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Thomas Elgas, Jr. 
Amy E. Davey, Administrator, Office of Traffic Safety, Department of Public 

Safety 
Pete Vander Aa, Administrator, Nevada Rider Motorcycle Safety Program, Office 

of Traffic Safety, Department of Public Safety 
Aaron Wade, Coalition of Ignition Interlock Manufacturers 
Debbie Zelinski, Program Coordinator, Victim Advocate, Mothers Against Drunk 

Driving Northern Nevada 
Chelsea Capurro, City of Reno 
Sandy Heverly, Executive Director/Victim Advocate, Stop DUI Nevada 
Laurel Stadler, Rural Coordinator, Northern Nevada DUI Task Force 
Steven Conger, Nevada Restaurant Association 
Laura Gryder, Projector Director, Center for Traffic Safety Research, School of 

Medicine, University of Nevada, Reno  
Lisa Rasmussen, Nevada Attorneys for Criminal Justice 
John J. Piro, Office of the Public Defender, Clark County 
Victoria Hauan, Impaired Driving Program Manager, Office of Traffic Safety, 

Department of Public Safety 
Jude Hurin, CPM, Administrator, Management Services and Programs Division, 

Department of Motor Vehicles 
Alfredo Alonso, Las Vegas Golden Knights; Black Night Entertainment 
Sean P. McDonald, MBA, Administrator, Division of Central Services and 

Records, Department of Motor Vehicles 
A.R. (Bob) Fairman 
Dave Bashline, Owner/Operator Lakeshore Taxi 
Kerrie Kramer, Nevada Bus and Limousine Association 
Kimberly Maxson-Rushton, Livery Operators Association of Las Vegas 
Ron Grogan, Administrator, Taxicab Authority, Department of Business and 

Industry 
Ruben Aquino, Chief Investigator, Taxicab Authority, Department of Business 

and Industry 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
We will begin with Senate Bill (S.B.) 426. 
 
SENATE BILL 426: Requires drivers and passengers of mopeds and trimobiles to 

wear protective headgear. (BDR 43-1011) 
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ERIN BREEN (Director, Vulnerable Road Users Project, Transportation Research 

Center, University of Nevada, Las Vegas): 
I am here today to introduce S.B. 426, which requires all moped, scooter and 
trimobile riders in the State of Nevada to wear protective headgear. 
 
In 2015, every moped or scooter fatality in the State happened in Clark County. 
In 2016, Elko had two fatalities, Washoe and White Pine Counties each had one 
moped or scooter fatality. Seven of the 11 fatalities in 2016 were in 
Clark County, where there was an increase of 48 percent in overall motorcycle 
fatalities. 
 
Clark County has fast streets that should be wide enough to share the road, but 
the crash reports I receive show the scooter was either hit from behind or 
T-boned. Far too often, a driver will make a left-hand turn into or in front of a 
rider who is without the benefit of a steel cage and an air bag like a car; they 
have no protection at all. The other issue is when a scooter is ridden close to a 
curb and the operator takes his or her eyes off the road for a second, the rider 
hits the curb and is ejected headfirst onto the sidewalk. 
 
The Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety’s 15 basic traffic laws, which I 
presented to the Committee earlier this year, included a universal helmet law for 
all riders. In that particular publication, they were speaking of motorcyclists, but 
scooter riders are in just as much danger. 
 
One of the jobs I enjoy is to Chair the Legislative Committee for the Regional 
Trauma Advisory Board in Clark County, which oversees the four trauma 
centers. During our quarterly meetings, trauma surgeons ask what we are doing 
about putting helmets on scooter riders. This question is asked due to the 
volume of people in the trauma centers that have been critically injured or killed 
in scooter crashes. Scooter riders are worth protecting. Far too often, this 
population has no medical insurance and is financially unable to recover from 
even a minor head trauma. 
 
Senate Bill 426 will provide a service to the people of the State by removing 
language that exempts moped, scooter and trimobile riders from wearing 
headgear. This will require all gas-powered mopeds, scooters and trimobiles 
riders to wear a helmet with a windscreen. 
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PAUL CHESTOVICH (M.D., Assistant Professor of Surgery; Chief, Section of 

Research and Outcomes, School of Medicine, University of Nevada, Reno; 
Associate Program Director, Surgical Critical Care Fellowship, University 
Medical Center of Southern Nevada): 

I view mopeds, motorcycles and bicycles as one and the same. They are all 
two-wheeled vehicles. When a rider encounters anything that disrupts the 
motion and crashes, the damage is similar. The No. 1 type of injury is a head 
injury. To put it mildly, head injuries are devastating. When head injuries are 
severe, people die. When the injuries are not as bad, in some cases, the fate 
can actually be worse. The rider’s body may survive but may not necessarily be 
able to function, and the rider could end up in a nursing home for the rest of his 
or her life. Sometimes people have a good outcome and regain a lot of function. 
The head is the most important part of the body, and these injuries are 
devastating. Even minor injuries can have a life-altering effect. 
 
The reality of the job that I do as a trauma surgeon is seeing people who are 
having the worst day of their lives. I can attest to the fact that there is a 
substantial difference in the level of head injuries sustained when wearing a 
helmet, as to when a helmet is not worn. I have seen people in substantial 
crashes who wore helmets and were able to walk away. I have seen people 
who were in relatively minor crashes without helmets and had devastating 
outcomes. 
 
The data in my presentation (Exhibit C) is from our Center for Traffic Safety 
Research (CTSR). Slide 3, Exhibit C, shows a couple of moped crashes that 
happened in Nevada in 2016. On December 25, 2015, a 29-year-old who was 
not wearing a helmet had a severe head injury. On October 21, 2016, a 
48-year-old was killed because he was not wearing a helmet, and on April 20, 
2016, another rider ran over spilled fluid, crashed, and was transported to the 
trauma center with a serious head injury. 
 
Slide 4 of Exhibit C shows an innocent looking moped, but this is a dangerous 
vehicle. Too many people think that if they are careful riding a moped, they can 
avoid a crash. However, crashes still happen no matter how careful a person is. 
 
The map on Slide 5 of Exhibit C shows Nevada is a red state, and red means 
there is no helmet law for mopeds. The orange states have a limited helmet law, 
and the green states require helmets. We would like to see Nevada go from red 
to green. 
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In Nevada, there were over 300 injuries and 9 deaths from 2006 to 2010 due 
to scooter and moped crashes. In 2016, there were 14 moped deaths, which 
was an increase from the 6 deaths in 2015. Other studies have shown that a 
minority of moped riders wear helmets when not required to. A study done in 
Hawaii showed that riders who did not wear helmets suffered more head 
injuries than helmeted riders did. We have seen quite a few of these at the 
University Medical Center, and 57 percent did not wear helmets. In 80 percent 
of moped crashes the rider is a male. On Slide 11 of Exhibit C, it shows the 
rider age distribution in scooter and moped crashes. The total hospital charges, 
shown on Slide 15, Exhibit C, during the 7-year period, was $15 million. I would 
suspect that the cost of a helmet would be a lot less. 
 
The brain is the most important part of the body, and laws such as S.B. 426 
will save lives. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
There are a lot of statistics for motorcycles, mopeds and scooter crashes, as 
well as automobile crashes. Yet, we do not require helmets for cars. Is it correct 
that the statistics show that 7 out of 11 fatalities were in Clark County? 
 
MS. BREEN: 
Yes, that is correct. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
How many of the fatalities were wearing helmets? 
 
MS. BREEN: 
I do not have the answer at this time, but will get the information to you. 
 
While we do not require helmets in cars, we do require seatbelts, and that is 
something motorcycle, moped or scooter riders do not have. They do not have 
the protection of the car around them, the air bags and all items that can save a 
life in a motor vehicle. 
 
At the beginning of the month, I stated that a helmet would not save a life in 
every situation. At high speeds, nothing will save a motorcyclist’s life in a 
terrible crash. The difference with scooters and mopeds is that they do not 
travel on freeways, and they travel at lower speeds. What happens more often 
than not is that someone cuts them off by turning left in front of them and the 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696C.pdf
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cyclist, literally, goes over the top and lands on his or her head. This is why 
helmets could be dramatically effective. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
I understand where you are coming from, but I believe it is a freedom of choice 
issue. It is unfortunate that crashes happen, but not all fatalities are caused by 
head injuries in all these crashes. 
 
BRIAN O’CALLAGHAN (Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department): 
I received the statistics for the moped crashes this morning, and there were 
26 collisions from 2016 to 2017 with eight fatalities. The numbers are off 
according to our analyst. When the officers arrive, they verify the engine size, 
and it if turns out to be a motorcycle and not a moped, the officer will then 
change the class from a moped to a motorcycle. 
 
We are in support of S.B. 426, and for the record, we also understand Senator 
Gustavson’s stand. 
 
WENDY STOLYAROV (Libertarian Party of Nevada): 
I will read from my written testimony, (Exhibit D). 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
Moped riders are not required to have insurance, and when they go the hospital 
after a crash, the cost of services is passed to taxpayers. Do you feel that 
should be a type of personal responsibility, also? 
 
MS. STOLYAROV: 
I do not have a position on whether or not moped riders should be forced to 
carry insurance. I do recognize that helmet laws generally decrease the load on 
the taxpayer. The medical treatment for those who are injured riding without 
helmets end up causing a disproportionate weight on the taxpayers. 
 
THOMAS ELGAS, JR.: 
I am opposed to S.B. 426. I am not making fun of the other people who are 
testifying, but according to the National Highway Traffic and Safety 
Administration 4,957 motorcyclists were killed on American roads in 2012. This 
is dangerous but not when you compare a mode of transportation to everyday 
risks. There are 13 other items you are more likely to die from, or that are more 
dangerous. The first is alcohol, then comes smoking, the flu, texting, falling 
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down, poison and secondhand smoke. Our attention should focus on other 
things. I would support this bill if it applied to minors such as 16-year-olds and 
under. They seem to be the people who would most likely need a helmet. 
 
As an adult, I am opposed to having someone tell me that I have to wear a 
helmet, and therefore I cannot enjoy the fresh air while riding on my motorcycle 
or moped. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
In that instance, do you think it would be proper for moped riders to have 
insurance? 
 
MR. ELGAS: 
I do not have a stance on that. I think that ultimately if you are going to make 
the decision to ride without a helmet, then you have to accept the 
responsibilities for yourself or someone else. Going back to Ms. Stolyarov’s 
statement, we certainly cannot ask the State to bear the cost. 
 
I am opposed to the State intervening in my life when I am doing something 
legal or telling me how to act. I know that if I act in a certain way and cause a 
certain issue, I will be responsible; I should not look to the State, welfare or 
some slush fund to take care it. If you ride without a helmet, are injured and 
you are the guilty party, then you should be held responsible. 
 
AMY E. DAVEY (Administrator, Office of Traffic Safety, Department of Public 

Safety): 
In the interest of time, we are going to make ourselves available for any 
questions you may have. We have a few statistics from the results of our traffic 
safety attitudinal survey that Mr. Vander Aa will go over.  
 
PETE VANDER AA (Administrator, Nevada Rider Motorcycle Safety Program, Office 

of Traffic Safety, Department of Public Safety): 
In 2014, in the attitudinal survey, we asked the question whether the public 
would favor a law requiring moped riders to wear helmets. Seventy-six percent 
of the respondents favored or strongly favored a law requiring those riders to 
wear helmets. 
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CHAIR MANENDO: 
I know this did not come from you, but Slide 5 of Exhibit C showed the states 
and one of the colors signified limited helmet law. Can you give us some 
information concerning what a limited helmet law is? 
 
MR. VANDER AA: 
Typically, it is an age-based law. The law could be under 18, 17, or a different 
age for different states. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
Is there anything else? I may be missing something; I just do not know enough 
about the limited helmet laws. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
There are a couple of states that require a certain amount of insurance, but it is 
always based on age. 
 
Looking at the map on Slide 5 of Exhibit C, the same amount of states that do 
not require a helmet for mopeds also do not require helmets for motorcycles and 
there are approximately 25 to 28 states that do not have universal motorcycle 
helmet laws. 
 
MS. BREEN: 
I also want to mention, that this is not an issue that concerns only young people 
under the age of 30. Most of the scooter-rider fatalities involve men over the 
age of 50. 
 
There is also a misconception that a scooter can be ridden if a person’s driver’s 
license has been revoked. This is not true. You have to have a driver’s license 
but a motorcycle endorsement is not required. Traditionally, fatalities on a 
scooter are older persons using it as a form of transportation. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
We will close the hearing on S.B. 426. 
 
VICE CHAIR ATKINSON: 
We will open the hearing on S.B. 259. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696C.pdf
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SENATE BILL 259: Revises provisions relating to driving under the influence of 

alcohol or a controlled substance. (BDR 43-606) 
 
SENATOR MARK A. MANENDO (Senatorial District No. 21): 
Senate Bill 259 is a lifesaving measure, and based on research and data, there is 
a significant reduction in alcohol-related crashes and recidivism in states that 
have passed first-time offender ignition interlock laws. Twenty-nine states 
require the use of an ignition interlock device (IID) for all first-time offenders 
who have been found to have a blood alcohol concentration (BAC) of 0.08. This 
law has a unique component as it will allow the driving under the influence 
(DUI) offenders to keep their licenses, but would mandate that they operate 
vehicles equipped with an IID. 
 
When impaired drivers reach court, which could be a matter of months, the law 
requires a report of compliance for the judge for the time between the arrest 
and the court date. This is important because the data they receive shows the 
habits of the offender and ensures the court of compliance. The judge can 
determine if any further intervention is required. Nationally, IIDs have stopped 
over 2 million attempts to drive impaired. This is 2 million opportunities for 
someone to drive impaired and crash into someone. In addition to the lifesaving 
potential, passage of S.B. 259 will also allow Nevada to be eligible to apply for 
highway safety grants. This legislation is important, not because of the money, 
but because it is the right thing to do. Other states that have implemented this 
law are seeing positive results, and I am confident that this particular piece of 
legislation will give us positive results as well. 
 
I will yield for now and will comment later. 
 
SENATOR HAMMOND: 
There are different types of IID systems; would it be possible to put in the 
language for the judge to be able to decide which system to require? 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
There are different companies with IID systems, and some have suggested that 
a camera be used inside the vehicles. Ultimately, there is a habit that has 
formed, and we need to be sure that person is not driving impaired or on a 
suspended license between the time of arrest and the time of court. Interlock 
systems on their vehicles will make sure they are not causing any hardships on 
anyone else or themselves and that they are able to continue their daily 
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functions until they go to court. The court can then evaluate what has taken 
place in that time frame and go from there. 
 
SENATOR HAMMOND: 
I appreciate the answer and the bill. In my own little world where I live, less 
than half of a mile from my house, there was recently a crash that involved a 
drunk driver who was a 3- or 4-time offender, who took the life of a 16-year-old 
who was on his way to work. His relatives have been contacting me trying to 
find a way to get a bill in that would do what S.B. 259 is trying to accomplish. 
They were very appreciative after I told them that you were sponsoring 
S.B. 259. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO 
This was a repeat offender, and I do not know why he was not in prison with 
that many DUIs. It was sad, and it should never have happened. That person 
should never have been driving to begin with and should have had an interlock 
device on his vehicle. I do not know if this legislation would have prevented that 
crash, but it does show that a person who is a habitual DUI offender should not 
have been driving on the streets without some type of interlock system. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
We worked on the 0.08 BAC limit for many sessions until it passed. I admire 
you and all the hard work you have done on S.B. 259. I signed onto this bill, 
and told you at the time I had questions concerning section 8, and my concerns 
have now been alleviated. You may want to let the rest of the Committee know 
a little more about section 8 and why it should be mandated to pay for these 
devices. 
 
AARON WADE (Coalition of Ignition Interlock Manufacturers): 
I brought an IID since most individuals have not seen one. Companies vary in 
the design, but it is the same structure and interior. An IID is installed into the 
ignition system of a person’s vehicle and will not allow them to start the vehicle 
until they blow into the mouth device. Provided there is no alcohol in their 
system, the vehicle will start. After a short period, the person is given a rolling 
retest. The person has to safely pull over to the side of the road and blow into 
the device one more time to verify there is no alcohol in their system. The 
longer a person drives, there are periodic retests. 
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All companies must meet the standards and regulations. To put an IID in a 
vehicle, there are guidelines and criteria that must be met. Cost is always an 
issue, and we average approximately $2.50 a day, which is about $60 to $70 
dollars per month. Most companies do free installation. Competition will drive 
the price down so it will not be inflated. For clients that will not be able to 
afford the IIDs, there will be an indigent fund paid for by the manufacturers. 
Currently in Nevada, there are at least 5 different companies with 30 different 
locations throughout the State. Of course, once this bill passes, there are going 
to be more locations readily available, including in the rural areas. 
 
The question of judicial discretion was discussed, and currently in Nevada, that 
is how it stands—its use is at the discretion of the judge. Unfortunately, instead 
of IIDs, judges make the decision to use other means, which is why there is a 
need to have it mandated. 
 
Senator Hammond had a question concerning the continuous alcohol 
monitoring. Similar to house arrest, an individual wears an ankle bracelet 
24 hours a day. They are transdermal and measure the alcohol sweat on the 
skin. Unfortunately, it will not stop someone from drinking and driving. The IIDs 
separate the drivers from the vehicles. Continuous alcohol monitoring is more 
for individuals that have an alcohol problem and need continuous monitoring by 
the Division of Parole and Probation, which obviously may have more staffing 
issues. 
 
SENATOR HAMMOND: 
If a person has an ankle bracelet, and it takes a test every so often, who 
monitors it, and if it registers positive, where does it go for notification? 
 
MR. WADE: 
Typically, the Division of Parole and Probation will be notified. 
 
SENATOR HAMMOND: 
Is it an instant notification? 
 
MR. WADE: 
Yes, it is an instant notification. 
 
SENATOR HAMMOND: 
Is the location of that person given as well? 
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MR. WADE: 
Yes, that is correct. 
 
SENATOR HAMMOND: 
However, it does not prevent the person from getting into a vehicle, turning the 
key and driving. If that happens, will law enforcement know where they are? 
 
MR. WADE: 
Yes, the Division of Parole and Probation will know where they are, and if they 
are unable to go and pick them up, then law enforcement would be dispatched. 
Unfortunately, the timeline is not always accurate. The parole officer may get 
an email at 2:00 a.m. and not be awake. The notification goes to the individual 
who is the monitoring authority of the person wearing the bracelet and not to a 
general dispatch center. It could be hours before anyone would know this 
person is violating conditions of his or her parole and probation. Typically what 
happens, instead of going out and arresting this person right away, a court date 
is scheduled. The violators have to then explain to the judge why they had 
alcohol in their systems. It is not used as a deterrent for DUIs, but it is used 
more for identifying the alcohol consumption of a person who has had a 
long-standing problem. 
 
DEBBIE ZELINSKI (Program Coordinator, Victim Advocate, Mothers Against Drunk 

Driving Northern Nevada): 
I am here representing Mothers Against Drunk Drivers (MADD), and am in 
strong support of S.B. 259. I am also here because a drunk driver made a 
deadly choice to drive drunk and killed my daughter. 
 
Stephanie was 19 years old. Her boyfriend decided, after drinking all day, to get 
behind the wheel of a car. We lived in a rural area in the state of Michigan, and 
he decided to do something that the young people in the area were doing called 
“bridge jumping.” He thought that if he drove toward an I-beam bridge at a high 
rate of speed, that he should be able to go across the bridge on two wheels. 
Instead, he hit the side of the bridge at 80 miles an hour and went end over 
end. My daughter went out the back window, landed on her head and died 
instantly. Adding to this horrible crime, he had also killed his best friend seven 
months before in a drunken driving crash where he was driving on a winding 
road trying to beat a record of a young lady in the same town. The car rolled 
twice, the friend went out the side window and died instantly. The driver had 
not yet gone to trial on the first car crash for the death of his friend. I believe 
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that if this IID technology and law had been in effect, maybe it would have been 
on his car and he would not have killed my daughter. I do not have a crystal ball 
to say that, but she could be alive today. I feel strongly that we need S.B. 259 
so fewer parents get the phone call that nobody wants, and nobody has to go 
through what I am still living with every single day. 
 
We must do more to stop drunk driving. Senate Bill 259 is an excellent 
opportunity for lawmakers to take action against drunk driving. In a report on 
IIDs that MADD released this month, we found that IIDs have stopped 
6,222 attempts to drive drunk in Nevada in the past 10 years. Nevada calls on 
this Committee to pass S.B. 259 creating an all-offender ignition interlock law. 
It is time to join states like West Virginia and others, where drunken driving 
fatalities have dropped by up to 50 percent since passing similar laws. 
 
Studies compiled by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention find 
interlocks reduce repeat drunk driving offenses by 67 percent when compared 
to license suspension alone. 
 
I have enclosed more information (Exhibit E) on the IID, and MADD urges this 
Committee to advance S.B. 259. Doing so may help save many lives, change 
behavior and stop drunk driving. 
 
CHELSEA CAPURRO (City of Reno): 
The City of Reno supports S.B. 259. 
 
SANDY HEVERLY (Executive Director/Victim Advocate, Stop DUI Nevada): 
I am here today on behalf of Stop DUI and the thousands of victims we 
represent to support Senator Mark Manendo’s ignition interlock legislation, 
S.B. 259. We strongly believe it has the potential to help reduce the senseless 
and horrific carnage caused by alcohol-impaired drivers. Simple in concept, the 
IID prevents the vehicle from starting if the device detects alcohol in the 
required breath sample. Currently, those arrested for DUI, once free on bail, or 
upon request, can legally drive until their court hearings, which can take several 
months. During this time frame, it is not uncommon for some of those 
individuals to accumulate additional DUIs, and sometimes cause another’s death 
and/or injury. 
 
I am sure you have heard it said a thousand times and probably by me, when a 
driver drives drunk the car becomes a loaded weapon—a 4,000-pound loaded 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696E.pdf


Senate Committee on Transportation 
March 30, 2017 
Page 14 
 
weapon. Senator Manendo’s bill provides the means to disarm that weapon by 
disabling the engine with an IID. Although the IID is not new to DUI prevention 
efforts, the legislation Senator Manendo is sponsoring has some unique 
components that will enhance and increase its use and produce the desired 
results. You will hear the details of those special components by others who will 
be testifying on the merits of the bill. The desired results, as with all of our DUI 
legislation, are to enhance public safety and save lives. It is just that simple. 
 
As a multiple victim of alcohol-impaired drivers and as a victim advocate 
working with thousands of DUI victims for more than 30 years, I have lived and 
seen every level of grief and suffering caused by DUIs. Those of us who have 
become victims at the hands of drunk drivers often reflect on how it could have 
been avoided. If only there were stricter sanctions on the first offense; if only 
there were more saturation patrols and more sobriety check points; if only the 
inebriated person did not get behind the wheel; if only there was something that 
would have prevented the vehicle from starting; if only. Well, that something is 
called an ignition interlock. 
 
The only regret I have concerning the device is it is limited to detecting alcohol. 
This is disappointing to those who are victims of drug-impaired drivers. 
However, we will pursue that option when the technology is able to create that 
device. 
 
Just because this interlock device is limited to alcohol, we do not throw the 
baby out with the bathwater. Alcohol is still the No. 1 cause of DUI-related 
deaths, and we need to take advantage of the technology that is available to us 
today. 
 
Is the ignition interlock 100 percent foolproof? No, the only thing I am aware of 
that is 100 percent certain is death. Hopefully, with S.B. 259, the senseless 
death and injury caused by driving under the influence will be significantly 
reduced and eventually eliminated. 
 
We respectfully request your favorable support on S.B. 259. 
 
SENATOR HAMMOND: 
You mentioned that this is not foolproof. What is the rate of failure, and does 
this device detect if someone is under the influence of marijuana? 
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MS. HEVERLY: 
I do not know if there is anything 100 percent foolproof. We have heard of 
situations where someone other than the offender blows into the device, or the 
device has been dismantled. A number of things can occur. Nothing is 
absolutely 100 percent. The manufacturer should be able to give you more 
detailed information on that question. In addition, it is my understanding that 
the IID does not detect marijuana. I want to make it clear that it does not detect 
any drug except alcohol. We hope that technology will come up with another 
type of device that will detect other drugs, sooner rather than later. 
 
DR. CHESTOVICH: 
This particular bill is relevant for me. I treated patients from two separate 
alcohol-related crashes in southern Nevada last night. One of them involved two 
patients who were ejected from a vehicle and both sustained multiple injuries. 
Another one involved nine patients; one of whom is in the intensive care unit 
and several others are in the hospital. The suspected intoxicated driver was not 
injured. This is a bit of real life, up-to-the-minute reality. 
 
I would like to say that we have come a long way with prevention of 
alcohol-impaired driving. We are in a much better spot now than 30 years ago. 
This is a testament to the work of this Legislature, MADD and a variety of 
organizations that have made it their mission to increase awareness. Every piece 
of legislation that can help prevent alcohol-impaired crashes and the subsequent 
injuries will be a benefit, saving lives and money. 
 
The 16-year-old who was killed in early February was briefly mentioned. I was 
not his treating physician, as he came in about 30 minutes before I arrived for 
my shift at about 7:00 a.m. Our whole team was horribly shaken by that crash. 
Unless you have been part of it, you cannot imagine what it like to see a 
16-year-old, just on his way to school, have his life tragically cut short, 
especially when the driver was a habitual offender and had multiple prior 
convictions. An IID may have prevented this tragic accident, and this 
16-year-old might still be here today. 
 
The point I want to make is DUIs are still a problem, and even though we have 
come a long way, we have to go further. Every alcohol-related crash is 
preventable. I want to point out that I do not use the word “accident”—that is 
something those of us in trauma surgery do not say. These are crashes; there 
are no accidents in alcohol-related crashes. These crashes are 100 percent 
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preventable, and the IID is another avenue for help. I wanted to give you a 
personal perspective on what it is like to treat people affected by these crashes. 
 
MS. BREEN: 
I have the honor today of going over S.B. 259 and some conceptual 
amendments we are proposing. 
 
I would like to remind the Committee that when I presented the “helicopter 
version” of traffic safety in Nevada on March 2, the facts presented showed 
that alcohol-related fatalities rose 3 percent nationally in 2015 and rose 9 
percent in Nevada. The vast majority of impaired-driving crashes involve alcohol; 
and drug-impaired crashes most often involved drugs and alcohol. It has been 
pointed out the IID does not detect marijuana, which is an emerging issue in our 
State. Rest assured that as soon as the technology is available, we will come 
back and ask that it be added to this type of legislation. The California Highway 
Patrol is testing a cognitive impairment test that involves a cell phone. At this 
point, there is no technology to detect marijuana and not much on the horizon. 
 
Senate Bill 259 would change Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 483 driving 
eligibility time periods beginning with section 1, subsection 1, paragraph (c) 
from a 90-day license revocation to not less than 6 months of IID use. To keep 
with the federal language guidelines, we request that in place of 6 months, it be 
changed to 185 days, which is the federal designation and recommendation for 
IIDs. 
 
In section 2, we suggest there is no need for a hardship license after 90 days of 
suspension because there would be no administrative revocation. 
 
Our first conceptual amendment is in section 3, subsection 3, where it states 
that with a BAC of 0.08 or higher, the driver will install the IID on any vehicle 
the driver owns or operates. We would make this a law for any vehicle the 
driver operates and not any vehicle the driver owns. To clarify, every vehicle the 
driver uses has to have the device installed. 
 
Continuing with section 3, subsection 5, we would change the wording “the 
court shall” give the drivers credit for the time that they have the IID to “the 
court may” give drivers credit for the time they have had the IID on their 
vehicles. 
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In section 4, subsection 3, we suggest the language be amended to the law 
that applies to restricted licenses and leave out the temporary licenses. 
 
In section 6, subsection 2, the language is new, and we propose to amend it 
further to add two personal exemptions to the IID requirement. The first is the 
person’s physician must certify in writing the person is unable to provide a deep 
lung breath sample for analysis by the device. The second exemption is if a 
certified provider is not within 100 miles of the person’s residence. We also 
request language be added to require that the judge’s findings be on the record 
regarding any decision made under the exemption to serve the interest of 
justice. 
 
There are places in the State where IIDs are not available within 100 miles of 
someone’s residence. With passage of S.B. 259, you will find that an IID would 
be available to virtually everyone in the State of Nevada. There are 
commitments from companies to have traveling representatives go to smaller 
rural areas in the State, possibly twice a week, to install the devices if required. 
 
In section 7, subsection 1, the verbiage that requires the Department of Motor 
Vehicles to send reports and that they oversee this program will be struck. The 
verbiage also adds the limit of time the court may extend to the original time. 
The IID may not read more than a period equal to half of the original period 
required for the IID. The judge will have a report that shows how many times 
the offenders have tried to start their vehicles with a BAC of above 0.04. This 
report gives the judge a good idea if the person needs further help, and the 
judge will have the ability and discretion to give them credit for the time they 
have had the IID or to require additional time. 
 
We propose section 8, subsection 1, include a new paragraph (c) to provide that 
manufacturers waive the cost of installing or removing the device and adjust the 
cost by percentages based on the income level as provided in subparagraphs (1) 
and (2) of the fees for leasing, calibrating and monitoring the device. We would 
clarify that the obligation of installing a device is at his or her own expense. 
This will include the device’s inspection, maintenance, calibrations and 
monitoring. It is possible this will be amended into section 3, but at this time, it 
is under section 8 referencing NRS 484C.210. This could change. 
 
Further conceptual amendments for S.B. 259 will require a Committee on 
Testing for Intoxication to oversee device manufacturers, vendors and service 
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providers and authorizes the Committee to adopt regulations for the same. They 
will develop standards for the IID devices. The Committee will also provide 
training for service providers on reporting and service requirements. A 
Committee is already in place that determines who is eligible in the State to 
provide IIDs, and Victoria Hauan from the Office of Traffic Safety will be 
addressing that issue. 
 
We will further add a provision to make it a misdemeanor for someone other 
than the person who has the device installed to breathe into the device. An 
example would be if a friend blows into the device to cheat. The misdemeanor 
will apply to the friend and not to the person who is required to have the 
device. Also in this subsection, a judge will be authorized to extend the period 
for which the installed device is required if the person refuses to submit to an 
evidentiary test pursuant to subsection 1 of NRS 484C.210. 
 
The bill also addresses persons under the age of 21 who are arrested for DUI. It 
will authorize juvenile courts to recommend that offending teenagers have the 
devices put in their cars, and to revoke the drivers’ licenses for 185 days 
instead of the 90-day requirement. 
 
Finally, section 10 would be amended to change the effective date to 
October 1, 2018, to allow all parties affected by this bill’s passage to be ready 
for its successful implementation. 
 
LAUREL STADLER (Northern Nevada DUI Task Force): 
We have always looked for ways to have the crime of DUI not committed rather 
than to have to sanction it afterwards. However, we need appropriate sanctions 
to punish those who choose to commit the crime of DUI and we need to keep 
the public safe. This is my twenty-seventh year in DUI prevention in northern 
Nevada. I have been to many hearings, talked about different bills and 
supported the administrative license revocation, which seemed to be the best 
option for helping to keep the DUI offenders from driving after they had their 
DUI convictions. We now have the IID that has been tested and worked on by 
the manufacturers. The IID is a reliable device and has been implemented in 
many states. 
 
We would like to see that technology put into the cars of suspected and 
convicted DUI offenders to keep the driving public safe. The IID is the only 
device that separates the act of being a drunk driver from being able to operate 
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a vehicle. I have traveled to Nowhere, New Mexico and saw a sign that said 
“interlock installation and service available,” so with regard to the 100-mile 
provision that is being looked at in this particular law, the device will be 
available. The manufacturers will make sure the public is able to take advantage 
of the device to keep the roads and highways safe, including the rural areas. 
 
STEVEN CONGER (Nevada Restaurants Association): 
We are in support of S.B. 259. 
 
MR. O’CALLAGHAN: 
Judges still have the discretion before and after seeing the offender as to 
removing or keeping an IID. There are some judges questioning the ability of 
that option, and S.B. 259 still gives the option. 
 
The cost to the offender, as I understand it, is $16 per day per person. Adding 
$4 or $5 a day to break the DUI cycle is pretty significant or insignificant, 
depending on how you look at it. 
 
The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department is in support of S.B. 259. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
I believe it is not $4 or $5 dollars a day, I believe it is only $2.50 a day, which 
is approximately $60 a month. 
 
LAURA GRYDER (Center for Traffic Safety Research, School of Medicine, 

University of Nevada, Reno): 
As a disclosure, the Office of Traffic Safety, Department of Public Safety, 
provides the funding for this project. 
 
I have provided a Slide presentation (Exhibit F), to give you the Nevada data in 
terms of intoxicated driving. The principal investigator of this project is 
Dr. Deborah A. Kuhls, a trauma surgeon at the University Medical Center of 
Southern Nevada in Las Vegas as well as a professor at the School of Medicine, 
University of Nevada, Reno. 
 
The young 16-year-old boy who was killed February 8, was struck by a drunk 
driver who had been convicted five times of DUIs, as shown on Slide 3 of 
Exhibit F. One conviction was in Nevada, and four were in Michigan. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
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The next case story shown on Slide 4, Exhibit F, was a 22-year-old convicted of 
killing two teenage girls on Boulder Highway and Russell Road in Las Vegas. He 
was driving at a very high rate of speed, and he hit the other vehicle making a 
U-turn. He admitted to consuming three to four beers two hours prior the crash 
and has been previously arrested on DUI charges, unlawful open container in a 
vehicle, unlawful use of a cell phone while driving and possession of drug 
paraphernalia. At the time of this crash, he was out on bond for a previous DUI 
charge. 
 
Slide 5 of Exhibit F shows a crash from November 12, 2016. Willie Worthams, 
age 25, hit two young brothers as they pulled out of their parking space near 
Lake Mead Boulevard and Rainbow Boulevard. He admitted to downing four 
shots of whiskey and racing a truck, driving at 115 miles per hour before 
crashing into the brothers. At the time of the crash, he was waiting for a court 
date for a previous DUI arrest. This might not have happened if there was an IID 
on his vehicle. 
 
In my research, I found that over 50 percent of people who have suspended or 
revoked licenses due to DUI-related charges still drive. They are breaking the 
law, and there is no barrier to stop them from starting the vehicle other than a 
thought that a police officer might pull them over or that they do not have a 
valid license, but it does not physically stop their personal vehicle from starting. 
 
The map, provided by MADD on Slide 9 of Exhibit F, shows the different laws 
throughout the states. 
 
We looked at other states with laws that moved from a partial ignition interlock 
law to mandatory ignition interlock laws for first offenders, shown on Slide 10 
of Exhibit F. The national data compiled from 1982 to 2013 shows a 7 percent 
decrease in BAC over 0.08 fatal crashes and an 8 percent decrease in fatal 
crashes for drivers with over 0.15 BAC. The partial interlock laws did not show 
significant reduction in the BAC-associated crash fatalities when controlling for 
other laws that are related to inebriated driving. 
 
The U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention estimates that a driver 
who is caught driving under the influence has likely driven drunk 80 times. This 
underlines the importance for mandatory IIDs for first-time offenders. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
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The National Intoxicated Driving Data is shown on Slide 12 of Exhibit F. In 
2014, the costs due to alcohol-impaired-driving crashes was $44 billion. Fatal 
crashes killed 1,070 children, and of those fatalities, 209 child deaths occurred 
because of alcohol-impaired drivers. 
 
In 2015, there were 77 alcohol-related fatalities in Nevada according to the 
Fatal Accident Reporting System (FARS) as shown on Slide 13 of Exhibit F. The 
chart shows that Nevada is above the national rate for alcohol-impaired 
fatalities. The blue line is Nevada, the green line is national and the orange line 
is the data for the best state. 
 
The fatalities by county in Nevada are shown on Slide 14 of Exhibit F with most 
of the crashes being in Clark and Washoe Counties. When you do control for 
population, and we know Clark and Washoe are very populated counties, it 
shows that the upper third of alcohol-related fatalities are happening in 
Esmerelda, Humboldt and Storey Counties. They have bigger problems 
controlling DUIs for their population. The sheer prevalence of alcohol-related 
fatalities is in Clark and Washoe Counties. 
 
The data from the Center for Traffic Safety Research (CTSR) is from 2005 to 
2014, which are linked from crash reports from the Department of 
Transportation and the four trauma centers’ records. This data shows which 
injuries and fatalities are resulting from which behaviors, such as driving while 
intoxicated. 
 
Approximately 16.3 percent of the cases that were presented at trauma centers 
show that alcohol or drugs were suspected. When looked at by age group, the 
data reflect a prevalence of people aged 25 to 44. The data also shows that 
males are more likely to be suspected of alcohol or drug use than females. 
 
The race and ethnicity data shows that the American Indians have the highest 
percentage of suspected alcohol and drug use at the time of a crash as 
compared to other ethnicities, with Hispanics second and whites third. The 
chart on Slide 19 of Exhibit F may be a little misleading because if you look at 
the numbers within it, the American Indian sample is approximately 
100 persons, where the Hispanics are 3,500 and the white population is over 
10,000. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
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On Slide 20 of Exhibit F, it shows the seatbelt use of those who are suspected 
of alcohol or drugs. There is a fifty-fifty chance as to whether they are wearing 
their seatbelt at the time of a crash. The driver is already drunk and not making 
the best decisions; not using a seatbelt is another poor decision. 
 
Slide 21 of Exhibit F shows the data for speeding when using alcohol or drugs. 
There is, again, a fifty-fifty chance of those suspected of alcohol or drugs to be 
speeding at the time of a crash. Those not suspected of drugs or alcohol at the 
time of a crash have a much higher compliance rate for staying within the speed 
limit. 
 
Looking at the hospital outcomes on Slide 22 of Exhibit F, the new injury 
severity scores, which are what trauma surgeons use to categorize injuries, 
show the higher the score, the more severe the injury. Outcomes for people 
who are suspected of alcohol and drugs are shown in red, and those who are 
not suspected are in blue. The scores for alcohol- and drug-related injuries are 
considerably higher for people who are suspected than those who are not. The 
suspected drivers spend more days in the hospital, in the ICU and more days on 
a ventilator. 
 
The statics show that 5.7 percent of those who are suspected of alcohol and 
drug use die, and 3.5 percent who are not suspected die. The trauma centers 
do an amazing job of saving lives. 
 
Looking at the median hospital costs on Slide 24 of Exhibit F, the charges are 
separated out by the primary payer. The people suspected of alcohol and drugs 
have higher hospital charges. The State’s taxpayers essentially cover uninsured 
persons. The average covered person pays $37,000 versus $30,000 for 
uninsured persons. Medicaid, which is partially covered by the State, shows a 
covered person pays almost $40,000 as opposed to $28,000 for an uninsured 
person. 
 
Slide 25 of Exhibit F shows the average annual costs for patients injured in a 
motor vehicle crash and treated at trauma centers. The results were $77 million 
in hospital charges, and of that total, for those who were suspected of alcohol 
or drug abuse, the cost was $15.7 million. 
 
The IID could be used for every first-time offender to stop them from making a 
terrible mistake. This law will not only prevent injuries, but it will save lives. 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696F.pdf
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LISA RASMUSSEN (Nevada Attorneys for Criminal Justice): 
We applaud the conceptual amendments that were spoken of earlier. They 
answered questions and criticisms we had as an organization. Primarily, the 
issue of ownership of the vehicle versus which vehicle is actually driven. We are 
concerned about the new amendment creating a new crime as a misdemeanor 
for a person who blows into another person’s device. We would like to know 
how that person would be identified. 
 
We do not believe that drinking and driving is okay, and of course, it is not okay 
to harm other people. Even though we are in opposition to some portions of this 
bill, the Nevada Attorneys for Criminal Justice has sympathy for the cause, the 
issues and the trauma individuals have gone through because of drinking and 
driving. The reality is we live in a 24-hour town where there is a high premium 
placed on alcohol. One specific issue we would like to clarify is how this will 
affect indigent people. 
 
I can tell the Committee what currently happens with the Secure Continuous 
Remote Alcohol Monitor (SCRAM), which is the bracelet that courts will often 
order a person to wear. A SCRAM will detect drugs, alcohol and other 
substances. Often people are ordered to wear a SCRAM bracelet, told they have 
to pay for it and when they do not pay. SCRAM will kick them off. They are 
then back in court with the court contemplating putting them back in jail. 
 
How will this pan out for people who do not have the money or do not stay 
current with the payment to the IID provider? Is there any information about 
what the installation, maintenance and calibration costs are? I did hear that the 
anticipated cost is $60 to $70 a month, but I did not hear anything about the 
other costs. 
 
Our substantive criticisms and opposition to the bill are in section 7, where 
there is an attempt to address what is done when someone tries to start their 
vehicle and the IID reads a BAC of 0.04 or more in their breath. Our 
understanding is that the car will not start unless it is 0.025 or lower. What is 
the result of these violations when it reads 0.04 or greater, or is it just a factor 
that the court can consider to extend time. This places a large burden on people 
to prove otherwise. These are our primary criticisms of the bill. 
 
If the amendments were added, we would probably be more in support of 
S.B. 259. We understand the attempt and the need to address these situations. 



Senate Committee on Transportation 
March 30, 2017 
Page 24 
 
We understand there have been tragic cases. People have commented that it 
does not address drugs, and we have huge problems with people driving under 
the influence of pills and other substances. We think it is unfortunate we are not 
able to address those as well. 
 
JOHN J. PIRO (Deputy Public Defender, Office of the Public Defender, Clark 

County; Public Defender, Washoe County): 
We can all agree, based on the testimony and what we have seen in our 
communities, that DUIs are a substantial problem and need to be dealt with. 
Ms. Rasmussen has voiced most of our concerns with the bill. In our office, we 
represent indigent defendants, and there is a concern about the costs. With the 
extension of time from the 90 days to 6 months, we will see additional costs 
associated with a DUI conviction. The victim impact panel has to be attended; 
you have to attend the school, pay fees and fines and now extra costs will be 
added on top of this in order to keep the community safe. We are looking at a 
device indigent defendants may not be able to afford or avail themselves of. 
 
As this Committee knows, most of the defendants in the State of Nevada are 
indigent and are represented by our office. We represent up to 80 percent of 
people charged with a crime. If this is how we are going to go forward, 
especially for first time DUI offenses, perhaps we can make some adjustments 
with the fees and fines requested in this bill. We are more than willing to sit 
down with the bill sponsors and work with them in order to be able to move 
into a position of neutral on S.B. 259. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
Are you saying that the offenders cannot afford the $2.50 a day for the IID? 
Nevertheless, when they go out and drink they can spend $10, $15 or $20 a 
day. Do they tell you how they come up with the money to afford to go and 
hang out at a bar or club? Do they sit down and discuss how they came up with 
those resources but they cannot come up with the $2.50 a day for the IID? 
 
MR. PIRO: 
I do not know where you are getting the $10 or $15 a day. It is not only the 
$2.50 a day, it is the installation costs, the maintenance, and the calibration 
and what the fees are that have not been stated for the record. How much will 
that cost, how frequently are the maintenance and calibrations required? We 
also are not taking into account the cost for the victim impact panel, the court 
fees and additional costs across the spectrum. 
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CHAIR MANENDO: 
The victim impact panel is already current law. As an example, we heard in 
testimony that repeat offenders have admitted to having four or five shots of 
whiskey, and unless they get free alcohol, they had to come up with the money 
from somewhere. I understand you are sympathetic to the indigent people, but 
if they can afford alcohol, they can afford an IID on their vehicle. 
 
MR. PIRO: 
There has been plenty talk of repeat offenders, and I agree with you on repeat 
offenders. They should be dealt a heavy hand, but this bill will also apply to 
first-time offenders. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
Yes, it will apply to first-time offenders who could have already had multiple 
offenses on their record. First-time maybe, but some could have had priors as 
well. 
 
MR. PIRO: 
What do you mean when you say priors, but first-time offenders? 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
For instance, the gentleman who had five or six other priors and this law was in 
place, and he is arrested tomorrow, he would have the IID put on his vehicle. He 
has had priors, but this is the first time since the law was put in place. 
 
MR. PIRO: 
I think we all can agree with you regarding the gentleman who had five priors. It 
was incumbent on the State and the people who did the intake evaluation on 
that gentleman to make sure that those priors were taken into account before 
bail was set. I agree with you on that point. The gentleman was not a first-time 
offender. What we are saying is that we are protective of the Constitution, 
protective of “presumed innocent until proven guilty,” and we are looking at 
measured approaches to regulate society through the criminal justice system. 
 
MS. DAVEY: 
We want to give the Committee information regarding the National Traffic 
Safety Administration’s guidelines for an ignition interlock program and show 
where Nevada currently falls in the spectrum. The State of Nevada receives a 
little over $1 million from the federal government to address DUI-impaired 
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driving issues in Nevada. Ignition interlock programs provide an additional 
opportunity for the State to receive federal funds, that we do not currently 
qualify for, to combat DUI-impaired driving. We wanted to bring forth 
information on how to qualify for those funds. 
 
VICTORIA HAUAN (Impaired Driving Program Manager, Office of Traffic Safety, 

Department of Public Safety): 
Despite decades of efforts to reduce drunken driving, one third of all U.S. traffic 
fatalities and Nevada fatalities are attributed to an impaired driver. The number 
of fatalities has increased each year since 2008. The Office of Traffic Safety is 
committed to zero fatalities in addressing driver behavior and has been working 
with stakeholders throughout the year to address impaired driving. 
 
Slide 2 of my presentation (Exhibit G) shows the possible funding from the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) which has three 
specific criteria and components. The first is the installation of IIDs for a period 
of six months and is mandatory for all offenders. The only allowable exceptions 
from installing an IID are: if a physician certifies that an individual is unable to 
provide deep lung samples for analysis; and if the individual is required to drive 
an employer’s vehicle in the course and scope of employment and the business 
entity owns the vehicle and it is not owned or controlled by the individual. There 
is a growing trend toward IID targeting both first and repeat offenders. This 
includes the NHTSA, the Governor’s Highway Safety Administration, the Traffic 
Injury Research Foundation and the Association of Ignition Interlock Program 
Administrators. The best practices of the NHTSA and incentive funding 
opportunities outline the criteria I just mentioned. Current Nevada law mandates 
ignition interlock only for high BAC offenders and only when ordered by the 
courts at the sentencing in criminal cases. For most impaired driving fatalities, 
approximately 71 percent according to the FARS data in 2010, the driver had 
no prior offenses on record. The average person has driven impaired 80 times 
before being arrested. According to a study by the Insurance Institute for 
Highway Safety, people who are convicted of a first time DUI are less likely to 
reoffend if they have installed an IID. Nevada could be the thirtieth state to 
enact an all-offender law. 
 
Slide 3 of Exhibit G shows the existing IID program in Nevada. There were 
1,227 IIDs actively installed as of August 31, 2015. In the last year, we added 
100 more. In comparison, Colorado had 24,504, Arizona 119,542, New Mexico 
11,783, Washington 18,663 and Kansas 10,626 IIDs installed. There are five 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696G.pdf
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manufacturers operating in the State, and there are additional manufacturers 
that have been approved but are not operating at this time. The cost for an IID 
is approximately $2.50 per day. There has been a lot of discussion concerning 
SCRAM, and I believe the cost of SCRAM is double the cost of an IID. 
 
The way the device works is it collects all the data for a whole month: how 
many times you blew into the device, whether it allowed the car to start or 
stopped the car from starting and has the BAC. All of the data is stored on the 
interlock device. The person takes the device to a service center on a monthly 
basis where the data is downloaded and goes to the manufacturer’s server 
where the reports can be reviewed. The DUI courts can order an IID and have a 
case coordinator review the reports on a regular basis. The judges in a DUI court 
actually have access to what has happened on a day-to-day basis. 
Senate Bill 259 addresses impaired drivers before they actually get to the court 
case. 
 
There are two different pieces to a DUI offense. The first is the criminal case, 
which in northern Nevada could be 120 days before the court date. I have had 
judges tell me they want to know whether that offender has been drinking and 
driving before that case comes to their court. The other piece is an 
administrative program. A lot of states have an administrative program where 
the person can opt to have the device, and it is considered a pre-conviction. The 
victim impact panel and court costs are associated more with the criminal cases 
than with the administrative portion that we are also offering. 
 
Slide 4 of Exhibit G shows the comparisons in fatality reductions in each of the 
states before there was an all-offender law and the results after an all-offender 
law was initiated. For example, Arizona had a 50 percent reduction in fatalities, 
Arkansas had a 12 percent decrease, Kansas had a 37 percent decrease and the 
state of Washington had 19 percent reduction in fatalities since the law was 
initiated. 
 
As mentioned, 50 percent to 70 percent of convicted drivers continue to drive 
with suspended licenses. This law would specifically address this issue before 
they go to court by having an IID installed to prevent them from driving 
impaired. The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety reports that IIDs reduce 
repeat offenses by 39 percent compared to offenders who never installed an 
IID. 
 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696G.pdf
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When an IID is installed for the first time DUI offenders, they are less likely to 
reoffend, and it will have a deterrent effect. 
 
JUDE HURIN (Administrator, Management Services and Programs Division, 

Department of Motor Vehicles): 
Mr. Tom Conners in Las Vegas is our administrative law judge, should there be 
any questions regarding the current process. In Carson City, we also have our 
subject matter experts that have the responsibility of dealing with legal per se 
matters on the DUI convictions for any questions. 
 
I appreciate Ms. Breen’s overview of the conceptual amendment; several items 
were checked off the box based on our original intent discussions with the 
stakeholders. There are still two areas of concern for the Department that we 
would like to work with Senator Manendo and the stakeholders on. The original 
agreement of intent was the IID would be an option and not a mandate. The 
option was that if offenders refused the IID, then there would be a six-month 
revocation on their licenses. It was originally 90 days for our administrative 
authority, and it has been revised to 6 months or 185 days. We would like to 
work with the stakeholders to understand the direction on this. The other area 
was in reference to NRS 484C.210 and NRS 484C.220. I believe this was in 
sections 3 and 4 of the bill and are referenced throughout the original 
amendment. 
 
I have not looked at the conceptual amendment, and we believe those sections 
actually include a failure to submit situation, where a person fails to submit or 
refuses to submit to the blood alcohol test at the scene of the incident. That 
person’s license is automatically revoked for one year. This could be possibly 
three years if they have a failure to submit in the previous seven years. We 
would continue work with the Senator and the stakeholders to possibly consider 
putting language into the amendment or conceptual amendment to make sure 
the language excludes or exempts that failure to submit because it is already a 
mandatory one-year revocation of license. 
 
MR. ELGAS: 
I wish to ask the Committee, how many deaths or accidents are too many? We 
are allowing marijuana to be legal; what do you think is going to happen there? 
If a person gets a license, they are supposed to know that they do not drink and 
drive. This is the responsibility we are given, that is an oath, if you will. We are 
entrusted with driving these vehicles while we are normal. We are talking about 
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an offender, but let us start charging the bartenders and the businesses. This is 
probably a great device and it may work for one time, but I have always said 
that I do not care how messed up you are, if I give you a loaded gun and I tell 
you to pull the trigger, and you put it to your head, you are not going to do it. I 
do not care how messed up you are. Do you know why? Because the bottom 
line is, you know better. So why should they be allowed to make these 
decisions when they are drunk and say the State has this device I can go get 
and I don’t have to worry about it.  
 
In addition, here is something else you might want to think about. Having a 
lengthy involvement with the Department of Prisons here, I can tell you 
incarceration does not work; it just delays. I liken these devices to incarceration. 
As long as someone is watching, they will not drink. However, once released 
from this device, the offender will more than likely reoffend. Why? Because they 
are addicts. You know you are not treating the disease; you have just stopped 
the progression for a time. In most cases, once this has happened, the addiction 
comes on worse than before and, therefore, relapse is inevitable. You will most 
likely find yourself dealing with this type of individual again. So again, I ask the 
Committee respectfully: how many accidents or deaths are too much? 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
I would like the manufacturer to answer the question of what the cost of 
installation is of these devices. 
 
MR. WADE: 
There is no cost for the installation. The cost is approximately $2.50 per day 
and is all-encompassing. 
 
Vice Chair Atkinson: 
We will close the hearing on S.B. 259. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
We will now go to S.B. 283. 
 
SENATE BILL 283: Provides for the issuance of special license plates indicating 

support for the Vegas Golden Knights hockey team. (BDR 43-924) 
 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/79th2017/Bill/5244/Overview/
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SENATOR KELVIN ATKINSON (Senatorial District No. 4): 
One of the promoters from the Golden Knights organization contacted me a few 
weeks ago to put a bill forward for a special license plate. The organization 
thought this would be a good way of promoting their product and team in the 
State. In the past, I have opposed special license plates; however, I see the 
enthusiasm people have for a professional hockey team in the State. 
 
The National Hockey League (NHL) and the City of Las Vegas have been 
interested in partnering together for quite some time. From the minor league 
Las Vegas Thunder, who played at the Thomas & Mack Center from 1993 to 
1999, to annually hosting the Frozen Fury, the preseason competition between 
the Los Angeles Kings and the Colorado Avalanche, Las Vegas has long been 
interested in having its own NHL team. 
 
Discussions for a hockey team began in the summer of 2014, and by 
February 2015, a season ticket drive began to gauge interest. In June of 2015, 
the NHL allowed prospective owners to bid on expansion teams, and by June of 
2016, Las Vegas won the expansion bid. It was announced that the new team 
would begin playing in 2017 for the 2018 season. In November of 2016, we 
learned our team would be named the Las Vegas Golden Knights. 
 
Senate Bill 283 will require the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) to design, 
prepare and issue license plates sponsoring the Vegas Golden Knights. These 
special plates may be combined with personalized prestige plates if the person 
pays the additional fees for the personalized prestige plates. This bill is not 
subject to the usual rules for such plates, including being placed on the waiting 
list or requiring an additional fee that goes to benefit a nonprofit organization. 
Finally, S.B. 283 allows the DMV to accept any gifts, grants, donations or other 
sources of money for the production and issuance of these license plates. 
 
As you see, the language was changed before the bill came out because of fees 
the DMV and the taxpayers would have to pay. I did not think that was prudent, 
and the last line has been added concerning the DMV accepting gifts, grants 
and donations. We fully expect the Las Vegas Golden Knights organization to 
pay for the production of these license plates. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
The provisions requiring additional fees for the plates have been taken out of 
this bill. What happens when the plates are made and the team only sticks 
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around for a year or two? If there is a fee, why is there not a two-thirds vote 
required? 
 
SENATOR ATKINSON: 
I did not say there was not a fee. I stated the Golden Knights anticipate paying 
for the production of the plates by putting funds into the DMV. The residents 
will have to pay a fee for the special plates and the fee for any replacement of 
the plates. This will stay for any plate. There is not a fee for the State, but there 
is a fee for the individual who is asking for the plate. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
So, this will not trigger the two-thirds vote. 
 
SENATOR ATKINSON: 
Yes, that is correct. 
 
ALFREDO ALONSO (Las Vegas Golden Nights; Black Night Entertainment;): 
We look at this as a very exciting time in Las Vegas history. The fact that a year 
ago, there were no teams, and now there are two is exciting. It is amazing that 
Nevada is getting two professional teams. 
 
We fully support S.B. 283. Perhaps there will be some appetite at some time in 
the future to discuss upcharges that would go into a foundation of sorts, 
obviously for charitable reasons, for the State. 
 
SEAN P. MCDONALD (Administrator, Division of Central Services and Records, 

Department of Motor Vehicles): 
I will read my written testimony (Exhibit H). 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
We will close the hearing on S.B. 283 and open the hearing on S.B. 401. 
 
SENATE BILL 401: Revises provisions relating to the Nevada Transportation 

Authority and the Taxicab Authority. (BDR 58-86) 
 
SENATOR DAVID R. PARKS (Senatorial District No. 7): 
Senate Bill 401 provides that any person employed by the Nevada 
Transportation Authority (NTA) or the Taxicab Authority (TA), who is authorized 
to issue citations, may issue a citation to a person suspected of violating a law 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696H.pdf
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or a regulation under the jurisdiction of the NTA or the TA. After a citation is 
filed with a court of competent jurisdiction, the citation may only be disposed of 
by a hearing in that court or other official action by a judge of that court. The 
measure also sets forth the information that a citation is required to include. The 
bill further requires the NTA and the TA adopt any regulations necessary to 
carry out the provisions of sections 2 and 5. 
 
Sections 3 and 6 of S.B. 401 also provide that any person employed by the 
NTA or the TA authorized to stop a vehicle for a suspected violation of a law or 
a regulation under the jurisdiction of the NTA or the TA is prohibited from 
stopping any such vehicle unless the person has probable cause to believe that 
a violation has occurred. 
 
Sections 4 and 7 repeal the provision requiring the NTA or the TA to impound a 
vehicle used as a taxicab, limousine, or certain other passenger vehicle if a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) is required to be issued 
but has not been issued. This bill prohibits the NTA and the TA from 
impounding any such vehicle. 
 
Section 35 also repeals provisions relating to administrative fines imposed by 
the NTA against a person and the ability of the DMV to suspend the driver’s 
license of that person. Provisions establishing the procedure for the suspension 
of the driver’s license of a person by the DMV after receiving such notice from 
the NTA are also repealed. 
 
A.R. (BOB) FAIRMAN: 
I will read from my written testimony (Exhibit I) and my research (Exhibit J). 
 
DAVE BASHLINE (Owner/Operator Lakeshore Taxi): 
I will read from my written testimony (Exhibit K). 
 
KERRIE KRAMER (Nevada Bus and Limousine Association): 
We stand in opposition to S.B. 401 due to major concerns with regard to public 
safety. 
 
It concerns us that neither the NTA nor law enforcement may impound a vehicle 
that is not licensed with the NTA. If these vehicles are not licensed with the 
NTA, then they have not been inspected pursuant to the law as far as what is 
required for taxicabs, limousines and buses. 

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Exhibits/Senate/TRN/STRN696I.pdf
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Taking away the administrative hearing and putting it into the court’s hands 
could potentially create a burden for the court system, as there is no 
administrative remedy and all of the citations would go to the municipal justice 
and/or district court. Without the ability to have an administrative hearing and 
by burdening the court systems, we believe there will be a substantial length of 
time before the citations are to be heard. 
 
We also have a concern about pirate cars not being impounded by law 
enforcement or the NTA. That could mean the cars would not to be found 
unsafe and unlicensed drivers without CPCNs would not be treated the same as 
a licensed carrier by the NTA. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
Have the people you represent complained about any harassment? 
 
MS. KRAMER: 
No, we have not received any complaints of harassment from our members, and 
they are subject to the laws as they now stand. 
 
With regard to the pirate cars, section 32, subsection 6, states that any person 
who operates or permits a taxicab to be operating passenger service without a 
CPCN issued pursuant to NRS 706.8827 is guilty of a gross misdemeanor. They 
are asking to remove the ability of a law enforcement officer who witnesses a 
violation of this subsection to tow the vehicle immediately from the scene. If 
this is taken is out, the pirate cars may or may not have been inspected by the 
NTA and are operating illegally and will continue if they are not towed. For the 
record, we do not have taxicabs, but it is a concern that they would not be 
treated the same as those who have gone through the licensing process. We 
have the same concern with repealing the wording in section 21, subsection 4. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
Are you a regulatory agency, an enforcement agency or both? 
 
MS. KRAMER: 
No, we are the Nevada Bus and Limousine Association and are subject to the 
regulations of those entities. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
Do you know if the NTA or TA is an enforcement agency? 
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MS. KRAMER: 
Yes, the NTA is the regulatory body in southern Nevada for all contracted 
common carriers except for taxicabs, which is covered by the TA. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
Are they an enforcement agency? 
 
MS. KRAMER: 
Yes, they are. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
Are the citations issued just like a traffic citation? 
 
MS. KRAMER: 
I believe so; I would have to defer that to the NTA. I am not the NTA or the 
citing agency. 
 
KIMBERLY MAXSON-RUSHTON (Livery Operators Association of Las Vegas): 
We are in opposition of S.B. 401. In the past, the Nevada judiciary would 
handle the adjudication of the NTA and TA administrative matters. This would 
specifically pertain to cases that involve driver and operator citations, carrier 
complaints made by members of the public or another carrier, as well as 
revocation hearings wherein a carrier’s license may be suspended or revoked. 
 
The courts would have the added responsibility of monitoring administrative 
matters to determine the fine amounts because the statutes still include an 
escalating fine schedule, and they would be required to ensure payments of the 
fine. These responsibilities would not only add to the cost of the judiciary but 
would congest the overburdened court system in the State of Nevada. 
 
There are additional concerns based on current fine monies collected by the TA 
and NTA, which support the respective enforcement divisions. Pursuant to 
section 23, subsection 3, the language specifying where the fines go is deleted, 
and therefore infers the fine money would be retained by the courts. 
 
If approved, this would be a striking change to how other administrative 
agencies in Nevada handle matters. The agencies refer matters to an 
administrative tribunal or an administrative law judge for adjudication of 
citations, orders to show cause and revocation of licenses. 
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The bill contains multiple legal inconsistencies. Specifically, if the court of 
competent jurisdiction was a municipal court or a justice court, they do not have 
the authority to issue injunctions or the authority to issue fines in the amount 
under this bill. Another legal inconsistency specific to S.B. 401 is that a stop 
would be required to be based on probable cause, which is a much higher 
standard of proof than is currently required in administrative matters. 
“Reasonable suspicion” is the legal standard for law enforcement to initiate a 
stop in the State of Nevada. “Probable Cause” is the standard imposed by 
S.B. 401, as comparable for law enforcement to conduct a search or make an 
arrest. 
 
Additionally, we oppose the bill which if passed, would preclude both the TA 
and NTA from impounding vehicles. This authority is a useful tool to both 
agencies in order to stop individuals from providing illegal transportation service 
without a State license. The impound authority ensures the traveling public is 
transported in safe vehicles driven by drivers authorized to provide commercial 
transportation services. It protects consumers who entrust their property to 
other transportation companies such as movers of household goods or a tow 
carrier. For several sessions, the Nevada Legislature has considered this bill and 
the argument has been consistent with that raised by Mr. Fairman, the action of 
impounding personal property is unconstitutional because it constitutes the 
taking or is deemed to be a violation of an individuals’ substantive due process. 
These matters have been considered and decided by the Supreme Court of the 
United States as well as the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, in which it has been 
determined that actions of the NTAs and TAs impounding vehicles operated 
without authority or in an otherwise unsafe manner are not unlawful. 
 
RON GROGAN (Administrator, Taxicab Authority, Department of Business and 

Industry): 
The key issues for the TA is in sending these citations into another court instead 
of an administrative court. This will cause a hardship not only for our agency in 
terms of how fast we can turn the citations around but also for drivers and 
taxicab companies. 
 
As an example, if we deny a permit to a taxicab driver, the driver is able to 
appeal, and our court is able to adjudicate the appeal quickly. If the court 
decides in favor of the driver, the driver will be back on the street and the cab 
company has another employee bringing in revenue. 
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The other concern we have is the ability for our administrative court to schedule 
officers as they write citations. The hearing dates given to the officer are 
consistent with their regular days off, so it does not cost the agency overtime 
to have the officer present. If we have to defend those citations in another 
court, this will impact the TA financially, not just from an overtime standpoint 
but also from a scheduling standpoint. If all my employees were on day shift 
writing citations and end up in the court on the same day, that would create a 
significant hardship. 
 
The TA never impounds a taxicab that has a CPCN. If there is an infraction, we 
cite the company, and a vehicle that cannot safely operate on the street is 
taken back to the yard. Per current statutes which are designed to allow the TA 
to protect the riding public, we impound vehicles if they are operating illegally. 
These vehicles have not been checked for safety, and the drivers have not been 
vetted as to whether or not they should be providing this public service. 
 
RUBEN AQUINO (Chief Investigator, Taxicab Authority, Department of Business 

and Industry): 
As an investigator and the chief, I have been impounding vehicles since 2005. A 
lot of things come to mind in not having the ability to impound operators’ 
vehicles that do not have a CPCN and first is public safety—the key component 
to the impounding of vehicles. 
 
I want to explain how the TA impounds these vehicles. Typically, investigators 
will locate ads on Craig’s List or possibly get tips from the public and drivers 
that work for the industry. These investigators will then set up a sting operation 
to take a ride being offered by an individual for a cost. These are drivers who 
have not been vetted or drug tested and have not gone through any type of 
criminal background check to be certified. Once the investigator is successful in 
obtaining a ride from a company or individual, there is reasonable suspicion. At 
the scene of the operation, the undercover investigator will determine if he has 
to pay a fee for the ride, which is the probable cause to issue a citation 
pursuant to NRS 706.8827 requiring an individual to have a CPCN to operate 
and provide passenger transportation. Once confirmed, a takedown team will 
identify themselves as investigators with the TA and issue an administrative 
impound notice. A key component of the impound is that once the registered 
owner is served, the TA is mandated to give them two days for an 
administrative hearing before the administrative law judge. The individuals can 
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plead their cases as to why they are operating, and the judge will hand down 
the punitive consequence. 
 
During this process, the investigators issue citations similar to traffic citations, 
which are heard on another date. Most of the time, it is scheduled during the 
first 48 hours and the deputy attorney general puts the case together. It is 
adjudicated on the same day. Depending on the case, there is a settlement in 
regards to the assessed monetary fines. Pursuant to the statute, the dollar 
amount could be as low as $0 up to $10,000. The $10,000 range would be 
due to aggravating circumstances where a person was caught more than two or 
three times. 
 
Removing the impoundment ability will impact our enforcement and ability to 
successfully prosecute and prevent these situations from occurring. Since 2005, 
there have been very few repeat offenders due to the fact citations are issued 
and their vehicles are impounded, which is a deterrence. 
 
There has been a change in the noncertified drivers. In late 2000, most of the 
drivers that were apprehended were people who were out of work due to the 
economy. We were seeing soccer moms and out-of-work real estate agents 
trying to augment their income to provide for their families. As the economy 
improved, a different type of noncertified driver emerged. In most cases, the 
driver does not have a valid driver’s license because it is suspended or revoked; 
there are warrants for arrests and criminal histories. These are the type of rogue 
drivers the TA is detecting in southern Nevada. I spoke to a driver and asked 
why he could not apply for a permit as a taxi, limousine or even a transportation 
network company driver. The answer was he was not able to because of his 
background. We are getting the worst of the worst in regards to those we are 
apprehending providing illegal transportation. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
Is the TA both a regulatory and an enforcement agency? 
 
MR. AQUINO: 
Yes, that is correct. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
Do you or have you in the past issued citations personally or do you send them 
in the mail? 
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MR. AQUINO: 
We do not send citations through the mail. The citations are issued at the time 
of the violation by investigators in the field. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
Are your peace officers Category I or II? 
 
MR. AQUINO: 
The TA is a regulatory enforcement agency, which is a Category II agency. 
Most of our investigators are either Category I or II officers. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
Does that allow them to arrest people? 
 
MR. AQUINO: 
There are instances where we have to arrest people when we make certain 
traffic stops concerning illegal operators. Sometimes the operators have 
warrants for their arrest, and if the warrant is a domestic violence or a violent 
crime warrant, we will then detain and take the person into custody. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON: 
I understand safety is an issue for all agencies. There have been many stories 
over the years of harassment of drivers. Would you please comment on the 
harassment of drivers in the past? 
 
MR. GROGAN: 
As administrator, the Chief and I have enforced the TA’s image over the past 15 
to 18 months. I can assure you, there has not been a single issue where one of 
my officers has acted inappropriately or mishandled the execution of his or her 
responsibilities. We are very strict about treating people with dignity and 
respect. That may have been an issue for this agency in the past, but we have 
it under control today. 
 
MR. FAIRMAN: 
Our question is with the NTA’s policies and procedures in northern Nevada, not 
the TA in Las Vegas. Last month, there was an arrest of an officer with 
five DUIs who was buying heroin. We want a fair system for all the carriers. 
The small carriers are being hounded by this agency, and we would like to see it 
stopped. 
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CHAIR MANENDO: 
We will close the hearing on S.B. 401 and begin work session with S.B. 320. 
 
SENATE BILL 320: Revises provisions relating to tow cars. (BDR 58-1143) 
 
MICHELLE VAN GEEL (Policy Analyst): 
The work session document (Exhibit L) for S.B. 320 sets forth conditions 
relating to towing a motor vehicle from a residential complex. These conditions 
provide that the owner of the real property or an authorized agent of the owner: 
(1) must be present when the vehicle is towed;  (2) must give the tow car 
operator the address of the vehicle’s owner, if known; (3) may only have a 
vehicle towed for a parking violation or for an issue related to health and safety; 
and (4) may not have a vehicle towed solely because the vehicle is unregistered 
or the registration on the vehicle is expired. The measure also requires the tow 
car operator to securely attach a notice to the vehicle owner’s residence door, if 
known, that provides information about the tow. Existing law makes a violation 
of any of these provisions a misdemeanor. 
 
There is an attached amendment, Exhibit L, provided by Paul Enos of the 
Nevada Trucking Association, which removes the provisions requiring the owner 
of the real property or an authorized agent to be present at the time of the tow 
and the tow car operator to securely attach a notice to the vehicle owner’s 
residence door. Instead, the amendment would require the owner of the real 
property or an authorized agent to notify the owner of the vehicle to be towed 
48 hours prior to the vehicle being towed by placing a sticker on the vehicle. 
Additionally, the amendment removes the provisions requiring the tow car 
operator to leave certain information about the tow with the owner of the 
vehicle. Also, the amendment adds language to specify that a vehicle may be 
towed for a registration violation only after the registration has been expired for 
60 days. 
 
Following the hearing, there was some discussion and concern about the 
48-hour requirement and the health and safety concerns. Our legal counsel will 
explain what an additional amendment would be. 
 
DARCY JOHNSON (Counsel): 
The 48-hour notice provision would not apply to a tow based on a related health 
and safety issue of the residents of the complex; for an example, a vehicle that 
is parked blocking an entrance or in front of a fire hydrant or a vehicle leaking 
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toxic fluids. I will rearrange the language of this amendment to accurately 
reflect this, if this is the desire of the Committee. 
 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
Yes, please rearrange the language. I do not think that was the intent of 
sponsor. 
 

SENATOR GUSTAVSON MOVED TO AMEND AND DO PASS AS 
AMENDED S.B. 320. 
 
SENATOR ATKINSON SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
***** 

 
CHAIR MANENDO: 
We will proceed with S.B. 410. 
 
SENATE BILL 410: Revises provisions relating to reckless driving. (BDR 43-72) 
 
MS. VAN GEEL: 
The work session document (Exhibit M) for S.B. 410 provides that the 
punishment for certain unauthorized speed contests or reckless driving which 
proximately causes the death of or substantial bodily harm to another person is 
a category B felony punishable by imprisonment for 1 to 6 years and by a fine 
of $2,000 to $5,000. There were no amendments offered on this measure. 
 

SENATOR HAMMOND MOTIONED TO DO PASS S.B. 410. 
 
SENATOR GUSTAVSON SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

***** 
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CHAIR MANENDO: 
There was a discussion concerning suspended licenses during the hearing on 
S.B. 259. Getting caught driving without a license or with a suspended license, 
which is against the law, is punishable, and the person can be fined not less 
than $500 and not more than $1,000. We heard testimony that it is 
approximately $2.50 per day to have the IID and if someone is driving on a 
suspended license, the cost is between $500 and $1,000 almost making it a 
wash. We would prefer the public be safe and not have someone driving on a 
suspended license. 
 
Seeing no public comment or further business before this Committee, the 
meeting is adjourned at 11:11 a.m. 
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