
26 AUGUST 2005 ● MOTORCYCLE CONSUMER NEWS

M
ORE THAN A year and a half ago, we began report-
ing on the controversy in rider training. For over
thirty years, riders have seen the Motorcycle Safety
Foundation (MSF) as a charitable, non-profit, edu-
cational foundation that was committed to sup-

porting the state-run motorcycle safety training programs. But on
December 10, 2003, Tim Buche, MSF President, appeared at a hear-
ing in Washington, D.C. and a different, confusing picture of the
MSF began to emerge. The hearing was about the Murkowski
Motorcycle Safety Amendment to the House version of the High-
way Safety Bill. That amendment would not only provide funds for
a comprehensive motorcycle accident study but also give states
incentives to fully fund their motorcycle safety programs. 

Most of the state rider education programs are funded by extra fees
on motorcycle licenses and registration, but strapped state govern-
ments often give only a portion of the actual fees collected to rider
education. Even so, the various state programs have trained over 6
million riders with those funds. Because motorcycling has grown so
greatly in popularity, the need for
full funding to provide more train-
ing is essential. Few motorcyclists,
then, would have questioned the
goals of the Murkowski Amend-
ment—but the MSF’s Tim Buche
did in a surprise visit to the com-
mittee hearings. He told the hear-
ing that the state programs were a
broken economic model that
shouldn’t be funded. Rider training
organizations everywhere were
shocked and felt betrayed by his
comments. The MSF later modified
his statements in a Q & A paper 
still available on its website
(http://www.msf-usa.org/). The
storm of controversy over Buche’s
comments, though, drew attention
to other problems some rider edu-
cators had been voicing. Letters to
MCN from rider training profes-
sionals across the country asked us
to look into what was happening
and were the impetus behind our
ongoing investigation.

One of the most repeated claims
was that the MSF’s latest version of
novice training had been “dumbed
down.” Another issue had to do

with the rights of individual states to conduct rider training in ways
that they felt best served their student constituents without MSF
interference. Last year, three states—Hawaii, Idaho and Oregon—
refused to switch over to the MSF’s latest curriculum product,1 the
Basic Rider Course (BRC), which gave support to the idea that the
new program was not as effective as the older RSS (Riding and
Street Skills) program.\ MSF countered by threatening to file law-
suits against those states, in essence claiming a patent on the tech-
niques of rider training to force them to comply and, if they didn’t,
to discredit them in the media and with state officials. Why was the
MSF acting this way? 

By then, many rider educators and organizations, including the
Motorcycle Riders Foundation, were wondering why the MSF
appeared bent on taking over the administration of state training
programs (happening at the rate of about one program every two
years). In light of Buche’s comments at the Murkowski Amend-
ment hearing, this was particularly confusing; why was MSF invest-
ing their time in state programs at all if the model was broken? After

a year and a half of investigation,
we may finally have an answer:

Recently, MCN obtained two
copies of a future planning strategy
report done for the MSF over 20
years ago.2 Its contents were shock-
ing but it could explain all the puz-
zling actions the MSF has
undertaken in the past few years.
Please read part of it for yourself.

Back in 1980 or ’81, MSF hired
McManis and Associates, Inc. to
develop a detailed plan to cut out
non-profit rider training providers
and sell for-profit training fran-
chises to private parties. This was
presented to the board in a docu-
ment titled “Report to the MSF”
and dated December, 1981.
Although the board agreed that the
plan was a good one, “MSF chose
to go another way at the time,”
according to a source who was
deeply involved in MSF affairs at
the time. When we examined the
report, it was not only clear why
the MSF waited so long to imple-
ment the plan, but it also seemed
as if it has, in fact, been quietly lay-
ing the necessary groundwork for
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