hospitals participating in the
study were geographically scattered
throughout Cook Countﬁ to include a
variety of roadways (hlg wags and ur-
ban and suburban roa 52. nly rural
roads were not represented. Baker et
al,0 however, stated that mortality
from MVAs may be highest in areas of
low population “density; this suggests
that we omitted from our sample roads
reS})onsmIe for high mortality from
MVAs. The months of January through
June were chosen to cover a variety of
road conditions in winter, spring, and
summer in Chicago. In addition, the
four hospitals admit patients from a
wide variety of socioeconomic groups,
with an assortment ofvehicles and driv-
mg[hablts. _ _

lu-oughout this study, we relied on
patient reporting and/or paramedic re-
porting of safety belt use. The actual
safety beltuse rate in Illinois at the time
of the study was 36%." Actual safety
belt use may be appreciably different
than reported, as it may be impossible
to obtain physical evidence ofsafety belt
use. Paramedics were asked to verify
the presence orah?ance ofrestraint use
at the scene. However, the accident vic-
tims were often out of their vehicles
when the ambulance arrived. In only 23
of the 618 cases with patients transport-
ed to the hospital by ambulance was
there disagreementon safety belt usage
between Raramedlcs and patients. Ifwe
assume, however, that restraint use is
only overrepcrted, ie, unrestrained pa-
tients stated that they were wearing a
safety belt and not vice versa, then
there would be an even greater henefit
in reducing injury and cost if the true
incidence were known.

It should be noted that onlﬁ/ those
Patlen_ts who presented to the hospital
pllowm% an MVA were included. Pa-
tients who did not present to the hospi-
tal, who presented over 24 hours follow-
ing injury, or who went directly to the
morgue were not included. In Cook
County, paramedics must transport all
seriously (or fatally) injured MVA vic-
tims to a hospital unless the patient has
dependent |IVIdItY_, rigor mortis, or de-
capitation, all un |kel¥ events in traffic
accidents. It is therefore unlikely that
any fatalities were not included n the
study due to direct transport to a

Effect of Safety Bells— Orsay el al



morgue. The number of uninjured mo-
torists who did not present to a hospital
is unknown and is not available through
the Departmentof Transportation.

Studies conducted in other countries,
many of which assessed the effects of
safety belt legislation, also demonstrate
the Dbenefit of safety belt use."”
Henderson and Wood" reﬁorted a25%
decrease in predicted deaths in the year
following safety belt legislation in New
South Wales, Australia. In an evalua-
tion of the Swedish experience, Mell-
bring et al¥reported a reduction in the
number of MVA victims admitted to
hosyutals following Ieglslatlon despite a
40% increase in reported MVAS. In En-
gland a retrospective study com|oar|ng
he 12 months precedlng and following
the enactment of safety belt use legisla-
tion revealed a mean ISS of4.94 before
and 2.8 after the law. A 42% reduction in
the number of front-seat occupants who
required hospital admission and a 27%
decline in the number of deaths follow-
ing introduction of the law was
reported.

In the United States, New York was
the first state to pass a mandatory-use
safety belt law. In the first nine months
after the law was enforced, MVA fatali-
ties decreased by 17%, resultlng in the
lowest highway fatallty rate (per 100
million miles ‘driven) "in several de-
cades.”In [llinois, where safetgbelt leg-
islation took effect inJuly 1985, an esti-
mated 55 to 60 lives were saved and 8000
serious mgurles were prevented in the
firstyear following enactment.’ Nation-
wide, the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration reported that
safety belt usage of fatally injured MVA
victims was about half the usage of
those whose injuries were less incapaci-
tating.0 Unrestrained occupants were
40% mare I|kel)&t0 beinjuredinan MVA
and twice as likely to require hospital-
ization as restrained occunants !

Compulsory safety belt use legisla-
tion appears to he the most effective
agent in increasing safety belt usag
Usage rates increased from just under
40% to 95% in England " from 20% to
80% in Sweden," from 15% to 90% in
Australia,"and from 21% to 47%n New
York state” after such legislation. In-
surance incentives* and mass-media
campaigns” have been ineffective in al-
tering the rate ofsafetybeltusa%e 0th-
er efforts to#)romote safety belt usage,
including safety belt pledge cards, In-
centive plans, and “awareness” pro-
grams have met with variable success.

Mandatory safety belt use legislation
has been a controversial topic in the
United States. Th date, 33 otates and
the District of Columbia have enacted
such legislation, while two additional

JAMA. Oec 23/30 1988\l 260 No. 24

C

states had safety belt use laws and later
repealed them (Massachusetts and Ne-
braska! Worldwide, over 30 countries
have passed mandatory use laws. The
United States is virtually the only de-
veloped nation that has not passed na-
tional safety belt legislation.’

The Department of Transportation
estimated the cost to sometg ofinjuries
sustained in MVAs at about $15.3 billion
in 1980.* Our results indicate a 66.3%
decreased cost attributed to safety belt
use. If this reduction i3 applied to the
estimated $15.3 billion, universal safetK
belt usage would save $10 1 billion eac
year. In our era of rising health care
costs, the safety belt may be a very
efficient mechanism for saving livesand
reducing costs.

Society bears the burden of MVAs,
notonlyindirecthealth costs butalso in
lost productivity of workers (indirect
costss) There were over 11 million lost
workdays for survivors of MVAS in
1985." The administrative and over-
head cost of motor-vehicle and health
insurance premiums totaled nearly
$13.8 billion in 1980.* Furthermore, in
1980, the federal government spent an
estimated $7.5 hillion and state and local
governments spent an estimated $3.4

illion for MVA-assotiated expenses.*

This study analyzed automobile safe-
ty belt use and subsequent severity of
injury and health care costs, Our data
su?gestthat inanurban setting, safety
belt utilization was associated with de-
creased severity of i m(jury from motor-
vehicle trauma and reduced the medical
care costs of injured motorists. This
analysis in combination with existing
evidence suPports a more agqbresswe
national posture toward safety belt us-
age for the benefit ofboth the individual
and the American people.
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Federal Register /VOHO, NoT 135 / Tuesday, July 17,1934 / Rules and Regulations

29010

with safety belts under Standard Nu. 206
has a safety belt properly fastened " e-
about his or her body at all times whan
the vehicle is In forward motion.

(b) Ifwaivers from the safety belt

S4.144 For the purposes of
calculating the numbers of cart
manufactured under $4.1.3.1.2.84.1.32,2
or84.1.3.3.2to comply with 84.1.2.1,
each carwhose driver's sealing position
will comply with these requirements by —ysage requirement are to be provided,
means other than any type of sea®, beltls  permit them formedical reasons only.
counted as 16 venicles. §O)Provide for the following

S. Standard No. 208 Is amended by enforcamont measures:
addins the following new sections: ﬂ)A penally of not less then $25.00
4 ‘Passengercarsmanufactured  (which may Indude court coats) for each
mn orafterSeptomber 1,1989. EXceptas  gecypant of a car who violates the belt
provided In 34.15, each passenger car Usage requirement.

September 1,19B8, by each
manufacturer, shall comply with tha
requirements of 54°2.1.

S4132  Passengercan
manufactured on or after September 1,
1987, and before September 1.1988.

541321 Subjectto $4.1,3.2.2and
84.1.34. eBch passenger car
manufactured on or after September 1,
1987. and before September 1,1908, shall
com%I with the requirements of
541721 34122 0r 4123,

341322 Subjectto $4.1.8, sn

amount of the cars specified in $4.1.3,2.1
equal to not leic than 25 percent of the
average annual production of passenger
cars manufactured on or after
September 1,1984, and before

manufactured on or after September 1,
1689, shall comply with the requirements
4121

54.15 Mandatory seathelt use laws,
84.15.1 |Ifthe Secretary of

)
—

(2 A provision specifying that the
violation of the belt usage requirement ,

.May be used to mitigate damage* with
respect to any person who I*involved In ,

8 passenger car accident while violating

Transportation determines, by not later

September 1,1987, by each
than Bril 1,1989. that sUte mandatory

manufacturer, shall comply with the the belt usage requirement and who .

seeks in any subsequent litigation to

reguirements 0f34121 safet?/ elt usage laws have been ! .
4133 Passenger care enacted that meat the criteria specified ~ recover damages for injuries resulting <
from the accident. Thisrequirementis e

manufactured on or after September 1, in 34.15.2and that are applicable to not
1938,and bdfore September |, 1989. less than two-thirds of the total

84.1.33.1 Subject to S4.1.332and quu!atlon of the 50 states and the
54.1.3.4, each passenger car istrict of Columbia (based on tha most
manufactured on or after September 1, ~ recent Estimates of the Resident
1988, and before September 1,1989, shall ~ Population of States, by Age, Current
comply wit&<he requiremente of PoPuIatlon Reports, Series P-25, Bureau

54121, 54.1.2.2 or 54,1.2.3. of the Census), each passenger ca
544.33.2 Subject to S4.15, an manufacture(?under%4.1.3 gr 84,ﬂ4on September 1,1989.

ajnount of the cars specified in S4.1,331  or after the date of that determination_ JS€a 103119, Pub. 1, 58-583.80Stat 718 (15
equal to not less than 40 percentofthe  shall comply with the requirementrof —— =ins.C. i3B2%407)

average annual production of passenger . 84,121 54122 0r34123, _ _"Uauod: Julyll'1934. m -

garstm aguf%cltgg%d ondotr) affter t§3t4.1.5.2d Tthe m |r%|nt1urt1)1 i:trlterla flor Elizabeth H-Do!*, .
eptember 1,1985, and before state mandatory safety belt usage 1aws  secretaryoffransportntion, f
SOptefm bter 1:19ﬁ8-”by eaclh Tth 't'h_ - ¥ - [PRrS:a:}./M— TKMrPWI it(tnp «) - e rt-m

manufacturer, shall comply with the M ) }

requirements ofS4.1.2.1.p¥ WUINQ CCOL 4SW-SMI - o=

satisfied If there Is a rule of law In the
State permitting such mitigation.

(3 A program to encourage
compliance with the belt usage
requirement.

(d) An effective date ofnot later than

(aj Require that Bach front seat _r
occupant ofa passenger car equipped
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FISCAL ANALYSIS FOR CSSB 110 March 1, 1989

A review of the bill indicates the only additional cost would be
in providing psychological testing and polygraph examination of
new applicants. *

ANCHORAGE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

For Anchorage International Airport, historical employee turnover
is nine (9) employees per year. It is estimated that three (3)
applicants would receive the tests before final selection for
each position. The cost of the examination is $400 ($250 for
psychological and $150 for polygraph). The total cost would be
nine (9) hires x three (3) applicants x $400.00 = $10,800.

FAIRBANKS INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

For Fairbanks International Airport, historical employee turnover
is three (3) employees per year. It is estimated that three (3)
applicants would receive the tests before final selection for
each position. The cost of the examination is $400 ($250 for
psychological and $150 for polygraph) .The total cost would be
nine (3) hires x three (3) applicants x $400.00 » $3,600,

* A comment from the Department of Administration, Labor
Relations, 1indicates that they see no immediate impact. How—
ever, they do feel that there may be long range 1impact, due to
possible requests for salary increases due to the necessary
certification.



Department of Transportation 81 Public Facilities

POSITIONPAPER

BILL No:  SSSB 110 APPROVED: Mark S. Kickey
Commissioner

TITLE; Airport Security Police DATE! March 1, 1989

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities (DOT&PF)
supports Sponsor Substitute for Senate Bill No. 110 as amended.

Certification as a basic police office 1is the accepted
professional standard for most police agencies and their

officers. Certification will mandate that all officers will meet
and maintain a minimum Jlevel of professional training and
expertise 1in their field. By assuring the proper training,
liability limits may be lowered. Airport Safety Officers would

be required to adhere to the law enforcement Code of Ethics, thus
giving the Department a better means of discipline for
noncompliance,

The acceptance of Airport Safety 1in the program will help
management recruit candidates and employ officers who adhere to

certain recognized professional standards. Certification is a
recognition of professional achievement in the law enforcement
career.

In summation, we believe the activities of the Airport Safety
Officers are compatible with certification, and that
certification will 1increase our ability to maintain a highly
qualified professional staff. The establishment of minimum
selection, training and retention requirements for Airport Safety
Officers 1is vital to the International Airport System.

Forftxrthe] als65-3900
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i Introduced: 2/21/89
Referred: Transportation

1 IN THE SENATE BY STURGULEWSKI AND PEARCE
2 SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 110
3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
4 SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
5. A BILL
6 For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to certain officers and employees of
7 the Department of Transportation and Public Facili-
8 ties who are stationed at an international airport,”

& BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

10! * Section 1. AS 18.65.290(5) 1is amended to read:
n ; (5) "police officer"” means
12 (A) a full-time employee of the state or a local

police department with the authority to arrest and 1issue cita-

M tions; detain a person taken into custody until that person can
15 be arraigned before a judge or magistrate; conduct investigations
16 of wviolations of and enforce criminal laws, regulations and
17 traffic Ulaws; search with or without a warrant persons, dwell-
18*° ings, and other forms of property for evidence of a crime; carry
19 a concealed weapon; and take other action consistent with exer-
Z) CiSE of these enumerated powers when necessary to maintain the
21 public peace;

22 (B) an officer or employee of the Department of Trans-
23 portation and Public Facilities who 1is stationed at an interna-
24 tional airport and has been designated to have the general police
25 powers authorized under AS 02.15.230(a);

26 * Sec. 2. AS 23.10.037(b) is amended to read:

21 (b) The provisions of (a) of this section do not apply to the
28 state or a political subdivision of the state when dealing with police
%1i officers [POLICEMEN] in its employ or with persons applying to be

sBonob -1- sssb NO

COMMITTEE COPY



employed as police officers [POLICEMEN]. In this subsection, "police

2 officers” Includes officers and employees ot the Department of Trans-
Y porcation and Public Facilities who are stationed at an international
4. airport and have been designated to have the general police powers

5 authorized under AS 02.15.230(a).

x Sec. 3. Notwithstanding AS 18.65,290(5), at amended by sec. 1 of this
7 Act, an employee Ci the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
8 who holds a position on the effective dace of this Act that would be cover-

9jed by the amendment made to AS 13.65.290(5) by sec. 1 of this Act and who

ml does not hold a police officer certificate 1issued by the Alaska Police

Standards Council is not subject to AS 18.65.130 - 18.65.290 or Che regu—
12 lations adopted wunder AS 18.65.130 - 18.65.290 while employed bv the
B Department of Transportation and Public Facilities until two rears after
14

the effective date of this Act. During this two-year period, the Depart-

5
:ccent of Transportation and Public Facilities may not discriminate against a

16
i person described by this section in an employment matter related to the

17
person®"s wages and benefits payable, promotion and reassignment opportuni-

18
Il cie6, or training necessary to attain certification because tne person does

19
not have a certificate issued by the Alaska Police Standards Council.
20
21!

»

22
I

23
24 |
25
261
I
27y
28
28]

ISSSB 110
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ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

Sen. Lloyd Jones, Chairman

Sen. Bettye Fahrenkamp, Vice Chairman P.0. Box V
Sen. John B. "Jack" Coghill - 1 Juneau, AK 99811
Sen. Paul Fischer ’

Sen. Pat Pourchot 007-465-4921

Senate Transportation Committee

LETTER OF N.TENT
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL 110

It is the intent of the legislature that the Department of
Transportation make every possible effort to ensure that
persons currently employed as Airport Safety Officers are able
to remain in state employment if found ineligible for
certification by the Alaska Police Standards Council.



ALASKA PEACE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION

Anchorage Chapter

P. 0. Box 103824
Anchorage, AK 99510
Phone 561-2878

Senator Arlyss Sturgulewski
Pouch V
Juneau, Alaska 99803

Re: Senate Bill No. 110

Dear Senator Sturgulewski,

The Alaska Peace Officers Association, Anchorage Chapter would like to
thank you for your sponsorship of SB 110, an act relating to the jurisdiction
d'f the Alaska Police Standards Council.

We have recognized for some time the expertise required and the danger
present for the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities employees
stationed at the airport. The men and women must be trained as firemen as
well a police officers yet work without realizing the full benefit of either.

This bill will correct that injustice.

Thank you again for sponsoring this important legislation. Please let us
know if we can be of any assistance in securing passage of this bill.

Sincerely,

Dorothy a. Hansen
Secretary, Anchorage Chapter

1527D
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Slasfea £8>tate legislature

2057SHELDON JACKSON STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99508

ARLISS STURGULEWSKI -~
Senale President Pro Tempore wriein Junuu
Chairman, Senate Rules Committee JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-3818
Senate
MEMORANDUM 22 February 1989
TO: Senator Lloyd Jones
FROM: Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
RE: Senate Bill 110

Senate Bill 110 is designed to upgrade the professional
standards which must be met by airport safety officers.
Currently airport safety officers must meet training standards
equivalent to those of police officers but they do not fall
under the jurisdiction of the Alaska Police Standards Council.

This legislation adds a subsection to the statute
defining who comes under the jurisdiction of the Alaska Police
Standards Council. This new subsection adds certain airport
security officers to the definition of police officer for the
purposes of Alaska Police Standards Council jurisdiction.

The Alaska Police Standards Council and the Department of
Transportation both support this legislation. Attached 1is
the letter we received from the Alaska Airport Safety Officers
Association requesting the bill and explaining the
association®s reasons for wanting professional certification.
Also attached is a letter of support from the Alaska Police
Standards Council.

I believe that increased standards for Airport Safety
Officers can only be of benefit to the state. 1 would
appreciate your scheduling this bill as soon as is possible.



SECTIONAL ANALYSIS
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL 110
22 February 1989

SECTION 1:

Adds (B) "an officer of employee of the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities who is stationed at an
international airport and has been designated to have the
general police powers authorized under AS 02.15.230(a)l
to the definition of a "police officer” for purposes of the
Alaska Police Standards Council jurisdiction.

SECTION 2:

Adds to the definition of "police officer”™ for purposes
of allowing the state or a political subdivision of the state
to administer a polygraph to an employee or job applicant.

SECTION 3:
This section allows airport safety officers to take two
years to achieve certification. This section also provides

that the department may not discriminate against any employee
during that time.



Article 2. Alaska Police Standards Council.

Section Section
130. Policy i 245. Denial or revocation of certificate
150. Composition of council 248. Employment of correctional, proba—
160. Appointment tion, and parole officers
égg '?ngr:isng prograns 285. Mun-ic_ip_al correctional employees

) 290. Definitions

242. Standards for correctional, proba—
tion, and parole officers

Sec. 18.65.130. Policy. The administration of criminal justice af-
fects the health, safety and welfare of the people of this state, and
requires education and training of a professional quality. It is a pri-
mary public interest that applicants meet minimum standards for
employment as police officers, probation and parole officers, and cor-
rectional officers, and that criminal justice education and training be
made available to police officers, probation and parole officers, and
correctional officers serving in a probationary capacity and police offi-
cers, probation and parole officers, and correctional officers already in
regular service. It is of secondary public interest to encourage the
establishment ofpreliminary training programs for persons seeking to
bhecome police officers, probation and parole officers, and correctional
officers. (§ 1ch 178 SLA 1972;am § 1ch 19 SLA 1981;am § 1ch 112
SLA 1988)

Effect of amendments. — The 1988  correctional officers””throughout the last
amendment, effective July 1, 1988, in-  two sentences,
serted "probation and parole officers, and

Sec. 18.65.140. Creation. There is created in the Department of
Public Safety the Alaska Police Standards Council. (§ 1 ch 178 SLA
1972; am E.0. No. 45 § 2 (1980) _ ) )
~SecM8.65.150. Composition of council. The council consists ot

the following persons:
(1) fcur chiefadministrative officers or chiefs of police of local gov-

ernments;
(2) the commissioner of public safety or a designee of the commis-

sioner;
(3) the commissioner of corrections or a designee ot the commis-

sioner;

(4) one correctional administrative officer who is employed at the
level of a deputy director or higher; and

(5) four members of the public at large with at least two from the
communities of 2,500 population or less. (§ 1ch 178 SLA 1972;am § 2

ch 19 SLA 1981; am § 2 ch 112 SLA 1988)

Effect of amendments. - The 1988 redesignated former paragraph (3) us
amendment, effective July 1, 1988, in- present paragraph ().
serted present paragraphs (3) and (4) and

Sec. 13.65.160. Appointment. The commissioner of public safety
or a designee and the commissioner of corrections or a designee shall
serve during each commissioner’s v. ttinuance in office. Other mem-
bers of the council shall be appointed by the governor for staggered
terms of four years, except thata member may not serve beyond the
time the member holds the office that established eligibility for ap-
pointment. A vacancy on the council shall be filled for the remainder
of a member’s unexpired term in the same manner as the original
appointment. (§ Lch 178 SLA 1972; am § 3 ch 19 SLA 1981;am § 3

ch 112 CT A ino®'



Sec. 18.65.170. Chairman and vice chairman. The council shall
select its chairman and vice chairman annually. (§ 1 ch 178 SLA

1972)

‘Sec. 18.65.180. Holding another office. Membership on the coun-
cil does not disqualify a member from holding any other public office
or employment. (§ 1 ch 178 SLA 1972)

Sec. 18.65.190. Compensation and expenses. The members of
the council receive no salary, but. are entitled to per diem and travel
expenses authorized by law for other hoards and commissions. (8 1ch

178 SLA 1972)

Sec. 18.65.200. Meetings. The council shall meet at least twice a
year, The chairman shall set the time and place of the meeting, either
on the cha.<n:an’s own”o”gp, or on written request by any three
members of the council.. (§ 1 ch 178 SLA 1972)

Sec. 18.65.220. Powers. The council has the power to
18((13)5 gggpt requlations for the administration of AS 18.65.130 —

(2) establish minimum standards for_emp|o>(r_nent_as a police officer,
probation or parole officer, and correctional officer in a permanent or
probationary position and certify persons to be qualified as police offi-
cers, probation or parole officers, and correctional officers under AS
18.65.130 — 18.65.290, . _

(3) establish minimum criminal justice curriculum requirements
for basic, specialized, and in-service courses and programs for schools
operated by or for the state or a political subdivision of the state for
the specific purpose of training police recruits, police officers, proba-
tion and parole officers, and correctional officers,

(4) consult and cooperate with municipalities, agencies ofthe state,
other governmental agencies, universities, colleges_, and other institu-
tions concerning the development of police, probation and parole offi-
cer, and correctjonal officer training schools and programs ofcriminal
justice instruction;

&5)_ employ an administrator and other persons necessary to carry
out Its duties under AS 18.65.130 — 18.65.290; o

(6) investigate when there is reason; to believe that a police officer,
probation or parole officer, or correctional officer does not meet tre-
minimum standards for employment; in connection with the investi-
gation the council may subpoena persons, hooks, records, or docu-
ments related to the investigation and require answers in writing
under oath to questions asked by the council or the administrator.
(8 L1ch 178 SLA'1972; am § 4 ch 19 SLA 1981; am § 1ch 1 SLA 1984;
am §4 ch 112 SLA 1988

Effect of amendments. — The 1988  serted "probation and parole officer, and
amendment, effective July 1, 1988, re— correctional officer’?and inserted "proba—
wrote paragraph (2), which read "estab— tion or parole officer, or correctional offi—
lish minimum standards for employment o jn paragraph ().
as a police officer in permanent or proba—  ggjtor 3 notes. — Section 11, ch. 112,
g&;r?f?;gosegm;sl?gg %ef';ti::feyrs[)eziczilsrtoAbs‘a SLA 1988 requires the council to report to
18.65.130 - 18.65.200"; in paragraph (3, o'C legislature by February 15, 1989, re—
made a minor punctuation change and garding the administrative and policy
substituted "recruits, police officers, pro—
bation and parole officers, and correc—
tional officers”for "recruits or police offi—
cers”] in paragraph (4, deleted "bor—
oughs”Preceding "municipalities”and in-

changes that the council makes with re—
spect to correctional, probation, and pn-
role officers as a result of the inclusion of
those officers within the authority of the
council by ch. 112, SLA 1988.



Sec. 18.65.230. Training programs. The council shall establish
and maintain police training programs, probation and Rarole officer
training programs, and correctional training programs through those
a%enmes and institutions that the council considers appropriate. (§ 1
ch 178 SLA 1972; am § 5 ch 112 SLA 1988)

Effect of amendments. — The 1988 catchline and inserted “probation and pa-
amendment, effective July 1, 1988, de- role officer training programs, and correc-
leted "Police™ at the beginning of the tional officer training programs.””

Sec. 18.65.240. Standards, (a) A person may not be appointed as a
police officer, except on a probationary basis, unless the person (1) has
satisfactorily completed a basic program of police training approved
by the council, and (2) possesses other qualitications the council has
established for the employment of police officers, mcIudm% but not
limited to minimum age, education, physical and mental standards,
citizenship, moral character, and experience. The council shall pre-
scribe the means of presenting evidence of fulfillment of these require-

ments,

(b) The council shall issue a certificate evidencing satisfaction of
the requirements of (a) of this section to an applicant who satisfies
tnose requirements or who satisfies the requirements of (a) (22 of this
section and satisfactorily completes a program or course of instruction
in _anotherAurlsdlctl_on equivalent in content and quality to that re-
quired by the council for approved police education and training pro-
grams_in this state. - -

(c) The council may deny or revoke the certificate of a police officer
who does not meet the standards adopted under (a{ (2} of this section.
(8 1 ch 178 SLA 1972; am &5, 6 ch 19 SLA 1981)

Sec. 18.65.242, Standards for correctional, probation, and pa-
role officers, (a) The council shall establish qualifications for em-
Pnlg urr&ﬁ% of p .sons as correctional, probation, and parole officers,

(1) minimum age, physical and mental standards, citizenship,
moral character, and experience; and

2) minimum education standards.

b) The council shall o .

1), prescribe the means of presenting evidence of fulfillment of the
requirements set out in (53 of this section; and _

(2) issue a certificate evidencing satisfaction of the requirements of
(a) of this section to an. applicant who _ _

A) satisfies the requirements of (a)(1) of this section; and

B] meets the minimum education standards of (a)(2) of this section
by satisfactorily completln? a_trammg&oro ram for correctional, pro-
bation, or parole officers established under AS 18.65.230 or a course of
instruction in another jurisdiction equivalent in content and quality
to that required by the council for approved correctional, probation, o
parole officer education and training programs in this state.

(c) In the evaluation of applicants against the mental standards
developed under (r.HI) of this section, the council shall use evaluation
methods that do not discriminate against applicants of different eth-
nic origins. (8 6 ch 112 SLA 1988?

Effective dates. — Section 12, ch. 112,  18.65.248, added by sec. 6 of this Act. this
SLA 1988, provides: "Except for AS Act takes effect July 1, 1988.7”



Sec. 18.65.245. Denial or revocation of certificate. The council

m
?i’) deny a certificate to an applicant for a correctional officer certifi-
cate or a probation or parole officer certificate if the applicant, does not
meet the standards adopted by the council under AS 18.65.242(a);
(2) revoke the certificate of & correctional officer or a probation or

parole officer who, having

been issued a certificate, fails to meet the

standards adopted by the council under AS 18.65.242(a). (§ 6 ch 112

SLA 1988)

Effective dates. — Section 12, ch. 112,
SLA 1988, provides: "Except for AS

18.65.248, added by sec. 6 of this Act, this
Act takes effect July 1, 1988."

Sec. 18.65.248. Employment of correctional, probation, and
parole officers, Ea) A person may not be appointed a3 a correctional

officer or as a pro

ation or parole officer unless the person has a valid

certificate issued by the council under AS 18.65.242.

emp

tionary hasis may not exceed the period authorized for
employment detérmined by the council. (§ 6 ch 112 S

Effective dates.- Section 10, ch. 112,
SLa 19S8 provides: "AS 18.65.248, added
by sec. 6 of this Act, takes effect six
months after the date on which the
Alaska Police Standards Council adopts
regulations establishing training pro-
grams for correctional, p".olation, and pa-
role officers under, A0 18.65.230, as
amended by cec. Of this Act, and defin-
ing qualifications for employment as
those officers under AS 18.65.242, added
by sec. 6 of this Act.””

Section 12, ch. 112, SLA 1988, provides:
"Except for AS 18.65.248, added by sec. 6
of this Act, this Act takes effect July 1,
1988."

Editor § notes. — Section 9, ch. 132,
SLA 1988 provides:

"(@ Notwithstanding AS 18.65.248,
added by sec. 6 of this Act, a person em-
ployed by the state as a rorrcctional, pro-
bation, or parole officer on the effective
date of AS 18:05.248, may continue to be

(b1 The provisions of (a) of this section do not apply to a person
oyed on a probationary basis, except that employment on a proba-

Erobatlonary
A 1988)

cate issued by the Alaska Police Stan-
dards Council. The Department of Correc-
tions may not discriminate against a per-
son employed as a correctional, probation,
or parole officer under thi? subsection in
any matter relating to the officer's em-
ployment status, wages and benefits pay-
able, promotion and reassignment oppor-
tunities, or training necessary to attain
certification because the officer does not
have a certificate issued by the Alaska Po-
lice Standards Council.

"(b) A person continuing inemployment
under the exemption provided in (@) of
this section who terminates that employ-
ment after the effective date of AS
18.65.248 may be reemploye.d by the state
as a correctional, probation, or parole offi-
cer only ifthe person holds avalid certifi-
cate issued by the Alaska Police Stan-
dards Council."

For legislative letter of intent in con-
nection with sec. 9(@), ch. 112, SLA 1988,

employed as an officer without a certifi- see 1988 House Journal 2395.

Sec. 18.65.250. Financial assistance, (a) The Governor's Com-
mission on the Administration ot Justice has the authority to assist
political subdivisions and police departments in meeting the costs
Involved by extending financial assistance for travwl, per diem, tuition
and other costs.

(b) Only those political subdivisions and police departments
complying with AS 18.65.130 — 18.65.290 are eligible for financial
assistance authorized under AS 44.19.116. This subsection applies
only to those funds made available for_providing minimum police
standards. (§ 1 ch 178 SLA 1972; am §7 ch 19°SLA 1981)



Sec. 18.65.260. Grants, (a) The council may accept donations of
property, both real and personal, and grants of money from a govern-
mental unit or public agency, or from an institution or person. An
arrangement made under this section shall be detailed in the annual
report of the council. The report must include the identity of the do-
nor. the nature of the transaction, and the conditions of the grant, if
any. All money received by the council under this section shall be
deposited in the state treasury to the account of the council.

(b) The council shall provide for and administer a funding program
authorized in (a) of this section. In the administration of the program
the council shall promote the most efficient and economical program
for police training, including the maximum utilization of existing fa-
cilities and programs to avoid duplication. (§ 1ch 178 SLA 1972; am
§ 8 ch 19 SLA 1981)

Sec. 18.65.270. Applicability of Administrative Procedure
Act. AS 18.65.150 — 18.65.290 shall be administered in compliance
with the Administrative Procedure Act (AS 44.62). (§ 1ch 178 SLA
1972)

Sec. 18.65.280. Exemptions, (a) The commissioner and deputy
commissioner of public safety and the chief administrative officers of
local police departments are exempt from the requirements of AS
18.65.240. However, a person appointed chiefofa local police depart-
ment after July 1, 1981, who performs any operational duties, shall
meet the requirements of AS 18.65.240(a)(1).

(b) A political subdivision with an established police training pro-
gram meeting the requirements of AS 18.65.220(2) and (3) may
exclude itself from the requirements of AS 18.65.240 by ordinance.
The exclusion has no effect on eligibility to receive federal or state
grants. (§ 1 ch 178 SLA 1972; am § 9 ch 19 SLA 1981)

Revisor's notes. — The words "a politi-  revisor of statutes pursuant to AS
cal subdivision” were substituted for "any ~ 01.05.031.
local government™ in subsection (b) by the

Sec. 18.65.235. Municipal correctional employees. A munici-
pality that employs persons in a municipal correctional facility may,
by ordinance, require that those pemlJfts meet the requirements of AS
18.65.130 — 18.65.290 that are applicable to correctional officers. (§
ch 112 SLA 1988)

Revisor's notes. — Enacted as AS SLA 1988, provides: "Except for AS

18.65.280(c). Renumbered in 1988 18.65.248, added by sec, 6 of this Act, this
Effective dates. — Section 12, ch. 112, Act takes effect July 1, 1988.”

—~

Sec. 18.65.290. Definitions. InAS 18.65.130 — 18.65.290

(1) "chief administrative officer” means a chief of police or other
official who is head of a police department in a political subdivision;

(2) "correctional officer” means a person appointed by the commis-
sioner of corrections whose primary duty under AS 33.30 is to provide
custody, care, security, control, and discipline of persons charged or
convicted of offenses against the state or held under authority of state
law;

(3) "council” means the Alaska Police Standards Council,

(4) "parole officer” means a person appointed by the commissioner
of corrections to perform the duties of supervising the parole of pris-
oners under AS 33.16;

(5) "police officer” means a full-time employee of the state or a local
police department with the authority to arrest and issue citations;



detain a person taken into custody until that person can be arraigned
before a judge or magistrate; conduct investigations of violations of
and enforce criminal laws, regulations and traffic laws; search with or
without a warrant persons, dwellings, and other forms of property for
evidence of a crime; carry a concealed weapon; and take other action
consistent with exercise of these enumerated powers when necessary
to maintain the public peace;
(6) "probation officer” means a person appointed by the commis-

sioner of corrections to perform the duties ofa probation officer under
AS 33.05. (8 1ch178 SLA 1972;am §§ 10,11 ch 19 SLA 1981;am § 8

ch 112 SLA *888)

Revisor's notes. — R_eor?anized_ in amendment, effective July 1, 1988, in-
1986 and 1988 to alphabetize the defined  serted para?raphs (2) and"(4), and added

' h
terEr??ect of amendments. — The 1988 paragraph (5



ff 02.15.210 AsBONAImca i 02.15.225

()  The commissioner shall adopt regulations to effectuate the pur*
of this section that are.consistent with standards established by
,participatipg»federal agepcies.‘(S 1 ch 90 SLA 19r60) ot

Sec. 02.15.210. Exclusive rights prohibited. The deportment
may not grant an exclusive right for the use of an airway, airport, or
air navigation fadhty under jurisdiction.-This section does not
preventthe making of contracts, leasee and other arrangements under
AS 02.15.060 — 02.15.100 and 02.16.120, including exclusive con-
tracts for the sale and delivery of in-bond merchandise described in
AS 02.15.091. (5 8B ch 123 SLA 1949; am 5 3 ch 111 SLA 1982)

-

WS ey A :

n>-

Jk>c, 02.1B"~O. Enforeement ofj*ronatrd«Tawm .la) The de-
pBfrtfflrht and its officers and employees, and every state and munid-
pal officer charged with the enforcement of state and munidpal laws,
shall enforce and assist in the enforcement of this chapter and ofall
regulations adopted and orders issued under it and any other state
regulations or laws pertaining to the operation of aircraft. - ...

(b) Any person mentioned in (a) of this section may.inspect and
examine, alt reasonable hours, any aircraft, premises, and the build-
.ings and other structures thereon, where airports, air navigation fadl-
ities, air schools, or other aeronautical activities are operated or con-
ducted. (8 313 ch 123 SLA 1949) :

Sec. 02.15.225. Accidents involving state or municipal air-
craft. (a) An aircraft acddent involving an aircraft operated by the
state or a munidpality shall be reported by the person who caused or
authorised the operation of the aircraft to the National Transporta-
tion Safety Board and the Department of Public Safety.

(b) The Department of Public Safety shall request the National
Transportation Safety Board to investigate each aircraft acddent re-
ported under (a) of this section. The Department of Public Safety shall
supply information regarding the aircraft acddent requested by the
Notional Transportation Safety Board if the information is available
to the Department of Public Safety.

(c) In this section "aircraft acddent” means

(1) an occurrence associated with the operation of an aircraft that
takes place between the time a person boards the aircraft with the
intention of flight until the time the person disembarks and in which

(A) aperson suffers death or serious ir\jury as a result ofbeing in or
on the aircraft, or by direct contact with the aircraft or an object
attached to the aircraft; or

17
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f 02.16,230 Alaska Btatutu | 02.16.240

(B) the aircraft receives substantial damage as defined under regu-
lation* of the National Transportation Safety Board;

(2) flight control system malfunction or failure;

(3) inability of d required flight crewmember to perform normal

fllgzht duties as d result ofmjury or illness;

4) tailure~ of @ turbina f*Tine .rotor, yxdudlng compressor blades
>f .

and turbine bycjcets; C e J.

.(5) in-flight.Ere; T &

(6) aircraft collision in flight; or

(7) disappearance of an aircraft believed to haye been involved in.
an accident ,'(.§ 1 ch.,l3%3*l?ﬁ 1984) G .

The commisaioner and
mo”'offlceftTaSaemployeee ofthe department who the commissioner
may designate have general police powers in aid ofthe enforcement of/
this chapter, mid the regulations and orders issued under it and all
other laws of the state relating to.aeronautics.

(b) Upon bilateral agreement; the commissioner may designate in»
dividuals licensed under AS 18.65.400 — 18.65.490 and police officers
employed by the state or its political subdivisions to be present during
the final passenger screening process before the boarding of each
flight required to be in compliance with passenger screening regula-
tions of the Federal Aviation Administration. Persons designated un-.
dor this section, while performing their duties under that agreement,
have the general police powers set outin (a) ofthis section. (5 13 B ch
123 SLA ]949; am‘*] 2 eh 6 SLA 1978)

e ’ -'9_«0* A NpTKS TO DECJSW\lS *
lied la Clark v. SUU; Ct App. * Kk ' .- -
FY)Ii)(ile(FIIE(; No. AV1840) 78g P.2d % R \
* d‘ . U (11} *I .* I I .’* L I * *

Sec, G2.15J240. Penalties, (a) A person V|olat|ng a provision of
this chapter, or d provision of a regulation adopted or order issued
under this chapter is guilty ofa misdemeanor, and upon conviction is
punishable by a fine ofnot more than $500, or by imprisonment ofnot
more than 90 days; or by both. Y

(b) For aviolation ofany section ofthis chapter, in addition to or in
lieu of the penalties provided by (a) ofthis section, or as a condition to
the suspension of d sentence which may be imposed, the court may
prohibit the violator from operating an aircraft within the state for a
period it may determine but not more than one year. Violation of the
prohibition of court may be treated as a separate offense under this
section or as a contempt of court. Whenever a conviction is obtained,
the prosecuting authority shall notify the department. (9 12 ch 123
SLA 1?49) . :



AIRPORT SECURITY

fTh* foUojn* isw natarat Fw Knl ATiAtioe Ha*uU«w«,_F»rt IW | o» am«odrf,

; 107.15 Law enforcement support./, o ~e oo

(a) ' Each airport operator shall provide law enforcement officers in the number
and in a manner adequate to support—

(1) Its security program; and

(2) Each passenger screening system required by Part 108 or Part 129.25 of
this chapter.

(b) For scheduled or public charter passenger operations with airplanes having a
passenger seating configuration (as defined in Part 108.3 of-this chapter) of:
more than 30 but less than 8L seats for Which a passenger screening system is

- not required, each airport operator shall ensure that law enforcement officers
are available and committed to respond to an incident at the request of a '
certificate holder or foreign air carrier and shall ensure that the request
procedures are provided to the certificate holder or foreign air carrier.

107.17 Law enforcement officers
P S ¥ . .
(a) * No airport operator may use or arrange for response by any person as a
required law enforcement officer unless, while on duty at the airport, the
officer—

(1) Has the arrest authority described in paragraph (b) of this section;

(2) 1ls readily Identifiable by uniform and displays or carries a badge or other
indicia of authority;



. Uamed with £ firearm ard authonised to um It: tnd

" .*
'«) iHas computed a training program that mitts the requirements in
paragraph (c) of thia Motion.

(b) .The Uw enforcement officer must, whUe on duty at the airport, have the
authority to arrest, with or without a warrant, for the following violations of

.- the criminal laws of the State and local jurisdictions in which the airport Is
locatedx Yo'V .V

- (D A priajf committed in the officer's presence.

(2) A felony, when the officer has reason to believe thatthe suspect has
committed [f.

* ey o

(c> The training program required by paragraph (aX4) of this section must provide
training in the subjects specified in paragraph (d) of this section and either—

/(1) fMeet the training standards, if any, prescribed by either the State or
Jlocal jurisdiction in which the airport is located, for law enforcement
«officers perfprrotog coraperitoU functions; or -»

- (2) If the State and local jurisdictions in which the airport islocated  donot
prescribe training standards for officers performing comparable
functions, be acceptable to the Administrator.

(d) .The training program required by paragraph (ax4) of this section must include
trainingdpt 1 ., .. &

(@ The un of firearms)

(2) The courteous and efficient treatment of persons subject to Inspection,
detention, search, arrest, and other aviation security activities;



STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

P.0. BOXN
ALASKA POLICE STANDARDS COUNCIL JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811-1200

PHONE: (907) 465-4378

January 13, 1989

The Honorable Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Senator

P.0. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Senate Bill No. 110

The Alaska Police Standards Council discussed the matter of the certification
of Airport Safety Officers at their meeting on September 15-16, 1988, and it
was their belief that a statute change should be initiated if the Department
of Transportation felt that the certification of Airport Safety Officers is

appropriate.

The council instructed me to advise Commissioner Mark S. Hickey that should
his agency decide to initiate the necessary action for a statute change that
the council would not oppose the legislation, and if deemed necessary would
provide staff assistance to support the change.

The council members discussed at Jlength the many parallels between the
Airport Safety Officer and Municipal Police Officer positions, noting that
they are required to attend the same training programs, the duties and
responsibilities are very similar, they are sworn to uphold the laws of the
State of Alaska and they are required to carry firearms on duty. Bearing
these similarities in mind the council agreed that it would be reasonable to
require the Airport Safety Officers to meet the same standards now in effect

for police officers.

It should be noted that the council does not anticipate that this change in
the statute would necessitate an expansion in the council 3 membership and
they would not support legislation in this area.

MA
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in a position to assume

In conclusion the council supports this bill and is
of Airport

the responsibility for the implementation of the certification
Safety Officers with no increase in their FY 90 budget request.

Please contact me for further information.

Sincerely,

N Executive Director

JWW/vIh

Representative Bette M. Cato

Richard Gressett, P.S.E.A.
Commissioner Mark S. Hickey, D.O.T.

CC:



January 17, 1989

Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
Alaska State Senate

Mail Stop 3100

P.O. Box V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Sturgulewski:

Federal Aviation Administration regulations require Airport

Safety Officers, more commonly known as Airport Police, to meet

the standards set forth by the Alaska Police Standards Council

that governs certification of Police Officers. Although Airport
Safety Officers already meet and exceed these requirements, they
are not now certified. Commissioner Hickey of the Department of
Transportation and respective Airport Management, "...believe

certification will increase our ability to maintain a highly

qualified staff.... and provide them expanded training opportuni—
ties.” The Alaska Police Standards Council is not opposed to

certification of Airport Safety Officers, but believes a statute

change 1s necessary due to outdated statutory definitions. It 1is
thought such certification would be a matter of paperwork and of
nominal expense.

Additionally, such overdue recognition not only will represent
personal achievement and pride throughout the advanced levels of
accreditation, but also dictate an exemplary degree of conduct
for officers both on and off duty with punitive consequences 1if

violated.

Airport Safety Officers have historically performed a "public
safety" service utilizing their cross-training in the police and
fire fields, as many certified municipal departments throughout
the State now do. Airport Safety Officersl uniform patch and
badge clearly identify, and in fact state, first and foremost
that they are indeed a "Police Officer.”
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Senator Arliss Sturgulewski
January 17, 1989

Senate Bill #110 legitimizes the authority long held by Airport
Safety Officers and would ensure that the millions of traveling
public are being provided the level of professional law enforce—
ment service the citizens of Alaska expect and deserve.

Thank you for your support in this endeavor.

WVl
s
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IN THE SENATE BY COGHILL
SENATE BILL NO. 124

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL

2 For an Act entitled: "An Act authorizing the Department of Transportation
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and Public Facilities to construct the Lynn Canal
Highway Project, consisting of roads and of vessels
and ferry terminals for the Alaska marine highway
system, serving the principal communities of northern
Lynn Canal; relating to the disposition of certain
claims and actions arising from the state"s activ—
ities in completing that project; changing Rules 79
and 82, Alaska Rules of Civil Procedure; and provid—
ing for an effective date.”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. FINDINGS. The legislature finds that
(1) lack of dix*ect road access between communities in the Rail-
belt and the state capital at Juneau has been a source of unhappiness among
residents of all areas of the state;
(2) within the last decade, road connections to ports situated
along northern Lynn Canal have been significantly improved:
(A) the state Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities and agencies having similar functions in British Columbia
and Yukon have planned and carried out improvements to the highway
betweenHaines Junction and the port of Haines; the road remains the
principal access routebetween thestate™s population centers in
western Alaska and the state capital;

(B) the agencies also have completedconstruction of the

5B0124a -1- SB 124
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"londike Highway 1oining "Jhitahorso and the Alaska Highway 1in Canada“®s

Yukon to the port of Skagwav, opening a second means of rood access by
Alaskans and residents of Canada to a northern Southeast Alaska port;

(€)) to accommodate international and intrastate movement of

| passengers and goods for the benefit of the residents of the state, there

1 is a need to construct a highway that would provide a direct link between

the 3tate capital at Juneau and the existing highways at Haines and Skag-

way;
_ (4) recognizing the limitations 1imposed bv tonography, the most
ﬁ reasonable,expeditious, and cost effective plan *or construction and
maintenance of thelLynn Canal Highway Proiect 1involves ? combination of
road, vessel, and ferry terminal construction cor the three communities,
including

(A) extension of the Haines Highway south from Haines to
point near the south end of the Chilkat Peninsula on the west side o©
Lmn Canal;

(€)) extension of Alaska Highway 7 (Glacier Highway)
its terminus at Echo Cove north of Juneau to n point approximately
nine miles north of Comet on the east side of T,ynn Canal;

(C) construction o* ferry terminals at each of the loca—
tions where these highwavs terminate;

(D) construction of at Ileast two shuttle -~arries to move
passengers and vehicles between these ferry terminals across Lynn
Canal; and

(E) planning and construction of a road on the west side of
/mn Canal to connect the communities of Haines and Skagwav;

(5) completion of the Lvr.o Canal Highway ?roi<»ct would better
integrate and further diversify the economies nf the communities of north—

ern Lynn Canal, allowing for construction of power transmission and



