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TITLE: An Act r e l a t i n g  to 

re n e w a l  of a d r i v e r ' s  

lice n s e

T h i s  b i l l  w o u l d  a l l o w  d r iv e r s  to r e n e w  t heir d r i v e r ' s  lice n se  by m a i l  

if they m eet c e r t a i n  c ri teria. To be e l i g i b l e for the p r o g r a m  a d r i v e r  

mu s t  n o t  h a v e  h a d  a su s pe n s i o n ,  r e v o c a t i o n , o r  d e n i a l  o f  l i c e ns e  

b e c a u s e  of a DWI c o n v i c t i on ,  a c c u m u l a t i o n  of points, or r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  

a c h e m i c a l  s o b r i e t y  test, or r e fu s a l  to su b m i t  to the b r e a t h  test 

f o l l o w i n g  an a r r e s t  for DW I  w i t h i n  the past five years. Th e  d r i v e r  

a l s o  m u s t  not h a v e  had a c o n v i c t i o n  for a m o v i n g  v i o l a t i o n  w i t h i n  the 

past five years. A  d r i v e r  m a y  r e n e w  by m a i l  for two c o n s e c u t i v e  five 

y e a r  p e r i o d s  p r o v i d e d  the c r i t e r i a  is met.

The a d v a n t a g e  of the bil l  is that it wil l  m a k e  it e a s i e r  for a p e r s o n

to r e n e w  a d r i v e r ' s  license w i t h o u t  the n e e d  to go to a D M V  office. 

Thi s  ser v e s  as a r e w a r d  for those w i t h  c l e a n  d r i v i n g  records. A n o t h e r  

a d v a n t a g e  is that it w i l l  re d u c e  c o n g e s t i o n  s o m e w h a t  in the m o t o r  

v e h i c l e  o f f i c e s  t h r o u g h o u t  the state.

The d i s a d v a n t a g e  o f  the p r o g r a m  is that a p e r s o n  m a y  be a l l o w e d  to 

d r i v e for up to 15 y ears w i t h o u t  v i s i o n  s c r e e n i n g  at l i c e ns e  renewal. 

T h i s  v i s i o n  s c r e e n i n g  is o ften the first r e a l  i n d i c a t i o n  that t heir

v i s i o n  has d e t e r i o r a t e d  to the point of b e c o m i n g  a hazard. The o t h e r

d i s a d v a n t a g e  is that a d r i v e r  m a y  go for 15 y e a r s  w i t h o u t  a c u r r e n t  

p h o t o on the license w h i c h  could be d e t r i m e n t a l  to f i n a n c i a l  i n s t i­

tutions and l a w  e n f o r c e m e nt .

T h i s  b i l l  w i l l  r e d u c e  w o r k l o a d  s o m e w h a t  at the field o f f i c e s ,  bu t  it 

w i l l  a l s o  g e n e r a t e  w o r k  to p r e p ar e  a n d  p r o c e s s  the m a i l i n g s .  The 

s a v i n gs  an d  the n e w  w o r k  w i l l  of f s e t  each o t h e r  so there w i l l  be no 

cha ng e  in pe r s o n n e l .  Of the 4 2 , 0 0 0  d r i v e r s  e l i g i b l e  for the p r o g r a m  

a n n u a ll y ,  the d i v i s i o n  e s t i m a t e s  that 12,600 w i l l  take a d v a n t a g e  of it. 

T h i s  e s t i m a t e  is b a s ed  on the p e r c e n t a g e  of d r i v e r s  that us e the 

m a i l - i n  v e h i c l e  r e g i s t r a t i o n  p r o g r a m  annually.

The d e p a r t m e n t  is n e u t r a l  on this bill.

W I L L I A M  R. N'lX

A c t i n g  C o m m i s s i o n e r



STATE OF ALASKA 1987 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
FISCAL NOTE

Bill Version : SB 95
R E Q U E ST:___________________________________  Pllblish Datc : ______________

Revision D a te :_________________________________  Agency Affected: P u b l i c  S a f e ty
Title : An Art- r n l a H n p  t~n rnnnw .il n f  BRU : .___________ MotOC V e h ic le s
  a d r iv e r 1 s.,llugnag-._______________  ______________________________
Sponsor: . K r .r r .m ln ___________ __ ___________  Components F i e l d  S e r v i c e s
Requestor: S e n a t e  S t a t e  A f f a i r s  ___________________________________

EX PEN D ITU R ES/R EV EN U ES. (Thousands of Dollars)

O P E R A T I N G F Y  87 FY 88 F Y  89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92

PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LA N D  &  STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

75.0 10.3 . . in.n 10.9 11.2

T O T A L  O P E R A T I N G 25.0 10.3 10.6 10.9 11.2.,

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND 25.0 10.3 10.6 10.9 11.2

FEDERALFUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL

P O S IT IO N S:

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : (Attach a separate page if necessary)

S ee  p a g e  2 .

A 3% i n f l a t i o n  f a c t o r  w as u s e d  f o r  FY82 a n d  s u b s e q u e n t  y e a r s .

Prepared by: _____________C h a r l e s  R . H os.ick  ___________  phrin^ . 269-5551
|£,{3*1 Division : _______________ M o t o r  V e h i c l e s_________I_________________  . 2-o-S;

Approved by Commissioner ' L  i _________________ D ate; ^
Agency: ro b  l i e  S a f e ty  t f

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance 
Legislative Sponsor 
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency!ics) page ■ L ... of
Senate Secretary



C O N TIN U A TIO N  of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS
For Bill/Resolution No. SB 95________

A S S U M P T I O N S :

1. Eac h  y e a r  8 0 , 0 0 0  l i c e n s e s  a r e  due for renewal. (400, 0 0 0 a c t i v e  l i c e n s e s  

d i v i d e d  by 5 y e a r  lice n s e  term)

2. Of these, 70%, or 56,000, w i l l  b e  e l i g i b l e  for m a i l  renewal, and w i l l

be sent no t ices. T h e  o t h e r  30% w i l l  h a v e  a l i c e n se  a c t i o n  or c o n v i c t i o n

m a k i n g  them i n e l i g i b l e  for this program.

3. Of the e l i g i b l e  d r i vers, 25% h a v e  left the State d u r i n g  the 5 ye a r  

p e r i o d  l e a v i n g  4 2 , 0 0 0  d r i v e r s  wh o  c o ul d  take a d v a n t a g e  of the program. 

(P e r c e n t a g e  is h a s e d  on renewal s t a t i s t i c s  for 1986.)

4. Of t h e s e dr i v e r s ,  o nl y  30%, or 12,600, w i l l  take a d v a n t a g e  of the mai l

r e n e w a l  program. T h e  30% e s t i m a t e  is b a s e d  on the a c t u a l  figures f r o m

the m a i l - i n  v e h i c l e  r e g i s t r a t i o n  program. O t h e r  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  this 

f i g u r e  w i l l  be d r i v e r s  w h o  h a v e  c h a n g e d  a d d r e s s e s  and h a v e  not n o t i f i e d  

DMV, a n d  d r i v e r s  w h o  w i s h  to h a v e  a n e w  photo, p e r s o n a l  i n f o r m at i o n ,  or 

n e w  a d d r e s s  r e c o r d e d  on the a c t u a l  license.

E X P E N D I T U R E S ;

C o n t r a c t u a l

P o s t a g e

5 6 , 0 0 0  n o t i c e s  @ §.18 10.1

1 2 , 6 0 0  r e ne w a l s  @ $.22 2.8

Forms

R e n e w a l  n o t i c e s  and s t i c k e r s  1.5

S a v i n g s  on p h o t o  l i c e n s e s

(12, 6 0 0  @ $.75) (9.4)

D a t a  P r o c e s s i n g  C osts

T ni t i al  p r o g r a m m i n g  (one time cost) 15.0 

M o n t h l y  runs of rene w a l  n o t i c e s  5.0

25.0

A N A L Y S I S ;

P e r s o n n e l  c o s ts  w e r e  not in c l u d e d  b e c a u s e  there will be no c h a n g e  in this 

area. Du e  to this p r o g r a m  it is e s t i m a t e d  t here w i l l  be 1 2 , 6 0 0  less c u s­

tomers a n n u a l l y  s t a t e w i d e  in the field o f fi c e s ,  w h i c h  w i l l  res u l t  in some 

savings. At the same time, there w i l l  be e x t r a  w o r k  to do the m o n t h l y  

m a i l in g ,  u p d a t e  the records, and proc e s s  the returns for ma i l i n g .  Th e 

s a v i n g s  and the e x tr a  w o r k  a r c  roughly equal, r e s u l t i n g  in no c h a n g e  in 

p e r s o n n e l  costs.
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gttaska Jstate Xegtelature
Senate Advisory Council PO Box V

Stale Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99611 
Phone:(907)465-3114

MvBCRAMXM

TC: Senator Kerttu la
Alaska State Legis la ture

ATTN: Eeth Kerttu la AFRCM: Lee /Vin Lucas
Senate Advisory Counci I

CATE: February 26, 1987

RE: Renewal by Mail o f D rive r Licenses
Research Request 87-003173

I contacted Mr. Jerry Holman, D iv is ion o f Motor Vehic les, who is 
Program Di recto r fo r A rizona 's renewal by mai I program which went in to 
e ffe c t January 1, 1987.

Mr. Holman re la ted tha t the program has presently generated 57,000 
applica tions and he expects i t  to generate 200,000 app lica tions by the end 
o f the year. Mr. Holman stated that Arizona had looked at C a lifo rn ia 's 
demonstration program p r io r to implementing a program; however, Arizona 
did not model th e ir le g is la tio n a fte r C a lifo rn ia .

Mr. Holman pointed out that Subsection A, paragraph 5 o f ARS 
23.426.01 (copy attached) has been extended to include v is io n tes ting at 
any state motor veh ic le o ff ic e  due to complaints by ind iv idua ls who do not 
want to or cannot a ffo rd to spend the money to have a v is io n tes t by a 
licensed ophthalmologist, optometrist or physician.

I have asked Mr. Holman to send relevant information on the program 
as well as any background materia ls on the enacting le g is la tio n . I wi l l  
make copies ava ilab le to you as soon as they are received.

LAL: la I 
A ttachm en t
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for in $ 3 of this net and to avoid uneven work* 
loads in calendar years 1386, 1387 and 1388 may 
issue or renew licenses for three years in accord­
ance with the fallowing schedule:

Calendar Yoiu Not to Exceed '
1984 7571
1985 507>
1986 257-

"U. Thu director of the department of trans­
portation may enact niles which will establish a 
random basis for selection of applicants to be 
issued a three year license so as to distribute the

§ 28— «2(5.0 J

renewal workload as uniformly as practicable 
throughout the twelve months of the calendar 
year.

‘‘D. The provisions of this section expire 
from and after December 31, 1986."
1977 Reviser’s Note:

In the secdon heading renewal" was insert­
ed pursuant to authority of § 41-1304.02.
Library References

Automobiles <5=136.
CJ.S. Motor Vehicles §§ 21, 146 et seq.

§ 28—126.01. D r iv e r’s lic e n se ; re n e w a l by m a il: a p p lic a t io n ;  e y e s ig h t s ta n d a r d s ;  
ru le s ; v io la tio n ; c la s s if ic a tio n

A. On paym ent of the fee prescribed in § 28-205, the departm ent may renew by mail 
the operator's or motorcycle operator's license of a person who meets ail of the following 
requirem ents:

1. Has not been convicted of a moving traffic violation pursuant to chapter 6 of this 
title 1 for the four years immediately preceding Lite determ ination of eligibility for renewal 
under this section.

2. Has not had his license suspended, revoked, cancelled or denied according to the 
records of the departm ent for the four years immediately preceding the determ ination of 
eligibility for renewal under this section. ' '

3. Is renewing the license for the same class of license currently held.
4. Is not seventy years of age or older.
5. If sixty years of age or older, has presented or mailed to the departm ent on a form 

prescribed by the departm ent a report based upon an examination not more than three 
months prior to the (late of its submission of the applicant’s  eyesight by an ophthalmolo­
gist. optom etrist or physician licensed to practice medicine.

6. Has been issued a  driver’s license for a t  least seven years, the last three years of 
which have been issued by this state.

7. The license issued by this s ta te  has not been renewed by mail in the last four years 
immediately preceding the expiration of the curren t license.

B. The departm ent shall notify persons meeting the requirem ents of subsection A of 
this section th a t they may renew their license by mail and shall enclose an application in 
the form prescribed by the director. If renewing by mail, the applicant shall complete 
and return  the application to the departm en t

C. The departm ent shall issue a certificate of renewal to those applicants qualifying 
which shall include the applicant's name, date o f birth, address, driver's license expiration 
date, num ber of the license renewed and o ther information as the departm ent requires. 
The certificate is not valid until it is signed by the applicant and attached to the last 
license issued by this s ta te  which contains the photograph of the applicant.

D. The departm ent shall decide w hether in each case the eyesight reported pursuant 
to subsection A. paragraph 5 of this section is sufficient to meet curren t eyesight 
standards.

E. An ophthalm ologist or optom etrist licensed to practice in this s ta te  who examines a 
person licensed under this article and determines th a t such a person does not m eet the 
'tandards se t by the medical advisory board pursuant to § 28-483 shall notify the director 
‘‘I such failure to m eet the standards. Upon receipt of such a notificaaon. the director 
dull promptly notify the individual th a t his eyes m ust be examined within ten days of 
notification as prescribed by the director. If the individual fails the eye examination or 
•ails to report for the eye examination, his license shall be revoked until such time that he 
passes the examination.

99
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.P. The departm ent may prom ulgate rules for the issuance of the renew als of licenses , K 
under this section as it deems necessary for the safe ty  and welfare of the traveling .;}•* 
public. £

G. Notw ithstanding § 13-2704, a person who makes a  false certification on an 
application perm itted under this section is guilty of a class 1 misdemeanor. -f
Added by Laws 1986, Ch. 308. § 3, eff. Jan. 1, 1987.

• Section 28-601 et seq. ’

§ 28-126.01 TRANSPORTATION >

E ffe c tiv e  J a n u a ry  1, 1937
For delayed effective date of provision of 1986 Reviser’s Note:

Laws 1986, Ch. 308, see Historical Note follow- Pursuant to authority of § 41-1204.02, in the 
ing § 16-112. heading of this section "eyesight standards;”

was added following “application;".

§ 28-127. N o tic e  o f  c h a n g e  o f  a d d re s s  o r  n a m e
CrnM References Law Review Commentaries

Service of notice of suspension, revocation, or Namc change, minors. 18 Anz.LRev. 725 
cancellation of operator's or chauffeur’s license. M976) 
see § 23-153. 1

§ 28-123. R ecords to be kept by departm en t
A. The departm ent shall file eveTy application for a license received by it and shall 

m aintain suitable indexes containing, in alphabetical order:
1. All applications denied and on each application a note o f the reasons for the denial.
2. All applications granted. •
3. The name of every licensee whose license has been suspended or revoked by the 

departm ent and a f te r  each name a note of the reasons for the action.
B. The departm ent shall also file all abstracts  of court records of convictions received 

by it under the laws of this s ta te  and in connection therew ith maintain convenient records 
or make suitable notations in order that an individual record o f each licensee showing the 
convictions of the licensee and the traffic accidents in which he has been involved is 
readily ascertainable and available for the consideration of the departm ent upon an 
application for renewal of license and a t  o ther suitable tii jes.

C. The departm ent shall maintain all such records for a period of five years a fte r the 
application, suspension, revocation or abstrac t of a court record nf conviction has become 
inactive.
Amended by Laws 1983, Ch. 66, § 2.

Notes of Decisions Statutory duties requiring motor vehicle de-
1. Construction and application partment to keep records of driver’s license ap-

, , .  . , , , . . . plications, suspensions of licenses and reaaonsIn personal injury action wherein motorist and [hercfor and conviet.ons and traffic accidents for
his wife alleged that Slate breached duty owed aj| |jcensees and to establish medical advisory
U, them when motor vehicle department issued board ^  a(jvjse department of medical standards
driver’s license in violation of statute to driver far driver licensing are specific and designed to
with known history of psychomotor seizure who, protect that portion of public using highways,
while unconscious due to seizure, struck motor- Id.
ist and thereby injured him, substantial fact is- Portion of driver's license application which
sue existed as to whether any duty state may required applicant to indicate whether he was
have breached was owed to public generally and subject to epilepsy, seizures, or fainting spells
not to plaintiffs, precluding summary judgment. was designed to protect persons who might be
Oleszczuk v. State (1979) 124 Ariz. 373, 604 P.2d iniurcd in automobile accident as result of driver
637. suffering such spell. Id.



p.s. 1985 DRIVERS' LICENSES Ch. 322

sued lo him.
Hilton.-*. 28. eft 19551. 1939. CGI 1940 Supp. 415t<G42), 8135(58). 1. 28. eh 

<U51 1941: 1  I. d l 29C83.1955;«. I. eft 57 751.« 1. eft. 59432. > 2. eft 67-174. 
f t  eft 67265: •. I. eft. © 8 1 ; 209. eft 71-136. ». I, eft 71-144. ». S. ch. 77 120.
, 14.eft 77-121; I. ts.eft 78 394,«. 10, eft 793. > I,eft.82 132, i. 1,eft.85-121; 
I 12. eft 85-309

322.17 Duplicate and replacement certificates.—
(1 ) In the event that an instruction permit or driver’s 

license issued under the provisions ol this chapter is lost 
or destroyed, the person to whom the same was issued 
may, upon payment of $5, obtain a duplicate, or substi­
tute thereof, upon furnishing proof satisfactory to the de­
partment that such permit or license has been lost or de­
stroyed, and further furnishing the full name, date of 
birth, sex, residence address, proof of birth as provided 
in s. 232.03, and proof of identity satisfactory to the de­
partment.
(2) Upon the surrender ot the original license and 

the payment of a $1 replacement fee, the department 
shall issue a replacement license to make a change in 
name, address, or restrictions.

History.—s 29, eft 19551, 1939. CGL 1940 Sopo 4151(643). 1  29. eh 20451.
1941.1 1 . eft 71-73. s 2. eh 75 228, s 1, ch. 77-174, » 5. eft 6598

322.18 Original applications, licenses, and renew­
als; expiration of licenses; delinquent licenses.—
(1) An original operator’s, restricted operator's, or 

chauffeur's license may be issued only alter the appli­
cant successfully passes the required driver's license 
examination and presents the application to the depart­
ment.
(2) Each applicant who is entitled to the issuance of 

a driver's license, as provided in this section, shall be is­
sued a diiver's license, as follows:
(a) An applicant applying for an original issuance 

shall be issued a driver's license which expires at mid­
night on the licensee's birthday which next occurs on or 
alter the sixth anniversary of the dale of issue.
(b) An applicant applying lor a renewal issuance 

shall be issued a driver's license which expires at mid­
night on the licensee's birthday which next occurs 4 
years after the month ol expiration ol the license being 
renewed, except that a driver whose driving record re­
flects no convictions for the preceding 3 years shall be 
issued a driver's license which expires at midnight on 
the licensee's birthday which next occurs 6 years after 
the month of expiration of the license being renewed.
(3) If a license expires on a Saturday, Sunday, or le­

gal holiday, it shall be valid until midnight of the next reg­
ular working day and may be renewed on that day with­
out payment of a delinquent fee.
(4) Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, all 

licenses shall be renewable every 4 years or 6 years, de­
pending upon the terms of issuance and shall be issued 
upon application, payment of the fees required by s. 
322.21, and successful passage of any required exami­
nation, unless the department has reason fo believe that 
the licensee is no longer qualified to receive a license.
(5) All renewal operator's licenses or chauffeur's li­

censes may be issued after the applicant licensee has 
been issued a certificate ot eligibility by the department
(6) If the licensee does not receive a certificate of eli­

gibility, the licensee or applicant may apply lo the de­
partment. under oath, at the nearest driver s license ex­

amining office. Such application shall be on a form pre­
pared and furnished by the department. The depart­
ment shall make such forms available to the various ex­
amining offices throughout the state. Upon receipt of 
such application, the department shall issue a license or 
temporary permit to the applicant or shall advise the ap­
plicant that no license or temporary permit will be issued 
and advise the applicant of the reason for his ineligibility.
(7) An expired Florida driver’s license may be re­

newed any time within 12 months after the expiration 
dale, with reexamination, if required, upon presenting to 
the department a valid certificate of eligibility and upon 
payment of the required delinquent fee or taking and 
passing the written examination If the final date upon 
which a license may be renewed under this section falls 
upon a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday, the renewal 
period shall be extended to midnight of the next regular 
working day. The department may refuse to issue any 
license if:
(a) It has reason to believe the licensee is no longer 

qualified to receive a license,
(b) Ks records reflect that the applicant's driving 

privilege is under suspension or revocation.
'(8) To implement a 6-year license term for licensees 

whose driving record reflects no convictions for the pre­
ceding 3 years, the department may issue a one-time 4- 
year license extension by mail, without reexamination, 
for licenses which expire between November 1, 1985, 
and October 31, 1989.
(a) If the department determines from its records 

that the holder of a license about to expire has no con­
victions for the preceding 3 years, the department shall 
mail a certificate of eligibility to the licensee at his last 
known address, not less than ?r lays prior to the licens­
ee's birthday. The licensee sha.I have the option of ob­
taining a 4-year license extension by mail or a 6-year li­
cense renewal at a driver license examining station.
(b) Upon receipt of a properly completed certificate 

of e .gibility form and payment of a service fee of $15, 
the department shall mail a license extension sticker to 
the licensee to affix to the expiring license as evidence 
that the license term has been extended for 4 years.
(c) The department shall not issue more than one li­

cense extension to a licensee. Upon expiration of the li­
cense extension period, renewal with reexamination as 
provided in s. 322.121 shall be required.
(d) A renewal applicant whose driving record re­

flects no convictions for the preceding 3 years shall be 
issued a 6-year renewal license upon payment of the 
fees required by s. 322.21 and passing the required ex­
aminations if application is made at a driver license ex­
amining station.
(e) Any person who knowingly possesses any 

forged, stolen, fictitious, counterfeit, or unlawfully issued 
license extension sticker, unless possession by such 
person has been duly authorized by the department, is 
guilty of a misdemeanor of the second degree, punish­
able as provided in s. 775.082 or s. 775.083.
(f) The provisions of paragraphs (a), (b), (c). and (d) 

shall expire on October 31.1989, and paragraph (o) shall 
expire on Ou.ober 31, 1993
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(9}(a) A restricted operator’s license shall no; be is­
sued to any person who has previously held a restricted 
operator's license issued by this state.
(b) An original restricted operator's license is not re­

newable.
Hiltwy.-S 30. cJi 13551. 1939. CGL 1940 Supp 4151(644). g 30.2045i, 1941. 

9 I. c il 24346.1942; i  I. cti. 26911. 1951. • I. ctl 61-13; 9 2. O l 67-242. i t  24.
35.01 69106.9 1,01.72211.19 3.5.01 75228.1 17, ch 78-394,9 2. ch 82-132. 
9 22. O l 64 359. 9 6, Ol 8598 
'Non.—A i imended, ettectiv* Novcmbof 1, 1965

322.19 Notice of change of address or name.—  
Whenever any person, after applying for or receiving an 
operator's or chauffeur's license, moves from the ad­
dress named in such application or in the license issued 
to him, or when the name of a licensee is changed by 
marriage or otherwise, such person shall within 10 days 
thereafter notify the department in writing of his old and 
new addresses, or of such former and new names, and 
of the number of his license. A violation of this section 
is a nonmoving violation with a penalty as provided in s. 
318.18(2).

Hiitofy.—9 31. ch 19551. 1939. CGL 1940 Sopp 4151(645). • 31, ch 20451,
1941.1 18. ch. 64-359

322.20 Records of the department; fees; destruc­
tion of records.—
(1) The department shall maintain a record of every 

application for license received by it. The possession of 
such an application form, whether filled out or in blank, 
or of a counterfeit thereof, not authorized by the depart­
ment or its personnel constitutes a misdemeanor of the 
second degree, punishable as provided in s. 775.082 or 
s. 775.083.
(2) The department shall also maintain a record of all 

accident reports, abstracts of court records of convic­
tions, and notices of revocation or suspension of a per­
son's driver's license or driving privilege.
(3) The department shall maintain convenient rec­

ords or make suitable notations, in order that the individ­
ual driver history record of each licensee is readily avail­
able for the consideration of the department upon appli­
cation for renewal of a license and at other suitable 
times. The release by the department of the driver histo­
ry record, with respect to accidents involving a licensee, 
shall not include any notation or record of the occur­
rence of a motor vehicle accident unless the licensee re­
ceived a traffic citation as a direct result of the accident.
(4) It is unlawful for any person to falsify, alter, erase, 

remove, or destroy, or cause lo be altered, erased, re­
moved, or destroyed, any record maintained by the de­
partment unless the alteration, erasure, removal, or de­
struction has been duly authorized.
(5) The department shall promulgate rules and pro­

cedures to ensure adequate safeguards and auditing 
capabilities to enable records of uniform traffic disposi­
tions to be reported to the department in an automated 
fashion, through cooperative arrangements which may 
be entered into between court clerks and the depart­
ment, in order to enhance the effectiveness and efficien­
cy of dispositions reported on the uniform traffic citation. 
Automated procedures must be subjected to tests to 
ensure that the integrity of the driver file is enhanced or 
maintained and that the intent of this chapter, as stated 
in s. 322.263. is given priority consideration with respect

to either on line data entry activities between the 
and the department or the forwarding of electronl '* 
recorded data. Departmental rules shall required 
data verification be accompanied by comparison wt 
data from uniform traffic disposition reports. or
(6) The department shall tabulate and publish sta 

tics of traffic citation dispositions and provide records to: 
court clerks for the purpose of verifying that the data! 
was properly received and recorded.
(7) The requirement for the department to keep re 

ords shall terminate upon the death of an individual 
censed by the department upon notification by the 
partment of Health and Rehabilitative Services of sucfj 
death. The department shall make such notification a 
is proper of the deletions from their records to the coui 
clerks of the state. - 4*
(8) The department may, upon application, furnisff 

to any person, from the records of the Division of Driver1 
Licenses, a list of the names, addresses, and birth dates 
of the licensed drivers of the entire state or any portion 
thereof by age group. Each person who requests sui 
information shall pay a fee, set by the department, of 
cent per name listed, except that the department shall 
furnish such information wjthout charge to any stats 
agency or to any state attorney, sheriff, or chief of police 
Such state agency, state attorney, or law enforcemeq 
agency may not sell, give away, or allow the copying 0 
such information. Noncompliance with this prohibitior) 
shall authorize the department to charge the nonconj 
plying state agency, state attorney, or law enforcemen 
agency the appropriate fee for any subsequent lists je 
quested. The department may adopt rules necessary.Jr 
implement this subsection. „yi

(9) The Division of Driver Licenses is authorized 
upon application of any person and payment of th< 
proper fees, to search and to assist such person in.lht 
search of the records of the department and make re­
ports thereof and to make photographic copies of th{ 
departmental records and attestations thereof.
(10)(a) The department is authorized to charge th’t 

following fees for the following services and documents'1 . For providing a transcript of any one in­
dividual's driver history record for the past 3 
years or for searching for such record when no oil 
record is found to be on file ................................$2.8
2. For providing a transcript of any one in- 3)1*

dividual's driver history record for the past 7 -US}
years or for searching for such record when no •••' f 
record is found to be on file ................................$3.(X

3. For providing a certified copy of a tran- ' ̂
script of the driver history record for any one 
individual ...............................................................S3.0C

4. For providing a certified photographic ‘obi
copy of a document, per page ........................... $1 .8
5. For providing an exemplified record ....... $15.86 . For providing photocopies of docu- 

ments. papers, letters, clearances, or license ’8TJf 
or insurance status reports, per page ................$0J
7. For assisting persons in searching any n"

one individual's driver record at a terminal lo­
cated at the department's general headquar­
ters in Tallahassee ...........................................
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Provided further, that no charge shall be made 
for reports furnished to municipal, county, state or 
federal agencies. i*S7

41*2*13. Licenses lasaed to operator* • Contents - 
Aulomlcal gifts Indication • Temporary licenses • 
Minor's licenses s a d  permits.

(1) The department shall issue to every person 
privileged to drive as in  operator, a  license certific- 
ne indicating the type or genera] class of vehicle the 
Uensee may drive. No person shall drive any class 
of motor vehicle unless licensed in that class.,

(2) Every such license certificate shall bear 
thereon (a) the social security number and /o r the 
distinguishing number' assigned to the licensee, (b) 
the name, age and residence address o f the licensee, 
i brief description of the licensee for the purpose of 
identification, and (c) a photograph o f the licensee 
ind a photograph or other facsimile o f the license­
e's signature. The license shall be of an impervious 
naterial, resistant to wear, damage and alteration. 
The sire, form and color of said license shall be as 
prescribed by the commissioner o f public safety and 
the commissioner may prescribe the issuance of a 
special type limited license as authorized in subsect­
ion 41-2-18<d). In addition, the commissioner may 
in his discretion authorize the issuance of renewed 
or duplicate driver licenses without pictures in 
instances where the applicants are not then living 
within the boundaries of the State o f Utah.

OXa) With every operator's license issued or 
renewed on and after July 1, 1981, (he division 
shall, upon the request o f the licensee provide a 
sticker which can be affixed to the back o f the 
license and which will indicate the licensee's intent 
lo make an anatomical gift pursuant to the require­
ments of the anatomical gift act in Chapter 26 of 
Title 26. The statement must be signed in the 
presence of at least one witness who shall sign the 
statement in the presence of the licensee.

(b) The division or any of its employees shall 
■tot be liable for any loss, detriment, or injury, 
directly or indirectly, which results from false or 
^accurate information contained in the sticker 
issued to and signed by the licensee.

(4) The department, upon determining after an 
rumination that an applicant is mentally and phys- 
«Uy qualified to be granted a license, may issue to  
*uch a person a receipt for the fee which shall serve 
** a temporary license certificate allowing him tc 
operate a motor vehicle while the department is 
“ ■"pitting iu investigation and determining all of 

facts bearing upon whether be is entitled to be 
**c*nied. Such receipt must be in his immediate po-

41-2-16

®W*CO.Uu»

(session while operating a motor vehicle, and k 
shall be Invalid when the applicant'! license certific­
ate baa been issued or for good cause the privilege 
has been refused. The department shall Indicate on 
such receipts a date after which it ceases to be valid 
as a license certificate.

(3) The department will, when issuing to  any 
person under 21 years of age, issue to all such 
persons who have qualified, an Instruction permit o r 
a temporary permit which is plainly printed with the 
word 'minor,* or an operator's license o f a special 
color not used for issue to penons 21 years o f age 
and over.

(6) The department shall issue such temporary 
licenses, of the same nature except as to duration as 
the licenses which they temporarily replace, as are 
necessary to implement applicable provisions of 
section 41-2*19.6. oas

41*2*13.1. Chasge of address - Duty of Ikeasee to 
notify department.

Whenever any person after applying for or 
receiving an operator's license shall move from the 
address named in such application or in the license 
issued to him ruch person shall within 10 days ther­
eafter notify the department in writing o f  his new 
address and of the number of any license then held 
by b in . tm

41*2*14. Duplicate Ucetuc certificate - Fee.
In the event that an operator's license certificate 

issued under the provisions of this act shall be lost, 
stolen, or destroyed, the person to whom the same 
was issued may obtain a duplicate thereof upon 
furnishing proof satisfactory to the department that 
such license certificate has been lost, stolen or 
destroyed and upon payment of a fee o f S3. In the 
event that the department is advised that an operat­
o r’s license certificate has been lost, stolen or destr­
oyed, the tame shall forthwith be void. IMS

41-2-15. License to be carried wbea driving - Pro­
duction In court.

The licensee shall have his license in his 
immediate possession at all times when driving a 
motor vehicle and shall display the same upon 
demand of a justice o f peace, a peace officer or a 
field deputy or inspector of the department. It shall 
be a defense to any charge under this subsection 
that the person so charged produce in court an op­
erator's license theretofore issued to such person 
and valid at the time of his arrest. im)

41-2*16. Expiration dales or llctuses - Renewal - 
Fees (or renewal • Extension without examination • 
Files, forms and derica] bdp • Licensees In armed 
forces.

(1) Every operator's license renewed afteT June 
30, 1967 shall expire on the licensee's birth date in 
the fourth year following the year o f issuance o f 
such license, and no new license shall be issued to 
any person after the expiration of his license until 
he has again passed the examinations specified in 
subsection 41-2-11(1) and has paid the required fee. 
Any operator's license granted without specific exp­
iration date, heretofore designated as good-untii- 
revoked license, shall expire on the date last 
stamped by tbe department upon such license and 
may be renewed as any other operator's license 
referred to in this chapter for the applicable period 
o f time set forth above.

(2) The holder of a valid license may secure a 
renewal thereof by making application at any time 
within six months before such license expires, by

1 ■
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passing the examination specified in subsection 41-2- 
11(2) and by paying a fee of S10. except for thoac 
65 yean of age and over who shall pay a fee of 
55.00. Upon the payment o f such fee and the 
passing of such examinations, the department shall 
Issue a new license to such holder.

The commissioner may allow the holder of a 
valid operator’s license to renew said license more 
than six months prior to iu  expiration date; 
provided, the applicant furnishes proof that such 
applicant will be absent from the state during the 
six-month period prior to the expiration of the 
license.

(3) At the discretion of the commissioner and 
under standards established by the department, op­
erators' licenses expiring after July I, 1980, may be 
extended for four years without examination for 
licensees whose driving records for the four years 
immediately preceding the determination of eligibil­
ity for extension show driving violation penalty 
points not exceeding 50, no suspensions or revocat­
ions, and no outstanding warrants for traffic viola­
tions, except that a person 65 years of age or older 
must take and pass the eye examination specified in 
subsection 41-2-11(1). No extension shall be 
granted to any person who is identified by the dep­
artment as hiving a medical impairment which may 
represent a hazard to public safety. The department 
shall charge 510 per extension tfor each person 
under 65 yean of age and 53.00 per extension for 
each person 65 or over. During the period of the 
extension, or prior thereto, the department shall 
notify each licensee granted an extension under (his 
subsection of changes to the traffic code.

(4) The department shall establish the necessary 
files, application blanks, license certificate blanks, 
and clerical help lo put into effect the provisions of 
this act.

(5) Utah operators' licenses held by persons 
ordered to active duty in any of (he armed forces of 
the United States shall be honored as valid until 90 
days after the person has been discharged or has 
left the service, unless such license is suspended or 
revoked for cause by the department.

(6) All operators’ licenses in effect as of the 
effective date o f this act unless expressly otherwise 
provided herein, shall continue in force and effect 
for the period for which such license was issued, ih s

41-2-17. Court lo report convictions and may 
recommend suspension of license.

(a) Whenever any person is convicted of any 
offense for which this act makes mandatory the 
revocation of the operator's license of such person 
by the department, the court In which such convict­
ion is had shall require the surrender to it of all 
operator's license certificates then held by the 
person so convicted and the court shall (hereupon 
forward the same together with the record of such 
conviction to the department.

(b) Every court having jurisdiction over offenses 
committed under this act or any other act o f this 
state or under any city ordinance regulating the 
operation of motor vehicles on highways, shall 
within 10 days forward to the department an 
abstract o f the court record of the conviction of any 
person in said court for a moving traffic violation 
of any said laws or ordinances, and may 
recommend the suspension of the operator’s license 
of the person so convicted.

Said abstract shall be made upon a form 
approved and furnished by the denari merit and shall

include the name and address of the party i 
the number o f his operator's license, the regish 
number of the vehicle involved, the nature'c 
offense, the date o f bearing, the plea, the ju 
or whether bail w u  forfeited, and the scve _  
the violation, which shall be graded by the oour^ 
‘’minimum,'', 'interm ediate,' or 'maximum-* 
respect to a conviction or bond forfeiture J  
speeding, the severity o f violation shall be trade^., 
'm in im um ' for exceeding the potted speed limit" 
up to 9 miles per hour; as 'intermediate* Jofit 
exceeding the posted speed limit by from 10 to jc! 
miles per hour; and as 'm axim um ' for exceediftA 
the posted speed limit by 20 or more mile* 
hour.

(c) For the purposes of this act the term 'coovS/. 
lion* shall meat, conviction by the court of fini- 
impression. Also, for the purposes of this act i f  a. 
rfeiture o f bail or collateral deposited to secure-Jf^ 
defendant's appeajanee in court, which fo rfam nJ 
has not been vacated, shall be equivalent to a coa>-. 
ietion. ''

(d) Where a convicted person secures a jxxdjxkafieptĥ -* 
of acquittal or reversal in any appellate coun aTmfe. 
conviction in (he coun of first impression, theriqiifv  
artmcnt shall icinstate his operator’s license 
return his license certificate immediately ijapqof-* 
receipt o f a certified copy of said judgmenLKtftiy 
acquittal o r reversal. *. i» n d '<

41-2-18. Mandatory revocation or snspeoalon c f '^ v S j  
license • Extension of period • Hearing - Limited 
driving privileges - Instructional programs. -

(a) Except as hereinafter provided, the d
ent shall forthwith revoke or, in those cases
which suspension is in this code specifics 
provided for, suspend the license o f any 
upon receiving a record of the conviction of such * 
person of any of the following crimes: ****■'-

(1) Manslaughter resulting from the operxticSjL; 
of a motor vehicle or automobile homicide 
provided for in section 76-5-207. ,

(2) Driving or being in actual physical edi 
of a vehicle while under the influence of alcohol; 
any drug or combination thereof lo a degree Wjyf-wf 
renders the person incapable of safely driving ̂  
vehicle as prohibited in section 41-644 or ai pro'" 
ibited in an ordinance that complies with the’~ ~  
rements o f subsection 41-643(1).

(3) Driving or being in actual physical boatrp^ 
of a vehicle with a blood alcohol content of .38 
or higher as prohibited in section 41-644’or1,,' 
prohibited in an ordinance that complies w u ^ r1 
requirements of subsection 41-643(1). .

(4) Perjury or the making of a false affid irilj 
the department under this act or any other Jaw." 
this state requiring (he registration o f motor vi 
or regulating (heir operation on highways. ' *

(5) Any crime punishable as a felony 
which the motor vehicle laws of this state or 
other felony in the commission r f  which a mofc 
vehicle is used. ,.

(6) Failure to stop and render aid as rcq 
under the laws of this state in the event o f a m~ 
vehicle accident resulting in the death or 
Injury o f another.

O  Two charges of reckless driving commii 
within a period o f twelve months; pn *J 
however, that if, upon a first conviction of 
driving, the judge or justice shall recommend 
ension of the convicted person’s license, the 
mcnt may, after a hearing suspend the said
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A. F or juch  o ther and  fu rth er relief as to  this court seems proper.
D ated:  u  , 19_m_.
 ii______________

(Sign.
(Verification]

§ 12832. R estric ted  d river’s license as to person presum ed to  be negl 
o perato r
(a) Except as provided in subdivision (b), if a d river is presum ed to 
negligent o p era to r pursuan t to Section 12810.5, the departm en t may, 
condition  o f p robation , issue a restric ted  d river's  license to  perm it drivii 
a  vehicle for w hich the person  is licensed and also certificated, w 
required , while in the course o f  the  d riv er’s em ploym ent du rin g  spc< 
hours o f em ploym ent o r any  o th e r restric tions as determ ined  b> 
departm ent. T h e  restric tions shall be noted on the d river 's  license.
(b) If a driver w ho holds a certificate issued pursuan t to Section 12804 
12804.3, o r bo th , is p resum ed to be a negligent o p era to r as define 
subdivision (a) o f  Section 12810.5, the  departm ent m ay suspend o r re 
the certificate o r continue the  certificate u nder term s o f probation .
Amended Stats 1984 ch 66* § 12, operative July I, 1985.
Amendment*:
1984 Amendment: Substituted the section for the former section.

§ 12814.5. Extension of licenses
(a) A t the d iscretion  o f  the  d irec to r, d rivers’ licenses expiring on o r : 
January  1, 1983, m ay, subject to  subdivision (b), be renew ed by mail f 
four-year period for licensees, not holding a probationary  license, w 
records, for the  four years im m ediately  preceding the determ ina tion  ol 
eligibility fov th e  renewal, show  no convictions o f  violating traffic laws 
involvem ent in a traffic accident, and  no notification o f a violatioi 
subdivision (a) o f  Section 40509.
A driver’s record  th a t show s involvem ent in no t m ore than  one tr 
accident w ithin any  tw o-year period preceding d riv er’s license renew al s 
not be considered to  be involvem ent in a traffic accident for purposes of 
subdivision if (1) the driver m et the  requirem ents o f  C h ap te r 1 (commen- 
w ith  Section 16000) o f D ivision 7 w ith respect to  the  accident and (2) 
d river w as not cited for any violation o f this code in connection  with 
accident.
N o  renewal by m ail shall be g ran ted  to  any person w ho is 70 years o f  ag 
older.
(b) T he d irec to r m ay establish a dem onstra tion  p rogram  to evaluate 
traffic safety an d  o th er effects o f  renew ing d river’s licenses by mail. ! 
dem onstration  p rog ram  is established, the d irec to r m ay, u n d er tha t progr 
renew  by mail d riv er’s licenses expiring on o r afte r Jan u a ry  1, 1983, 
licensees whose records, for th e  tw o years im m ediately preceding 
determ ination  o f  the eligibility for the renew al, show  no conviction* 
violating traffic laws, no involvem ent in a traffic accident, and  no  notil 
tion o f a violation o f  subdivision (a) o f Section 40509, and addition  
w hose records, for th e  four years im m ediately preceding th a t determ inat 
d o  not show  a violation w hich has a violation point coun t o f  tw o dt 
m ined in accordance w ith Section 12810 o r a fatal accident no tation , 
departm en t shall term inate the  dem onstration  program  w hen its evalua 
64 |}v*>co<*«i
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i.t com pleted  o r m ay term inate  the program  at any tim e the departm ent 
determ ines th a t the program  has an adverse im pact on traffic safety.
(c) T h e  d ep artm en t shall charge a fee o f ten dollars ($10) for each license 
renew al g ran ted  p u rsuan t to  subdivision (a) o r (b).
fd) T h e  d ep artm en t shall m on ito r and  conduct a continuing study o f the 
effects o f  the  license renew al by m ai’ u nder subdivisions (a) and (b) and 
subm it an  in terim  report lo  the  Legislature not la ter than  January  1, 1986, 
and  a final repo rt to  the Legislature not la ter than  M arch I, 1989, on its 
findings. T h e  study shall include, but not be lim ited to, safety issues. The 
final repo rt shall specifically include inform ation regarding the im pact on 
traffic safety o f  persons w ho receive a second extension under subdivision 
(b), w hich in fo rm ation  shall cover a period not less than  24 m onths of 
experience following the second consecutive extension.
(e) T h e  d ep a rtm en t shall notify each licensee g ran ted  a renewal by mail 
pu rsu an t to  th is scc t: l o f  m ajo r changes to  the Vehicle Code affecting 
traffic law s o ccu rring  du ring  the p rio r four-year period.
(0  T h e  d ep artm en t shall not renew  a d river’s license by mail if the license 
has been previously renew ed by mail tw o consecutive limes for four-year 
periods.
Amended Slats 1984 ch 985 § 1.
Amendments:
1984 Amendment: Added the second paragraph of subd (a).

§ 12816. T erm  o f licenses; P eriod  for renewal
(a) Every original d riv er’s license expires on the fourth  b irthday  o f the 
ap p lican t following th e  date  o f  the  application for the license.
(b) R enew al o f  a d riv er’s license shall be m ade for a term  w hich expires on 
the  fo u rth  b irthday  o f  the app lican t following the  expiration o f the license 
renew ed, if  application  for renew al is m ade w ith in  six m onths prior to  the 
exp ira tion  o f the license to be renew ed, o r w ith in  90 days afte r expiration of 
th e  license. I f  renew al is not applied  for w ith in  90 days after expiration of 
th e  license, the  application and  fee is considered the sam e as an  application 
fo r an  orig inal license.
(c) T h e  d ep artm en t m ay accept application for a renewal o f a d river’s 
license m ade m ore than  six m onths p rio r to  the date  o f  expiration. T he 
renew al shall be m ade for a term  which expires on the fourth  b irthday  o f 
th e  app lican t following the d a te  o f  the application  for the renewal license.
(d ) T h e  departm en t rnay accept an  application for a license o f a different 
class m ade m ore th an  six m on ths before » \e  expiration  o f the license 
previously  issued, if  the previously issued lice e is su rrendered  for cancella­
tion in accordance w ith Section 13100. T he d riv er 's  license issued from  that 
app lica tion  expires on  the fourth  b irthday  o f the applicant following the  date 
o f  the application.
Amended Slats 1984 ch 34 § I. operative July I. 1985.
Amendments:
1984 Amendment: In addition lo making technical changes, substituted (1) "expires" for "issued after 
January I, 1975. shall expire" in subd (a); and (I) “different" for "higher" after "Ik* ise of a" in subd
M>

§ 12950 and following sections—general references:
Witkm Evidence 2d $ JISA
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§ 12814 DRIVERS' LICENSES

1963 Amendment: Added (I) "at any office of the Department of Motor Vehicles" 
in the first sentence: and (2) the last sentence 

1968 Amendment: Added (I)"; except that the department shall not require an 
examination of the driving ability of any applicant for the renewal of a four-year 
license who is otherwise eligible for the renewal of such license unless the 
department finds evidence of a condition which may affect the ability of the 
applicant to safely operate a motor vehicle" at the end of the second sentence; 
and (2) the third and fourth sentences.

1973 Amendment: (I) Designated the former section to be subd (a); (2) amended 
subd (a) by (a) adding "(a)", (b) substituting ” , or an examination deemed by the 
department to be appropriate considering the licensee’s record of convictions and 
accidents, or an examination deemed by the department to be appronatc in 
relation to" for except that the department shall not require an examination of 
the driving ability of any applicant for the renewal of a four-year license who is 
otherwise eligible for the renewal of such license unless the department finJs" (c) 
substituting "a license" for "an applicant", (d) deleting "such" after "evidence 
o f ;  (e) adding "requiring an examination of the driving ability": (0  adding "or 
licensee" in the fourth sentence; and (3) added subds (b) and (c).

1974 Amendment: Added subd (d).
1979 Amendment: Deleted (1) “and. at the discretion of the director, licenses may 

be extended for not to exceed one year when the number of renewal applications 
to be processed in a year will exceed the number of applications in the previous 
year or the next subsequent year by more than 10 percent" after "by the 
department" in subd (b); and (2) former subd (d) which read: "(d) The depart­
ment shall report to the Legislature on or before August 1st. annually, describing 
the number of licenses extended during the preceding fiscal year pursuant to 
subdivision (b) and the reason for such action Such repon shall also include the 
regulations adopted pursuant to subdivision (c). the categories of test waivers 

j  granted, the purposes for which waivers were granted, and the result of the
evaluation made during the preceding fiscal year of the selective testing program." 

r* S o le  —"the the" so appears in the second sentence of subd (a) of Veh C § 12814
in the enrolled bill.

t l
r=

Cross References:
Application for original license: § 12800

I f

Fee on application for renewal of license: § 14900.

i.5 Collateral References:
8 Cal Jur 3d Automobiles § 122.

A tto r n e y  G e n e ra l's  O p in io n s :
33 Ops Atty Gen 161 (examination of applicant for renewal of driver's license as 

though he were applying for original license where application not timely made).

§ 12814.5, Extension of licenses
(a) At the discretion of the director, drivers' licenses expiring on or 
after January 1, 1983, may, subject to subdivision (b), be renewed by 
mail for a four-year period for licensees, not holding a probationary 
license, whose records, for the four years immediately preceding the 
determination of the eligibility for the renewal, show no convictions of 
violating traffic laws, no involvement in a trafiic accident, and no 
notification of a violation of subdivision (a) of Section 40509.
No renewal by mail shall be granted to any person who is 70 years of 
age or older.
(b) The director may establish a demonstration program to evaluate
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ISSUANCE, EXPIRATION. RENEWAL § 12814.5

the traffic safety and other effects of renewing driver’s license, by 
mail. If a demonstration program is established, the director may, 
under that program, renew by mail driver’s licenses expiring on or 
after January 1, 1983, for licensees whose records, for the two years 
immediately preceding the determination of the eligibility for the 
renewal, show no convictions of violating traffic laws, no involvement 
in a traffic accident, and no notification of a violation of subdivision
(a) of Section 40509, and additionally whose records, for the four 
years immediately preceding that determination, do not show a 
violation which has a violation point count of two determined in 
accordance with Section 12810 or a fatal accident notation. The 
department shall terminate the demonstration program when its 
evaluation is completed or may terminate the program at any time the 
department determines that the program has an adverse impact on 
traffic safety.
(c) The department shall charge a fee of ten dollars (S10) for each 
license renewal granted pursuant to subdivision (a) or (b).
(d) The department shall monitor and conduct a continuing study of 
the effects of the license renewal by mail under subdivisions (a) and
(b) and submit an interim report to the Legislature not later than 
January I, 1986, and a final report to the Legislature not later than 
March 1, 1989, on its findings. The study shall include, but not be 
limited to, safely issues. The final report shall specifically include 
information regarding the impact on traffic safety of persons who 
receive a second extension under subdivision (b), which information 
shall cover a period not less than 24 months of experience following 
the second consecutive extension.
(e) The department shall notify each licensee granted a renewal by 
mail pursuant to this section of major changes to the Vehicle Code 
affecting traffic laws occurring during the prior four-year period.
(0 The department shall not renew a driver’s license by mail if the 
license has been previously renewed by mail two consecutive times for 
four-year periods.
Added Slats 1978 ch 658 §1. Amended Slats 1979 ch 625 §2; Slats 1981 ch 541 §34. 
effective September 17, 1981, operatise January I. 1982; Static 1982 ch 776 § I.

Amendments:
1979 Amendment: Prior to 1979 the section read; "(a) The department may 

establish a demonstration program lo evaluate the effect of extending drivers* 
licenses. At the discretion of the director, during the demonstration program, 
licenses expiring on or after July I. 1979, may be extended for licensees whose 
records, for the four years immediately preceding the expiration date of their 
licenses, or expiration date of their extended licenses, show no convictions of 
violating traffic laws, no involvement in a traffic accident, and no notification of a 
violation of subdivision (a) of Section 40509. The periods of the extension shall be 
for one or two years and in no event shall there be more than two consecutive 
extensions nor shall two consecutive extensions exceed two years.

295



§ 12814.5 DRIVERS' LICENSES

"(b) During I he demonstration program, the number of licenses extended shall not 
exceed 10 percent of the total number of licensees eligible for an extension.

“(c) The department may charge a fee for each license extension issued pursuant to 
subdivision (a)

"(d) The department may continue the demonstration period of extending licenses 
through December 31. 1981. However, if. at any time, the department determines 
that such program has a negative effect on traffic safety, the process of extending 
licenses may be terminated by the department

"(e) The department shall prepare and submit to the Legislature an interim report 
on the effects of the demonstration program by July I, 1981, and shall submit i  
final report by December 31. 1983.

"(0  The authority granted the department by this section is in addition to the 
authority granted the director under subdivision (b) of Section 12814.

"(g) This section shall remain in effect until January I. 1982, and as of such date is 
repealed."

1979 Amendment amended the section to read as at present, except for the 1981 
and 1982 Amendments.

1981 Amendment: Substituted "ten dollars (SIO)" for “ three dollars and twenty-five 
cents ($3.25)" in subd (b).

1982 Amendment: (1) Amended subd (..) by substituting (a) "January i, 1983, mayv 
subject to subdivision (b). be renewed by mail for a four-year period for licensees^ 
not holding a probationary license." for “January I, 1980, may be extended for ii 
single four-year period for licensees"; (b) "renewal" for "extension" after "eligibil­
ity for the"; and (c) substituting "renewal by mail" for "extension" in the second 
paragraph; (2) added subd (b); (3) redesignated former subds (bH d) to be subdv 
(cMe); (4) amended subd (c) by (a) substituting "renewal" for "extension"; and
(b) adding "or (b)"; (5) amended the first sentence of subd (d) by substituting (a) 
"monitor and conduct a continuing" for "conduct a"; (b) "renewal by mail under 
subdivisions (a) and (b) and submit an interim " for “extension and submit a"; 
and (c) "January 1. 1986, and a final repon to the Legislature not later than 
March I, 1989, on its findings" for "January 1. 1982"; (6) deleted "including an 
assessment of age criteria" at the end of the second sentence in subd (d); (7) 
added the third sentence in subd (d); (8) substituted "a renewal by mail pursuant 
to this section" for "extension" in subd (e); and (9) added subd (I).

N o te  —Stats 1981 ch 541 also provides:
SEC. 42. The Supreme Court may, upon the request of any party, transfer to itself, 

before a decision in the court of appeal, any appeal or petition for extraordinary 
reli-f from an action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul any 
provision of this act. The request for transfer should receive preference over all 
civil actions and proceedings on the Supreme Court's calendar. If the action or 
proceeding is transferred to the Supreme Court, the Supreme Court should 
commence to hear the matter within six months of the transfer, unless the panics 
by joint stipulation request additional time and the request is granted or the 
courl, for good cause shown, grants additional time.

§ 12814.6, P rov is iona l licenses; D em onstra tion  program ; Component*; 
R eport
(a) N o tw ith s tand ing  any  o th e r  provision o f  this code, the  director 
m ay  establish a d e m o n s tra t io n  p rogram  to evaluate the traffic safely 
effects o f  issuing a  provisional driver’s license to persons under 18 
years  o f  age. T h e  d e m o n s tra t io n  p rogram  m ay include any or all, but 
shall  not be limited to, the  following com ponents:
(1) T h e  issuance o f  a d ist inctive  driver’s license to  persons under 18 
years o f  age on w hich  a p p e a r  the  words “ Provisional until age 18.
(2) N o tw ith s tand ing  subdiv ision  (c) o f  Section 12509, a general
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raitiirem ent that any person w h o  has  in his or her  im m ediate  
.^ s e s s io n  a valid perm it issued a f te r  J a n e  30, 1983, pu rsuan t  to 
subdivision (a) o f  Section 12509 an d  w h o  is under  18 years  o f  age 

,v operate a m otor  vehicle, o th e r  th a n  a m otorcycle  o r  a m otorized 
, \Vic. only if that person is accor tpan ied  by, and  unde r  the im m ediate 
s u p e r v i s io n  of, a driver w ho is 25 years  o f  age or older, w ho then 
holds a d r iv e / s  license issued u n d e r  th is  code, and whose driving 
i>n\ilege is not on probation. T h is  p a ra g ra p h  does not apply if that 
licensed driver is the parent, spouse, o r  guard ian  o f  the perm it holder 
oi is a licensed or certified d riv ing  in s truc to r .
t«l A requirement for supervised d riv ing  practice, which is prior to 
the issuance of a provisional d r iv e r ’s license and  is in addition  to any 
other driving training instruction  requ ired  by law, and certification by 

parent, spouse, guardian, o r  licensed o r  certified driv ing instructo r  
that the person under  18 years  o f  age has com pleted  that  driv ing 
practice. A m inor w ithout a pa ren t,  spouse, o r  guard ian , o r  emanci- 
P.ued minors, m ay have a licensed d r iv e r  25 years  o f  age o r  o lder  o r  a 
licensed or certified driving in s t ru c to r  «om ple te  the  certification. This  
requirement does not apply to  m o to rcyc le  practice.
(4) A suspension o f  the driving privilege o f  any  driver unde r  18 years 
of age when the record  shows notification c f  one  o r  m ore  violations o f  
subdivision (a) o f  Section 40509. T h e  suspension shall con tinue  until 
the suspended person’s driver reco rd  does  not show  any  notification 
til a violation of subdivision (a) o f  Section 40509.
(5) A 30-day restriction imposed on a d r iv e r  u n d e r  18 years o f  age 
when that driver’s record show s a v io la tion  point coun t o f  two o r  
more points in 12 m onths  d e te rm in ed  in accordance  with Section 
12SI0. The restriction sha ’l requ ire  th e  licensee to  be accom panied  by 
a licensed parent, spouse, guard ian , o r  o th e r  licensed d river  25 years 
nt age or older, except when o p e ra t in g  a class 4 vehicle with no  
passengers aboard.
16) A six-month suspension o f  the  d riv ing  privilege and  one-year term  
nf probation to be imposed w henever the  record  o f  a d river  under  18 
u a r s  o f  age shows a violation point c o u n t  o f  th ree  o r  m ore  points in 
12 m onths  determ ined in acco rdance  w ith  Section 12810.
• ' )  A requirement that any term  o f  res tr ic tion  o r  suspension imposed 
"it a person under 18 years o f  age rem a in  in effect until the  end o f  the  
term even though the person becom es 18 years  o f  age before the term  
en d s.

•M II the provisional driver’s license d e m o n s tra t io n  p rogram  is es tab ­
lished pursuant to subdivision (a), th e  d e p a r tm e n t  shall conduct a 
iiuuy on the traffic safety effects o f  the  p rogram , and , unless the  
departm ent sooner determ ines that the  p ro g ram  has no substantial 
'eiicficial impact on traffic safety, in w h ich  case the departm en t  m ay, 

"pmi that  determ ination, recom m end te rm ina tion  o f  the  program  and
297



*>v ■ M ’A.i

n  t p

^  Li M l

f  (F)
i Ij / 4 t\

n i u b / n i ^L

D E P A R T M E N T  O F P U B L IC  S A F E T Y

DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES

STEVE COWPER, GOVERNOR

P.O. BOX 20
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99802-0020
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Re: SB 95

D e a r  S e n a t o r  Ker t tu l a :

W h e n  S e n a t e  St a t e  A f f a i r s  h e l d  the first h e a r i n g  on SB 95 c m c e r n  was 

e x p r e s s e d  in r e g a r d  to the p r o g r a m  c o s t i n g  m o n e y  w i t h o u t  p r o d u c i n g  

r e v enue. In o t h e r  wo r d s ,  they w a n t e d  the p r o g r a m  to p a y  for itself.

Yo u  h a v e  a s k e d  h o w  m u c h  r e v e n u e  a fee i n c r e a s e  of $ 1.00 or $ 2.00 to

r e n e w  b y  n a i l  w o u l d  g e n e r a te .  U s i n g  ou r  p r e v i o u s  e s t i m a t e  tha' 12,600

i n d i v i d u a l s  w o u l d  take a d v a n t a g e  of this p r o g r a m  a n n u a l l y , a $1.00 fee

i n c r e a s e  \ o u l d  g e n e r a t e  $12,600, a n d  a $ 2 . 0 0  fee i n c r e a s e  w o u l d  g e n e r­

ate $ 2 5 , 2 0 0  ann u a l l y .

W i t h  the $ 2 . 0 0  fee i n c r e a s e  the r e v e n u e  an d e x p e n d i t u r e s  w o u l d  b a s i c a l­

ly be e q u a l  the f irst year, a n d  the r e v e n u e s  m o r e  than d o u b l e  the 

e x p e n d i t u r e s  the s e c o n d  a n d  s u b s e q u e n t  year. W i t h  a $ 1 . 0 0  fee increase 

the r e v e n u e  w o u l d  be a p p r o x i m a t e l y  h a l f  the e x p e n d i t u r e s  the first 

y e a r , an d  s l i g h t l y  a b o v e  the e x p e n d i t u r e s  the se c o n d a n d  subs e q u e n t  

y ears.

A n y  ch a n g e  in fees w o u l d  r e q u i r e  an a m e n d m e n t  to AS  28.15.271.

If I can be of a n y  o t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e  let m e  know.
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CS FOR SENATE BILL  NO. 95 (State Affairs)

IN THE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  STATE OF A L A S K A

F I F T E E N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - F IRST S E S S I O N

A  BILL

For an A c t  entitled: "An Act r e l a t i n g  to r e n e w a l  of a driver 's license;

and p r o v i d i n g  for an e f f e c t i v e  date."

BE IT E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* S e c t i o n  1. AS 2 8 . 1 5 . 1 0 w a) is r e p e a l e d  and r e e n a c t e d  to read:

(a) E xcept as o t h e rwise p r o v i d e d  in this chapter, a driver's

license expires on the licensee's b i r t h d a y  in the fifth year following 

issuance of the license. A  license m a y  be r e n e w e d  w i t h i n  one y e a r  of 

its e x p i r a t i o n  u p o n  p ro per appli cation, p a y m e n t  of the r e q u i r e d  fee, 

and except w h e n  a license is r e n e w e d  u n d e r  (c) of this section, s u c­

cessful comple t i o n  of a test of the licensee's eyesight.

* Sec. 2. AS 28.15.101 is a m e nded by a dding a n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  to read:

(c) A  driver's license m a y  be r e n ewe d by m a i l  if the licensee 

complies w i t h  (a) of this section, e xcept that a license m a y  not be 

r e n e w e d  by m a i l  if

(1) the applic a n t ' s  license, w i t h i n  the p r e vi ous five

years, has b e e n  r e v o k e d  by a court after c o n v i c t i o n  for an offense

un d e r  AS 28.15.181(a) or a n o t h e r  law or o r d i n a n c e  w i t h  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

similar elements;

(2) the app lic a n t ' s  license, w i t h i n  the previ o u s  five

years, has b e e n  suspended, revoked, or denied by tie depart m e n t  under

AS 28.15.165 or 28.15.251;

(3) the applicant, w i t h i n  the p r e vious  five years, has been

convi c t e d  of a m o v i n g  traffic violation ;

(A) the most recen t r e n ewal of the a p p l i c a n t ' s  license was

-1- CSSB 9 5 (SA)
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by mail; or

(5) the app licant is 69 years of age or older on the 

p i r a t i o n  date of the driver's license b e i n g  renewed.

* Sec. 3. This Act takes effect J a n u a r y  1, 1988.

C S S d  95(SA)
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ABSTRACT

A pilot program was established by SB 483 (Speraw, 1982), authorizing the 

Director of the California Department of Motor Vehicles (D M V ) to renew by 

mail the licenses of drivers lacking clean 4-year records, but showing clean 

2-year records immediately prior to selection. Such drivers constitute about 

14" of the renewal population, or almost 500,00C renewees per year. Eligible 

drivers whose licenses expired during 1983 were subjects in the study, half 

of them being randomly assigned to a group whose members were sent offers of 

renewal by mail and the other half being sent standard renewal notices 

requiring appearance in a field office. Accidents and convictions following 

the mail out of these documents were tracked for both groups; the present 

interim report covers an 18-month period subsequent to mailout. —

During these 18 months, there was no evidence that the extension program 

resulted in increased accidents for the group offered renewal by mail as 

compared to the control group. In addition, there was no significant

difference between the groups with respect to subsequent convictions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A sequence of legislation has sought, since 1978, to simplify the renewal 

process in California. Previous programs, authorized by AB 777 (Calvo, 1979) 

and AB 583 (Calvo, 1978), offered license extensions to drivers whose 

licenses were expiring and who had clean 4-year records. The program 

authorized by AB 583 (no longer in existence) offered 2-year extensions to 

such drivers regardless of age, while the program authorized by AB 777, which

is ongoing, offers 4-year extensions to drivers under the age of 70. The

authorizing legislation mandated evaluation of the effect of both programs on 

traffic safety.

The present study was mandated by SB 483 (Speraw, 1982; see Appendix) as an 

evaluation of a demonstration program authorizing license renewal by mail 

(the equivalent of license extension) for drivers under the age of 70 with

clean 2-year, but not clean 4-year, records. (Drivers with clean 4-year

records renew by mail through the ongoing program authorized by AB 777.) 

Two-year-clean drivers have on their California Department of Motor Vehicles 

(DMV) records, at the time of selection to receive offers of renewal by mail, 

no accidents, no convictions, and no failures to appear in court or forfeit 

bail (FTAs) in connection with traffic violations, during the immediately 

preceding two years. The intent of the program is to decrease administrative 

costs and offer increased convenience to the public.

This report contains a review of research literature on the effect of

omitting components of the standard renewal process, which includes vision 

screening and traffic law testing. In general, omission of renewal testing 

has not been shown to have any great effect on subsequent accident or

conviction rates.

The department's final evaluation of the Calvo extension programs (Kelsey, 

Janke, Peck & Ratz, 1985) is probably the most relevant study Included in

this literature review. It is highly similar to the present study in

conception, although drivers in the Kelsey et a l . study, as mentioned above, 

had clean 4-year prior records. Using random assignment to extension and 

control groups, the investigators tracked driving records during the 4-year 

period following mailout of renewal notices or extension offers. There was a
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slight (1%) increase in accident involvement over these four years for the 

extension group as compared to their controls, but the difference did not 

reach statistical significance.

Method

From October 1982 through September 1983, drivers under the age of 70 whose 

licenses would expire during 1983 were screened to select those with clean

prior 2-year records and no fatal accidents or major convictions during the

prior 4 years (requirements of the authorizing legislation). The resulting 

496,366 drivers were then randomly assigned, by terminal digit of the 

driver's license number, either to a control group (N = 248,753) or to a mail 

renewal (hereinafter called extension) group (N = 247,613). Control drivers 

were required to undergo the standard in-person license renewal process, 

including law and vision testing. Extension drivers were allowed to renew 

their licenses by mail. While about 24% of the group chose to renew in a 

field office instead, those who indicated that they were eligible for 

extension had their records checked; their renewal tests were waived if

eligibility was established. If they did not claim eligibility they were

tested as usual. All such drivers were nevertheless retained in the 

extension group, to enable generalization to the operational program and 

because corresponding control-group members could not be identified and 

removed.

Licensing process variables which could affect program cost and/or traffic 

safety effect were identified and examined, as were license restrictions 

relating to corrective lenses or limitations in driving exposure (area, time, 

etc.). Restrictions were tabulated to determine whether personal contact 

with DMY personnel at the time of license renewal resulted in significantly 

more restricted drivers.

The major criterion variables were subsequent accidents and convictions, 

including FTAs. These variables were measured over the 18 months subsequent 

to mail out and analyzed by means of analysis of covariance. Differences 

between the extension and control groups on criterion measures were 

considered statistically significant if their probability of occurring by 

chance was less than .10 (10 chances in 100). However, the obtained level of
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significance is also reported, since it provides a more Informative index of 

the probabilities associated with the tests of hypotheses.

Results and Discussion

Despite the random assignment of subjects to treatments as described above, 

the extension group had a slightly worse prior record than the control group, 

in terms of accidents and convictions. The small difference probably 

reflects "chance significance," but it justified the inclusion of prior 

accidents and convictions as covariates in the analysis to adjust for 

potential bias.

Table 2 on page 16 shows licensing process variables, measured approximately 

18 months subsequent to mailout. Extension drivers, in general agreement 

with the results of Kelsey et a l . (19851 ,- had more valid licenses and 

duplicate licenses, but fewer vision restrictions and vision referrals, than 

their controls. Extension drivers also had fewer limited-term licenses and 

fewer reexaminations or hearings on grounds of physical or mental impairment.

These data suggest that small numbers of extension drivers drove with 

unrestricted or regular-term licenses which would have been restricted or 

limited had the drivers been required to renew in person. Similarly, a small 

number of extension drivers escaped reexamination on grounds of impairment. 

However, it cannot be concluded that these drivers were unaware of their 

disabilities or failed to compensate far them.

Table 3 on page 19 shows average 18-month subsequent accidents per 100 

drivers. The difference between the grand means for the extension and 

control groups amounts to a 1.7% effect in favor of the extension group. 

This difference just reached significance at the .10 level (j£ = .10), meaning 

that there was a 10% chance of obtaining the observed difference if the two 

programs had equal effects on accidents.

Table 5 on page 23 shows average 18-month subsequent convictions per 100 

drivers, Including FTAs. The obtained difference did not approach 

statistical significance.
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Because the extension group had fewer accidents than the control group, there 

was no need to perform a benefit-cost or breakeven analysis.

Conclusion and Recommendations

There is no indication at this point that the savings to the public in 

reduced program administrateve costs due to the Speraw-authorized pilot 

extension program is offset by an increased cost a e to accidents. In fact, 

there is as yet no evidence for any increase in acciients attributable to the 

program. Nevertheless, this report is not conside ed definitive, since it 

covers only 18 months of post-mail out driving. Before drawing any 

conclusions regarding long-term program safety, it will be necessary to 

evaluate these drivers over their full 4-year license terms.

Because results of this interim evaluation were positive, it is recommended 

that the demonstrat.on program be continued. In light of the brief follow-up 

period, however, it is a iso recommended that further expansion of the* program 

to drivers currently ineligible not be made until the full 4-year evaluation 

has been completed.



INTRODUCTION

Prior to 1979, Californians wishing to renew their driver licenses were 

required to appear at local Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) field offices 

and pass vision screening and written law tests. In rare instances, when the 

Licensing/Registration Examiner observed behavior that might adversely affect 

driving ability, they were also required to pass road tests.

In 1979, legislation (AB 583— 1978, Calvo) provided that drivers with clean 

four-year records (about 505 of the California renewal population) could 

receive a single two-year extension of the driver license. Such drivers have 

records showing no traffic accidents, no convictions (regardless of point 

count) of traffic law violations, and no failures to appear in court or pay 

fines in connection with traffic law violations, for the four years'preceding 

the time of »~.iewal notice generation. The full license renewal fee, $3.25 

at that time, was charged for an extension.

In 1980, further legislation (AB 777— 1979, Calvo) modified the extension 

program. It was now possible for drivers with clean four-year records to 

receive a single four-year driver license extension, but only if they were 

under the age of 70. Again, a S3.25 fee was charged.

The two-year-extension program was superceded by the age-restricted four- 

year-extension program, an expanded (see below) version of which continues on 

an ongoing basis as the "renewal by mail" program. Both programs have been 

experimentally evaluated, and the results (Janke & Kelsey, 1981; Kelsey & 

Janke, 1983; Kelsey, 1984; Kelsey, Janke, Peck, & Ratz, 1985) showed no 

statistically significant detrimental effect on traffic safety attributable 

to the program. That is, "four-year-clean" drivers offered the opportunity 

to renew their licenses by mail, thus avoiding vision and law test'ng, did 

not have driving records significantly poorer than those of similarly 

eligible drivers who were required to renew in the regular manner. (The 1985 

study, which covered four years of driving subsequent to treatment, is 

discussed in more detail below.)
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The extension program was expanded in late 1982 (taking effect for 1983 

renewals) to a maximum of two consecutive four-year extensions and to drivers 

with clean records for at least the preceding two years who were under the 

age of 70 (SB 483— 1982, Speraw; see Appendix). Although the clean-record 

criterion period was reduced, a dri.er could not have a fatal accident or 

major (two-point) conviction on the record covering the four years preceding 

renewal notice generation. This program as it relates to two- and 

three-year-clean drivers, sometimes referred to as the Speraw renewal-by-mail 

demonstration program, is the subject of the present report. For evaluation 

purposes, all eligible licensees whose driver licenses expired during 1983, 

and whose driving records were at least two years clean but less than four 

years clean, were assigned randomly, by terminal digit of the driver license 

number, either to a mail renewal group or to a control group. Roughly equal 

numbers of subjects were assigned to each group. The mail renewal group was 

given the opportunity to renew by mail; the control group was not. 

Subsequent driving records of both groups are being followed and compared on 

an ongoing basis. The present report covers 18 months of driving subsequent 

to treatment, but the monitoring process will continue for a full four years.

The renewal-by-mail program is meant to accomplish the twin objectives of 

convenience to the public and economy to the depaitment. Therefore the 

primary question of interest to be answered by the evaluation is whether 

these benefits are offset by increased accidents attributable to the program.

Any detrimental effect would presumably be mediated by the avoidance of re­

newal testing. The vision test serves a screening function; when low-vision 

dr.vers are identified they must have their vision corrected to a safe level 

in order to be licensed, and one or more restrictions are imposed on the 

license. Among drivers aged 50 years or younger, about half of one percent 

fail to meet the screening standard (with or without corrective lenses), and 

about two-tenths of one percent are referred to a vision specialist for cor­

rective measures. Among drivers over the age of 50, almost two and one-half 

percent fail to meet the screening standard, and slightly over two percent 

are referred to a vision specialist (Kuan, 1984, unpublished data). However, 

static visual acuity under normal illumination--the only visual function 

presently tested in California— 1s only weakly correlated with accident
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involvement, although a minimal amount of vision is certainly necessary for 

driving.

The written test screens out only a negligible proportion of drivers (there 

are oral and foreign language versions of the test for drivers who do not 

understand written English), but it serves an educational function in that 

drivers may study a manual containing rules of the road and safety-related 

information, which is distributed by the department, prior to taking the 

test. The possibility of failing the test undoubtedly motivates some 

applicants to study the manual, and this may lead to reduced accident 

likelihood. (It should be noted, however, that one California study— Kuan, 

Peck, & Sadler, 1582— failed to find an increase in accidents during the year 

following a written test waiver. That study is discussed in more detail 

below.)

Experimental Evaluations of Renewal Simp!ification

A study (California Department of Motor Vehicles, 1971) Was performed, in 

response to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 67 (1969 legislative session), to 

evaluate the effect of (1) sending a congratulatory letter which indicated 

that the written law test would be waived, (2) sending a congratulatory 

letter with no promise of a waiver, or (3) neither (no contact), for drivers 

with clean 37-month records. There was random assignment of such drivers to 

the three groups. In addition, the study evaluated the effect, relative to a 

control group, of written-test waiver (no letter) on drivers selected 

randomly, regardless of driving record. All drivers were required to visit 

local field offices to pay the fee and take the vision test.

The six-month subsequent driving records of all subjects were examined. For 

the "good driver" letter/waiver group (members of which had their written 

tests waived) there was a small but statistically significant decrease in 

subsequent convictions; although this group also showed a tendency toward 

being involved in fev/er subsequent accidents, the tendency did not approach 

statistical significance. A congratulatory letter alone had no effect on 

either the accidents or convictions of "good drivers." Similarly, no dif­

ferences approached statistical significance for drivers given a written test 

waiver regardless of record.
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The implication of these results is that law testing at license renewal has 

no particular value. However the study had relatively--for traffic safety 

research involving drivers with average or better reco:ds--few subjects 

(5,000 drivers per group for the "good driver" comparisons and 3,000 per 

group for the comparisons involving unselectej drivers), combined with a 

b^ief follow-up period. Therefore there was little power to detect a small 

difference.(1) In addition, drivers selected regardless of record did not 

know that the test was to be waived until they arrived at the field office. 

Therefore they may have studied for it, and received safety benefits in that 

way.

Because the six-month follow-up period was perhaps inadequate to reveal true 

differences among the groups, Kuan, Peck, and Sadler (1982) followed the 

subjects for a full year subsequent to treatment. For drivers selected as 

having clean 37-month records, there was a statistically significant detri­

mental (accident-increasing) effect of the congratulatory letter alone, shown 

by comparison of the letter-only group to the other two groups. However, 

there was no significant difference in subsequent accidents between the 

letter/waiver and no-contact groups. For drivers selected regardless of 

record, there were no significant differences in subsequent accidents between 

those who took the test and those who received waivers. For neither popula­

tion of drivers was there a significant effect on subsequent convictions. It 

was concluded that waiving the renewal law test had no negative effect on 

traffic safety.

Harano and Hubert (1974), in response to Senate Concurrent Resolution 104 

(1971), evaluated the effect of a one-year license extension for drivers 

under the age of 56 with clean one-year records, as well as the incentive 

effect of promising a license extension, conditional on maintaining a clean 

record (incentive condition). The evaluation incorporated randomly assigned

( ^Traffic accidents are rare and have a large random component; this 
tends to render what would be a vast number of subjects in other research 
areas an inadequate number for detecting small but critical effects in 
traffic safety research. The problem is exacerbated in the case of 
drivers with '•elatively clean records.
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treatment and control groups drawn from the population of ellgibles. For the 

treatment group without incidents during the prior year there was no statis­

tically significant effect of the extension on convictions in the following 

year, but, relative to the control group, there was a significant (14%) 

increase in accidents reported by law enforcement agencies, referred to in 

the report as "CHP collisions." (Such accidents include all those involving 

death or injury, and many involving only property damage.) This accident 

increase was found to be due primarily to drivers with less than three-year- 

clean records. While there was a nonsignificant tendency for the effect of 

treatment to vary by renewal year for three-year-clean drivers, with 1972 and 

1973 extension-group renewees showing a trend toward increased CHP colli­

sions, no reliable overall program effects on CHP collisions were found for 

this group. A possible implication of this finding is that there is a point, 

somewhere between a clean-record criterion of three years and a clean-record 

criterion of one year, beyond which it may become dangerous to extend the 

license of a driver meeting the criterion. The relevance of this supposition 

to the present evaluation is apparent; therefore results here will be given 

separately for two-year-clean and three-year-clean drivers, as well as for 

both groups combined.

As mentioned, the Harano and Hubert study also examined the incentive effect 

of extensions, finding that drivers whose renewal y-ar was 1972 (as opposed 

to 1973-75) had a statistically significant reduction of 22% in CHP '*olli- 

sions during the year subsequent to notification. The letters notifying 

study subjects of the possibility of an extension were sent approximately 60 

days before the licenses of 1972 renewees expired (Harano, 1985, personal 

communication), so these drivers had the shortest time lag between receipt of 

the letter and their next renewal. Drivers in later renewal years showed no 

incentive effect. However, regardlrss of the time between notification and 

renewal, drivers who maintained clean records over the year subsequent to 

notification and received their extensions showed a highly statistically 

significant (£ < .005 for three and one-half months of follow-up) reduction 

of 33% in such accidents after receiving the extension. It can be 

hypothesized that these drivers had consciously sought to establish safe 

driving habits over the preceding year, and that these habits persisted. 

Thus the incentive aspect of the program seemed to offer much more promise
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than did its direct reward aspect, where the reward was not preceded by 

striving for it. Incentive effects are certainly present in the Speraw 

renewal-by-mail program, and should increase as the program becomes more 

widely known. However, the present evaluation is not designed to determine 

their impact.

Waller, Hall, and Padgett (1977) evaluated the effects of North Carolina's 

program of waiving the written test for renewal applicants with no convic­

tions for moving violations during the preceding four years (and no mental or 

physical conditions that might affect their driving). Study drivers who had 

their written tests waived under this program apparently might have had any 

number of recent prior accidents, so long as no conviction was associated 

with any accident. While the study was quasi-experimental rather than being 

a true experiment and its results are difficult to interpret, the authors 

concluded that the program had a detrimental effect on drivers less than 25 

years old, and recommended that test w a n  jrs not be orfered to drivers in 

this age group. However, the North Carolina eligibility criterion at that 

time— freedom from moving-violation convictions, but not from accidents— was 

not the same as the Speraw-authorized program's eligibility criterion, so the 

relevance of their conclusion to the California program is moot.

Harrington and Ratz (1978), studying the effect of written renewal test 

waivers for California drivers who had either clean three-year prior records 

or one accident or conviction during the prior three years, fo'^d that the 

effect of treatment was moderated by classification status. Thus, when 

drivers of all ages and both sexes were combined, there were no significant 

treatment effects among those who had been correctly classified as being 

incident-free or as having one incident during the three-year period. 

However, there was a significant increase in accidents for drivers wrongly 

classified as having incident-free records, and a significant increase in 

convictions for drivers wrongly classified as having only one incident. The 

reason for these errors in classification was the time lag between occurrence 

of an incident and update of the driver's record; this time lag can 

conceivably be reduced but never eliminated.

The Harrington and Ratz finding may represent a Type I error, however; 

neither the Calvo extension studies (Janke & Kelsey, 1981; Kelsey & Janke,
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1983; Kelsey, 1984), nor preliminary data analyses for the present study, 

showed any increase in accidents or convictions attributable to license 

extension for wrongly classified drivers. Although their mean accident and 

conviction rates were considerably higher than those of correctly classified 

drivers, reflecting the higher risk level of drivers with a recent accident 

or conviction, there was no evidence that the extension or renewal-by-mail 

program increased this risk. Therefore, the classification factor is not 

included in the present study.

Stoke (1978) studied the effect of including manuals and written tests in the 

Virginia license renewal process. He found no statistically significant 

effect of this enhanced testing on accidents and convictions during the 

subsequent six-month period. Power to identify a true difference as signifi­

cant was low in the Stoke study, and the lack of statistical significance may 

be attributable to that. A reanalysis of Stoke's data (Peck, 1981; unpub­

lished memo) indicated that the odds favored a beneficial impact of tests and 

manuals more than no impact (j) < .20).

Kelsey, Janke, Peck, and Ratz (1985) reported on the effect of the 

Calvo-authorized license extension programs for four-year-clean drivers over 

the four years subsequent to mailout of renewal notices and extension offers. 

For the evaluation of the four-year-extension program (i.e., extension term 

of four years) there were approximately 366,000 drivers in the extension 

(offer) group and 40,000 drivers in the control group. Control drivers were 

required to renew their licenses in the standard manner, taking law and 

vision tests. Drivers over the age of 69 were not eligible for the four-year 

program and not represented in the sample.

It was found that the extension group had a slightly (1») higher accident 

rate over the four-year period than had the control group, but this differ­

ence did not approach statistical significance. In addition, there was no 

trend in the driving record data over time; extension-group drivers had 

slightly better records than had their controls during the first and fourth 

years subsequent to mailout, and worse records during the s?cond and third. 

This lack of a consistent trend, together with the lack of a significant 

treatment-by-age interaction (which would have indicated that the effect of

IL



extension depended upon a driver's age), was consistent with an inter­

pretation that the observed nonsignificant difference was due to chance. 

Specifically, there was no support for an alternative hypothesis that in­

creases in undetected physical disability over time would leao to an accident 

increase for extended drivers; if such impairment had occurred, one might 

expect it to have affected older drivers particularly.(2) For drivers of 

relatively advanced age (70 and above) in the two-year program, it was even 

the case that Kelsey et al. found a beneficial effect of extension offers, 

contravening the nonsignificant trend of the program, overall, toward 

increasing accidents. That is, elderly drivers in the extension group 

incurred significantly fewer accidents than did their controls, durirg the 

two years subsequent to mailout.

With the exception of the Calvo extension studies and that of Harano and 

Hubert (1974), the studies cited above waived only the written ''aw test. The 

effects of waiving the written test have not generally been found to be 

great, although Harrington and Ratz (1978), as mentioned, found some negative 

effects following a test waiver. Stoke1s (1978) evidence can be interpreted 

as suggesting some value of exposing drivers to the type of material covered 

in the written test, and McKnight and Green (1977) also found support cor the 

effectiveness of tests and manuals in reducing accidents associated with 

convictions for renewal applicants. However, it is possible that it is more 

detrimental to traffic safety to waive the vision test than to waive the law 

test. Although there is little if any evidence to show that a visual acuity 

test like California's correlates with accident frequency, the vision 

screening that exists as part of the renewal process undoubtedly compels some 

drivers, who otherwise would not bother, to have their vision corrected.

(2)it could on the other hand be argued that drivers in ar age range — say,
the forties —  at which visual and possibly other bodily functions begin
to decline significantly, are most harmed by being excused from renewal 

testing. Such drivers may be impaired to some degree and not yet be aware 
of their impairment. There is some evidence to support this view. For 
subjects in both the two-year and four-year Calvo extension evaluations,

the largest negative effects on accidents attributable to the programs
were shown for drivers aged 30-50 (Kelsey et al., 1985). However, it 
should be stressed that these effects were not significant and could 
easily have been due to chance.



An Oregon study (Rice & Jones, 1984) attempted to find what proportion of 

renewal applicants had substandard vision. While Oregon drivers at the study 

date were not required to undergo vision screening when they renewed their 

licenses, 19 of the state's 60 DMV field offices participated in an evalu­

ation of the addition of vision tests to the renewal process. Applicants 

could refuse the testing, but not many did so. If they failed, drivers were 

referred to a vision specialist of their choice.

Almost 5,000 vision screenings were administered. Tests included Oregon's 

standard original licensing checks on acuity under standard illumination, 

depth perception, color recognition, phoria, fusion, and visual field, plus 

an added test of acuity under reduced illumination, failure of which did not 

affect licensing status.

Of the drivers tested, 2.4* failed the vision screening and were referred to 

a vision specialist. Nearly all of these vision referrals were made because 

the driver's visual acuity (even corrected with lenses) did not meet the 

20/40 standard. Drivers referred to a specialist were considerably older on 

the average (67 years) than was the sample of applicants as a whole (43 

years). Generally, drivers over 50 years of age and without existing 

"corrective lens" restrictions were the most likely to require reexamination 

by a specialist, and the likelihood increased with age. However, these 

results suggest that over 97% of Oregon drivers, although not screened for 

vision at renewal, become aware of their visual problems in other ways and 

correct them adequately. The same is no doubt true of California drivers.

In California, as noted above, about 2.5* of drivers over age 50 and 0.05* of 

younger drivers fail to meet the screening standard (Kuan, 1984, unpublished 

data). These are referred to a vision specialist, and many of them have 

their vision corrected to meet the standard. If this is not possible, they 

may still be licensed based on evaluation by a Driver Safety Referee.
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METHOD

Subject Selection

Drivers whose licenses expired during 1983, and who met the eligibility 

criteria for renewal by mail with less than a four-year-clean record, were 

assigned by terminal digit of the license number, odd or even, to the 

mail-renewal or control group, respectively. (Terminal digit of the license 

number is essentially random; numbers are assigned sequentially at a current 

rate of about 20,000 per day.) Drivers eligible for renewal by mail with 

less than a four-year-clean record make up approximately 14" of the renewal 

population in California. There were, by the end of 1983, 247,613 drivers in 

the mail renewal group and 248,753 drivers in the control group. The 

mail-renewal group will be referred to as the extension group in the 

following; there is no substantive difference between a renewal accomplished 

by mail and a license extension accomplished in the same manner.

Once identified, drivers remained in the group to which they had been 

assigned, regardless of whether or not they renewed their licenses and of 

whether or not they renewed by mail. (Control group drivers did not have the 

option of renewing by mail, but drivers in the extension group could renew in 

a field office rather than by mail.)(3) it might be objected that the 

inclusion of field office renewals in the extension group diluted the effect 

of the license extension as measured. This may be true, but their inclusion 

would have invalidated the evaluation, for two reasons. First, drivers who

(3)if such drivers claimed to be eligible for extension, their records were 
checked and, if eligibility was confirmed, their written and vision tests 
were waived. Test waiver also followed presentation of the extension 

statement (offer). If they had no extension statement and did not claim 
eligibility (for example, because they had not received the statement and 
were not aware that they were eligible), the tests were not waived. It is 
not known what percentage of drivers were in the latter group, although 
the total percentage of extension-group drivers who renewed in field 
offices was about 24. Even under circumstances where tests could be 
waived, observation of behavior indicating health problems in the 
applicants may have led to testing--even, perhaps, including drive 
testing.
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choose to renew in a field office, even though they have been offered the 

opportunity to renew by mail, may be different from other drivers in ways 

that affect their subsequent accident and conviction records. Such drivers 

could have been removed from the extension group but not, of course, from the 

control group; thus their exclusion could have severely biased the evalua­

tion. This problem was extensively discussed by Peck (1976) in a context of 

evaluating driver improvement programs. Second, the purpose of the study was 

to evaluate the license extension program, not the effect of license 

extension per se. Thus, it was necessary that the results of the evaluation 

generalize to the program as it operates in practice, with a considerable 

number of drivers failing to take advantage of the mail renewal offer.

Treatment

Drivers in the extension group were sent statements two months prior to 

license expiration informing them that they could send the $10.00 (increased 

since 1980) fee and renew by mail. It was necessiiry for them to answer a 

question on the statement regarding the presence of any disabilities that 

might affect their driving; if the answer was "yes" the statement was 

referred to a Driver Safety Referee for further investigation and clearance 

before mail renewal could be allowed. There was also a reminder on the 

statement indicating the importance of good vision and suggesting that 

drivers have their vision checked.

Drivers in uie control group were sent standard renewal notices two months 

prior to license expiration. The renewal notice, which also contained the 

disability question, was to be presented at the field office when a driver 

went in to renew his or her license. (Drivers forgetting to bring their 

renewal notices with them are required to fill out an equivalent form in the 

office.)

Drivers in the extension group who opted to renew by mail and remitted the 

fee were sent certificates to be kept with their old licenses, rather than 

being issued new licenses.

Criterion Measures and Follow-up Period

Total and fatal/injury accidents and convictions of drivers in the two groups 

were tracked subsequent to the mailout of their extension statements or



renewal notices (hereinafter referred to as "mailout"). The measure of

convictions included jfailures to appear in court, or forfeit bail in lieu of 

appearance, in connection with traffic violation citations (hereinafter 

referred to as "FTAs"). The present report covers the first 18 months 

subsequent to mailout. This actually includes only 15 to 16 months of actual 

driving record, due to a two- to three-month lag between the occurrence *f 

most accidents and violations and their entry as count abstracts and 

accidents in the DMV's automated file of driver records. However, this 

circumstance does not bias the conclusions of the report, since the time lag 

was the same for extension and control drivers.

Major Statistical Tests

For the major analysis of accidents and convictions/FTAs, 2x2x3x2 analyses of 

covariance were run using the computer program SPSS AN0'fA (Hie, Hull, 

Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). Factors were treatment (extension vs. 

control), prior record status (prior clean record of 2 years vs. 3 years), 

age group (under 30, 30 through 50, over 50), and sex. Covariates were prior 

2-year accidents and convictions, including FTAs.

The default method was used for the AMOVA (actually, ANCOVA) runs. This is 

the so-called "classic experimental approach," also frequently used in 

nonexperimental research, in which sample subgroup sizes typically reflect 

unequal population subgroup sizes, as for example in the case of the vari­

ables age and sex when a sample is randomly drawn from the population. In 

this method, cell means are weighted according to cell frequencies, to 

reflect the greater importance of cells with larger frequencies in the aggre­

gated population. It would be appropriate to weight extension and control 

means equally, of course, and the analysis used did not exactly accomplish 

that because there were somewhat fewer drivers in the extension than in the 

control group. However, the sizes of the groups were so large and the dif­

ference so small (less than 1%) that this discrepancy would have made no 

practical difference.

License class was used neither as a covariate nor as a factor in the major 

analysis, for reasons discussed in Kelsey at a l . (1985). It was expected 

that there would be an excess of class 1 and 2 (heavy commercial vehicle) 

drivers in the extension group, because they could avoid the relatively

12
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stringent testing needed to renew their commercial licenses. Such an im­

balance, which leads to a self-selection bias confounding the interpretation 

of any findings regarding license class, was found by Kelsey et a l . (1985) 

and was tested for in the present analysis. Although a supplementary ANCOVA 

using treatment anc’ license class as factors was performed, it ',ot 

reported because of the ambiguities mentioned here and discussed more rully 

in the Results section.

A significance level of p < .10 (two-tailed) was used for the purpose of 

making significance claims.

Analysis of Program Costs and Savings

The program's overall impact on the department was to effect a savings. To 

help in estimating the amount of this savings, the following variables were 

tabulated and furnished to the DMY's Division of Driver Safety and Licensing, 

which was responsible for program costing.

1. Proportion of subjects in the extension group who renewed by mail, 

renewed in a field office, or did not renew.

2. Proportion of subjects in the control group who renewed in a field 

office or did not renew.

3. Proportion of subjects in each group who received a duplicate 

1 icense.

4. Proportion of subjects in each group who received a vision referral.

5. Proportion of subjects in each group who received a limited-term

license.

6. Proportion of subjects in each group who had a contact with a Driver

Safety Referee because of possible physical or mental impairment.

Unit reducible costs of the mail-renewal and standard renewal programs were 

furnished by the Division of Driver Safety and Licensing. It was known in



advance that tnese figures would indicate an administrative savings 

attributable to the extension program. If there were found to be an excess 

of accidents also attributable to the program, this might or might not 

outweigh the administrative savings, depending upon the size of the effect.

In the past such a determination has been made by means of a benefit-cost 

analysis. However, it was decided that a "breakeven analysis" would be more 

defensible and more useful to management, since the usual benefit-cost 

analysis is subject to challenge because c widespread disagreement on the 

societal and economic costs of accidents and on how such costs should be 

measured. A discussion of the rationale for this decision is contained in 

Kelsey et a l . (1985). In a breakeven analysis the disutility of any accident 

increase is evaluated by computing the accident-cost threshold necessary for 

the increase in accidents to offset the cost savings attributed to the 

extension program. The sensitivity of any marginal benefit-cost analysis to 

different accident-cost values is assessed by referring to specially 

constructed accident-cost nomographs.



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Descriptive and Process Variables

An examination of demographic and prior-record variables for the extension 

and control groups to detect possible bias in the assignment process produced 

the results shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Demographic and Prior-Rocord V ariab le s by Treatment

Treatment

V ariab le Extension 

(N » 247,613) (N

Control 

■ 248,753)

Mean a g e . . . ................. 37 .4 37 .4

Percent male.............. 59.0 58 .9

P r io r  2-year 

acc idents (per 

100 d r i v e r s ) * . . . 1.01 0 .9 5

P r io r  2-year

co nv ictio ns (per 
100 d r i v e r s ) * . . . 6 .97 6 .8 3

• S ig n if ic a n t ly  d lf f e re n t , £< . 10.

The samples are biased despite the random assignment process, in that the 

extension group showed a slightly worse record, in both accidents (t = -2.31, 

df = 496,364, p < .03) and convictions (t = 1.70, df = 496,364, £  < .09), 

than that of the control group over the two years prior to mailout. The bias 

amounted to a 6? difference in prior accident rate and a 2% difference in 

prior conviction rate. These are small differences, but the anticipated 

treatment effects were also small. (It should be noted that these accidents 

and convictions were not on the drivers' records at the time they were 

selected for inclusion in the study. If the incidents had been on their 

records, they would have been ineligible for renewal by mail.) These results 

indicate that the extension group received more entries than did their 

controls in the period just prior to determination of extension eligibility. 

It was because of this bias, which must be attributed to chance, that prior

2-year accidents and convictions were used as cov riates in the major
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analyses of subsequent accidents and convictions. Through use of these

covariates, not only was variance ("noise") removed from the error term, 

increasing the power of the statistical test to reveal a real difference 

between groups, but also group means were adjusted for the slight observed 

differences in prior record, so that any observed difference between groups 

could more defensibly be attributed to the treatment, mail-renewal offer vs.

field office renewal, only.

Table 2 presents data on variables related to the licensing process, measured 

approximately 18 months after mailout. Because these variables were to be 

used in program costing, almost 400 drivers with codes on their record

indicating the presence oi certain impairments (progressive physical condi­

tions, severe visual defects, or "lack of knowledge or skill"— usually used 

as a euphemism for impairments caused by aging- w e r e  omitted from Table 2. 

Such drivers, although not excluded by the Speraw legislation, are not now 

considered eligible for renewal by mail, due to a DMY policy change. Other 

drivers were omitted because the relevant information was not on file, or 

their records were unavailable. This left 247,090 drivers in the extension 

group and 247,861 drivers in the control group.



Table 2

Licen sin g  Process V ariab le s by Treatm ent; 
Percentages 18 Months Subsequent to  M ailout 

(N -  494,951)

Treatment

V ariab le Extension 
(N -  247,090)

ControI 
(N -  247,861)

Renewed In

f ie ld  o f f i c e . . . .

Old not renew............

V a lid  lic e n se ............

D up lica te  lic e n se .

Change In v is io n  
r e s t r i c t i o n s ^ .

Change In v is io n  
r e f e r r a l s .................

Change In exposure

re s t r ic t io n s

Lim ited  term 

I I c e n s o . . . .

(c)

P4M roexam lnatlon 

or hearing**1* , . .

88.1 

11.8 

87 .3  

3 .9

3 .2

0 .0 9

0 .0 14

0 .072

0.10

* °*6 5 .8 J  o f oxtenslon group d r iv e rs  accepted the 
extension .

*b *Percontage of d r iv e rs  w ith a v is io n

re s t r ic t io n  18 months subsequent to m ailout 
minus percentage of d r iv e rs  with a v is io n  

r e s t r ic t io n  Ju s t  p r io r  to m ailout. The 
change scores fo llow ing  were ca lcu la ted  In the 
same way.

*c *Exposjre  r e s t r ic t io n s  ore those lim itin g  
d r iv e r s ' oxposure to r ls K  by r e s t r ic t in g  them 

to c e rta in  a re a s , times of day, e tc .

*d *P4M (p h ys ica l and mental) reexam inations or 

hearings aro held on tho grounds th a t the 
d r iv e r  may have a s ig n if ic a n t  physica l o r 
mental Impairment.



All of the differences between extension and control groups in these 

licensing-process variables were statistically significant above the .05 

level as shown by z tests of the difference between proportions, with the 

exception of the difference in exposure restrictions, those which reduce 

drivers' exposure to risk by limiting the area or time of thei>* driving.

The difference in issuance of duplicate licenses may be due to the desire of 

drivers in the extension group to have licenses with current photographs of 

themselves, or the necessity to replace their old licenses because of loss or 

damage.

The differences In valid licenses, restrictions, vision referrals, 

limited-term licenses, and P&M (physical/mental) reexaminations or hearings 

have possible traffic-safety as well as cost implications. The difference in 

valid licenses may be attributable to the fact that more drivers in the 

extension than in the control group renewed their licenses, presumably 

because it was easy to do so. Without the extension program, such drivers 

might have been screened from the driving population, or have voluntarily 

removed themselves from it. The data on vision restrictions suggest that 

2.5% (3.2%-0.7%) of drivers in the extension program would have gotten a 

vision restriction had they been required to renew in person; because their 

licenses were extended they did not. This does not mean that the 2.5% drove 

with impaired vision since, as discussed before, most drivers probably become 

aware of their visual defects and have them corrected, with or without the 

Df- renewal vision test. But it is very likely that seme small percentage of 

visually impaired drivers drove with insufficient correction as a result of 

avoiding DMY's vision screening.

Similarly, the data suggest that .064% (.072%-.008%) of extension-group 

drivers drove with regular license terms when their terms should have been 

limited to less than 4 years. The limitation 1n license term for both 

extension and control drivers must have been acquired at the 1983 (field 

office) renewal, since limited-term licensees are not eligible for renewal by 

mail in California. The numbers of limited-term licensees are small, but 

they include drivers judged, because of physical or mental impairment, to be



19

licensable but at such high accident risk thcc they must undergo periodic, 

sometimes yearly, reexaminations in order to retain their licenses. Impaired 

drivers with extended licenses, who thereby escaped the reexamination 

process, may have been aware of their limitations and driven more carefully 

or reduced their mileage. On the other hand, it is likely that not all of 

them did so.

In a similar vein, the data on reexaminations or hearings on grounds of 

physical or mental impairment suggest that 0.02% (0.10%-0.08%) of drivers in 

the extension group would have had such contacts had they been obliged to 

renew in person; these drivers may have had increased accident risk. The 

difference is relatively small for this variable, nrobably because an 

affirmative answer to the disability question on the extension statement 

generated a review by a Driver Safety Referee which could have led to a 

reexamination or hearing.

If one assumes, from face-validity considerations, that the in-person renewal 

process has some screening or remediation effect, the factors discussed above 

would tend to increase the subsequent accident rate of drivers in the 

extension group, relative to that of their controls.

Subsequent Accidents

It should be noted that, in the following discussion, use of the term 

"accidents" actually means "accident involvements." More than one 'ver can 

be (and indeed usually is) involved in any given accident. If 'river 

participating in this study collided with another driver from w i . • the

study group, this would be counted as two involvements--one fot each 

driver--although both involvements would represent the same accident. If a 

driver participating in this study collided with a driver outside if the 

study group, the accident would count as one involvement. Obviously, the 

larger the study group the more likely it is that there will be more 

involvements than accidents.

Accidents were not broken down by type (fatal, injury, property- 

damage-only) , since analysis indicated that the proportion of drivers 

involved in fatal or injury accidents, relative to the proportion of
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accident-involved drivers, was the same for both groups ( z  = .201, £>.80), 

about .33. Thus, there was no evidence of a differential program impact on 

accident severity. The only accident criterion used in the major analysis, 

accordingly, was total accidents.

Table 3 presents the mean subsequent total accidents per 100 drivers by 

treatment group, record status, age group, and sex. These are the raw means; 

the SPSS ANOVA program does not display adjusted means with the degree of 

precision needed for these data.

Table 3

Mean 18-Month Accidents per 100 O rlve rs  by 

Treatm ent, Record S ta tu s , Age Group, and Sex 
(N =■ 496,366)

Record s ta tu s  and sex

Treatment 2 years clean 3 ye a rs  clean

Age group Ma 1 e | Fema 1 e Male | Female

Extension

Under 3 0 . . . . . . 10.01 8 .23 8 .56  7 .07

3 0 - 5 0 . . . .............. 8.01 6 .69 7 .20 6 .25

Over 5 0 . . . . . . . 7 .92  5 .94 7. ’ 9 4.91

Combined ages

and s e x e s . . . 8 .07 7.03

Control
Under 3 0 . . . . . . 10.23 8 .32 8 .62  6 .82

30-50...................... 8 .22  6 .73 7 .74  6.01

Over 5 0 . . . . . . . 7.51 6 .29 7 .42  5.51

Combined ages
and s e x e s . . . 8 .17 7.18

Grand mean.

extension
group................. .. 7 .63

Grand mean,

contro l group. 7 .76
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The analysis of covariance summary table Is shown as Table 4 (following 

page).

It can be seen that the main effect of treatment 1s borderline significant, 

(j) = .10), with the extension group having slightly (1.7% for raw means)

Table 4

A n a ly s is  of Covariance Summary Tab le , Accidents 

(N -  496.366)

Source of | Sum of 
v a r ia t io n  squares

|Degrees o f| 
freedom

Mean

square
L  1 P

Covarlatos

p r io r  a c c ld o n t s . . . . .  6.91 1 8.91 111.94 0 .00

p rio r c o n v ic t io n s .. .  48.78 1 48.78 613.09 0.00

Main e f fe c ts  
t re a tm e n t ................ 0 .22 1 0 .22 2.71 0 .1 0

record s t a t u s . . . . . . .  6.23 1 8 .23 103.50 0 .00

ago g r o u p . . . . . . . . . . .  23.10 2 12.55 157.73 0 .00

sex .................... .......................  23.48 1 25.48 320.27 0.00

In te ra c tio n s  
treat,'nent x 

record s t a t u s . , . . .  0.01 1 0.01 0 .12 0 .73

treatm ent x

ago group.............. ..  0 .03 2 0.01 0 .17 0 .8 4

treatm ent x  s e x . . , . .  0 .09 1 0 .09 1.16 0 .28

record sta tu s  x
age group....................... 1.60 2 0 .80 10.08 0.00

record s ta tu s  x  sex . 0 .002 1 0.002 0 .0 2 0 .8 8

age group x s e x . . . . .  0 .47 2 0 .23 2 .95 0 .05

treatm ent x  rocord
s ta tu s  x  age group 0 .18 2 0 .0 9 1.13 0 .32

troatmont x record 

s ta tu s  x  s e x . . . . . .  0 .13 1 0 .15 1.83 0 .1 7
treatm ent x ago

group x s e x , . . , , , ,  0 ,42 2 0.21 2.61 0 .07

record sta tu s  x
ago group x s e x . . .  0 .17 2 0 .09 1.08 0 .3 4

troatmont x record 

s ta tu s  x ago
group x sex .............. 0 .02 2 0.01 0.13 0 .6 8

Explalnod .............. 121.29 25 4.85 60.98 0.00

Resid u a l....................................39487.84 496340 0 .08
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fewer accidents than the control group, overall. It should be noted,

however, that there was a significant interaction between age group and sex, 

and that this interaction differed by treatment, as shown by the significant

3-way interaction. Figure 1 (following page) shows the nature of this 3-way 

interaction.

The interaction is such that men through age 50 and women over age 50 showed 

beneficial (accident-decreasing) effects of the extension program. For the 

remaining sex/age groups (young and mid-age women and older men) the graphed 

lines are almost parallel with a slightly positive slope, indicating a slight 

nonsignificant increase in accidents for extension-group drivers among these 

latter groups. Overall, there was no differential effect of the extension 

program on accidents for drivers of different ages, different sexes, or 

different record statuses (2- versus 3-year prior clean records). This is 

shown by the lack of significance for the 2-way interactions between group

and record status, age group, or sex.

As usual in studies of driving records, the effects of oge and sex were 

highly significant, with men and younger drivers, regardless of treatment, 

having more accidents. The effect of record status was also highly 

significant, with 3-year-clean drivers having consistently lower accident

rates than 2-year-clean drivers, regardless of treatment. The highly 

significant interaction between record status and age group reflects the 

finding that younger drivers constituted a disproportionately greater risk, 

relative to older drivers, within the 2-year-clean group. The youngest group 

of drivers had 301 more accidents than the oldest group among 2-year-clean 

drivers, and 201 more among 3-year-clean drivers. Since none of these

interactions involved the treatment factor, the reader should note that they 

are not relevant to the question of extension-program effects.

Additional analyses of total subsequent accidents were run omitting drivers 

with PAM codes on their records indicating severe visual defect, progressive 

physical disorders, or lo of knowledge or skill. As pointed out above, such 

drivers are no longer el ible for participation in the extension program. 

There were 353 such driv in the sample, 177 in the control group and 186 

in the extension group. Tne results of analyses with these drivers excluded
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were almost identical to those obtained using the total sample. For 

instance, for the reduced sample the difference between extension and control 

groups was -0.12 accidents per 100 drivers, while for the total sample the 

difference was -0.13. Therefore, the results of the accident analyses using 

the reduced sample are not presented here.

Sibsequ°nt Convictions/FTAs

Results for convictions (including FTAs) were directionally different from 

those for accidents, in that the extension group showed somewhat more 

convictions per 100 drivers (31.11) than the control group (30.99). Table 5 

presents the raw mean total subsequent convictions per 100 drivers by 

treatment, record status, age group, and sex.

Table 5

Mean 10-Month Convlctlons/FTAs per 100 D riv e rs  by 

Treatm ent, Record S ta tu s , Age Group, and Sex 
(N = 496,366)

Record s ta tu s  and sex

Troatmont 2 years clean 3 years clean

Age group Male | Female Male | Female

Extension

Under 30.............. 55.58 29.81 42.03 24.43

30-50...................... 37.16 22.15 31.93 19.35

Over 50. 24.58 12.53 20.38 11.48

C 'blned age*
,.nd s e x e s . . . 34.06 27.02

Control
Undor 3 0 ............. 54.95 29.89 42.92 23.86

30-50...................... 37.23 21.91 31.57 19.58

Over 5 0 . . . . . . . 23.71 13.56 21.25 11.15

Combined ages
and s e x e s . . . 33.89 26.95

Grand moon,

extonslon
g r o u p . . . . . . . . 31. 11

Grand moan,
contro l group. 30. 99
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The analysis of covariance summary table is shown as Table 6.

The main effect of treatment (that is, the observed excess of convictions 

forextension-group drivers) did not approach statistical significance (j) > 

.60). There was, however, a highly significant interaction between treatment, 

prior record status, and age group ( j j  < .005). This interaction varied by 

sex, as shown by a significant 4-way interaction (jd = .08). Figure 2 (a and 

b) shows the form of the relationship between treatment, prior record status 

and age group within sexes, Figure 2a representing men and Figjre 2b 

representing women.

Table 6

A n a ly s is  of Covariance Summary T a b le , Convlctlons/FTAs 
(N * 496,366) '

Source of | 

v a r ia t io n
Sum of 

SQuares
|Degreos of| 

freedom
Mean | 

square
1 L  1 P

Coverlatos

p r io r  a c c id e n t s . . , , . 37.28 1 37.28 93.58 0.00
p rio r c o n v ic t io n s . . . 3836.53 1 3836.58 9629.96 0 .00

Ha In o ffo c ts
t re a tm e n t ... . . . . . . . . 0 .06 1 0 .06 0 .16 0 .6 9
record s ta tu s ................. 328.50 1 328.50 824.55 0.00
age g r o u p . . . . . . . . . . . 2679. 44 2 1339.72 3362.75 0 .00
sox.................................... .. 2777.46 1 2777. 46 6971.54 0.00

In te ra c tio n s 
treatm ent x 

record s ta tu s ............ 0 .0 5 1 0 .05 0 .12 0 .73
treatm ent x  

age g r o u p . . . . . . . . . 0 .16 2 0 .08 0 .20 0 .8 2
treatm ent x  sex ............ 0 .0 9 1 0 .0 9 0.21 0 ,65
record s ta tu s  x 

ago group.. . . . . . . . 79.03 2 39.51 99.18 0 .00
record s ta tu s  x sex . 38,41 1 38.41 96.41 0 .00
ago group x sex ............ 232.46 2 116.23 291.74 0 .00
troatmont x record 

s ta tu s  x age group 0 .17 2 0 .09 0 .22 0.81
treatment x record 

s ta tu s  x  sex .............. 0 .40 1 0 .40 1.00 0 .32
troatmont x age group 

x s e x . . 0 .06 2 0 .03 0 .08 0.93
record sta tu s  x age 

group x sex ................. 10.83 2 5.41 13.59 0.00
treatm ent x record 

s ta tu s  x ago 
group x sex ................. 2 .04 2 1.02 2.56 0 .08

Exp la ined ......................... 9915.12 25 396.60 995.49 0 .00

R es id u a l....................................  197741. 9j 496340 0.40
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It can be seen that the graphed lines are highly parallel and relatively 

flat, Indicating that the significant differential effect of treatment on 

different record status/age groups within each sex was of slight magnitude. 

Slight differences in this relationship by sex group can also be noted; these 

differences reflect the 4-way interaction effect. Because of the complexity 

and small magnitude of these 3- and 4-way interactions, particularly the 

4-way interaction, no attempt is made to offer an interpretation. The 

interactions have no practical no1icy implications.

Overall, 2-year-clean and 3-year-clean drivers were not differentially 

affected by the extension program in terms of subsequent convictions, as 

shown by the lack of a significant 2-way Interaction between treatment and 

record status. Similarly, the^e was no overall differential effect of the 

extension program for drivers of different ages or sexes, as shown by the 

lack of significance for the corresponding 2-way interactions.

An analysis of convictions/FTAs excluding the 363 drivers with visual or 

progressive physical disorders, or lack of knowledge or skill, gave 

essentially the same results as the total sample analysis, and is not 

presented in this report.

Imbalance in License Class

As mentioned above, it was anticipated that an excess of class 1 and 2 

drivers would be found in the extension group. This was in fact the case. 

Of the control group, 9,670 drivers, or 3.9%, held class 1 or 2 licenses, 

allowing them to drive heavy commercial vehicles or buses. Of the extension 

group, 10,909 drivers, or 4.4%, held class 1 or 2 licenses. This difference 

was highly significant (t = 7.56, df = 496,364, £  < .0001), confirming the 

suspicion that avoidance of the relatively stringent class 1 and 2 renewal 

test had the effect of increasing the number of class 1 and 2 licensees in 

the extension group.

This circumstance indicated a self-selection bias which made class 1 and 2 

drivers In the extension and control groups noncomparable. Specifically, it 

seemed likely that some drivers with class 1 or 2 licenses who would have 

given them up, had they been required to renew in person, kept them through
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the license extension procedure even though they no longer drove commercially 

and their exposure to accident risk was therefore substantially lowered. 

Such drivers would of course have been eliminated from the class 1 or 2 

subgroup of the control grou^i, appearing instead as class 3 or 4 drivers, 

and thereby creating biases in the extension vs. control comparisons of 

different license classes. Therefore, in the absence of evidence for a 

notable increase in accidents for extension-group class 1 and 2 drivers as 

compared with their controls, the results of the supplementary analysis of 

covariance in which license class was used as factor are not reported.

Program Savings

As furnished by the Division of Driver Safety and Licensing, the 1985 unit 

reducible cost to the department of a regular renewal for extension noneli- 

gibles is $4.50 and the unit reducible cost of a mail renewal is $.95. In 

addition, there is, as mentioned above, a modified renewal for extension 

eligibles in which the individual renews in a field office but written and 

vision tests are waived. This costs $2.83.

It has been seen that a year's worth of 2- and 3-year-clean drivers eligible 

for renewal by mail amounts to about 500,000 drivers. Assuming that 66% of 

2- and 3-year-clean drivers offered extensions renew by mail, as was the case 

in the present study, and that an additional 24% receive a modified renewal, 

this would amount to an estimated annual savings to the department of about 

$2.65 per driver, or $1.3 million. In addition, there was an observed 

avoidance of 0.13 accidents per 100 2- and 3-year-clean drivers over the 

first (nominal) 18 months of driving subsequent to mailout. If reliable, 

this figure would signify a further societal savings because of decreased 

accidents, so a breakeven analysis would not '>e indicated. Instead, an 

analysis of total administrative plus societal savings, given various values 

for the cost of an accident, might be made.

Any such forecast, however, should be made on the basis of a full 4-year 

driving record. Janke and Kelsey (1981) found a slight, statistically 

nonsignificant beneficial effect of the Calvo extension program (for

4-year-clean drivers) on accidents, in their study covering the first 18 

months subsequent to mailout. After a full four years had passed, the



direction of the difference, still not statistically significant, was found 

to be reversed (Kelsey et a l ., 1985), with the extension group showing 1% 

more accidents than their controls. The difference in favor of the extension 

group observed here reached only the jp = .10 level; therefore the probability 

that it was due to chance rather than to the treatment is 1 in 10, certainly 

not a negligible figure. However, it can certainly be said that there is no 

indication at this point that the savings to the public in reduced program 

administrative costs due to the Speraw pilot extension program is offset by 

an increased cost due to accidents, and in fact there is no evidence for any 

increase in accident costs attributable to the program.
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APPENDIX A

Senate Bill No. 483

C H A P T E R  776
I

A n  act to amend Section 12814.5 of, and to add Section 12814.6 to, 
the Vehicle Code, relating to driver's licenses.

[Approved by Covemor September 7, 1982. Filed with 
Secretary of State September 8, 19S2.J

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST
SB 483, Speraw. Driver’s licenses.
(1) Existing law provides for licensing any person who drives a 

motor vehicle in this state. Unless otherwise limited, a driver’s 
license expires on the 4th birthday following tht date of application 
or the date of prior license expiration, but m a y  be extended for a 
single 4-year period for a fee of $10, at the discretion of the Director 
of Motor Vehicles, for licensees who meet specified qualifications.
This bill would revise the license extension provisions to instead 

authorize the director to renew by mail, for not more than 2 
successive 4-year periods, for a fee of S10, driver’s licenses expiring 
on or after January 1,1983, for licensees, not holding a probationary 
license, w h o  meet those qualifications.
The bill would authorize the director to establish a demonstration 

program to evaluate the effects of renewing driver’s licenses by mail 
and, as part of the demonstration program, to renew by mail licenses 
expiring on or after January 1, 1983, for licensees w h o  meet the 
stricter qualifications, as specified. The program would terminate 
when the department’s evaluation is completed or at any time the 
department determines that the program has an adverse impact on 
traffic safety.
The department would be required to monitor and conduct a 

study on the effects of license renewal by mail under the license 
renewal and license renewal demonstration program and to submit 
an interim report to the Legislature not later than January 1, 19S6, 
and a final report to the Legislature not later than March 1,1989, on 
both programs.

(2) Existing law authorizes the Department of Motor Vehicles to 
issue driver's licenses to minors.
This bill would authorize the director, operative July 1, 1983, to 

establish a demonstration program to evaluate the traffic safety 
effects of issuing a provisional driver's license to persons under 18 
years of age. The demonstration program could include any or all, 
but would not be limited to, specified components.
The bill would require the department, if the demonstration 

program is established, to conduct a study on the traffic safety effects 
of the program, authorize the department to terminate the program 
if the department determines that the program has no substantial

ya ,v»
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beneficial impact on traffic safety, and require the preparation and 
submission to the Legislature of an interim report of the study on or 
before July 1,1986, and a final report on or before December 31,1988.
The bill would require the department to recommend termination 
of the demonstration program and permit it to discontinue issuing 
provisional licenses if the final report does not establish that the 
program has had a substantial beneficial impact on traffic safety and 
would require the department to continue the demonstration 
program until its effect on traffic safety can be conclusively 
determined if the final report results are not adverse and, as of the 
date the final report is required to be submitted, are not yet 
conclusive. The bill would require continuance of the program as a 
provisional license program if the final report indicates substantial 
beneficial impact on traffic safety and would require that periodic 
evaluations of the program be conducted.

(3) Under existing law, any person issued and having in his or her 
immediate possession an instruction permit m a y  operate a motor ; 
vehicle under specified conditions, which include being 
accompanied by a California licensed driver 18 years of age or over 
whose driving privilege is not on probation.

This bill would authorize, notwithstanding that existing law, the 
inclusion in the program of a component which requires that any 
person issued and having in his or her immediate possession an 
instruction permit issued after June 30, 1983, m a y  operate a motor 
vehicle, other than a motorcycle or motorized' bicycle, only if 
accompanied by a licensed driver w h o  is 25 years of age or older 
whose driving privilege is not on probation, with specified 
exceptions.

The people o f the State o f California do enact as follows:
I

S E C T I O N  1. Section 12814.5 of the Vehicle Code is amended to
read:

12814.5. (a) At the discretion of the director, drivers' licenses
expiring on or after January I, 1933, may, subject to subdivision (b), 
be renewed by mail for a four-year period for licensees, not holding 
a probationary license, whose records, for the four years immediately 
preceding the determination of the eligibility for the renewal, show 
no convictions of violating traffic laws, no involvement in a traffic 
accident, and no notification of a violation of subdivision (a) of 
Section 40509.

No renewal by mail shall be granted to any nerson w h o  is 70 years 
of age or older.

(bi The director m a y  establish a demonstration program to 
evaluate the traffic safety and other effects of renewing driver’s 
licenses by mail. If a demonstration program is established, the 
director may. under that program, renew by mail driver's licenses 
expiring on or after January 1. 1983, for licensees whose records, for

93 70



36

APPENDIX A (CONT.J

the two years immed. tely preceding the determination of the 
eligibility for the renewal, show no convictions of violating traffic 
laws, no involvement in a traffic accident, and no notification of a 
violation of subdivision (a) of Section 40509, and additionally whose 
records, for the four years immediately preceding that 
determination, do not show a violation which has a violation point 
count of two determined in accordance with Section 12810 or a fatal 
accident notation. The department shall terminate the 
demonstration program wh e n  its evaluation is completed or m a y  
terminate the program at any time the department determines that 
the program has an adverse impact on traffic safety.

(c) The department shall charge a fee of ten dollars ($10) for each 
license renewal granted pursuant to subdivision (a) or (b).

(d) The department shall monitor and conduct a continuing study 
of the effects of the license renewal by mail under subdivisions (a) 
and (b) and submit an interim report to the Legislature not later 
than January 1, 19S6, and a final report to the Legislature not later 
than March 1, 1989, on its findings. The study shall include, but not 
be limited to, safety issues. T h e  final report shall specifically include 
information regarding the impact on traffic safety of persons w h o  
receive a second extension under subdivision (b), which information 
shall cover a period not less than 24 months of experience following 
the second consecutive extension.

(e) The department shall notify each licensee granted a renewal 
by mail pursuant to this section of major changes to the Vehicle Code 
affecting traffic laws occurring during the prior four-year period.

(f) The department shall not renew a driver’s license by mail if 
the license has been previously renewed by mail two consecutive 
times for four-year periods.
SEC. 2. Section 12S14.6 is added to the Vehicle Code, to read:
12314.6. (a' Notwithstanding any other provision of this code,

the director m a y  establish a demonstration program to evaluate the 
traffic safety effects of issuing a provisional driver’s license to persons 
under 18 years of age. The demonstration program m a y  include any 
or all, but shall not be limited to. the following components:

(1) The issuance of a distinctive driver’s license to persons under 
18 years of age on which appear the words "Provisional until age 18.”

(2) Notwithstanding subdivision (c) of Section 12509, a general 
requirement that any person w h o  has in his or her immediate 
possession a valid permit issued after June 30. 19S3. pursuant to 
subdivision (a) of Section 12309 and who is under 18 years of age m a y  
operate a motor vehicle, other than a motorcycle or a motorized 
cycle, only if that person is accompanied by. and under the 
immediate supervision of. a driver who is 25 years of age or older, 
w h o  then holds a driver’s license issued under this code, and whose 
riming privilege is not on piobation. This paragraph does not apply 
if that licensed driver is the parent, spouse, or guardian of the permit 
holder or is a licensed or certified driving instructor.

—  3 —  Ch. 776
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(3) A  requirement for supervised driving practice, which is prior 
to the issuance of a provisional driver’s license and is in addition to 
any other driving training instruction required by law, and 
certification by a parent, spouse, guardian, or licensed or certified 
driving instructor that the person under 18 years of age has 
completed that driving practice. A  minor without a parent, spouse, 
or guardian, or emancipated minors, may have a licensed driver 25 
years of age or older or a licensed or certified driving instructor 
complete the certification. This requirement does not apply to 
motorcycle practice.

(4) A  suspension of the driving privilege of any driver under 18 
years of age w h e n  the record shows notification of one or more 
violations of subdivision (a) of Section 40509. The suspension shall 
continue until the suspended person's driver record does not show 
any notification of a violation of subdivision (a) of Section 40509.

(5) A  30-da> restriction imposed on a driver under 18 years of age 
w h e n  that driver's record shows a violation point count of two or 
more points in 12 months determined in accordance with Section 
12810. The restriction shall require the licensee to be accompanied 
by a licensed parent, spouse, guardian, or other licensed driver 25 
years of age or older, except wh e n  operating a class 4 vehicle with 
no passengers aboard.

(6) A  six-month suspension of the driving privilege and one-year 
term of probation to be imposed whenever the record of a driver 
under 18 years of age shows a violation point count of three or more 
points in 12 months determined in accordance with Section 12810.

(7) A  requirement that any term of restriction or suspension 
imposed on a person under IS years of age remain in effect until the 
end of the term even though the person becomes 18 years of age 
before the term ends.

(b) If the provisional driver's license demonstration program is 
established pursuant to subdivision (a), the department shall 
conduct a study on the traffic safety effects of the program, and, 
unless the department sooner determines that the program has no 
substantial beneficial impact on traffic safety, in which case the 
department may, upon that determination, recommend termination 
of the program and discontinue the issuing of provisional licenses 
pursuant to this section, the department shall prepare and submit an 
interim report on the study to the Legislature on or bcforc.Julv 1, 
19S6, and a final report on or before December 31. 1988.

(c) If the final report to the Legislature does not establish that the 
demonstration program has had a substantial beneficial impact on 
traffic safety, the department shall recommend termination of the 
program and m a y  discontinue the issuing of provisional licenses 
pursuant to this section. If the final report results are not adverse and 
not vet conclusive as of the date the final report is required to be 
submitted, the department shall continue the demonstration 
program until its effect on traffic safety can be conclusively

Ch. 776 —  4 —

<n mi



Ch. 776

APPENDIX A (CONT.)

determined. If the final report indicates that the demonstration 
program has had a substantial beneficial impact on traffic safety, the 
department shall continue issuance of a provisional driver's license 
under the program with periodic evaluations.

(d) This section shall become operative July 1, 19S3.
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