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I. INTRODUCTION 

Laws mandating the use of safety belts in motor vehicles have 
been one of the major transportation issues debated in states 
throughout the Nation during the mid-1980's. The purpose of this 
background paper is to provide information concerning the federal 
role in this debate, laws in other states and countries, the sit
uation in Nevada, and arguments for and against mandatory safety 
belt use laws. 

II. THE FEDERAL IMPETUS 

The National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 gave 
authority to the United States Secretary of Transportation to set 
standards for motor vehicle safety. Standards first were issued 
in 1967 to include the types of occupant protection systems that 
manufacturers were required to install in new motor vehicles. 

Lap safety belts have been mandatory standard equipment in auto
mobiles since January 1, 1968. Combined lap and shoulder safety 
belts in front seats were mandated as a standard in 1973. 

Federal and other studies consistently have shown that, when 
properly used, safety belt restraint systems are 30 to 50 percent 
effective in preventing severe injuries and death to occupants of 
motor vehicles involved in accidents. According to the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration in the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, 9,140 lives could be saved each year and 327,000 
injuries cQuld be reduced or prevented annually if 70 percent of 
motor vehicle occupants in this country used their safety belts. 

A. Federal Rule 

The impetus for debates in the states concerning safety belt 
legislation essentially began in July 1984, when the U.S. Secre
tary of Transportation announced a new rule known as the Auto
matic Occupant Protection Provision of Federal Motor Vehicle Safety 
Standard (FMVSS) No. 208. This rule--found in section 571.208 of 
Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations--provides that auto
matic crash protection, or passenger restraints (either air bags 
or automatic safety belts), would be required in all new automo
biles beginning with model year 1990 (September I, 1989). This 
rule succeeds a 1977 rule, rescinded in 1981, that would have 
phased in the installation of passive restraints beginning in 
1982. The new rule provides a 3-year phase-in period from the 
1987 models to the 1989 models. 

However, this rule includes a provision that all requirements of 
the rule would be rescinded if states accounting for two-thirds of 
the U.S. population enact laws by April I, 1989, to require the 
mandatory use of existing safety belts. The rule also specifies 
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mlnlmum criteria for these state laws on mandatory safety belt 
use. The criteria are: 

1. A requirement that each front seat occupant of a passenger 
car equipped with safety belts have the safety belt fastened 
at all times when the vehicle is in forward motion; 

2. A waiver from the mandatory use requirement only be permitted 
for medical reasons; 

3. A penalty of not less than $25 (which may include court costs) 
for each occupant who violates the mandatory use requirement; 

4. A provision specifying that the violation of the safety belt 
use law must be admissible to mitigate damages sought by a 
person in any subsequent litigation to recover damages for 
injuries resulting from a traffic accident; 

5. A program to encourage compliance with the safety belt usage 
law; and 

6. An effective date of not later than September 1, 1989. 

B. Executive Order 

On September 26, 1986, the President of the United States issued 
an Executive Order establishing safety belt use requirements for 
federal employees. The order requires all federal employees, 
including military personnel, on official busin~ss who occupy the 
front seat of a motor vehicle equipped with safety belts to have 
the safety belt properly fastened at all times when the vehicle 
is in motion. 

III. STATE LAWS 

Since 1984, many states have considered and enacted laws requiring 
the use of safety belts. New York was the first state to enact 
such a law. New York's law actually was passed before the ruling 
by the Secretary of Transportation. 

Two other states--Illinois and New Jersey--adopted mandatory 
safety belt use laws in 1984. Thirteen states and the District 
of Columbia enacted such laws in 1985, and 10 other states fol
lowed suit in 1986. 

A. Current Status 

As of October 1986, 26 states and the District of Columbia, had 
mandatory seatbelt laws. However, at the present time, 24 states 
have such laws. The laws in two states--Massachusetts and 
Nebraska--were repealed as a result of votes of the people in the 
November 1986 elections. 
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The seatbelt law was listed on the ballot in Massachusetts and 
the voters were asked if they approve of the law. The result was 
that 892,580 (53.7 percent) voted no, and 769,806 (46.3 percent) 
voted yes. The effect of this vote was to repeal the seatbelt 
law in Massachusetts. 

In Nebraska, voters were asked if they were for or against reten
tion of the statute requiring the driver and front seat passenger 
to wear safety belts. The result was 268,127 votes against the 
statute and 266,944 votes for it. By a margin of 1,183 votes, 
the seatbelt law in Nebraska was repealed. 

Among the Western States, California, Idaho, New Mexico, Utah and 
Washington have mandatory safety belt use laws. Figure 1 is a 
map of the United States which shows the states which have safety 
belt laws. 

FIGURE 1 

STATES WITH MANDATORY SAFETY BELT USE LAWS 
(As of January 1, 1987) 

~ - with safety belt laws. 

~ __ ~I - without safety belt laws. 

Source: National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. 
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B. Compliance with Federal Criteria 

Although the combined populations of states with mandatory seat
belt laws are over two-thirds of the United States' total, few of 
the state laws comply entirely with the minimum criteria specified 
by the Secretary of Transportation. Many of the states, in fact, 
purposefully drafted their laws to avoid compliance. Some states, 
such as Florida and Kansas, clearly state legislative intent con
cerning nonconformance with the federal criteria. The Florida law, 
for example, states enactment of the seatbelt standard "should not 
be used in any manner to rescind or delay the implementation of 
the federal automatic crash protection system requirements." 

The California law declares that it would be voided if the U.S. 
Secretary of Transportation rescinds the passive restraint stan
dards. On the other hand, Michigan mandates repeal of its seat
belt law if any federal passive restraint standards take effect 
on or after April 1, 1989. Some other states have sunset or other 
provisions to void their laws under certain conditions. 

C. Enforcement Provisions 

Enforcement and other provisions of state safety belt laws vary 
widely. Fines for noncompliance range from none in Minnesota to 
up to $50 in New York. One state has a $5 fine, four states impose 
a fine of $10, two states impose a fine of $15, five states use 
$20, eight states use $25, and two states charge from $25 to $50. 
The fine in California is not more than $20 for a first offense 
and $50 for a subsequent offense. Several states provided a 
"grace period" of several months up to a year during which time 
warnings were issued until the monetary fines went into effect. 

In 15 of the 24 states, a safety belt violation is a secondary, 
rather than a primary, offense. If the law is a primary offense, 
motorists can be stopped and cited solely for not wearing seat
belts. As a secondary offense, motorists can be cited for not 
wearing seatbelts only if they have been stopped for another 
violation. 

Most state laws apply only to front seat occupants. However, the 
laws in California, Ohio and Washington require that both front 
and rear seat occupants wear safety belts. 

Table 1 provides a list and comparison of certain provlslons for 
the 24 states which currently have mandatory safety belt use laws. 
Table 2 lists the statutory citation for each state's law. 

D. Safety Belt Usage 

Studies by the U.S. Department of Transportation indicate that 
about 14 percent of today's drivers and passengers regularly wear 
safety belts. Surveys in states that have implemented safety 
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TABLE 1 

STATE MANDATORY SAFETY BELT USE LAWS 

Date Date Type of Mit igat ion Educat i on and/or 
State Enacted Effective Fine Enforcement Waivers of Damages Evaluation Program 

Cal ifornia 9/30/85 1/1/86 $20, first Secondary Medical; peace officer; No No 
offense; $50, newspaper delivery; 
subsequent. rural mail carrier. 

Connecticut 6/27/85 1/1/86 $15 Primary Medical; newspaper No Yes 
del ivery; rural mail 
carrier; airbag equipped 
automobiles; emergency 
vehicles. 

Florida 6/2/86 7/1/86 $20 Secondary Medical; newspaper No Yes 
delivery. 

Hawai i 6/5/85 12/16/85 $15 Primary Medical; emergency rnd No Yes 
commercial vehicles 

Idaho 4/4/86 7/1/86 $ 5 Secondary Medical; emergency No Yes 
vehicles. 

(J1 Illinois 1/8/85 7/1/85 $25 Primary Medical; delivery per- No No 
son; rural mail carrier. 

Indiana 4/16/85 7/1/87 $25 Secondary Medical; delivery per- No Yes 
son; rural mail carrier; 
newspaper delivery. 

Iowa 2/20/86 7/1/86 $10 Primary Medical; emergency No Yes 
vehicle passengers; 
delivery persons; rural 
mail carrier. 

Kansas 5/1/86 7/1/86 $10 Secondary Medical; newspaper No Yes 
delivery; rural mail 
carrier. 

Louisiana 7/10/85 7/1/86 $25 Secondary Medical; rural mai 1 Yes Yes 
carrier. (up to 2%) 

Maryland 5/13/86 7/1/86 $25 Secondary Medical. No Yes 

Michigan 3/8/85 7/1/85 $25 Secondary Medical; delivery per- Yes Yes 
son; mail carrier. (no more than 5%) 
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STATE MANDATORY SAFETY BELT USE LAWS (continued) 

State 
Date 

Enacted 
Date 

Effect i ve Fine 
Type of 

Enforcement 
Mitigation 

Waivers of Damages 
Education and/or 

Evaluation Program 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

New Jersey 

New York 

New Mexico 

North Carolina 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Texas 

Tennessee 

Utah 

Washington 

2/24/86 

3/5/85 

11/8/84 

7/12/84 

4/2/85 

5/23/85 

2/4/86 

6/4/85 

6/15/85 

4/21/86 

3/18/86 

3/31/86 

8/1/86 

9/28/85 

3/1/85 

12/1/84 

1/1/86 

10/1/85 

5/6/86 

2/1/87 

9/1/85 

4/21/86 

4/28/86 

6/11/86 

None 

$10 

$20 

$50 

$25 - $50 

$25 

$202 

$25 

$25 - $50 

$25 

$10 

$20 

Primary 

Secondar y 

Secondary 

Primary 

Primary 

Primary 

Secondary 

Secondary 

Primary 

Secondary 

Secondary 

Secondary 

Medical; delivery per- No 
son; rural mail carrier. 

Medical; mail carrier. 

Medical; mai 1 carrier. 

Medical; emergency 
vehicles. 

Medical; rural mai 1 
carrier. 

Medical; delivery 
person; rural mail 
carrier. 

Medical; newspaper 
delivery; mail carrier; 
air bag equipped 
automobil e. 

Medical; mail carrier. 

Medical; mail carrier. 

Medical; newspaper 
delivery; rural mail 
carrier; test drivers 
for certain automobile 
dealers; uti 1 ity 
workers; meter readers. 

Medical; delivery 
persons; rural mail 
carriers. 

Medical. 3 

Yes 
(not to exceed 1%) 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

lIn Hawaii - Further exemptions may be established by rules adopted by the department of transportation. 
2In Ohio - $20 for operator; $10 for passenger; $10 fine on operator for each unbelted passenger up to $30 maximum. 
3[n Washington - Further exemptions for certain vehicles may be established by rule by the commission on equipment. 

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures and review of state laws. 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 



TABLE 2 

STATUTORY CITATIONS FOR EXISTING STATE MANDATORY 
SAFETY BELT USE LAWS 

Sta te 

California 

Connecti cut 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Ida ho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Louisiana 

Maryland 

~1i chi gan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

New Jersey 

New York 

New Mexico 

North Carolina 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Texas 

Tennessee 

Uta h 

Washington 

Citation 

California Vehicle Code, Section 27315. 

Connecticut General Statutes, Section 14-100a. 

Florida Statutes, Section 316.614. 

Hawaii Revised Statutes, Section 291-11.6. 

Idaho Code, Section 49-764. 

Illinois Annotated Statutes, Section 12-603.1. 

Indiana Statutes Annotated, Sections 9-8-14-1 
through 9-8-14-6. 

Iowa Code, Section 321.445. 

Kansas Statutes Annotated, Section 8-1749 
et seq. 

Louisiana Statutes Annotated, Section 32:295.1. 

Maryland Transportation Code Annotated, 
Section 22-412.3. 

Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, Sections 
257.710e and 257.710f. 

Minnesota Statutes Annotated, Section 169.686. 

Annotated Missouri Statutes, Section 307.178. 

New Jersey Statutes Annotated, Sections 
39:3-76.2e through 39:3-76.2k. 

New York Vehicle and Traffic Law, Section 1229-c. 

New Mexico Statutes Annotated, Sections 
66-7-370 through 66-7-373. 

General Statutes of North Carolina, Section 
20-135.2A. 

Ohio Revised Code, Sections 4513.263 and 
4513.99. 

Oklahoma Statutes Annotated, Sections 12-416 
throug h 12-420. 

Texas Civil Statutes, Article 6701d, Section 
107C. 

Tennessee Code Annotated, Section 55-9-214. 

Utah Code Annotated, Sections 41-6-181 through 
41-6-186. 

Revised Code of Washington Annotated, Section 
46.61.688. 
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belt use laws have shown that the use of restraints increased 
significantly to anywhere from 50 to 70 percent immediately after 
a law has gone into effect. However, several months later, the 
percentage tends to decline but remains generally at a level 
significantly higher than before enactment of the law. 

For example, direct-observation surveys of motorists throughout 
the State of Michigan were conducted before, after and several 
months later following implementation of that state's law on 
July 1, 1985. Use of restraints increased from 19.8 percent before 
the law was passed to 58.4 percent immediately after it took 
effect. In December 1985, 5 months later, the survey measured 
the use of safety belts at 43.0 percent. Similar results have 
been observed in other states and jurisdictions. 

Other studies indicate that safety belt usage increases and remains 
relatively high in areas with strong enforcement measures and a 
high degree of publicity. 

E. State Court Cases 

The constitutionality of seatbelt laws has been challenged in court 
cases in Illinois, Nebraska and New York. The Supreme Court in 
New York found in a decision dated October 30, 1985, that the 
state's mandatory seatbelt law is a valid constitutional exercise 
of legislative power (Wayne Wells v. State of New York). On 
December 19, 1985, the District Court of Lancaster County, 
Nebraska, determined the state's safety belt law to be constitu
tional (Robert J. Cashoili v. State of Nebraska). 

Several judges in Illinois dismissed tickets for failure to use 
safety belts and declared the law unconstitutional because it 
infringes upon an individual's personal freedom. These decisions 
were appealed to the Illinois Supreme Court which upheld the 
state's safety belt use law on October 1, 1986, in the case of 
People of the State of Illinois v. Kohrig, et al. The court found 
that the law does not infringe upon any right to privacy. The 
court also indicated legitimate legislative purposes for the law 
since legislators believed that safety belt use would protect 
other persons by helping drivers to maintain control of their 
vehicles and that the law would promote the economic welfare of 
the state by reducing public and private costs of serious injuries 
and deaths caused by automobile accidents. 

IV. LAWS IN OTHER COUNTRIES 

At least 33 countries and seven of the Canadian provinces have 
adopted safety belt use laws. Many of these countries adopted 
their laws in the 1970's. Table 3 is a list of the countries and 
the effective dates of their seatbelt laws. 
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TABLE 3 

COUNTRIES WITH SAFETY BELT USE LAWS 

Country 
Year 

Enacted Country 
Year 

Enacted 

Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Brazil 
Bulgaria 
CANADIAN PROVINCES 

British Columbia 
Manitoba 
New Brunswick 
Newfoundland 
Ontario 
Quebec 
Saskatchewan 

Czechoslovakia 
Denmark 
Finland 
France 
Great Britain 
Greece 
Hungary 
Iceland 

1972 
1976 
1975 
1977 
1976 

1977 
1984 
1983 
1982 
1976 
1976 
1977 
1975 
1976 
1975 
1973 
1983 
1979 
1977 
1983 

Ireland 
Israel 
Ivory Coast 
Japan 
Luxembourg 
Malawi 
Malaysia 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Norway 
Portugal 
Puerto Rico 
South Africa 
Spain 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Turkey 
USSR 
West Germany 
Yugoslavia 

Source: Traffic Safety Now, Inc., and the University of 
Michigan Transportation Research Institute. 

V. SAFETY BELT LEGISLATION AND POLICY IN NEVADA 

1979 
1975 
1970 
1971 
1975 
1982 
1979 
1975 
1972 
1975 
1982 
1974 
1977 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1982 
1976 
1976 
1977 

Safety belt use legislation emerged in Nevada in 1985 in conjunc
tion with a proposal to raise the speed limit. In addition, an 
executive policy has been established requiring safety belt use 
in motor vehicles by state employees when on official business. 

A. Safety Belt Law in Nevada 

The 1985 session of the Nevada legislature adopted Assembly 
Bill 390 (chapter 678) which would allow the department of trans
portation to establish a 70 mile per hour maximum speed limit in 
Nevada and require the mandatory use of safety belts. Both of 
these provisions would have become effective only if Congress 
granted Nevada an exemption from the national speed limit of 
55 miles per hour. 

Assembly Bill 390 did not become effective since Nevada was not 
granted authority to increase the speed limit. When the state 
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briefly posted a 70 mile per hour speed limit on July 1, 1986, 
the action was rescinded since the Federal Government notified 
the state that it would lose federal highway funds. 

Nevada's safety belt law, although not in effect, is found in 
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 484.641. A copy of this law is 
provided in Attachment 1. Key provisions of this law include: 

1. The requirement for the driver and front seat passenger 
to wear a safety belt; 

2. A provision specifying secondary type of enforcement; 
3. A fine of not more than $25; 
4. Exemptions for medical reasons, rural mail carriers, 

certain delivery persons, and for passengers of public 
transportation including a taxi, school bus or emergency 
vehicle; 

5. A provision to allow the department of motor vehicles 
and public safety to exempt types of motor vehicles and 
seating positions when compliance with the safety belt 
requirement would be impractical; and 

6. A provision specifying that a violation may not be 
considered as negligence in any civil action. 

B. Interim Study Recommendation 

As one result of the Senate Bill 460 Study of Restraining Costs 
of Medical Care during the 1985-1986 interim period, the subcom
mittee is recommending "that the legislature require the utiliza
tion of seatbelts in automobiles. (BDR 43-210)" The bill draft 
request sponsored by the subcommittee essentially would make 
effective the current law in NRS 484.641, without requiring the 
70 mile per hour speed limit. 

The subcommittee provided the following justification for its 
recommendation: 

Several studies have been undertaken to evaluate the effec
tiveness of mandatory seatbelt use laws. A survey of 
emergency room reports for 159 automobile accident patients 
at LDS Hospital in Salt Lake City, Utah, indicated that the 
average charges per patient in the survey were 10 times 
higher for the victims who were not wearing seatbe1ts. In a 
month-long study of accident victims at 23 hospitals in 
Colorado, the average hospital cost for treating patients 
who had been using seatbelts was $441, compared to an 
average of $1,390 for treating nonusers of seatbelts--more 
than three times higher. 

The results of a 9-month review of accident cases at a 
Massachusetts hospital revealed that the medical expenses 
for victims who were wearing seatbe1ts were half the costs 
associated with patients who were not using seatbelts. The 
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Massachusetts study also noted that "49 percent of the 
unbelted accident victims needed an ambulance to bring them 
to the hospital while only 29 percent of the seatbelt users 
required an ambulance." 

Although these statistics vary significantly, all of the 
data substantiates the value of wearing seatbelts. 

Nevada ranks eighth in the Nation in the number of traffic 
deaths per 1 million vehicle miles. The subcommittee mem
bers concluded that a mandatory seatbelt utilization law 
would produce substantial benefits in fewer automobile 
fatalities and lower medical costs. 

C. Executive Policy 

The governor of the State of Nevada issued a policy statement on 
March 19, 1986, requiring the use of safety belts by all state 
employees in Nevada. The policy statement reads as follows: 

To encourage safety belt use and provide a positive example 
for business and industry, all state employees and non
employee passengers are required to use safety belts when 
traveling in a state vehicle or when using a private vehicle 
on state business. 

VI. ARGUMENTS IN THE DEBATE 

The arguments used in the debate over safety belt laws revolve 
primarily around the effectiveness of seatbelts and the issue of 
personal choice. 

A. Arguments For 

Proponents of mandatory safety belt use laws generally cite 
studies and statistics which indicate that greater use of seat
belts will save lives, reduce the extent of injuries in automo
bile accidents, and save millions of dollars in insurance and 
health care costs. 

Proponents argue that safety belt use laws are a legitimate exer
cise of authority by legislatures and state governments in the 
interest of protecting the health, safety and general welfare of 
the public. Proponents contend that drivers and passengers who 
fail to wear seatbelts while operating a motor vehicle are a dan
ger to others on the streets and highways. Unbelted drivers may 
lose control of a vehicle and unnecessarily cause injury or death 
to others; and unbelted passengers can interfere with the ability 
of the operator to properly respond to a collision. Proponents 
argue that driving an automobile is a "privilege," not a "right," 
and that the state can condition it with reasonable precautions 
for the safety of human lives. 
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B. Arguments Against 

Opponents of mandatory safety belt use laws primarily argue that 
such a law is an unwarranted government intrusion into their per
sonal lives. Opponents generally believe in the need for less 
government regulation and that safety belt use laws interfere in 
an area which should be left to personal choice. 

Opponents also contend that such laws are difficult to enforce 
and would help breed disrespect for the law in general. Others 
argue that the use of safety belts is a nuisance or an incon
venience which should not arbitrarily be required by law. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

This background paper provides an overview and information con
cerning the development and characteristics of state laws making 
mandatory the use of seatbelts. Such a law likely will be con
sidered during the 1987 session of the Nevada legislature since 
an interim study committee is recommending adoption of a safety 
belt use law in this state. In addition, national attention con
tinues to be focused on this issue. 

DLB/en 
186 BRIEF:BELT 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

NEVADA REVISED STATUTES 

484.641 TRAFFIC LAWS 

484.641 Safety belts and shoulder harness assembly; require
ments for child and other passenger; penalty; exemptions. [Effective 
on the date on which Nevada is authorized by the Federal Govern
ment to impose a maximum speed limit of or greater than 70 miles 
per hour, but only if that authorization becomes effective on or 
before July 1, 1986. Expires by limitation on July 2, 1989.] 

1. It is unlawful to drive a passenger car manufactured after: 
(a) January 1, 1968, on a highway unless it is equipped with at least 

two lap-type safety belt assemblies for use in the front seating positions. 
(b) January 1, 1970, on a highway, unless it is equipped with a lap

type safety belt assembly for each permanent seating position for pas
sengers. This requirement does not apply to the rear seats of vehicles 
operated by a police department or sheriff's office. 

(c) January 1, 1970, unless it is equipped with at least two shoulder
harness-type safety belt assemblies for use in the front seating posi
tions. 

2. Any person driving and any passenger 5 years of age or older 
who rides in the front seat of any vehicle described in subsection 1, 
having an unladen weight of less than 6,000 pounds, on any highway, 
road or street in this state shall wear a safety belt if one is available for 
his seating position. 

3. A citation must be issued to any driver or to any adult passenger 
who fails to wear a safety belt as required by subsection 2. If the pas
senger is a child 5 years of age or older but under 18 years, a citation 
must be issued to the driver for his failure to require that child to wear 
the safety belt, but if both the driver and that child are not wearing 
safety belts, only one citation may be issued to the driver for both vio
lations. A citation may be issued pursuant to this subsection only if the 
violation is discovered when the vehicle is halted or its driver arrested 
for another alleged violation or offense. Any person who violates the 
provisions of subsection 2 shall be punished by a fine of not more than 
$25 or by a sentence to perform a certain number of hours of work for 
the community. A violation of subsection 2 is not a moving traffic vio
lation under NRS 483.473 and may not be considered as negligence in 
any civil action or as negligent or reckless driving under NRS 484.377. 

4. The department shall exempt those types of motor vehicles or 
seating positions from the requirements of subsection 1 when compli
ance would be impractical. 

5. The provisions of subsections 2 and 3 do not apply: 
(a) To a driver or passenger who possesses a written statement by a 

physician certifying that he is unable to wear a safety belt for medical 
or physical reasons; 

(b) If the vehicle is not required by federal law to be equipped with 
safety belts; 

13 



(c) To an employee of the United States Postal Service while deliver
ing mail in the rural areas of this state; 

(d) If the vehicle is stopping frequently, the speed of that vehicle does 
not exceed 15 miles per hour between stops and the driver or passenger 
is frequently leaving the vehicle or delivering property from the vehicle; 
or 

(e) To a passenger riding in a means of public transportation, includ
ing a taxi, school bus or emergency vehicle. 

6. It is unlawful for any person to distribute, have for sale, offer for 
sale or sell any safety belt or shoulder harness assembly for use in a 
motor vehicle unless it meets current minimum standards and specifica
tions of the United States Department of Transportation. 

(Added to NRS by 1969, 1209; A 1985, 1953, 2294, effective on the 
date on which Nevada is authorized by the Federal Government to 
impose a maximum speed limit of or greater than 70 miles per hour, 
but only if that authorization becomes effective on or before July 1, 
1986) 
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