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.S, CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20207

September 12, 1978

Mr. Edward F. Kearney

Executive Director

National Committee on Uniform
Traffic Laws and Ordinances

- 1776 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Kearney:

This responds to your January 24, 1978 letter to
William Kitzes of the Commission's Cffice of Program Manage-
ment concerning proposed changes in the Uniform Vehicle
Code. You have asked for the Commission’s views on these
-changes, which concern reflectivity and braking requirements
for sidewalk bicycles and which have been recommended by

some bicycle manufacturers. L.t e s

- TN
The Commission's general policy is to have states and
localities determine initially the preemptive effects of the
Commission's statutes and regulations on state and local
requirements. However, your letter raises some issues of
broad applicability that the Commission has decided to
consider, and we hope that the discussion below will prove

- helpful to you. :

As you know, the Commission's bieycle regulations (16
CFR 1500.18(a)(12) arc 16 CFR Part 1512) establish many
different requirements for sidewalk and other types of
bicycles. According to section 18(b) of the Federal Hazardous
Substances Act (FHSA, as amended by the Consumer Product
Safety Commission Improvements Act of 1976, Pub. L. 94-284),
states and localities are prohibited from establishing or
continuing in effect any non-identical requirement applicable
to bicycles that is designed to protect against the same
risk of injury that the Commission's bicycle regulations
wer?_essghlighgd to protect against.
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Mr. Edward F. Kearney
Executive Director
Page -2-

A number of the provisions in your existing model code
are not identical to the Commission's bicycle requirements.
(We have looked only at the provisions which were attached
to your letter and which are the subject of the proposed
changes.) 1In particular, the reflectivity and braking
requirements contained in your model code differ from the
Commission's requirements (compare UVC §§ 12-703 and 704

with 16 CFR 1512.16 and compare UVC § 12-706 with 16 CFR

1512.5). We point this out as a potential preemption
problem even though your letter asked only about sidewalk
bicycle preemption.

Your specific question was whether the Commission
agrees with the contention that '"states cannot ... require
reflectors or brakes on sidewalk bicycles used on their
highways because the CPSC does not require bicycle makers to

.install them." The Commission's bicycle regulation sets

braking and reflectivity requirements for bicycles, but
specifically exempts sidewalk blCYCles from those require-
ments. That decision on sidewalk blcycleg_was based on the
Commission's explicit findings that sSuch requirements were
not necessary to protect riders of sidewalk blcycles from an
unreasonable risk of injury.

. The Commission found that sidewalk bicycles "are
intended to be ridden by young children inside the house and
on sidewalks [and] are not meant for use after dark and on

© streets" (40 FR 25485, Jume 16, 1975). Further, "the

Ccrmission's intention was ... that small bicycles ridden by
very young children inside houses or on sidewalks not be
subject to all requirements applicable to bicycles suitable
for use by older children on streets" (40 FR 25481, June 16,
1975). Based on this assessment of the risk of injury
presented by sidewalk bicycles, the Commission specifically
exempted them from the reflectivity and braking requirements
that are applicable to all other bicycles covered by the
regulation.
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Executive Director
Page -3-

In this situation, the Commission believes that states
are preempted from issuing non- identical braking or reflectivity
requirements for sidewalk bicycles. GSince the Commission's
regulation contains no such requirements, states are prohibited
from issuing any, as well. We believe that this conclusion
is mandated by the statutory language and legislative history

of the FHSA preemptlon prov1sion.

Please note that the Commission has approved this
advisory opinion.

Slncerely,

Lt b

-l Syl LS

Fr
Acting General

esto
Counsel
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January 24, 1978

Mr. Bill Fitzeas

Sworts oid Lhecreation

‘Crorswmer Product Safety Commission
1720 K Street, N.W.

Jashington, D.C. 20207

—

Dear Mi. Kitzaes:

The National Cor tee 1s responsible for reovisiang the Uniform
Vehicle Code and ury  its adepting by the states. Since its ini-

tial publication, this docrmont has servad as the bhasis for i-.st
motor vehicle and traffic lawvs in the United States.

Naturally, the Uniform Vehicle Code contains a number of pro-
visions related to bicycles and their use,

one of six subcominittess. Enclosad is a copy of the Agenda o be

used by our Subcommiittee on Operations when it meets in Chicago on
February 22-24, 1978.

Wz would like to know the Conmission's wviews on item 47 (page 77)

relobing to "Bicyele Lav Conflicts." Some bicycie manufacturers con-
tend that the states cannot, for instance, regui ~ reflectors or
braokes on sidewalk bicycles used on their hignw becau. 2 the CPSC
coss not reguire blcoynle makers to irstoll them. DBoes the Commisaion
agree with this contention? R

Slt:?r'ly,

‘ o~
V[
.ot ¥ \\{‘:
o I e

Edward I'.. Kearney S

Executive Director %
cc: Bob Reader NG

James Hayes
J. Forcocster
John Racr
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RiDING ON BICYCLE PATHS

Prozosal: Refdirs Biky PRLNs BE “"SEE8™ %5 ug8,
Prepasad bve Daunis Rebeyteer., Alasha Department of Peblic
Safety.

Effect of Pronosal: Would amend UVC § 11-1205 to read:

c. Wherever a safe and usable path for
bicycles has been provided adjacent to a road-
way, maintained in safe and usabls condition,
bicycle ridexrs shall use such path and shall
not use the roadway.

Reas” Stated t~ Suvpmort Proposal: Without altering tle
mar: .. -+ to use :1lable bicycle paths and shoulders of
rot ‘s, the ams- 2nt does attempt to gualify the mandate

by "requiring" that the paths and shoulders be safe fto u
(e.g., freguent driveway intersections produce more dxiv ..s
backing across paths without enough concern for pedeztrians
and cyclists, although these same drivers are usually very
cautious about backing into roadways where they may en-
counter more sizeable objects) and bz maintain=d in a safe
and usable condition (e.g., so tha: cyclists will not be
required to weave in and out of chunks of chippad pa. ...:n
potholes, etc).

cr

’

Code References: UVC § 1l1-1205.

Comparative Dota: See the prior acenda item,

BICYC™ 1AW COMNILICTS

wsals Amand the UVC to add p*o"isions regarding

r e

ic.zle equipment that would aveid conflict with Federal
regulations.

el
O

|

a3

Proposed by: John R. F. Baer, Counsel for Schwinn Bicycle
Company; Rcnald K. Kolins, Counsel for Bicycle Manufacturers
Association of America, in a letter dated March 14, 1977.



Bffect of Propopsl: Weould amend UVC § 12-701 to vead:

a. 2 provisisn in this chapte
apply to bicycles nor to equipmaent for uss
on kicycles excopht 20 fo provisio 1
artizle or unlezs a nrovicieon has
specifically applicable to b 1
eguinmont.

b._  MNeothing hex: . is inte qanﬁ £ b~

[

T

nor _shall be conctxru as b e
with s retupliver-nog I 5 e
Safety Standord, 1a C.¥.R. ¢ 1500, 19")(12

aad “pek 1517

Would amend UVC § 12-703 to read:

Every bicycle shall bz eguipped with
red reflector of a tvoe approved by the de-
partment which shall be visible for 600 feet
to the rear when directly in front of lawful
lower bheams of hs=ad lamps on a motor vehicle.

This reauirement gll rnot apol  to a i ~r-
. =

cle having & s« Gl than & am
{25 dpehes) Wik, i i | _Baasur
with the scaib a2a =24 te its Liichest DO

an in use a2t the times
sh .11l be 2zuippad with
sufficint size and
ikle fro. both sides
cely dn fromt ¢f lawiul
mos on a woter wvehicle,
i tiv rwmataerial, with

n sides from &

[
iy 9: N

A L
distance of at

e Tihis recuire-
xment shall not spolv to a b le having a
seat hoeight o morao than G332 (25 irches)
with the seui, helicoht men-vrec ith the seat
adjusted to its Tighast  sition.

Would amend UVC § 12-706 to read:

Every hicyele shall by equippsd with @ heake ar hrates which will enahls its driver to stop
the bicyele within 25 fert from a speed of 39 mi'- o5 v heur on dry, Devell elean paverent

This regui: mant _shall » 4 applv to a bisvele

L ‘ng a s it height of lwaos than 560 o (22
i 1 with seit haight adiustoed to its lowost

DC):: .i. \.] (lll_._
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______ l: The Naticnal Highway

Trdpftdie .afety Acmlnmquatlnn (‘%T") nas Inssitunked &

tra7fic safety progrem, pursuant te which each stat: would
e

ent-:r wnto an asresirant with NATS34 to develop and i intzin

a pedaleycle safety vrogras which would require podulevele
operation to b2 In general cenformancz with the UVC's

Rules of the Reoocd. Althuugh this has noit yet been finalized,
several s ates have proposed legislation which would adont

UvC provision..

Several of the UVC prouvisions are expreszscd in ternm
which would reguire the use of certazin eiuizmernt on the
bicycle itself, The states, in adcpting these provisions,
mighi reword or construe them In such a way as to mandata
certain equipment on new bicycles at point of sale {o thesf
consunar, If that hapoeans, the bicvele industry will en-
counter some confl:cts bacause the equirpme-t provisions

of tho UVC are diflierent from thosz in the Federal Bicycla
Safety lzgulatiocns issued by the Cousumer Prcduct Safety
Commission.

Any state law mandating is not identical
to the Consumer Product 5S¢ C) ragu =nts
will be preempted —-- no st rog :
anplicatle to bicycle equ = CZS8C unlass it

is "identical" o the CPIL redgulire:

The UVC recuiroments for rear reflectors and broizs

are not identical tno faderal recguiraments. ie

reguire kbrakes and reilectors on small sile

while the CP3C ragulations do not recuire t

it is ertive’y liliely that th:re would be I ;
sipece the CFSC e Girectly pelaibed im €

areas. Thers mty alsn be o :ral prszem»diio

to the side reflacitolr provisicn of the UVC

not as clearcut.

The addition of the mopad sections would resoclve the
problem and resgcoue the consumar frOﬁ potential controversy.

Code References: UVC §§ 12-701, 12-703, 12—704 and 12-706.

Comparative Data: While no state has yet adopted provrisions
to avoid conflicting with C'°C requirements, several have

adopted laws like UVC gy 12-2 11 (L) and (f) to avoid conflicts
with federal motor vehicle safaety otandards.




In the sever statzes with a definition of bicvele
similar to the 1962 Codo provision, conflict with CPsC.
requirowonks deos not exist. In addition, New York
erxcludas davicoes having so

id tires and inten’:d foc: use
nije C.Ll"ren, and Qnia exoslu
' rclze from the deifiinit
. The District of Colvnhi efinezs "sidewalk
#s onz that is nol designed to be ridden on a
roadway oo that has two or mere whaels ail of which are
s than 20 inchas in diameter.

Statement by John Forester Concerning This Prcwmosal: Th
bicycle manufacturers' reguest to chaoga the UVC and St

requirements for bicycle lights, refl
acgresz with the so-called "bicycle saf
Faderal Censumer Product Safety Commiss
and the ste Legislatures in a very diffi
Thz2 bas’® Juesti is very simple: Sheould i
bicycle .zaffic fety equipment bs r axed to a dang
~level because a ?Lderal cemmission Wi no cther wve
and no traffic or transportation resy
dJQCEInl le expert LnouTQdca in these a s, has s
regula;\on for bicyele design which does not reguire
Traditicnal eguipment and in one czse © i
EThstitute?
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The bicycle manu
that somes cyclists be =
some without eithcr head
and implieitly, th=- A the
ment, that alli cyclict:

a front reflectoi instend
reflector {and guite p ;
concezled by baggage or clothing.

H}
ul"'n

Tha brake omission reguss ands only o
small bicycles called "s d al? bicyveles". There 1s no
evidence that smnll Dl”VCLES require no bhraking action
beyond that produced by the fzet, and considerable evidenc
tha! all cyclists operating upor sidewalks reguire braking
act:on to aveid cars in drlvemst and to control their

a

entrance onto the roadway at crosswalks. in 2ddi- o©on, they

is no limitaticn, elthe: legal or practic-l, to tne use of
bicycles named "sidewalk bicycles" upon the roadway in
traffic in the saiae way as cther bicyeles.
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Howecver the specific CPSC precedznce clause would
reguire that all larger bicycles be egui: d with boake
systems which hiave their braking effectivity dependont
upon gear ratin, The concept is thit clow bicycles need
only woak bralws, uhile dfasgsk bicyeles bpéad bebber hivkes,

Th: faults of thigs concert ire: On downhills both khinds
of bicycle travel egunally fast; in traffic, both kinds of
bicycles shoull be cperated with the lower gear ratios
appropriate for weak brakes, but traffic dangers rasgulire the
ability to stop quick’_ '; no other driver could tell, by

oking at a bicycle while he was driving, whather it whould
hive strong cor weak brakes. These faults should be sufficient
to show +hat the brzke reguest is both dangerous and compli-
cated.

The reflector recuest comes as the climax of a 5-year
lobbying n1d propaganda campaign by the manufacturers to hcodwink
ti-= public into believing that € Teflector-ohly systam provides
adequate nighttime safety. Althc " a reflector-only system is
less effective than the front lam: 2nd rear refletor system now
required by traffic laws, the bicycle manufactus s arg;e that sc
many mor - people will use the reflector-only sy.. = that nighttirc
car/bik >llisions will be fewer with the less effective systar
than with .2 more effective system. ead'2ss to say, this
hypothesis has never been testcd, bec 32 the manurfaclurers
won't bother and those competent to t. % it simply re ":se to rids
into known traffic dangers at night knowing that th..y are
invisible.

We know only that there are no car/bike collision
situations in which the reflector-cnly system is more
effective than the front 'smp and resar reflector system.
and tha® in 64% of total (day and night) car/bike colll -n
situations the reflector-only system doss not reflect t.
motorist's headlamp beams back to 1ils eyss until too lat-
for him to avoid the collision. Furthermore, the conczzaled
rear reflector which cannot be avoided 1f the manufacturers
request is accepted would be totally ineffective in what ar
now 23% of total (day and night) collisions. Admittedly,
we do not have car/bike collision data separated by daylight
and darkness, but the proportion cf the total collisions
which are adverselv affected }.- the manufacturers' reguest
are so overhmelming that v can only conclude that the

W

reflector- .y sy:'am is r more céinger~ws than the front
Losin sad x o ref -cbot System. Therefs the compliance
increase would hie to be wvary large to o.ercome this handi-
cap.



The manciacburers have freguently argusd to ma that
mast cyclists do not intend to oparete &t night, so it would

be foolish to require lemps for all whil ot fow wiil use.

This is a red-herring argumeni, bkocauso at this tine (and
always 1n the past) the Stats Vehicle Codes and the UVC
reguise lighits only wihen oprraoring in darkness, a~? thers
is no plan to regurire lights in the daylighit. The manu-
fwctur“rs sclution to their own foolish statement of tho
problem is to reguire all cyclists {except some who have no
requirements at all) to carry a compromise systoem both day
and night, a syztem which is a useless encunhrance during
qulgﬂu and dangerous during darkness. In doilng this
they, and the CPsC which has been incompstent as to writa
thelr propaganda into law, have lGﬂOde the rights 0f those
cyclists who intend to opearate sometimes at night and
properl: eqguip themselves in acccerdance with present trafii
laws and known saleuy recuirz=ments. Thay will be opsrating
illiegally if the manufacturer's reguest is acceptad.

-
,-h,-.:.

Possibkly, in a statistical sense conly, it might be
reasonable to provide an optional system in which cyc
could choose eithexr the reflsctor-only system or th
lamp and rearx raflector system. This, given the pr
lax enforcement system, might produce the fewast-r{ﬁk'ﬁiwa
casuilties, but it would impose an impossible sty a1
the affic law sys: If some cyclists are all 3
opar .e wil ut a he amp or & visible rear rerfl B
night, any motorist hi :
the wight~gfsway duxring
even though be couldn't
0f seeing hi For &« £
who waits at a boulevard
appreorching. ia starts a
started -oving he sees a c¢
hezdla.. « keams frci: the le
front ¢Z his front opumpnez.
visible. For a secoud example, a motoris
suddenly sesa2s & black shape in the roadway
too close to avoid. In both cases under present law t
motorist is free of liability and legal jecpardy, while
under the propcsed law the mosorist would be fully liable,
both financially and legally.
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The problem is a very nasty one: tha best solution is
to void the CPSC regulation. Avoiding this situation was
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ona of my motives in ch~'lenaing the

ceo.vt. 8ince final ar: nts ware hoo o n 25 Qct 1376,

t: cst imrvadiate ocotd i Lo wal Ll B wotrt rete s
its decision. Since t%- I8 was preszsured into admitting
in court that it Had Bad oo intenbi:.’ sulating - icvolos
intended for adult use, 1t i3 Mic iy B b urt

;
will exenpt 2 large class of bicycles the regulation,
including many of thosa regularly uu.d at night and progerly
equipped for night riding. Since some will thsn be reguired
to be properly eguipned in acr-ovrdancs with present lows
when used at night, there wil’ ba much less reason for others
to be exempt from the same regquirement. Somewhat less
probable, but I guess still more than 503 probable, is tha
total voiding of the ragulation because oI its numer
engineering and legal deficiencies, only two of which
pertinent to this discussion. Then there will bs no problem
at all.

The manufacturers make this reguast for money alona.
Their willingness to sacrifice cyclists' lives by degreding
the kr-wn necessary safety requiremsnts chows that very
cleas . Thelr argumsent to the NCUTLO that they are acting
in cy. ists' interests to prevent "confusi{ing) the ¢ onsumex

and c¢zich(ing) him in the rﬂlcc“‘ln over this contro sy" is
entirely mendacious. The manufa rers causad th gitagrics

by thelr lobbying of the CPSC for *“e strenuous ef oLrts

of connumers (that is, cyclists, the conswser - of bicyeles),
an'! so far as cyvelists are concerned the manula. urers
g 1ld suffer not me?ely scrme financ_.a oenga but the
paicalties approprizate for hcumicide for finarci i
Cyeclists today are Laught in the croszfir

chase the reflector-only system, throw it away,

wish to ridz at night they must purchzase the
properly positicned rear reflectors. I know
among the hundrads taat T hnow who travels =
the reflectoy--syst

em, Converiting the CPSC

regulivencnts lPlO
law will throw onto the cyclist the additional burdoen of

car -ing about with him the useless CPSC system in addition --
he won't be allowoed to throw it away.

The first pessible solution is to void the CPSC
regulation, and as discussed abeve this i1s in proces: threugh
court action.

Every other solution is far more difficr 1t and complicat=d,
because it conccrns not merely the bicycle 1 ufacturers but



also the co: »licated interaction of th.- Feder

leral Consuser
Producit Safety Commissicn, 1ts regulszition iitself, thoe faderal
pro-emuilon reguivessntt in tlie Fediral Hizordous Sebgtancs
Ace ard thoe Consuwm s : aTh, and the prasond
prezedaras for establishi laws and their soops.
Cno reason that the reculaticn 7= " ad is av i ol

mada by on apuolnted commission wod
or expertise in vehicular or trafii
stivity was not exvected to impin

C.
T“- rcason thot th'.s incompetant o t

r blem which cannoui be ignorxed is thoat both tha Federal

K. cdous Substances Act {(undar which the bicycle regulaticno
wa.. issued) and the IFoedaral Consumer Product Safety 2ck
(under which the CPSC usually operztzs and could in this
case, after a legal revision) reguirs that anv state require-
ments about a certzin hazard ba idantical to the reguirs-

ment cstablished by the CPSC for the zame hazard, and
void all cthers. When tho CPSC racul=ztion came into effect
in May 1976 all roguiromae '35 in Stats Vehd

B

lff'H
o
W
3

)
bigyels by 3 and nighttime protsciive ecuioment becam-»
theorebicalve pull and wold. '

This thesis may be d*sﬁﬁ“ﬂd. Tha CPSC consi 1
argued to cyclists that no matter hew bkad its regulatio
is they meyv modify their bicyvcles to suit thomsasl £
purchasa. The CPSC has also made 2
materials saying Luat cyclists should
Also, the UP5C's authority is
commerce clausze of the Constitutil
extends only to bicyc .s in inte
a bicycle wnich has not bee
from the rojulation —— who knows
hends of the cyclist?) Undors this

termination of Fedexa. authority o :

conzumar, and initizbtion of Stnte av:thority, so that the

Federal pre-empticn must cease at tir: of consumer :sale.
o =

However the other side is that the rzzleral reguirsments are
to pr 'kect the consumer, not the per=cn trucking the bicyel
from cne si:azte to another, and this can only be effective

if the effect of the requirements extands to the pericd of

use, This may be uncons.itutionally beyond the interstate
commerce clause —-- who knows? C(legaxrly, the problem is greater
than traffic law alone, and nobody kiiws what to do apout it.



Either legislesive 4r dudicial ackion may bz sought
to solwve the proublea.

1) As di-zussed above, the regulatica mitr be voide
brcause of its other illegalities. This is now in process

2) &t teg, and JICUTLO, might d2liborately take
action on th: practical assumption that nobody will t 5t
their theor :tical ak:i-?onaant of braiino and nightitime pro-
tective egu “ent reguirements. Obviously the bicvele
manulacture . have attempted to get States to act al.oeady,
and scime State Legislatures willl undoubiedly be conned into
action because they don't kncw any better, so ths stand-

firm policy may well fail.

3) States might enact the CPSC re¢ irements so they
can enforce somaihiing, but this implies abandoning the
pre- nt proper and safe reguirements for something weaker
and legally complicated.

4} Congress mignht s; Lfically clarify the FESA and
CPSR pre-emption sections . apply Federazal pre-enption to
only purchase .requirsments, as the CPSC axgues is thD todavy,
The consumer will still pay for two sets of eguipmant, but
he won't be legally jescpardized for using tho proper eguip-
ment.. This a basically the present practical situation.

5) Congress mignht transfer resconsibility for bicveles
iy

as vehicles to L partment of Transportaticon, which would
remove then from bkoth the FHS3A and the CPSa scopes, This
would also place the responsibility Zor bicvele safety
education sguarely within DOT, wnerc it belongs by ncoction.

6) A Federal cotrst might bea pe to issuz a
g th

Dazclarateory Judgmenit ditermining the of Fedeval pre-
emption, either limiting. it to purchzo ClraemaintL, o
by distinguishing between moechanizal and Trarrie

safetj recvlremcqts

T e r———— .

7} The CP3C mi¢ : be persuaded-to change its regulation
to agree with traffic laws and trafliic expazri knowledge.
So far they haven't, decoite 2 lot of exg::t advice, and their
defense of tr ir regulation has used many inaccurate and
false statem _.s.

Everycne of thess pessiblilitics is difficult to accomplish
and =zach of them, except the 3 that directly void the
regulation, (1,5,7), may well go wrong and produce undesirablz

results,



https://limiting.it

g

169}

As stated abova, the Le2st and safosht course at pres
is to await the poending c i

FMODEDRS ALID HWOTCR ASSISTLD BICYCLIS

Propoe~l: A. Add a definiticn ol "“imotor assisted bicycles"
to the Coda.

B. Add provisiong to regulatzs the use of motcr assisitzd
bicycles,

Proposad bv: Internaticnal Asszcciation of Police efs,.
Subcommittae Recommsndation: Tabled at its Fsbruary, 1975
meeting.

Historv of Provossal: Thi a
subcounnittee on oporations in i

b‘)
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ts March, 19?4 r sting (First
Report of the Sukcoinmittes on Oparaticns, Seo xxr &, 1974,
item 74, p. 145) and was then reifervred to the :_  <ial panzl
on bicycle laws which me%t in Ociober, 1974, Th. pansl
presented a proposal (Report of the Pansl on Eiuvele
Laws, January 27, 1975, item 46, p. 11l46) wnich was then
tabled by the sukcommrittee as its Februeary, 1375 meeting.
Tl.» Intern=zt:i  nal Asscciation of .. 2 Cht Il
has once agai.. proposed that ths mat :r be sidercs.
Rensons Stated to Suwpest Provosnl: Acccrding to IACE,
ti:2re nas been 2 significant increase in moho; acuippad
bicivcles on tl: nation's highuivs. The numbar of accidents
involving trn~sa bicysles is increasing cﬂsﬁvotc:biona%ely
to the amouv = of roadway us=2. Lesgal controls placed ¢n
these vehic..:5 by the states ar> laciting in Lﬂ"-orwi%“,
whnich results in drivesr -onfusion. leoreovaer, the oy.-:atlion
of water equippzd bicycles by persconcs under the age I 16
has historically bezen a trafiic safety disaster. F thes

reascns, it i1s proposing that motor eguipead bicycl. be
placed into a new category of vehicles that prohibits
operation under the age of 16, reguires & valid driv '3
license, ref ires registration, financial responsib. Lty
and proper vehicle and driver ecuipment.
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