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N u m b e r  4 4 3

Mr. Bill Brown wit h the Division of M o to r Vehicles said 
that the department is neutral on the bill. The main 
concern they have is with the 15 year time peri od  in w hich 
someone wouldn't have to come into the office w here they 
could be physically observed nor do they have to take the 
reading test.

The m a i n  concern then is wit h the health and v is io n of the 
person. If the committee is going to move this out, they 
w ou ld  recommend it would be a one year, one time renewal 
rather than a 2 time renewal.

The other recommendation would be to have an effective date 
of at least Janu ar y  1, 1988 to allow for the planning an 
pr ogramming time necessary.

Number 458

Senator Jo sephson recommended that the Chambers of Commerce 
and merchants be asked their feeling on this bill because 
of the fact that the identifications they rely on could be 
affected.

Number 470

Senator Faiks asked if language could be worked u p  so it 
would b e  mad e revenue neutral or maybe even a little money 
raiser.

Number 474

•r.^nator A b o o d  suggested Senator Kerttula's staff work this 
up since it is his bill. The Senator said h e  would 
consider putt in g out a committee substitute.

Number 484

M e e t i n g  was adjourned at 2:08 p.m.



Ulasfca is>tat£ legislature

State Capitol 
Juneau, Alaska 99311 
Phone: (907) 465-3114

Senate Advisory Council i.^A «g y r^A  p0  g Qjj v

.\e.ERAMXM

TC: Senator Kerttula
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ATTN: Beth Kerttula

FRCM: Lee Ain Lucas
Senate Advisory Council

DATE: February 26, 1987

RE: Renewal by iVbil of Driver Licenses
Research Request 87-003173

I contacted Mr. Jerry Holman, Division of Motor Vehicles, who is 
Program Di rector for Arizona's renewal by mai I program which went into 
effect January 1, 1987.

Mr. Holman related that the program has presently generated 57,000 
applications and he expects it tc generate 200,000 applications by the end 
of the year. Mr. Holman stated that Arizona had looked at California's 
demonstration program prior to inplementing a program; however, Arizona 
did not model their legislation after California.

Mr. Holman pointed out that Subsection A, paragraph 5 of ARS 
23.426.01 (copy attached) has been extended to include vision testing at 
any state motor vehicle office due to corrplaints by individuals who do not 
want to or cannot afford to spend the money to have a vision test by a 
licensed ophthaImologist, optometrist or physician.

I have asked Mr. Holman to send relevant information on the program 
as well as any background materials on the enacting legislation. I wi 11 
make copies available to you as soon as they are received.

LAL:la I 
Attachment
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§ 28-426.05

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

"D . The provisions o f this section expire 
from and after December 31. 1986."
1977 Reviser's Note:

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

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

by m a il; app lic a tion ; eyesight standards ;

fo r in § 3 o f this act and to avoid uneven work­
loads in calendar years 1986, 1987 and 1988 may 
issue or renew licenses for three years in accord­
ance with the following schedule:

Calendar Year Not to Exceed
1984 757®
1985 50%
1986 25%

"B. The director of the department of trans­
portation may enact rules which will establish a 
random basis fo r selection o f applicants to be 
issued a three year license so as to distribute the

§ 23-426.01. Driver's license; renewal 
rules; v io lation; classification

A. On payment of the fee prescribed in § 28-205, the department may renew by mail 
the operator’s or motorcycle operator’s license of a person who meets all of the following 
requirements;

1. Has not been convicted of a moving traffic violation pursuant to chapter 6 of this 
title 1 for the four years immediately preceding the determination of elig ib ility for renewal 
under this section.

2. Has not had his license suspended, revoked, cancelled or denied according to the
records of the department for the four years immediately preceding the determination of
e ligib ility 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 department on a form 

prescribed by the department a report based upon an examination not more than three 
months prior to the date of its submission of the applicant’s eyesight by an ophthalmolo­
gist, optometrist or physician licensed to practice medicine.

6. Has been issued a driver’s license for at least seven years, the last three years of 
which have been issued by this state.

7. The license issued by this state has not been renewed by mail in the last four years 
immediately preceding the expiration of the current license.

B. The department shall notify persons meeting the requirements of subsection A of 
this section that they may renew their license by mail and shall enclose an application in 
the form prescribed by the director. I f  renewing by mail, the applicant shall complete 
and return the application to the department.

C. The department shall issue a certificate of renewal to those applicants qualify ing 
which shall include the applicant's name, date of birth, address, driver's license expiration 
date, number of the license renewed and other information as the department requires. 
The certificate is not valid until it is signed by the applicant and attached to the last 
license issued by this state which contains the photograph of the applicant.

D. The department shall decide whether in each case the eyesight reported pursuant 
to subsection A, paragraph 5 of this section is sufficient to meet current eyesight 
standards.

E. An ophthalmologist or optometrist licensed to practice in this state who examines a 
person licensed under this article and determines that such a person does not meet the 
standards set by the medical advisory board pursuant to § 28-133 shall notify the director 
"f such failure to meet the standards. Upon receipt of such a n 'tification, the director 
shall promptly notify the individual that his eyes must be examined within ten days of 
notification as prescribed by the director. If  the individual fails the eye examination or 
Inis to report for the eye examination, his license shall be revoked until such time that he 
Pisses the examination.

99



§ 2 8 - 4 2 6 . 0 1 TRANSPORTATION

F. The department may promulgate rules for the issuance of the renewals of licartses 
under this section as it deems necessary for the safety and welfare of the traveling 
public.

G. Notwithstanding § 13-2704, a person who makes a false certification on an 
application permitted under this section is guilty of a class 1 misdemeanor.
Added by Laws 1986, Ch. 308, § 3, e ff. Jan. 1. 1987.

1 Section 23-601 et seq.

Effective Jan u a ry  1, 1987
For delayed effective date of provision o f 1986 Reviser's Note:

Laws 1986, Ch. 308, see Historical Note follow- Pursuant to authority o f § 41-1304.02, in the 
ing § 16-112. heading o f this section "eyesight standards;"

was added following “ application;” .

§ 28-127. Notice of change of address or name
Cross References Law Review Commentaries

Service o f notice o f suspension, revocation, o r Name change, minors. 18 Ariz.L.Rev. 725 cancellation of operator's or chauffeur's license, movci 
see § 28-453. '

§ 28-428. Reco rd s  to be kept by  department

A. The department shall file everry application for a license received by it and shall 
maintain suitable indexes containing, in alphabetical order.

1. A ll applications denied and on each application a note of the reasons for the denial.
2. A ll applications granted.
3. The name of every licensee whose license has been suspended or revoked by the 

department and after each name a note of the reasons for the action.
B. The department shall also file all abstracts of court records of convictions received 

by it under the laws of this state and in connection therewith maintain convenient records 
or make suitable notations in order that an individual record of 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 department upon an 
application for renewal of license and at other suitable times.

C. The department shall maintain all such records for a period of five years after the 
application, suspension, revocation or abstract of a court record of conviction has become 
inactive.
Amended by Laws 1983, Ch. 65. § 2.

Notes o f Decisions Statutory duties requiring motor vehicle de-
1. Construction and application P?.rt™.ent keeP records of driver's license ap-

r . . .  . I . * plications, suspensions of licenses and reasonsIn personal mjury action wherein motorist and fherefor and c<£ victions and trafflc accidents for
his wife alleged that State breached duty owed a|| ]j(.cn3ces and ^  establish medical advisory
to them when motor vehicle department issued board to advise department o f medical standards
driver's license in violation o f statute to driver jo r driver licensing are specific and designed to
with known history o f psychomotor seizure who. protect that portion o f public using highways,
while unconscious due to seizure, struck motor- Id,
ist and thereby injured him, substantial fact is- Portion o f 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, nr 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 injured in automobile accident as result o f driver
637. suffering such speil. Id.
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A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S

This study con s t i t u te s  an in ter im  eva lua t ion  o f  a demonstration program 

o f f e r in g  l i c e n se  extensions to C a l i fo rn i a  d r iv e r s  with clean 2 -yea r ,  but not 

c lean 4 -y e a r ,  records .  I t  was mandated by SB 483 (Speraw, 1 982 ) .  The 

op in ions ,  f i n d in g s ,  and conc lus ions expressed in the report are those o f  the 

author (Mary K. Janke , Research Program S p e c i a l i s t )  and not n e c e s s a r i l y  those 

o f  the State  of C a l i f o rn i a .

The research was conducted under the general adm in i s t r a t iv e  d irec t ion  and 

review of  Raymond C. Peck, Ch ie f ,  Research and Development Office o f  the 

C a l i fo rn i a  Department of Motor Veh ic le s .  Costs of the mail renewal and 

regu la r  renewal program were furn ished by the Department's D iv i s ion  of  Dr iver 

Sa fe ty  and L icen s ing ,  and were reviewed by the Management and Operations 

Ana ly s i s  Off ice . ’ • ;

Apprtc iat ion i s  expressed to s t a f f  who shared in  the production of t h i s  

report ,  inc lud ing Melanie Becker, Judy Gunter, Debra Difuntorum, Louie Wong, 

Mary Lou King, and Fe Arconado.



ABSTRACT

A p i l o t  program was e s t ab l i sh ed  by SB 483 (Speraw, 1 9 8 2 ) ,  au thor i z ing  the

Director of the C a l i f o rn ia  Department o f  Motor Vehic le s (DMV) to renew by

mail the l i c en se s  of d r iv e r s  lack ing  c lean 4 -year  records ,  but showing c lean 

2 -year  records immediately p r io r  to s e le c t io n .  Such d r iv e r s  con s t i t u te  about 

14% of the renewal populat ion,  or almost 500 ,000  renewees per yea r .  E l i g i b l e  

d r iv e r s  whose l i c e n s e s  expired during 1983 were sub jec t s  in the study, h a l f

o f  them being randomly a ss igned to a group whose members were sent o f f e r s  of

renewal by mail and the other h a l f  being sent standard renewal not ices

requ ir ing  appearance in a f i e l d  o f f i c e .  Accidents and conv ic t ions  fo l lowing 

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

in ter im report covers an 18-month period subsequent to mailout .

During these 18 months, there was no evidence th a t  the extension program 

re su l ted  in increased acc idents  for the group offered renewal by mail as

compared to the control group. In add i t ion ,  there was no s i g n i f i c a n t

d i f fe rence  between the groups with respect to subsequent conv ic t ion s .
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A sequence of l e g i s l a t i o n  has sought, s ince  1978,  to s im p l i f y  the renewal 

process in C a l i f o rn i a .  Prev ious programs, authorized by AB 777 (Calvo,  1979) 

and AB 583 (Calvo,  1978 ) ,  offered l i c en se  extens ions to d r i v e r s  whose 

l i c e n s e s  were exp ir ing  and who had clean 4 -year  records .  The program 

author ized by AB 583 (no longer in ex i s tence )  of fered 2 -yea r  extens ions  to 

such d r iv e r s  r ega rd le s s  of  age, while the program authorized by AB 777 ,  which 

i s  ongoing, o f f e r s  4 -yea r  extensions to d r iv e r s  under the age of  7 0 .  The 

au thor i z ing  l e g i s l a t i o n  mandated eva luation of the e f f e c t  o f  both programs on 

t r a f f i c  s a fe ty .

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

eva luat ion  of a demonstration program author iz ing  l i c en s e  renewal by mail 

( the equ iva len t  of l i c en se  extension) fo r  d r ive r s  under the age of  70 with 

clean 2 -year ,  but not clean 4 -yea r ,  records . (D r iver s  with clean 4 -year  

records renew by mail through the ongoing program author ized by AB 7 77 . )  

Two-year-clean d r iv e r s  have on th e i r  C a l i fo rn ia  Department of Motor Vehic les  

(DMV) records , a t  the time of se le c t ion  to rece ive o f f e r s  o f  renewal by ma i l ,  

no acc iden t s ,  no conv ic t ion s ,  and no f a i l u r e s  to appear in  court or f o r f e i t  

b a i l  (FTAs) in  connection with t r a f f i c  v io l a t i o n s ,  during the immediately 

preceding two y e a r s .  The in ten t  of the program i s  to decrease adm in i s t ra t ive  

co s t s  and o f f e r  increased convenience to the pub l ic .

This  report conta in s  a review of research l i t e r a t u r e  on the e f f e c t  of

omitt ing components of the standard renewal process , which inc ludes v i s ion  

screening and t r a f f i c  law t e s t i n g .  In genera l ,  omission of  renewal t e s t i n g  

has not been shown to have any great  e f f e c t  on subsequent acc ident or

convic t ion r a t e s .

The department's f i n a l  eva luat ion of the Calvo extension programs (Ke lsey ,  

Janke , Peck & Ratz , 1985) i s  probably the most re levant  study included in

t h i s  l i t e r a t u r e  review. I t  i s  h igh ly  s im i l a r  to the present study in

conception, although d r ive r s  in the Kelsey e t  a l . study,  as mentioned above, 

had clean 4 -yea r  p r io r  records . Using random assignment to extension and 

control groups, the in v e s t i g a to r s  tracked dr iv ing  records during the 4 -year  

period fo l low ing mail out of renewal not ice s  or extension o f f e r s .  There was a

E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y
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s l i g h t  (1%) increase  in acc ident involvement over these four yea r s  for the 

extens ion group as compared to t h e i r  con t ro l s ,  but the d i f fe rence  did not 

reach s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .

Method

From October 1982 through September 1983, d r iv e r s  under the age of 70 whose 

l i c e n s e s  would exp ire  during 1983 were screened to s e l e c t  those with clean 

p r io r  2 -year  records and no f a t a l  acc idents  or major conv ic t ions  during the 

p r io r  4 y ea r s  (requirements of the au thor iz ing  l e g i s l a t i o n ) .  The r e su l t i n g  

496 ,366  d r i v e r s  were then randomly a s s igned ,  by terminal d i g i t  of  the 

d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  number, e i t h e r  to a control group (N = 248 ,7 53 )  or to a mail 

renewal (h e r e in a f t e r  c a l l e d  extens ion) group (N = 2 4 7 , 6 1 3 ) .  Control d r iv e r s  

were required to undergo the standard in-person l i c e n se  renewal process ,  

i . ic lud ing law and v i s io n  t e s t i n g .  Extension d r iv e r s  were al lowed to renew 

th e i r  l i c e n s e s  by m a i l .  While about 24% of the group chose to renew in a 

f i e l d  o f f i c e  in s te ad ,  those who ind icated th a t  they were e l i g i b l e  fo r  

extens ion had th e i r  records checked; t h e i r  renewal t e s t s  were waived i f  

e l i g i b i l i t y  was e s t a b l i s h e d .  I f  they did not claim e l i g i b i l i t y  they were 

te s ted  as u sua l .  All such d r ive r s  were never the le s s  retained in the 

extension group, to enable g ene ra l i z a t ion  to the operational program and 

because corresponding control-group members could not be id e n t i f i e d  and 

removed.

L icens ing  process v a r i a b le s  which could a f f e c t  program co s t  and/or t r a f f i c  

s a fe ty  e f f e c t  were id e n t i f i e d  and examined, as were l i c en se  r e s t r i c t i o n s  

r e l a t i n g  to co r rec t ive  l en se s  or l im i t a t io n s  in d r iv ing  exposure ( a rea ,  t ime, 

e t c . ) .  R e s t r i c t io n s  were tabulated to determine whether personal contact 

with DMV personnel a t  the time of l i c e n s e  renewal re su l ted  in s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

more r e s t r i c t e d  d r i v e r s .

The major c r i t e r io n  v a r iab le s  were subsequent acc idents  and conv ic t ion s ,  

inc lud ing FTAs. These v a r i a b le s  were measured over the 18 months subsequent 

to mail out and analyzed by means of a n a l y s i s  of covar iance. D if ferences 

between the extens ion and control groups on c r i t e r i o n  measures were 

considered s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  i f  th e i r  p robab i l i t y  of occurr ing by 

chance was l e s s  than .10 (10 chances in 1 00 ) .  However, the obtained leve l  o f

vi



s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  a l so  reported, s ince i t  provides a more in formative index of 

the p ro b ab i l i t i e s  a s soc ia ted  with the t e s t s  of hypotheses.

Resu l t s  and D iscuss ion

Despite the random assignment of  sub je c t s  to treatments a s  described above, 

the extension group had a s l i g h t l y  worse p r io r  record than the control group, 

in terms of acc idents  and conv ic t ion s .  The small d i f f e rence  probably 

r e f l e c t s  "chance s i g n i f i c a n c e , "  but i t  j u s t i f i e d  the in c lu s ion  of  p r io r  

acc idents  and conv ic t ions  a s  cova r ia te s  in the a n a l y s i s  to ad ju s t  fo r  

potent ia l b i a s .

Table 2 on page 16 shows l i c e n s in g  process v a r i a b l e s ,  measured approximately 

18 months subsequent to mail out. Extension d r i v e r s ,  in general agreement 

with the r e s u l t s  o f  Kelsey e t  a l .  ( 1 9 8 5 ) ,  had more v a l id  l i c e n s e s  and 

duplicate l i c e n s e s ,  but fewer v i s ion  r e s t r i c t i o n s  and v i s io n  r e f e r r a l s ,  than 

t h e i r  con t ro l s .  Extension d r iv e r s  a l so  had fewer l im ited - term l i c e n s e s  and 

fewer reexaminations or hear ings  on grounds o f  physica l or mental impairment.

These data suggest  th a t  small numbers of  extension d r i v e r s  drove with 

unre s t r ic ted  or regular-term l i c e n s e s  which would have been r e s t r i c t e d  or 

l im i ted  had the d r ive r s  been required to renew in person. S im i l a r l y ,  a small 

number of extension d r iv e r s  escaped reexamination on grounds of  impairment. 

However, i t  cannot be concluded th a t  these  d r i v e r s  were unaware o f  t h e i r  

d i s a b i l i t i e s  or f a i l e d  to compensate for  them.

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

d r i v e r s .  The d i f fe rence  between the grand means for  the extension and 

control groups amounts to a 1.7% e f f e c t  in favor of the extension group. 

This d i f fe rence j u s t  reached s i g n i f i c a n c e  a t  the .10 leve l  ( £  = . 1 0 ) ,  meaning 

tha t  there was a 10% chance of  obta in ing the observed d i f fe rence  i f  the two 

programs had equal e f f e c t s  on acc iden t s .

Table 5 on page 23 shows average 18-month subsequent conv ic t ion s  per 100 

d r i v e r s ,  inc luding FTAs. The obtained d i f ference did not approach 

s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .



Because the extens ion group had fewer acc iden ts  than the control group, there 

was no need to perform a b e n e f i t - c o s t  or breakeven a n a l y s i s .

Conclusion and Recommendations

There i s  no ind ica t ion  a t  t h i s  po int that  the sav ing s  to the public  in 

reduced program adm in i s t r a t iv e  c o s t s  due to the Speraw-authorized p i l o t  

extension program i s  o f f s e t  by an increased co s t  due to acc iden ts .  In f a c t ,  

there i s  as y e t  no evidence fo r  any inc rea se  in  acc iden t s  a t t r ib u t a b le  to the 

program. Neverthe le s s ,  t h i s  r e p j r t  i s  not considered d e f i n i t i v e ,  s ince  i t  

covers only 18 months o f  post-mai l out d r i v in g .  Before drawing any 

conclus ions regarding long-term program s a f e t y ,  i t  w i l l  be necessary to 

eva lua te  these d r iv e r s  over t h e i r  f u l l  4 -y e a r  l i c e n s e  terms.

Because r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  in te r im  eva lua t ion  were p o s i t i v e ,  i t  i s  recommended 

tha t  the demonstration program be continued. In l i g h t  of  the b r i e f  fol low-up 

per iod, however, i t  i s  a l s o  recommended th a t  fu r the r  expansion of th? program 

to d r ive r s  cu r ren t ly  i n e l i g i b l e  not be made un t i l  the f u l l  4 -yea r  eva luat ion 

has been completed.

vi i i
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P r io r  to 1979,  C a l i fo rn ian s  w ish ing to renew t h e i r  d r iv e r  l i c e n s e s  were 

required to appear a t  loca l Department of Motor Vehic le s (DMV) f i e l d  o f f i c e s  

and pas s  v i s ion  screening and wr i t ten  law t e s t s .  • In rare  in s t a n c e s ,  when the 

L ic en s in g /Reg i s t r a t ion  Examiner observed behaviGr tha t  might adverse ly  a f f e c t  

d r iv in g  a b i l i t y ,  they were a l so  required to pass road t e s t s .

In 1979 ,  l e g i s l a t i o n  (AB 583—1978,  Calvo) provided tha t  d r i v e r s  with clean 

four -year  records (about 50% of the C a l i fo rn ia  renewal populat ion) could 

rece ive  a s in g le  two-year extension of the d r iv e r  l i c e n s e .  Such d r i v e r s  have 

records showing no t r a f f i c  a cc iden t s ,  no conv ic t ions  ( r e g a rd le s s  of point 

count) of t r a f f i c  law v io l a t i o n s ,  and no f a i l u r e s  to appear in  court  or pay 

f i n e s  in connection with t r a f f i c  law v i o l a t i o n s ,  fo r  the four yea r s  preceding 

the time of renewal notice generat ion . The f u l l  l i c e n s e  renewal f e e ,  $3 .25  

a t  tha t  t ime, was charged for an extens ion .

In 1980, fu r the r  l e g i s l a t i o n  (AB 777—1979,  Calvo) modif ied the extension 

program. I t  was now po s s ib le  fo r  d r iv e r s  with c lean four -year  records to

rece ive  a s in g l e  four-year d r ive r  l i c en se  extens ion ,  but only i f  they were 

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

The two-year-extens ion program was superceded by the a g e - r e s t r i c t e d  four- 

year -ex tens ion  program, an expanded (see below) vers ion of  which continues on 

an ongoing b a s i s  as the "renewal by mail "  program. Both programs have been 

exper imental ly  eva luated ,  and the r e s u l t s  (Janke & Ke lsey ,  1981; Kelsey & 

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

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  detrimental e f f e c t  on t r a f f i c  s a fe ty  a t t r ib u t a b le  

to the program. That i s ,  " fou r -year -c lean "  d r iv e r s  offered the opportunity 

to renew th e i r  l i c e n s e s  by m a i l ,  thus avoiding v i s io n  and law t e s t i n g ,  did 

not have d r iv ing  records s i g n i f i c a n t l y  poorer than those of s im i l a r l y  

e l i g i b l e  d r iv e r s  who were required to renew in  the regu la r  manner. (The 1985 

study, which covered four year s  of d r iv ing  subsequent to treatment, i s  

d i scussed  in  more d e ta i l  below.)

1
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The extension program was expanded in l a t e  1382 ( t a k in g  e f f e c t  for 1983 

renewals)  to a maximum of two consecut ive four-year ex tens ions  and to d r iv e r s  

with clean records for a t  l e a s t  the preceding two year s  who were under the 

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

c r i t e r io n  period was reduced, a d r ive r  could not have a f a t a l  Occident or 

major ( two-point)  conv ic t ion on the record covering the four yea r s  preceding 

renewal not ice generat ion . This program as i t  r e l a t e s  to two- and 

th ree -year -c lean  d r i v e r s ,  sometimes re fe r red  to as the Speraw renewal-by-mail 

demonstration program, i s  the sub jec t  of the present report .  For eva luat ion  

purposes, a l l  e l i g i b l e  l i c e n s e e s  whose d r iv e r  l i c e n s e s  expired during 1983 ,  

and whose d r iv ing  records were a t  l e a s t  two yea r s  clean but l e s s  than four 

year s  c lean ,  were a s s igned  randomly, by terminal d i g i t  of  the d r ive r  l i c e n s e  

number, e i t h e r  to a mail renewal group or to a control group. Roughly equal 

numbers of sub je c t s  were as s igned  to each group. The mail renewal group was 

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

Subsequent d r iv ing  records of  both groups are being fol lowed and compared on 

an ongoing b a s i s .  The present report covers 18 months of d r iv ing  subsequent 

to treatment, but the monitoring process w i l l  continue for a f u l l  four y e a r s .

The renewal-by-mail program i s  meant to accomplish the twin ob je c t iv e s  of 

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

primary question of i n t e r e s t  to be answered by the eva luat ion i s  whether 

these bene f i t s  are o f f s e t  by increased acc idents  a t t r ib u t a b le  to the program.

Any detrimental e f f e c t  would presumably be mediated by the avoidance of re ­

newal t e s t i n g .  The v i s ion  t e s t  se rves  a screening funct ion; whei. low -v i s ion  

d r iv e r s  are id e n t i f i e d  they must have t h e i r  v i s ion  corrected to a s a fe  leve l  

in order tc be l i c en sed ,  and one or  more r e s t r i c t i o n s  are imposed on the 

l i c e n s e .  Among d r iv e r s  aged 50 yea r s  or younger, about h a l f  of  one percent 

f a i l  to meet the screening standard (with or without co r rec t ive  l e n s e s ) ,  and 

about two-tenths of one percent are re fe r red  to a v i s ion  s p e c i a l i s t  fo r  cor­

re c t i v e  measures. Among d r iv e r s  over the age o f  5 0 ,  almost two and one -ha l f  

percent f a i l  to meet the screening standard, and s l i g h t l y  over two percent 

are re ferred  to a v i s io n  s p e c i a l i s t  (Kuan, 1984, unpublished d a ta ) .  However, 

s t a t i c  v i sua l  acu i ty  under normal i l l um in a t io n—the only v i sua l  funct ion 

present ly  te s ted  in C a l i f o rn i a—i s  only weakly co rre la ted  with acc ident

2



3

involvement, although a minimal amount of v i s io n  i s  c e r t a in l y  necessary for 

d r i v in g .

The wr it ten t e s t  screens o-t, only a n e g l i g i b l e  proportion o f  d r i v e r s  (there 

are oral and fore ign language ve r s ions  of the t e s t  fo r  d r ive r s  who do not 

understand wr i t ten  E n g l i s h ) ,  but i t  se rves  an educational function in th a t  

d r iv e r s  may study a manual conta in ing  ru le s  of the road and s a f e ty - r e l a t ed  

information, which i s  d i s t r ib u ted  by the department, p r io r  to tak ing  the 

t e s t .  The p o s s i b i l i t y  of f a i l i n g  the t e s t  undoubtedly motivates some 

app l ican t s  to study the manual, and t h i s  may lead to reduced acc ident 

l i k e l ihood .  ( I t  should be noted, however, that  one C a l i f o rn ia  study—Kuan, 

Peck, & Sad le r ,  1982—fa i l e d  to f ind  an increase  in  acc idents  during the year 

fo l lowing a wr i t ten  t e s t  waiver . That study i s  d i scussed in more de ta i l  

be low . )

Experimental Eva luat ions  of Renewal S im p l i f i c a t ion

A study (C a l i fo rn ia  Department of  Motor Veh ic le s ,  1971) Was performed, in 

response to Assembly Concurrent Resolut ion 67 (1969 l e g i s l a t i v e  s e s s i o n ) ,  to 

eva luate the e f f e c t  of (1 )  sending a congratu latory l e t t e r  which indicated 

tha t  the wr i t ten law t e s t  would be waived, ( 2 )  sending a congratu la tory 

l e t t e r  with no promise of a waiver , or ( 3 )  ne i the r  (no con tac t ) ,  fo r  d r ive r s  

with clean 37-month records.  There was random assignment of such d r iv e r s  to 

the three groups. In add it ion ,  the study evaluated the e f f e c t ,  r e l a t i v e  to a 

control group, of  w r i t t e n - t e s t  waiver (no l e t t e r )  on d r iv e r s  se lec ted  

randomly, rega rd le s s  of d r iv ing  record. All d r iv e r s  were required to v i s i t  

loca l f i e l d  o f f i c e s  to pay the fee and take the v i s ion  t e s t .

The six-month subsequent d r iv ing  records of a l l  sub je c t s  were examined. For 

the "good dr iver"  le t t e r /w a ive r  group (members of  which had t h e i r  wr it ten 

t e s t s  waived) there was a small but s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  decrease in  

subsequent conv ict ions;  although t h i s  group a l so  showed a tendency toward 

being involved in fewer subsequent acc iden t s ,  the tendency did not approach 

s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  A congratu la tory l e t t e r  alone had no e f f e c t  on 

e i th e r  the acc idents or conv ic t ions  of "good d r i v e r s . "  S im i l a r l y ,  no d i f ­

ferences approached s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  for d r ive r s  given a wr i t ten  t e s t  

waiver regard le s s  of record.
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The impl ica t ion  of these r e s u l t s  i s  that  law t e s t i n g  a t  l i c e n se  renewal has 

no p a r t i c u l a r  va lue .  However the study had r e l a t i v e l y —for t r a f f i c  s a fe ty  

research invo lv ing  d r iv e r s  with average or be t te r  records—few sub jec t s  

( 5 , 0 0 0  d r iv e r s  per group for the "good d r ive r"  comparisons and 3 ,000  per 

group for the comparisons invo lv ing  unselected d r i v e r s ) ,  combined with a 

b r i e f  fol low-up period. Therefore there was l i t t l e  power to detect  a small 

d i f f e r e n c e . ( 1 )  in  add i t ion ,  d r iv e r s  se lec ted  rega rd le s s  of  record did not 

know tha t  the t e s t  was to be waived un t i l  they ar r ived  a t  the f i e l d  o f f i c e .  

Therefore they may have studied for i t ,  and received sa fe ty  bene f i t s  in tha t  

way.

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

d i f f e rence s  among the groups, Kuan, Peck, and Sad le r  (1982)  fol lowed the 

sub jec t s  for a f u l l  year  subsequent to treatment. For d r iv e r s  se lec ted  a s  

having clean 37-month records , there was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d e t r i ­

mental ( a c c id en t - in c re a s in g )  e f f e c t  of  the congratu la tory l e t t e r  a lone, shown 

by comparison of the l e t t e r - o n ly  group to the other two groups. However, 

there was no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  in  subsequent acc idents  between the 

l e t t e r /w a ive r  and no-contact groups. For d r ive r s  se lected  rega rd le s s  of 

record, there were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence s  in subsequent acc idents  between 

those who took the t e s t  and those who received wa iver s .  For ne i ther  popula­

t ion of d r iv e r s  was there a s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on subsequent conv ic t ion s .  I t  

was concluded that  waiv ing the renewal law t e s t  had no negat ive e f f e c t  on 

t r a f f i c  s a fe ty .

Harano and Hubert ( 1 9 7 4 ) ,  in response to Senate Concurrent Resolution 104 

( 1 9 7 1 ) ,  evaluated the e f f e c t  of  a one-year l i c e n se  extension for d r iv e r s  

under the age of  56 with clean one-year records , as well  as the incen t ive  

e f f e c t  of promising a l i c e n s e  extens ion ,  condit ional on mainta in ing a clean 

record ( in cen t iv e  cond i t ion ) .  The eva luat ion incorporated randomly ass igned

4

( l ) T r a f f i c  acc idents  are rare and have a la rge  random component; t h i s  
tends to render what would be a v a s t  number of sub jec t s  in  other research 
areas an inadequate number for  detect ing small but c r i t i c a l  e f f e c t s  in 
t r a f f i c  s a fe ty  re search .  The problem i s  exacerbated in the case  of 
d r iv e r s  with r e l a t i v e l y  clean records.
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treatment and control groups drawn from the population of e l i g i b l e s .  For the 

treatment group without in c iden t s  during the p r io r  year  there was no s t a t i s ­

t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f fecc  of the extension on conv ic t ions  in the fo l low ing 

y e a r ,  but, r e l a t i v e  to the control group, there was a s i g n i f i c a n t  (14%) 

increase  in acc idents  reported by law enforcement agenc ie s ,  re fe rred  to in 

the report  a s  "CHP c o l l i s i o n s . "  (Such acc idents  inc lude a l l  those invo lv ing  

death or in ju ry ,  and many invo lv ing  only property damage.) This acc ident 

increase  was found to be due pr imar i ly  to d r iv e r s  with l e s s  than th ree -year -  

c lean records . While there was a non s ign i f i c an t  tendency for the e f f e c t  of  

treatment to vary by renewal year  for th ree -year -c lean  d r i v e r s ,  with 1972 and 

1973 extension-group renewees showing a trend toward increased CHP c o l l i ­

s io n s ,  no r e l i a b l e  overa l l  program e f f e c t s  on CHP c o l l i s i o n s  were found for  

t h i s  group. A po s s ib le  imp l ica t ion  o f  t h i s  f ind ing  i s  tha t  there i s  a po in t ,  

somewhere between a c lean-record c r i t e r io n  of  three year s  and a c lean-record 

c r i t e r io n  of one year ,  beyond which i t  may become dangerous to extend the 

l i c en se  of a d r iv e r  meeting the c r i t e r i o n .  The re levance o f  t h i s  suppos it ion 

to the present eva luation i s  apparent; therefore r e s u l t s  here w i l l  be given 

separa te ly  for two-year-c lean and th ree -year -c lean  d r i v e r s ,  a s  wel l as fo r  

both groups combined.

As mentioned, the Harano and Hubert study a l so  examined the incen t ive  e f f e c t  

of extens ions ,  f ind ing tha t  d r iv e r s  whose renewal year  was 1972 (a s  opposed 

to 1973-75 )  had a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  reduction of 22% in  CHP c o l l i ­

s ion s  during the year subsequent to n o t i f i c a t io n .  The l e t t e r s  no t i f y in g  

study sub jec t s  of the p o s s i b i l i t y  of  an extension were sent  approximately 60 

days before the l i c e n s e s  of 1972 renewees expired (Harano, 1985, personal 

communication), so these d r iv e r s  had the sho r te s t  time lag  between re ce ip t  of 

the l e t t e r  and t h e i r  next renewal. Dr ivers  in l a t e r  renewal year s  showed no 

incent ive  e f f e c t .  However, rega rd le s s  of the time between no t i f i c a t io n  and 

renewal, d r ive r s  who maintained c lean records over the year  subsequent to 

no t i f i c a t io n  and received t h e i r  extens ions showed a h igh ly  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  (j) < .005 for three and one -ha l f  months of fo l low-up) reduction 

of 33% in such acc idents  a f t e r  rece iv ing  the extens ion .  I t  can be 

hypothesized tha t  these d r ive r s  had consc ious ly  sought to e s t a b l i s h  s a f e  

dr iv ing  hab i t s  over the preceding year ,  and that  these hab i t s  p e r s i s t e d .  

Thus the incent ive  aspect  of the program seemed to o f f e r  much more promise

5



than did i t s  d i r e c t  reward a spec t ,  where the reward was not preceded by 

s t r i v i n g  for i t .  Incent ive e f f e c t s  are c e r t a in ly  present in  the Speraw

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

widely known. However, the present eva lua t ion  i s  not designed to determine 

th e i r  impact.

Waller , H. and Padgett (1977)  evaluated the e f f e c t s  of  North C a ro l in a ' s  

program of waiving the wr i t ten t e s t  fo r  renewal app l ican t s  with no conv ic ­

t ion s  for moving v io l a t io n s  during the preceding four yea r s  (and no mental or 

physica l  condit ions t h a t  might a f f e c t  t h e i r  d r i v i n g ) .  Study d r iv e r s  who had 

t h e i r  wr i t ten  t e s t s  waived under t h i s  program apparently  might have had any 

number of recent p r io r  a cc id en t s ,  so long as no conv ic t ion was « s so c ia ted

with any acc ident .  While the study was quas i-exper imenta l ra ther  than being 

a true experiment and i t s  r e s u l t s  a re  d i f f i c u l t  to in t e rp re t ,  the authors  

concluded that  the program had a detrimental e f f e c t  on d r iv e r s  l e s s  than 25 

year s  o ld ,  and recommended tha t  t e s t  waivers  not be offered to d r iv e r s  in

t h i s  age group. However, the North Carol ina e l i g i b i l i t y  c r i t e r io n  a t  tha t

time—freedom from moving-v io la t ion conv ic t ion s ,  but not from acc iden t s - -wa s  

not the same as the Speraw-authorized program's e l i g i b i l i t y  c r i t e r i o n ,  so the 

relevance of  t h e i r  conclusion to the C a l i f o rn ia  program i s  moot.

Harrington and Ratz ( 1 9 7 8 ) ,  s tudying the e f f e c t  o f  w r i t ten  renewal t e s t  

waivers  for  C a l i fo rn ia  d r ive r s  who had e i t h e r  clean three -year  p r io r  records 

or one acc ident or conv ict ion during the p r io r  three y e a r s ,  found th a t  the 

e f f e c t  of treatment was moderated by c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  s t a t u s .  Thus, when 

d r iv e r s  of a l l  ages and both sexes  were combined, there were no s i g n i f i c a n t  

treatment e f f e c t s  among those who had been co r re c t ly  c l a s s i f i e d  as being 

in c id en t - f r ee  or as having one in c iden t  during the th ree -year  per iod . 

However, there was a s i g n i f i c a n t  increase  in acc idents  for  d r ive r s  wrongly 

c l a s s i f i e d  as having in c id en t - f r ee  records ,  and a s i g n i f i c a n t  inc rea se  in  

conv ic t ions for d r iv e r s  wrongly c l a s s i f i e d  as having only one in c id en t .  The 

reason for these errors  iri c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was the time lag  between occurrence 

of an inc ident  and update of the d r i v e r ' s  record; t h i s  time l a g  can 

conceivably be reduced but never e l im inated .

The Harrington and Ratz f ind in g  may represent a Type I e r ro r ,  however; 

ne i ther  the Calvo extension s tud ie s  (Janke & Ke lsey ,  1981; Kelsey & Janke ,



1983; Kelsey ,  1984 ) ,  nor pre l im inary  data ana ly ses  for the present study, 

showed any increase  in acc idents  or conv ic t ions  a t t r ib u t a b le  to l i c en se  

extens ion for wrongly c l a s s i f i e d  d r i v e r s .  Although t h e i r  mean accident and 

conv ic t ion r a t e s  were cons iderab ly  higher than those of co r rec t ly  c l a s s i f i e d  

d r i v e r s ,  r e f l e c t i n g  the higher r i s k  leve l  of d r iv e r s  with a recent acc ident 

or conv ic t ion ,  there was no evidence t h a t  the extens ion or renewal-by-mail 

program increased t h i s  r i s k .  Therefore, the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  factor i s  not 

included in the present study.

Stoke (1978)  studied the e f f e c t  of  inc lud ing  manuals and wr i t ten  t e s t s  in  the 

V i r g in i a  l i c en se  renewal process .  He found no s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  

e f f e c t  of t h i s  enhanced t e s t i n g  on acc idents  and conv ic t ions  during the 

subsequent six-month period. Power to id en t i f y  a true d i f fe rence  as s i g n i f i ­

cant was low in  the Stoke study,  and the la ck  of s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  may 

be a t t r ib u tab le  to th a t .  A r e a n a l y s i s  of Stoke ' s  data (Peck , 1981; unpub­

l i s h ed  memo) ind icated th a t  the odds favored a bene f ic ia l  impact of t e s t s  and 

manuals more than no impact (p < . 2 0 ) .

Ke lsey ,  Janke, Peck, and Ratz (1985)  reported on the e f f e c t  of  the 

Calvo-author ized l i c e n s e  extension programs fo r  four -year -c lean  d r iv e r s  over 

the four year s  subsequent to mail out of  renewal not ices  and extension o f f e r s .  

For the eva luat ion of the four -year -ex ten s ion  program ( i . e . ,  extension term 

of  four year s )  there were approximately 366 ,000  d r ive r s  in the extension 

(o f f e r )  group and 40 ,0 00  d r iv e r s  in  the control group. Control d r ive r s  were 

required to renew th e i r  l i c e n s e s  in the standard manner, tak ing law and 

v i s io n  t e s t s .  Drivers over the age of 69 were not e l i g i b l e  for  the four-year 

program and not represented in  the sample.

I t  was found that the extens ion group had a s l i g h t l y  [1%) higher accident 

ra te  over the four-year period than had the control group, but t h i s  d i f f e r ­

ence did not approach s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  In add it ion ,  there was no 

trend in the d r iv ing  record data over t ime; extension-group d r iv e r s  had 

s l i g h t l y  be t te r  records than had t h e i r  con tro l s  during the f i r s t  and fourth 

year s  subsequent to mail out, and worse records during the second and th i r d .  

This lack o f  a con s i s t en t  trend, together with the lack of a s i g n i f i c a n t  

treatment-by-age in te ra c t ion  (which would have ind icated tha t  the e f f e c t  of

7



extension depended upon a d r i v e r ' s  age ) ,  was con s i s ten t  with an i n t e r ­

preta t ion  that the observed n o n s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  was due to chance. 

S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  there was no support for  an a l t e r n a t i v e  hypothesi s th a t  i n ­

c rea se s  in  undetected phys ica l d i s a b i l i t y  over time would lead  to an acc ident  

increase  for extended d r ive r s ;  i f  such impairment had occurred, one might 

expect i t  to have a f fec ted  o lder d r iv e r s  p a r t i c u l a r l y . ( 2 )  For d r iv e r s  o f  

r e l a t i v e l y  advanced age (70  and above) in the two-year program, i t  was even 

the case  tha t  Kelsey e t  a l . found a b en e f i c i a l  e f f e c t  of extens ion o f f e r s ,  

contravening the non s ign i f i c an t  trend o f  the program, o v e r a l l ,  toward 

inc rea s ing  acc iden ts .  That i s ,  e ld e r ly  d r iv e r s  i n  the extension group 

incurred s i g n i f i c a n t l y  fewer acc ident s  than did t h e i r  con t ro l s ,  during the 

two year s  subsequent to mail out.

With the exception of  the Calvo extens ion s tud ie s  and th a t  of  Harano and 

Hubert ( 1 9 7 4 ) ,  the s tud ie s  c i ted  above waived only the wr i t ten  law t e s t .  The 

e f f e c t s  of  waiving the wr i t ten t e s t  have not genera l ly  been found to be 

g re a t ,  although Harrington and Ratz ( 1 9 7 8 ) ,  as mentioned, found some negat ive  

e f f e c t s  fo l lowing a t e s t  waiver . S toke ' s  (1978 )  evidence can be in te rpre ted 

as suggest ing  some value o f  exposing d r i v e r s  to the type o f  mater ia l covered 

in  the wr it ten t e s t ,  and McKnight and Green (1977)  a l so  found support fo r  the 

e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t e s t s  and manuals in reducing acc idents a s soc ia ted  with 

conv ic t ions  for renewal app l i c an t s .  However, i t  i s  po s s ib le  tha t  i t  i s  more 

detrimental to t r a f f i c  s a fe ty  to waive the v i s io n  t e s t  than to waive the law 

t e s t .  Although there i s  l i t t l e  i f  any evidence to show that  a v i sua l  acu i ty  

t e s t  l i k e  C a l i f o r n i a ' s  co r re la te s  with accident frequency, the v i s io n  

screening tha t  e x i s t s  as part  of  the renewal process undoubtedly compels some 

d r i v e r s ,  who otherwise would not bother, to have t h e i r  v i s io n  corrected.

( 2 ) i t  could on the other hand be argued tha t  d r iv e r s  in an age range —say ,
the f o r t i e s  — a t  which v i sua l  and po s s ib ly  other bodi ly funct ions begin
to dec l ine s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  are most harmed by being excused from renewal 
t e s t i n g .  Such d r iv e r s  may be impaired to some degree and not ye t  be aware 
o f  t h e i r  impairment. There i s  some evidence to support t h i s  view. For 
sub je c t s  in both the two-year and four-year Calvo extension e va lu a t ion s ,
the l a r g e s t  negative e f f e c t s  on acc idents  a t t r ib u t ab le  to the programs
were shown for  d r iv e r s  aged 30-50  (Kelsey e t  a l . ,  1 98 5 ) .  However, i t  
should be s t re s sed  tha t  these e f f e c t s  were not s i g n i f i c a n t  and could 
e a s i l y  have been due to chance.
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An Oregon study (Rice & Jones , 1984) attempted to f ind what proportion of 

renewal app l ican ts  had substandard v i s i o n .  While Oregon d r iv e r s  a t  the study 

date were not required to undergo v i s io n  screen ing when they renewed t h e i r  

l i c e n s e s ,  19 of the s t a t e ' s  60 DMV f i e l d  o f f i c e s  pa r t ic ipa ted  in an eva lu ­

a t ion of  the addit ion of v i s ion  t e s t s  to the renewal process .  Applicants 

could refuse the t e s t i n g ,  but not many did so .  I f  they f a i l e d ,  d r iv e r s  were 

re fe r red  to a v i s io n  s p e c i a l i s t  of  t h e i r  choice.

Almost 5 ,000  v i s i c n  screenings were adminis tered.  Test s  included Oregon's

standard o r ig in a l  l i c e n s in g  checks on acu i ty  under standard i l lum ina t ion ,  

depth perception, color recogn it ion ,  phor ia ,  fu s ion ,  and v i su a l  f i e l d ,  p lu s  

an added t e s t  of acu i ty  under reduced i l l um in a t io n ,  f a i l u r e  o f  which did not 

a f f e c t  l i c e n s in g  s t a t u s .

Of the d r iv e r s  te s ted ,  2.4% f a i l e d  the v i s io n  screening and were re fe r red  to 

a v i s io n  s p e c i a l i s t .  Nearly a l l  of  these v i s io n  r e f e r r a l s  were made because 

the d r i v e r ' s  v i sua l  acu ity  (even corrected with l en se s )  did not meet the 

20/40 standard. Dr ivers  re ferred to a s p e c i a l i s t  were cons iderab ly  o lder on 

the average (67 y ea r s )  than was the sample of app l ican t s  as a whole (43 

y e a r s ) .  General ly , d r ive r s  over 50 yea r s  of age and without e x i s t i n g  

"co r rec t ive  lens"  r e s t r i c t i o n s  were the most l i k e l y  to requ ire  reexamination 

by a s p e c i a l i s t ,  and the l i k e l ihood  increased with age. However, these 

r e s u l t s  suggest  tha t  over 97% of Oregon d r i v e r s ,  although not screened for 

v i s io n  a t  renewal, become aware o f  t h e i r  v i sua l  problems ih other ways and 

co r rec t  them adequately. The same i s  no doubt true of C a l i fo rn ia  d r i v e r s .

In C a l i f o rn i a ,  as noted above, about 2 . 5 "  o f  d r iv e r s  over age 50 and 0.05% of 

younger d r ive r s  f a i l  to meet the screening standard (Kuan, 1984, unpublished 

d a ta ) .  These are referred to a v i s ion  s p e c i a l i s t ,  and many of them have 

t h e i r  v i s ion  corrected to meet the standard. I f  t h i s  i s  not po s s ib l e ,  they 

may s t i l l  be l icen sed  based on eva luat ion by a Driver Safety Referee.
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METHOD

Subject Se lec t ion

Dr ive r s  whose l i c e n s e s  expired during 1983, and who met the e l i g i b i l i t y  

c r i t e r i a  for renewal by mail with l e s s  than a four -year -c lean  record, were 

ass igned by terminal d i g i t  v? the l i c e n s e  number, odd or even, to the 

mai l-renewal or control group, r e sp e c t i v e ly .  (Terminal d i g i t  of  the l i c e n s e  

number i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  random; numbers are a s s igned  sequen t ia l ly  a t  a current 

ra te  of about 20 ,000  per day.)  Dr ivers  e l i g i b l e  for  renewal by mail with 

l e s s  than a four -year -c lean  record make up approximately 14% of the renewal 

population in C a l i f o rn i a .  There were, by the end of  1983,  247 ,613 d r iv e r s  in  

the mail renewal group and 248 ,753  d r iv e r s  in the control group. The 

mail-renewal group w i l l  be re fe r red  to as the extension group in  the 

fo l low ing;  there i s  no subs tan t ive  d i f f e rence  between a renewal accomplished 

by mail and a l i c e n s e  extension accomplished in the same manner.

Once i d e n t i f i e d ,  d r iv e r s  remained in the group to which they had been 

a s s igned ,  r ega rd le s s  of  whether or not they renewed t h e i r  l i c e n s e s  and of  

whether or not they renewed by m a i l .  (Control group d r i v e r s  did not have the 

option of renewing by ma i l ,  but d r iv e r s  in the extens ion group could renew in 

a f i e l d  o f f i c e  rather  than by m a i l . ) ( 3 )  I t  might be objected th a t  the 

in c lu s ion  of  f i e l d  o f f i c e  renewals in the extens ion group d i lu ted  the e f f e c t  

of the l i c en se  extens ion a s  measured. This  may be t ru e ,  but t h e i r  in c lu s io n  

would have inva l id a ted  the eva lua t ion ,  for  two reasons .  F i r s t ,  d r iv e r s  who

( 3 ) i f  such d r iv e r s  claimed to be e l i g i b l e  for  extens ion ,  t h e i r  records were 
checked and, i f  e l i g i b i l i t y  was confirmed, t h e i r  wr i t ten and v i s ion  t e s t s  
were waived. Test waiver a l so  followed presentat ion of the extens ion 
statement ( o f f e r ) .  I f  they had no extens ion statement and did not c la im 
e l i g i b i l i t y  ( f o r  example, because they had not received the statement and 
were not aware tha t  they were e l i g i b l e ) ,  the t e s t s  were not waived. I t  i s  
not known what percentage of d r iv e r s  were in  the l a t t e r  group, although 
the to ta l  percentage of extension-group d r iv e r s  who renewed in f i e l d  
o f f i c e s  was about 24. Even under c ircumstances where t e s t s  could be 
waived, observat ion of behavior in d ic a t in g  hea lth problems in  the 
app l ican t s  may have led to t e s t in g - - e v e n ,  perhaps, inc lud ing dr ive 
t e s t i n g .



11

choose to renew in  a f i e l d  o f f i c e ,  even though they have been offered the 

opportunity to renew by mai l ,  may be d i f f e r e n t  from other d r ive r s  in ways 

tha t  a f f e c t  t h e i r  subsequent acc ident and conv ict ion records . Such d r ive r s  

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

control group; thus t h e i r  exc lusion could have severe ly  b iased the evalua­

t ion .  This problem was ex ten s iv e ly  d i scussed by Peck (1976)  in  a context of  

eva lua t ing  d r ive r  improvement programs. Second, the purpose of the study was 

to eva luate the l i c e n s e  extension program, not the e f f e c t  of l i c en se  

extens ion per se. Thus, i t  was necessary tha t  the r e s u l t s  of the eva luation 

gene ra l i z e  to the program as i t  operates in p r a c t i c e ,  with a considerable  

number o f  d r iv e r s  f a i l i n g  to take advantage of the mail renewal o f f e r .

Treatment

Dr ivers  in the extension group were sen t  statements two months' pr ior  to 

l i c en s e  exp irat ion informing them tha t  they could send the $10 .00  ( increased 

s ince  1980) fee and renew by ma i l .  I t  was necessary for  them to answer a 

question on the statement regarding the presence of  any d i s a b i l i t i e s  tha t  

might a f f e c t  t h e i r  d r iv ing ;  i f  the answer was "yes"  the statement was

re ferred  to a Driver Safety Referee for fu r the r  in v e s t i g a t io n  and c learance 

before mail renewal could be al lowed. There was a l so  a reminder on the

statement ind ic a t in g  the importance of  good v i s io n  and suggest ing  tha t  

d r ive r s  have t h e i r  v i s ion  checked.

Dr ivers  in the control group were sent standard renewal not ice s  two months 

p r io r  to l i c en se  exp ira t ion .  The renewal not ice ,  which a l so  contained the 

d i s a b i l i t y  quest ion , was to be presented a t  the f i e l d  o f f i c e  when a d r ive r  

went in to renew h i s  or her l i c e n s e .  (D r ive r s  fo rge t t in g  to br ing t h e i r  

renewal not ice s  with them are required to f i l l  out an equ iva len t  form in the 

o f f i c e . )

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

fee were sent c e r t i f i c a t e s  to be kept with t h e i r  o ld l i c e n s e s ,  rather than 

being i s sued new l i c e n s e s .

Cr i te r ion  Measures and Follow-up Period

Total and f a t a l / i n j u r y  acc idents  and conv ic t ions of  d r iv e r s  in the two groups 

were tracked subsequent to the mail out of t h e i r  extension statements or
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renewal no t ice s  (h e re in a f t e r  re fe r red  to as "ma i lou t " ) .  The measure of 

conv ic t ions  included _fa i lures  _to appear in court ,  or f o r f e i t  b a i l  in l i e u  of 

appearance, in connection with t r a f f i c  v io la t ion  c i t a t i o n s  (h e re in a f te r  

referred to a s  "FTAs") . The present report covers the f i r s t  18 months 

subsequent to mailout . This  a c t u a l l y  inc ludes  only 15 to 16 months o f  actua l 

d r iv ing  record , due to a two- to three-month l a g  between the occurrence of  

most acc idents  and v io l a t io n s  and t h e i r  entry as count a b s t r a c t s  and 

acc idents  in the DMV's automated f i l e  o f  d r ive r  records .  However, t h i s  

circumstance does not b ia s  the conclusions of the report,  s ince the time l a g  

was the same for  extension and control d r iv e r s .

Major S t a t i s t i c a l  Te s t s

For the major a n a l y s i s  of acc idents  and convict ions/FTAs, 2x2x3x2 ana lyses  of  

covariance were run us ing the computer program SPSS ANOVA (Hie, Hul l ,  

Jenk in s ,  Ste inbrenner,  & Bent, 1 97 5 ) .  Factors were treatment (extens ion v s .  

con t ro l ) ,  p r io r  record s t a t u s  (p r io r  clean record of  2 yea r s  v s .  3 y e a r s ) ,  

age group (under 30 ,  30 through 50,  over 5 0 ) ,  and sex. Covar ia tes were p r ior  

2 -yea r  acc idents  and conv ic t ion s ,  inc lud ing  FTAs.

The de fau l t  method was used for the ANOVA ( a c t u a l l y ,  ANCOVA) runs.  This i s  

the so - ca l l ed  " c l a s s i c  experimental approach," a l so  frequent ly  used in 

nonexperimental re search ,  in which sample subgroup s i z e s  t y p i c a l l y  r e f l e c t  

unequal population subgroup s i z e s ,  as for example in the case o f  the v a r i ­

ab le s  age and sex when a sample i s  randomly drawn from the population. In 

t h i s  method, c e l l  means are weighted according to ce l l  f requenc ie s ,  to 

r e f l e c t  the greater  importance of  c e l l s  with l a r g e r  frequencies in  the aggre­

gated population. I t  would be appropriate to weight extension and control 

means equa l l y ,  of  course ,  and the a n a l y s i s  used did not exac t ly  accomplish 

tha t  because there were somewhat fewer d r iv e r s  in the extension than in the 

control group. However, the s i z e s  of  the groups were so la rge  and the d i f ­

ference so small ( l e s s  than 1%) th a t  t h i s  discrepancy would have made no 

p rac t ica l  d i f f e rence .

License c l a s s  was used ne i ther  a s  a covar ia te  nor as a fac to r  in  the major 

a n a l y s i s ,  for reasons d i scussed in Kelsey a t  a l . ( 1 9 8 5 ) .  I t  was expected 

that there would be an excess  of  c l a s s  1 and 2 (heavy commercial veh ic le )  

d r i v e r s  in the extension group, because they could avoid the r e l a t i v e l y
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s t r in gen t  t e s t in g  needed to renew th e i r  commercial l i c e n s e s .  Such an im­

balance, which leads to a s e l f - s e l e c t i o n  b ia s  confounding the in te rp re ta t ion  

of any f ind ing s  regarding l i c en se  c l a s s ,  was found by Kelsey e t  a l . (1985 )  

and was te s ted  for in  the present a n a l y s i s .  Although a supplementary ANCOVA 

us ing treatment and l i c en se  c l a s s  as f a c to r s  was performed, i t  i s  not 

reported because of the ambigu it ie s  mentioned here and d iscu s sed  more f u l l y  

in the Resu l t s  s ec t ion .

A s i g n i f i c an ce  leve l  of £  < .10 ( tw o - t a i l e d )  was used for the purpose of 

making s i g n i f i c a n c e  c la im s .

Analy s is  of Program Costs and Savings

The program's overa l l  impact on the department was to e f f e c t  a s a v in g s .  To 

help in es t imat ing  the amount of  t h i s  s a v in g s ,  the fo l low ing v a r i a b le s  were 

tabula ted and furnished to the DMV's D iv i s ion  o f  Dr iver Sa fe ty  and L i c en s in g ,  

which was respons ib le  for  program co s t in g .

1. Proportion of sub jec t s  in  the extension group who renewed by ma i l ,  

renewed in a f i e l d  o f f i c e ,  or d id  not renew.

2 .  Proportion of sub jec t s  in  the control group who renewed in a f i e l d  

o f f ico  or did not renew.

3.  Proportion of sub jec t s  in each group who rece ived a dup licate  

l i c e n se .

4 .  Proportion of sub jec t s  in each group who rece ived a v i s io n  r e f e r r a l .

5 .  Proportion of sub jec ts  in each group who rece ived a l im ited-term 

l i c e n s e .

5 .  Proportion of sub jec t s  in each group who had a contact with a Driver 

Safety Referee because of po s s ib le  phys ica l or mental impairment.

Unit reducible cos t s  of  the mail-renewal and standard renewal programs were 

furn ished by the D iv i s ion  of Dr iver  Safe ty and L ic en s in g .  I t  was known in



advance tha t  these f i g u re s  would ind ica te  an adm in i s t ra t ive  sav ing s  

a t t r ib u t a b le  to the extension program. I f  there were found to be an excess  

o f  acc idents  a l so  a t t r ib u t a b le  to the program, t h i s  might or might not 

outweigh the adm in i s t ra t ive  s a v in g s ,  depending upon the s i z e  of the e f f e c t .

In the pa s t  such a determination has been made by means of  a b e n e f i t - c o s t  

a n a l y s i s .  However, i t  was decided th a t  a "breakeven a n a l y s i s "  would be more 

de fens ib le  and more use fu l  to management, s ince  the uscial b e n e f i t - c o s t  

a n a l y s i s  i s  sub jec t  to cha l lenge because o f  widespread disagreement on the 

so c ie t a l  and economic co s t s  of acc idents  and on how such co s t s  should be 

measured. A d i scu s s ion  o f  the ra t iona le  fo r  t h i s  dec is ion i s  contained in 

Kelsey e t  a l . ( 1 9 8 5 ) .  In a breakeven a n a l y s i s  the d i s u t i l i t y  of  any acc ident 

increase  i s  evaluated by computing the acc iden t -co s t  threshold necessary  fo r  

the increase  in  acc idents  to o f f s e t  the cost  sav ing s  a t t r ib u ted  to the 

extension program. The s e n s i t i v i t y  o f  any marginal b e n e f i t - c o s t  a n a l y s i s  to 

d i f f e r e n t  acc iden t -co s t  va lues i s  a s ses sed  by r e f e r r in g  to s p e c i a l l y  

constructed acc iden t -co s t  nomographs.



RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Descr ip t ive  and Process  Var iab le s

An examination of demographic and pr ior -record v a r i a b le s  for the extension 

and control groups to detect po s s ib le  b i a s  in the ass ignment process  produced 

the r e s u l t s  shown in  Table 1.

Tab le 1

15

Demographic and Prior-Record V a r iab le s  by Treatment

Treatment
V a r iab le Extension 

(N - 247,613) (N
Contro l 
» 248,753)

Mean a g e . . . . . . . . . . 37.4 37.4

Percent m a le . . . .0. 59.0 58.9

P r io r  2-year 
acc id en ts  (per 
100 d r iv e r s ) * . . . 1.01 0.95

P r io r  2-year
co n v ic t io n s  (per 
100 d r iv e r s ) * . . . 6.97 6.83

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

The samples are b iased desp ite  the random assignment proces s ,  in that  the 

extens ion group showed a s l i g h t l y  worse record, in both acc iden t s  ( t  = - 2 . 3 1 ,  

df  = 496 ,3 64 ,  jp < .03)  and conv ic t ions  ( t  = 1 . 7 0 ,  df = 4 96 ,3 64 ,  £  < . 0 9 ) ,  

than tha t  of the control group over the two year s  p r ior  to mailout . The b i a s  

amounted to a 6% d i f fe rence  in p r io r  acc ident rate  and a 2% d i f fe rence  in 

p r io r  conv ict ion r a t e .  These are small d i f f e r en ce s ,  but the an t ic ipa ted  

treatment e f f e c t s  were a l so  sm a l l .  ( I t  should be noted th a t  these acc idents  

and conv ict ions were not on the d r i v e r s '  records a t  the time they were 

se lec ted  for inc lu s ion  in the study. I f  the inc idents  had been on t h e i r  

records,  they would have been i n e l i g i b l e  for  renewal by m a i l . )  These r e s u l t s  

ind ica te  that  the extension group received more e n t r i e s  than did th e i r  

contro ls  in the period j u s t  p r io r  to determination of extens ion e l i g i b i l i t y .  

I t  was because of t h i s  b i a s ,  which must be a t t r ibu ted  to chance, th a t  p r io r  

2 -yea r  acc idents  and conv ic t ions  were used as cova r ia te s  in the major



ana ly ses  of subsequent acc idents  and conv ic t ion s .  Through use of these 

cova r i a te s ,  not only was var iance ( " n o i s e " )  removed from the e r ro r  term, 

Increas ing  the power of the s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t  to reveal a rea l d i f fe rence  

between groups, but a l so  group means were adjusted for the s l i g h t  observed 

d i f fe rence s  in p r ior  record, so th a t  any observed d i f fe rence  between groups 

could more de fens ib ly  be a t t r ib u ted  to the treatment, mai l-renewal o f f e r  v s .  

f i e l d  o f f i c e  renewal, only .

Table 2 presents  data on v a r i a b l e s  re la ted  to the l i c e n s i n g  process ,  measured 

approximately 18 months a f t e r  mailout .  Because these v a r i a b l e s  were to be 

used in program co s t in g ,  almost 400 d r iv e r s  with codes on t h e i r  record 

ind ic a t in g  the presence of c e r ta in  impairments (p rog re s s iv e  physica l condi­

t i o n s ,  severe v i sua l  d e fe c t s ,  or " lack  of knowledge or s k i l l " —u su a l l y  used 

as a euphemism for impairments caused by ag ing—were omitted from Table 2 .  

Such d r iv e r s ,  although not excluded by the Speraw l e g i s l a t i o n ,  are not now 

considered e l i g i b l e  for  renewal by m a i l ,  due to a DMV po l icy  change. Other 

d r iv e r s  were omitted because the re levan t  information was not on f i l e ,  or 

t h e i r  records were unava i l ab le .  This  l e f t  247 ,090  d r iv e r s  in the extension 

group and 247 ,861 d r iv e r s  in the control group.

16
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Table 2

L ice n s ing  Process V a r iab le s  by Treatment; 
Percentages 18 Months Subsequent to  M a ilo u t 

(N =» 494,951)

Treatment
V a r iab le Extension 

(N * 247,090)
Contro l 

(N = 247,861)

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

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

V a lid  l i c e n s e . . . . .

D u p lica te  lic e n s e .

Change In v is io n  
re s tr ic t io n s * *5*.

Change In v is io n  
re f e rra  I s . . . . . . .

Change In exposure 
r e s t r ic t io n s * 0*.

L im ited  term 
I Ic e n s e . . ...............

P4M reexam ination 
or hearing**** ,..

88.1

11.8

87.3

3.9

3.2

0.09

0.014

0.072

0.10

*a *65.8Jf o f extens ion group d r iv e rs  accepted the 
ex tens io n .

*b *Percentage o f d r iv e rs  w ith  a v is io n
r e s t r ic t io n  18 months subsequent to m a ilo u t 
minus percentage o f d r iv e rs  w ith  a v is io n  
r e s t r ic t io n  Just p r io r  to  m a ilo u t . The 
change scores fo llo w in g  were c a lc u la te d  In the  
same way.

*°*Exposure r e s t r ic t io n s  are those l im it in g  
d r iv e rs ' exposure to r is k  by r e s t r ic t in g  them 
to c e r ta in  areas, times o f day, e tc .

****P8M (phys ica l and mental) reexam inations or 
hearings are he ld  on the grounds tha t the  
d r iv e r  may have a s ig n if ic a n t  phys ica l or 
mental Impairment.
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All of  the d i f fe rence s  between extension and control groups in these

l i c en s in g -p ro ce s s  v a r i a b le s  were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  above the .05 

leve l  as shown by z t e s t s  of  the d i f fe rence  between proportions,  with the 

exception of the d i f fe rence  in exposure r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  those which reduce 

d r i v e r s '  exposure to r i s k  by l im i t i n g  the area or time of  t h e i r  d r iv in g .

The d i f ference in i ssuance of  dup l ica te  l i c e n s e s  may be due to the de s i r e  of 

d r iv e r s  in the extension group to have l i c e n s e s  with current photographs of 

themselves, or the nece s s i ty  to replace t h e i r  old l i c e n s e s  because o f  l o s s  or 

damage.

The d i f fe rence s  1n v a l id  l i c e n s e s ,  r e s t r i c t i o n s ,  v i s ion  r e f e r r a l s ,  

l im ited-term l i c e n s e s ,  and P&M ( phys ica l/menta l ) reexaminations or hear ings 

have poss ib le  t r a f f i c - s a f e t y  a s  wel l  as co s t  im p l ic a t ion s .  The d i f fe rence  in  

v a l i d  l i c e n s e s  may be a t t r ib u t ab le  to the fa c t  that  more d r i v e r s  in the 

extension than in the control group renewed t h e i r  l i c e n s e s ,  presumably 

because i t  was easy to do so. Without the extens ion program, such d r iv e r s  

might have been screened from the d r iv ing  population, or have vo lu n t a r i l y

removed themselves from i t .  The data on v i s ion  r e s t r i c t i o n s  sugges t  tha t

2.5% (3.2%-0.7%) of  d r iv e r s  in  the extension program would have gotten a 

v i s io n  r e s t r i c t i o n  had they been required to renew in person; because t h e i r  

l i c e n s e s  were extended they did not . This  does not mean th a t  the 2 . 5 *  drove 

with impaired v i s ion  s in ce ,  a s  d i scussed  before , most d r iv e r s  probably become 

aware of t h e i r  v i sua l  defects  and have them corrected,  with or without the 

DMV renewal v i s ion  t e s t .  But i t  i s  very l i k e l y  tha t  some small percentage of 

v i s u a l l y  impaired d r iv e r s  drove with i n s u f f i c i e n t  correct ion a s  a r e s u l t  of 

avoiding DMV's v i s ion  screen ing .

S im i l a r l y ,  the data suggest  tha t  .064% ( .072%-.008%) of extension-group 

d r iv e r s  drove with regu la r  l i c e n se  terms when t h e i r  terms should have been 

l im i ted  to l e s s  than 4 y e a r s .  The l im i t a t io n  in l i c en se  term fo r  both 

extension and control d r iv e r s  must have been acquired a t  the 1983 ( f i e l d  

o f f i c e )  renewal, s ince l im ited-term l i c en se e s  are not e l i g i b l e  fo r  renewal by 

mail in C a l i f o rn ia .  The numbers of  l im ited-term l i c e n s e e s  are sm a l l ,  but

they include d r iv e r s  judged, because of physica l or mental impairment, to be
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licensable but at such high accident risk that 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, probably 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 driver can 

be (and indeed usually is) involved in any given accident. If a driver 

participating in this study collided with another driver from within the 

study group, this would be counted as two involvements— one for each 

driver— although both involvements would represent the same accident. If a 

driver participating in this study collided with a driver outside of 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

'  1.9



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.

20

Table 3

Mean 18-Month Accidents per 100 Drivers by 

Treatment, Record Status, Age Group, and Sex

(N » 496,366)

Record status and sex

Treatment 2 years clean 3 years clean

Age group Male | Female Male | Female

Extension 

Under 30......

30-50.........

Over 50.......

Combined ages 

and sexes...

10.01 8.23

8.01 6.69 

7.92 5.94

8.07

8.56 7.07 

7.20 6.25 

7.19 4.91

7.03

Control

Under 30......

30—50.........

Over 50.......

Combined ages 

and sexes...

10.23 8.32 

8.22 6.73 

7.51 6.29

8.17

8.62 6.82 

7.74 6.01 

7.42 5.51

7.18

Grand mean, 

extension 

group......... 7.63

Grand mean, 

control 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 is borderline significant, 

(jj = .10), with the extension group having slightly (1.7% for raw means)

Table 4

Analysis of Covariance Summary Table, Accidents 

(N =* 496,366)

Source of 

variation

| Sum of 

squares

|Degrees of| 

freedom

Mean | 

square
L 1 P

Covarlates

prior accidents..... 8.91 1 8.91 111.94 0.00

prior convictions... 48.78 1 48.78 613.09 0.00

Main effects

treatment........... 0.22 1 0.22 2.71 0.10

record status....... 8.23 1 8.23 103.50 0.00

age group........... 25.10 2 12.55 157.73 0.00

sex....... ........... 25.48 1 25.48 320.27 0.00

Interactions 

treatment x

record status..... 0.01 1 0.01 0.12 0.73

treatment x 

age group......... 0.03 2 0.01 0.17 0.84

treatment x sex..... 0.09 1 0.09 1.16 0.28

record status x 

age group......... 1.60 2 0.80 10.08 0.00

record status x sex. 0.002 1 0.002 0.02 0.88

age group x sex..... 0.47 2 0.23 . 2.95 0.05

treatment x record 

status x age group 0.18 2 0.09 1.13 0.32

treatment x record 

status x sex...... 0.15 1 0.15 1.88 0.17

treatment x age 

group x sex....... 0.42 2 0.21 2.61 0.07

record status x 

age group x sex... 0.17 2 0.09 1.08 0.34

treatment x record 

status x age 

group x sex....... 0.02 2 0.01 0.13 0.88

Explained........ 121.29 25 4.85 60.98 0.00

Residual.............. 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. Overal1 , 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 age 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 30% more accidents than the oldest group among 2-year-clean 

drivers, and 20% 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 P&M codes on their records indicating severe visual defect, progressive 

physical disorders, or lack of knowledge or skill. As pointed out above, such 

drivers are no longer eligible for participation in the extension program. 

There were 363 such drivers in the sample, 177 in the control group and 186 

in the extension group. The results of analyses with these drivers excluded

22
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were almost iden t ica l  to those obtained us ing the to ta l  sample. For

in s tance ,  for the reduced sample the d i f fe rence  between extension and control

groups was - 0 . 1 2  acc idents  per 100 d r i v e r s ,  while  for the to ta l  sample the

d i f fe rence  was - 0 . 1 3 .  Therefore, the r e s u l t s  of the accident ana ly se s  us ing 

the reduced sample are not presented here.

Subsequent Convictions/FTAs

Resu l t s  for conv ic t ions  ( in c lud ing  FTAs) were d i r e c t io n a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from 

those for acc iden ts ,  in tha t  the extens ion group showed somewhat more 

conv ic t ions  per 100 d r iv e r s  ( 3 1 . 1 1 )  than the control group ( 3 0 . 9 9 ) .  Table 5 

presents the raw mean to ta l  subsequent conv ict ions per 100 d r iv e r s  by

treatment, record s t a t u s ,  age group, and sex .

Table 5

Mean 18-Month Convict Ions/FTAs per 100 Or I vers by 

Treatment, Record Status, Age Group, and Sex 

(N = 496,366)

' 24

Record status and sex

Treatment 2 years clean 3 years clean

Age group Male | Female Male | Female

Extension

Under 30...... 55.58 29.81 42.83 24.43

30-50......... 37.16 22.15 31.93 19.35

Over 50....... 24.58 12.53 20.38 11.48

Combined ages

and sexes... 34.06 27.02

Control

Under 30...... 54.95 29.89 42.92 23.86

30-50......... 37.23 21.91 31.57 19.58

Over 50....... 23.71 13.56 21.25 11.15

Combined ages

and sexes... 33.89 26.95

Grand mean.

extension

group........ 31. 11

Grand mean,

control group. 30. 99
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The a n a ly s i s  of  covariance summary tab le  i s  shown as Table 6 .

The main e f f e c t  of treatment ( t h a t  i s ,  the observed excess o f  conv ic t ions  

forextension-group d r i v e r s )  did not approach s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  ( j d  >  

. 6 0 ) ,  There was, however, a h igh ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  in te rac t ion  between treatment, 

p r io r  record s t a t u s ,  and age group ( j j  < . 0 0 5 ) .  This in te rac t ion  var ied by 

sex ,  as shown by a s i g n i f i c a n t  4-way in te rac t ion  (j) = . 0 8 ) .  F igure 2 (a and 

b) shows the form of the r e l a t io n sh ip  between treatment, p r io r  record s t a tu s  

and age group with in  sexe s ,  F igure 2a representing men and Figure 2b 

represent ing women.

Table 6

25

Analysis of Covariance Summary Table, Convlctlons/FTAs 

(N = 496,366. *

Source of | 

variation

Sum of 

squares

|Degrees of| 

freedom

Mean | 

square
L 1 P

Coverla+es

prior accidents...,. 37.28 1 37.28 93.58 0.00
prior convictions... 3836.58 I 3836.58 9629.96 0.00

Main effects

treatment.,......... 0.06 1 0.06 0.16 0.69
record status....... 328.50 1 328.50 824.55 0.00
age grcup....... 2679.44 2 1339.72 3362.75 0.00
sex....... 2777. 46 1 2777. 46 6971.54 0.00

Interactions 

treatment x 

record status.,.,. 0.05 1 0.05 0.12 0.73
treatment x 

age group......... 0.16 2 0.08 0.20 0.82
treatment x sex...,. 0.09 1 0.09 0.21 0.65
record status x 

39® 9f*oup......... 79.03 2 39.51 99.18 0.00
record status x sex. 38. 41 1 38.41 96.41 0.00
age group x sex..... 232.46 2 116.23 291.74 0.00
treatment x record 

status x age group 0.17 2 0.09 0.22 0.81
treatment x record 

status x sex...... 0. 40 1 0.40 1.00 0.32
treatment x age group 

x sex.,.,,.....,,. 0.06 2 0.03 0.08 0.93
record status x age 

group x sex....... 10.83 2 5.41 13.59 0.00
treatment x record 

status x age 

group x sex....... 2.04 2 1.02 2.56 0.08

Explained........ . 9915.12 25 396.60 995.49 0.00

Residual............... 197741.93 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 

interact.ons have no practical policy 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, there 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 group, 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 ir? which license class was used as a 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 be 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
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direction of the difference, still not statistically significant, was found 

to be reversed (Kelsey et al., 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 £  = .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 B ill No. 483

CHAPTER 776

An act to amend Section 12814.5 of, and to add Section 12814.6 to, 
the Vehicle Code, relating to driver’s licenses.

(A pproved by G overnor Sep tem ber 7 . 1982. F ile d  w ith  
Secreta ry  o f S tate  S ep tem ber 8 , 1982.]

L E G ISL A T IV E  CO U N SEL'S D IG E ST

SB 483, Speraw. D river’s licenses.
(1) Existing law provides for licensing any person who drives a 

motor vehicle in this state. Unless otherwise lim ited, a driver’s 
license expires on the 4th birthday following the date of application 
or the date of prior license expiration, but may be extended for a 
single 4-year period for a fee of $10, at the discretion of the D irector 
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, who meet tnose qualifications.

The b ill 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 who 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, 1986, 
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 b ill 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 IS 
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
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beneficial impact on traffic safety, and require the preparation and 
submission to the Legislature o f an interim  report of the study on or 
before July 1,1986, and a final report on or before December 31,1988. 
The b ill 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 i f  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 o f the program be conducted.

(3) Under existing law, any person issued and having in his or her 
immediate possession an instruction permit may operate a motor 
vehicle under specified conditions, which include being 
accompanied by a California licensed driver 18 years o f age or over 
whose driving privilege is not on probation.

This bill would authorize, notwithstanding that existing law, (he 
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, may operate a motor 
vehicle, other than a motorcycle or motorized' bicycle, only i f  
accompanied by a licensed driver who is 25 years o f age or older 
whose driving privilege is not on probation, w ith  specified 
exceptions.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
C

SECTION 1. Section 12814.5 o f the Vehicle Code is amended to 
read:

12814.5. (a) At the discretion o f 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 traffic 
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 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 d river’s licenses 
expiring on or alter January 1. 1983. for licensees whose records, for

Ch. 776 • —  2 —
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the two years im m ed ia te ly  p reced ing  the d e te rm ina tio n  o f the 
e l ig ib ilit y  for the renew a l, show  no conv ictions of v io la t in g  traffic 
laws, no in v o lv em en t in  a traffic acc ident, and no no tif ica tion  of a 
v io la t io n  of subd iv is ion (a) o f Section 40509, and add it iona lly  whose 
records, for the four years im m ed ia te ly  p reced ing  that 
de te rm ina tion , do no t show  a v io la t io n  w h ich  has a v io la t io n  p o in t 
count o f two d e te rm in ed  in  accordance w ith  Section 12810 or a fatal 
a cc id en t notation . T he  depa rtm en t shall te rm ina te  the 
demonstration program  w hen  its eva lua tion  is com p le ted  or may 
term ina te the program  at any t im e  the d epartm en t d e term ines  that 
the program  has an adverse im pa c t on traffic safety.

(c) T h e  departm ent shall charge a fee o f ten dollars (S10) for each 
license renew a l g ranted pursuant to subd iv is ion (a) o r (b).

(d) T h e  departm ent shall m on ito r and conduct a co n t in u in g  study 
o f the effects o f the license renew a l by m a il unde r subd iv is ions (a) 
and (b) and subm it an in te r im  report to the Leg is la ture not later 
than January 1, 1986, and a f ina l report to the Leg is la ture not later 
than M arch 1, 1989, on  its f in d ing s . T he  study shall in c lu d e , b u t not 
be lim ite d  to, safety issues. T h e  f in a l report shall spec if ica lly  in c lu d e  
in fo rm ation regard ing  the im p a c t on traffic safety o f persons w ho 
rece ive  a second extension u n d e r subd iv is ion (b), w h ic h  in fo rm a tio n  
shall cover a period  not less than 24 months o f exper ien ce  fo llow in g  
the second consecutive extension.

(e) T he  departm en t shall no tify  each licensee g ranted  a renew a l 
by m a il pursuant to this section of m a jo r changes to the V e h ic le  C ode  
affecting traffic laws occurr ing  d u r in g  the p r io r four-year per iod .

(f) T h e  departm en t shall not renew  a d r iv e r ’s license by m a il if  
the license has b een  p rev ious ly  renew ed  by m a il two consecutive 
tim es for four-year periods.

S EC . 2. Section 12814.6 is added to the V e h ic le  C ode , to read:
12814.6. (a) N otw iths tand ing  any other p rov is ion o f this code, 

the d irector m ay establish a dem onstration program  to eva lua te the 
traffic safety effects of issu ing a p rov is iona l d r iv e r ’s license to persons 
unde r 18 years of age. T h e  dem onstration program  may in c lu d e  any 
or a ll, but shall not be lim ite d  to, the fo llow ing  components:

(1) T h e  issuance o f a d is t in c t iv e  d r iv e r ’s license to persons und e r 
18 years of age on w h ic h  appear the words ‘‘P rovis iona l u n t il age 18."

(2) N otw ithstand ing  subd iv is ion  (c) o f Section 12509, a g enera l 
re qu irem en t that any person w ho  has in  his or he r im m ed ia te  
possession a v a lid  p e rm it issued after June 30, 1983. pursuant to 
subd iv is ion (a) of Section 12509 and who is under 18 years of age may 
operate a m otor v eh ic le , o ther than a m otorcyc le or a m o to r ized  
cyc le , on ly  if  that person is accom pan ied  by, and unde r the 
im m ed ia te  superv is ion of. a d r iv e r  who is 25 years o f age or o lder, 
w ho then ho lds a d r iv e r ’s license issued unde r this code , and whose 
d r iv in g  p r iv ile g e  is not on probation . Th is paragraph does not app ly  
if  that licensed d r iv e r is the parent, spouse, or guard ian o f the p e rm it 
ho ld er or is a licensed  or ce rt if ie d  d r iv in g  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 o f 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 o f age when 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-day restriction imposed on a driver under 18 years of age 
when that driver's record shows a violation point count of two or 
more points in 12 months determined in accordance w ith 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 when operating a class 4 vehicle w ith  
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 w ith Section 12810.

(7) A requirement that any term of restriction or suspension 
imposed on a person under 18 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) I f  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 
o f 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 be fo re ju ly  1, 
19S6, and a final report on or before December 31, 1988.

(c) I f  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 may discontinue the issuing of provisional licenses 
pursuant to this section. I f  the final report results are not adverse and 
not yet 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 —
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determined. I f  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 w ith periodic evaluations.

(d) This section shall become operative July I, 1983.

—  5 —  Ch. 776
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D a t e  r e f e r r e d :  3 / 1 7 / 8 8 F U R T H E R  R E F E R R A L S :

DATE:

T h e F i n a n c e C o m m i t t e e  h a s  c o n s i d e r e d  C S S B  9 5 ( S A )  a m

" A n  A c t  r e l a t i n g  t o  r e n e w a l  o f  a  d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e ;  a n d  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  a n  
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CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS
For Bill/Resolution Vn CSSB 95 (SA)

ASSUMPTIONS:

1.  Each year  8 0 ,0 0 0  l i c e n s e s  a r e  due f o r  r e n e w a l .  ( 4 0 0 ,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  l i c e n s e  term)

2.  Of t h e s e ,  70%, o r  5 6 , 0 0 0 ,  w i l l  be  e l i g i b l e  f o r  mai l  r en ew a l ,  and w i l l
be se n t  n o t i c e s .  The o t h e r  30% w i l l  n o t  b e  e l i g i b l e  due t o  a l i c e n s e
a c t i o n ,  c o n v i c t i o n ,  o r  a g e .

3.  Of the  e l i g i b l e  d r i v e r s ,  25% have l e f t  the S t a t e  du r in g  the 5 y e a r  
p e r i o d ,  l e a v i n g  42 ,00 0  d r i v e r s  who c o u l d  take  advantage  o f  the 
program. ( P e r c e n t a g e  i s  based on renewal  s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  1 986 ) .

4 .  Of th e s e  d r i v e r s ,  o n l y  30%, j r  1 2 , 6 0 0 ,  w i l l  tak e  advantage o f  the  mai l
renewal  program. The 30% e s t i m a t e  i s  based  on the a c t u a l  f i g u r e s  from
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. Other  f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h i s  
f i g u r e  w i l l  be d r i v e r s  who have changed a d d r e s s e s ,  and have not  n o t i f i e d  
DMV, and d r i v e r s  who wish  t o  have a new p h o t o ,  p e r s o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  o r  
new a d d r ess  r e c o r d e d  on the  a c t u a l  l i c e n s e .

EXPENDITURES: r

C o n t r a c t u a l
P o s t a g e

28 ,00 0  n o t i c e s  @ $ .18  5 . 1
6 ,3 0 0  renewals  @ $ .2 2  1 . 4

Forms
Renewal n o t i c e s  and s t i c k e r s  1 . 5  
Savings on photo  l i c e n s e s

( 6 , 3 0 0  @ $ . 7 5 )  ( 4 . 7 )

Data P r o c e s s i n g  C o sts
I n i t i a l  programming (One

time c o s t )  1 5 . 0
Monthly runs o f  renewal

n o t i c e s  2 . 5
TOTAL 20 .8*

*Based on e f f e c t i v e  da te  o f  1 - 1 * 8 9  A 3% i n f l a t i o n  f a c t o r  was used f o r  
FY90 and subsequent  y e a r s .

A N A L Y S I S :

P e r s o n n e l  c o s t s  were not  i n c lu d e d  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  w i l l  be no change i n  t h i s  
a r e a .  Due to  t h i s  program i t  i s  e s t i m a t e d  t h e r e  w i l l  be 12 ,6 00  l e s s  c u s ­
tomers a n n u a l ly  s t a t e w i s e  in  the  f i e l d  o f f i c e s ,  which w i l l  r e s u l t  in  some 
s a v i n g s .  At the  same t im e ,  th e r e  w i l l  b e  e x t r a  work t o  do the monthly 
m a i l i n g ,  update  the  r e c o r d s ,  and p r o c e s s  the  r e t u r n s  f o r  m a i l i n g .  The 
s a v i n g s  and the  e x t r a  work are  rou g h ly  e q u a l , r e s u l t i n g  i n  no change in 
p e r s o n n e l  c o s t s ,

REVENUE:

S e c t i o n  3 i n c r e a s e s  renewal  f e e  by $ 1 .0 0  i f  the  d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  i s  renewed 
by m a i l .  S in c e  b i l l  i s  o n l y  e f f e c t i v e  f o r  h a l f  o f  FY89. the amount gen erated  
i s  e s t im a t e d  t o  be $6,300mpg 2 .,»• 2
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Referred: Judiciary & Finance

O r i g i n a l  sponsor: K e r t t u l a

1 IN T H E  S E N A T E  BY T H E  S T A T E  A F F A I R S  C O M M I T T E E

2 CS F O R  S E N A T E  B I L L  NO. 95 (State A f f a i r s )  a m

3 IN T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T HE S T A T E  OF  A L A S K A

4 F I F T E E N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - S E C O N D  S E S S I O N

5 A  B I L L

6 F o r  an A c t  e n t i t l e d :  "An A ct r e l a t i n g  to r e n e w a l  of a d r i v e r ' s  license;

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

8 BE IT E N A C T E D  B Y  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF ALASKA:

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

10 (a) E x c e p t  as o t h e r w i s e  p r o v i d e d  in this chapter, a d r i v e r ' s

11 l i c ense e x p i r e s  on the l i c e n s e e ' s  b i r t h d a y  in the f i f t h  y e a r  f o l l o w i n g

12 i s s u a n c e  of  the license. A  license m a y  be r e n e w e d  w i t h i n  on e  y e a r  of

13 its e x p i r a t i o n  u p o n  p r o p e r  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  p a y m e n t  of  the r e q u i r e d  fee,

14 and e x c e p t  w h e n  a license is r e n e w e d  u n d e r  (c) of this section, suc-

15 c e s s f u l  c o m p l e t i o n  of a test of the l i c e n s e e ' s  eyesight.

16 *  Sec. 2. A S  2 8 . 1 5 . 1 0 1  is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  to read:

17 (c) A  d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  m a y  be r e n e w e d  by  m a i l  if the l i c ensee

18 c o m plies w i t h  (a) of this section, e x c e p t  t h a t  a l i c e n s e  m a y  not be

19 r e n e w e d  b y  m a i l  if

20 (1) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  license, w i t h i n  the p r e v i o u s  five

21 years, h a s  b e e n  r e v o k e d  by a c o urt a f t e r  c o n v i c t i o n  f o r  a n  o f f e n s e

22 u n d e r  AS  2 8 . 1 5 . 1 8 1 ( a )  or a n o t h e r  law o r  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

23 s i m i l a r  e l e m e n t s ;

24 (2) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  license, w i t h i n  the p r e v i o u s  f ive

25 years, h as b e e n  suspended, revok e d ,  or  d e n i e d  by the d e p a r t m e n t  u n d e r

26 AS 2 8 . 1 5 . 1 6 5  or  28.15.251;

27 (3) the ap p l i c a n t ,  w i t h i n  th e  p r e v i o u s  five year s ,  has b e e n

28 c o n v i c t e d  of a m o v i n g  t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n ;

29 (4) the m o s t  r e c e n t  r e n e w a l  of t he a p p l i c a n t ' s  l i c e n s e  w as

SB0095c -1- CSSB 95(SA) am



1 by mail; or

2 (5) the a p p l i c a n t  is 69 y e a r s  of age o r  o l d e r  on  the ex-

3 p i r a t i o n  date of the d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  b e i n g  renewed.

4 *  Sec. 3. AS 2 8 . 1 5 . 2 7 1  is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  to read:

5 (b) In a d d i t i o n  to t he fees u n d e r  (a) of this section, a p e r s o n

6 w ho r e news a d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  by mail shall be c h a r g e d  a fee of $1.

7 *  Sec. 4. This A ct takes e f f e c t  J a n u a r y  1, 1989.
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CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS
F o r  Bill/Resolution \ n  C S S B  95 (SA)

ASSUMPTIONS:

1. Each year  8 0 ,0 0 0  l i c e n s e s  are  due f o r  renewal .  ( 4 0 0 ,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  l i c e n s e  term)

2. Of t h e s e ,  70%, o r  5 6 , 0 0 0 ,  w i l l  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  m ai l  r e n e w a l ,  and w i l l
be se n t  n o t i c e s .  The o t h e r  30% w i l l  not  be  e l i g i b l e  due t o  a l i c e n s e
a c t i o n ,  c o n v i c t i o n ,  o r  a g e .

3. Of the  e l i g i b l e  d r i v e r s ,  25% have l e f t  the  S t a t e  d u r in g  the 5 y e a r  
p e r i o d ,  l e a v i n g  42 ,000  d r i v e r s  who c o u l d  take  advantage  o f  the 
program. ( P e r c e n ta g e  i s  based on renewal  s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  1986) .

4.  Of th e se  d r i v e r s ,  o n l y  30%, j r  1 2 , 6 0 0 ,  w i l l  take advantage o f  the  mai l
renewal  program. The 30% e s t i m a t e  i s  based  on the a c t u a l  f i g u r e s  from
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. Other f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h i s  
f i g u r e  w i l l  be d r i v e r s  who have changed a d d r e s s e s ,  and have not  n o t i f i e d  
DMV, and d r i v e r s  who wish t o  have a new p h o t o ,  p e r s o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  o r  
new a d d r e ss  r e c o r d e d  on the  a c t u a l  l i c e n s e .

EXPENDITURES: f

C o n tr a c t u a l
P o s ta g e

28 ,0 00  n o t i c e s  @ $ .1 8  5 . 1
6 ,3 0 0  renewals  @ $ .2 2  1 . 4

Forms
Renewal n o t i c e s  and s t i c k e r s  1 . 5  
Savings on photo  l i c e n s e s

( 6 , 3 0 0  @ $ . 7 5 )  ( 4 . 7 )

Data P r o c e s s i n g  C o s ts
I n i t i a l  programming (One

time c o s t )  1 5 . 0
Monthly runs o f  renewal

n o t i c e s  2 .5
TOTAL 2 0 .8 *

*Based on e f f e c t i v e  da te  o f  1 - 1 * 8 9  A 3% i n f l a t i o n  f a c t o r  was used f o r  
FY90 and subsequent y e a r s .

ANALYSIS:

P e r s o n n e l  c o s t s  were n o t  in c lu d e d  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  w i l l  be no change i n  t h i s  
a r e a .  Due to  t h i s  program i t  i s  e s t i m a t e d  t h e r e  w i l l  be 12 ,6 00  l e s s  c u s ­
tomers a n n u a l ly  s t a t e w i s e  in  t h e  f i e l d  o f f i c e s ,  which w i l l  r e s u l t  in  some 
s a v i n g s .  At the same t im e ,  t h e r e  w i l l  b e  e x t r a  work to  do the monthly 
m a i l i n g ,  update the r e c o r d s ,  and p r o c e s s  the r e t u r n s  f o r  m a i l i n g .  The 
sa v i n g s  and the  e x t r a  work a r e  roughly  e q u a l ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  no change in 
p e r s o n n e l  c o s t s .

REVENUE:

S e c t i o n  3 i n c r e a s e s  renewal  f e e  by $1 .0 0  i f  the  d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  i s  renewed 
by m a i l .  S in c e  b i l l  i s  o n l y  e f f e c t i v e  f o r  h a l f  o f  FY89. the amount g en era ted  
i s  e s t im a te d  t o  be $6,300pn?e 2 .,>• 2
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T he p u r p o s e  of SB-95 is two fold.

1. P r o vi de  a conven i en t m e t h o d  of Drivers licen se  renewal 
for t h e  public.

2. R e w a r d s  those individuals w i t h  a 5 y e a r  c le an  d r i v i n g  
record.

M o t o r  Vehi c le  offices are op en  M o n d a y - F r i d a y  d u r i n g  regular 
b u s i n e s s  hours.

This requires that a person take time off w o r k  in o rd er  to 
r e n e w  a licence.

M a n y  p e o p l e  als o ne ed  t o  travel long d i st a n c e s  to g et to a 
M o t o r  Vehi cl e office. It is not u n c o mm on  in t h e  M a t - S u  Borough 
for a p e rs on  t o  drive 200 m il es  round trip in o r d e r  to g et a 
l i c e nc e renewed. Mat-S u b o r ou gh  is a bout the  size o f  W e s t  
Virginia.

In a d d i t i o n  A l as ka  residents such as students att en d in g 
scho ol s out of state frequently n e e d  t o  r e n e w  a licence and 
so me ti me s are forced to get an ou t of state lice nc e  in order 
t o  k e e p  a licence th at  has n o t  expired. (Some students have 
e x p r e s s e d  a conc er n that this is an i nd ic at i on  that th ey  m ay 
b e  g i v i n g  up t here A la sk a r es id en cy  an d p u t  t h e m  in a 
d i f f i c u l t  si tuation w h e n  apply for a loan the fol lo wi n g year.)

T h e  r e n e w al -b y- ma il  prog ra m will p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  c on v en ie nc e 
t o  t h e  public.

T h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  allows only those individuals w i t h  a driving record 
free of a n y  m o v i n g  v i o l a t i o n s  or o t h e r  a ction tha t  m a y  have 
b e e n  t a k e n  by the D epartment for the p r e v i o u s  5 ye a rs  to renew 
b y  mail.



T h e  M o t o r  V e h i c l e  Depar t me nt  e x pr essed to me that the cost 
w o u l d  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  10,000 a year. Thi s is b as ed  on a 12,000 
t o  13,000 participation.

A p p r o x i m a t e l y  80,000 renewals ea ch  year.

56,000 w o u l d  m e e t  the criteria set out in SB-95.

The Dept has a 75% renewals rate w h i c h  w o u l d  m e a n  about 42,000 
p o s s i b l e  rene wa ls  b y  mail.

B as ed  on the re newals b y  m a il  for auto re g is t r a t i o n  about 30% 
t a k e  a dv an t a g e  of this program.

If t h e  same p e r c e n t a g e  take advantage of the  Dri ve rs  license 
rene wa l it c ou l d b e  ex pected that 12,000 to 13,000 individuals 
m i g h t  p a r t i c i p a t e  in this m e t h o d  of l i c e nc e renewal.

N o  E v i d e n c e  to show that there is an increase in accidents 
w h e n  v i s u a l  a c ui ty  test are not given.

A  n u m b e r  o f  states do n o t  gi ve  eye t e s t  at tall

U.S. Pas sp or t p h o t o  go od  for 10 years.

S o m e  stat es  do not use a p h ot o on the drivers licence.

S o m e  of the states w h i c h  cur re n tl y u se mai l in drivers licence 
r e ne wa l are: California, Utah, Florida, an d Arizona.



S l a s f e a  H > tat£  l e g i s l a t u r e

Senate Advisory Council isjCSSSSifl PO 3CX v
V U i^  » y  State Capitol

Juneau. Alaska 99311 
Phone: (90?) 465-31U

■VS.CRAMXM

TC: Senator Kerttula 
Alaska State Legislature

ATTN: Beth Kerttula .. r ■

FRCM: Lee Ann Lucas 
Senate Advisory Council

DATE: February 26, 1987

RE: Renewal by Mail of Driver Licenses 
Research Request 87-003173

I contacted Mr. Jerry Holman, Division of Motor Vehicles, who is 
Program Di rector for Arizona's renewal by mai I program which went into 
effect January 1, 1987.

Mr. Holman related that the program has presently generated 57,000 
applications and he expects it to generate 200,000 applications by the end 
of the year. Mr. Holman stated that Arizona had looked at California's 
demonstration program prior to inplementing a program; however, Arizona 
did not model their legislation after California.

Mr. Holman pointed out that Subsection A, paragraph 5 of ARS 
28.426.01 (copy attached) has been extended to include vision testing at 
any state motor vehicle office due to conplaints by individuals who do not 
want to or cannot afford to spend the money to have a vision test 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 Is on the enacting legislation. I wi 11 
make copies available to you as soon as they are received.

LAL: la I 
Attachment
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TRANSPORTATION

fo r  in § 3 o f  th is a c t and to  avoid uneven  w ork­
loads in c a le n d a r  y e a rs  19S6. 1087 and  1988 m ay 
issu e  o r  ren ew  licenses fo r th re e  y e a rs  in acco rd ­
an ce  w ith th e  follow ing schedu le:

C a len d ar Y ear N o t to Exceed
1084 75V"
1985 50%
1986 257°

"U . T hu d irec to r o f th e  d e p a r tm e n t o f tran s-  
p o rtau o n  m ay  en ac t ru les  w hich will e s tab lish  a  
random  b a s is  fo r selection  o f  app lican ts to be 
issued  a  th re e  y e a r  license so  a s  to d is tr ib u te  th e

ren ew a l w ork load  a s  un ifo rm ly  a s  prac ticab le  
th ro u g h o u t th e  tw elve m onths o f  th e  ca lendar 
year.

“ D . T he p rov isions o f th is  sec tion  expire  
from  and  a f te r  D ecem ber 31. 1986."

1977 R ev ise r’s  Note:

In  th e  sec tion  h ead in g  re n e w a l” w as in se rt­
ed p u rs u a n t to  a u th o r ity  o f  § 41-1304.02.

L ib ra ry  References
A utom obiles <5=136.
C J .S .  M otor V ehicles §§ 21, 146 e t  se q .

§ 2S-126.01. D riv e r’s license: renew al by m a il: a p p lic a tio n ; ey es ig h t s ta n d a rd s : 
ru le s : v io la tio n ; c la s s if ic a tio n

A .  O n  p a y m e n t  o f  t h e  fe e  p r e s c r ib e d  in  § 2 8 - 2 0 5 ,  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  m a y  r e n e w  b y  m a i l  

t h e  o p e r a t o r 's  o r  m o t o r c y c le  o p e r a t o r 's  l ic e n s e  o f  a  p e r s o n  w h o  m e e c s  a l l  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

r e q u i r e m e n t s :

1. H a s  n o t  b e e n  c o n v ic t e d  o f  a  m o v i n g  t r a f f i c  v io l a t i o n  p u r s u a n t  t o  c h a p t e r  6  o f  t h is  

t i t l e  1 f o r  t h e  f o u r  y e a r s  i m m e d ia t e l y  p r e c e d in g  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  r e n e w a l  

u n d e r  t h i s  s e c t io n .

2. H a s  n o t  h a d  h is  l ic e n s e  s u s p e n d e d ,  r e v o k e d ,  c a n c e l le d  o r  d e n ie d  a c c o r d in g  t o  t h e  

r e c o r d s  o f  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  f o r  t h e  f o u r  y e a r s  i m m e d ia t e l y  p r e c e d in g  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  

e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  r e n e w a l  u n d e r  t h is  s e c t io n .  r '

3. I s  r e n e w i n g  t h e  l ic e n s e  f o r  t h e  s a m e  c la s s  o f  l ic e n s e  c u r r e n t l y  h e ld .

4 . I s  n o t  s e v e n t y  y e a r s  o f  a g e  o r  o ld e r .

5 . I f  s i x t y  y e a r s  o f  a g e  o r  o ld e r ,  h a s  p r e s e n t e d  o r  m a i le d  t o  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  o n  a  f o r m  

p r e s c r ib e d  b y  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  a  r e p o r t  b a s e d  u p o n  a n  e x a m i n a t i o n  n o t  m o r e  t h a n  t h r e e  

m o n t h s  p r i o r  to  t h e  d a t e  o f  i ts  s u b m i s s i o n  o f  t h e  a p p l ic a n t 's  e y e s i g h t  b y  a n  o p h t h a l m o l o ­

g is t .  o p t o m e t r i s t  o r  p h y s ic ia n  l ic e n s e d  t o  p r a c t ic e  m e d ic in e .

6 . H a s  b e e n  is s u e d  a  d r i v e r 's  l ic e n s e  f o r  a t  l e a s t  s e v e n  y e a r s ,  t h e  la s t  t h r e e  y e a r s  o f  

w h ic h  h a v e  b e e n  is s u e d  b y  t h is  s t a t e .

7. T h e  l ic e n s e  is s u e d  b y  t h is  s t a t e  h a s  n o t  b e e n  r e n e w e d  b y  m a i l  in  t h e  l a s t  f o u r  y e a r s  

im m e d ia t e l y  p r e c e d in g  t h e  e x p i r a t i o n  o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  l ic e n s e .

B . T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  s h a l l  n o t i f y  p e r s o n s  m e e t i n g  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  s u b s e c t io n  A  o f  

th is  s e c t io n  t h a t  t h e y  m a y  r e n e w  t h e i r  l ic e n s e  b y  m a i l  a n d  s h a l l  e n c lo s e  a n  a p p l ic a t io n  in  

th e  f o r m  p r e s c r ib e d  b y  t h e  d ir e c t o r .  I f  r e n e w i n g  b y  m a i l ,  t h e  a p p l ic a n t  s h a l l  c o m p le t e  

a n d  r e t u r n  t h e  a p p l ic a t io n  to  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t .

C . T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  s h a l l  is s u e  a  c e r t i f i c a t e  o f  r e n e w a l  t o  t h o s e  a p p l ic a n t s  q u a l i f y i n g  

w h ic h  s h a l l  in c lu d e  t h e  a p p l ic a n t ’s  n a m e ,  d a t e  o f  b i r t h ,  a d d r e s s ,  d r i v e r 's  l ic e n s e  e x p i r a t i o n  

d a te , n u m b e r  o f  t h e  l ic e n s e  r e n e w e d  a n d  o t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  a s  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  r e q u ir e s .  

T h e  c e r t i f i c a t e  is  n o t  v a l i d  u n t i l  i t  is  s ig n e d  b y  t h e  a p p l ic a n t  a n d  a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  l a s t  

lic e n s e  is s u e d  b y  t h i s  s t a t e  w h ic h  c o n t a in s  t h e  p h o t o g r a p h  o f  t h e  a p p l ic a n t .

D. T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  s h a l l  d e c id e  w h e t h e r  in  e a c h  c a s e  t h e  e y e s i g h t  r e p o r t e d  p u r s u a n t  

to  s u b s e c t io n  A ,  p a r a g r a p h  5  o f  t h is  s e c t io n  is  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  m e e t  c u r r e n t  e y e s i g h t  

s ta n d a r d s .

E . A n  o p h t h a l m o l o g i s t  o r  o p t o m e t r i s t  l ic e n s e d  t o  p r a c t ic e  in  t h i s  s t a t e  w h o  e x a m i n e s  a  

person l ic e n s e d  u n d e r  t h i s  a r t ic le  a n d  d e t e r m in e s  t h a t  s u c h  a  p e r s o n  d o e s  n o t  m e e t  t h e  

s ta n d a r d s  s e t  b y  t h e  m e d ic a l  a d v i s o r y  b o a r d  p u r s u a n t  to  §  28-433 s h a l l  n o t i f y  t h e  d ir e c t o r  

" f  s u c h  f a i l u r e  t o  m e e t  t h e  s t a n d a r d s .  U p o n  r e c e ip t  o f  s u c h  a  n o t i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e  d ir e c t o r  

"b a ll p r o m p t l y  n o t i f y  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t h a t  h is  e y e s  m u s t  b e  e x a m i n e d  w i t h i n  t e n  d a y s  o f  

n o t if ic a t io n  a s  p r e s c r ib e d  b y  t h e  d ir e c t o r .  I f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  f a i ls  t h e  e y e  e x a m i n a t i o n  o r  

•ails  to  r e p o r t  f o r  t h e  e y e  e x a m i n a t i o n ,  h is  l ic e n s e  s h a l l  b e  r e v o k e d  u n t i l  s u c h  t i m e  t h a t  h e  

passes t h e  e x a m i n a t i o n .
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§ 28— 426.01 TRANSPORTATION

F .  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  m a y  p r o m u l g a t e  r u le s  f o r  t h e  is s u a n c e  o f  t h e  r e n e w a ls  o f  l i c ^ - s e s  

u n d e r  t h i s  s e c t io n  a s  i t  d e e m s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  s a f e t y  a n d  w e l f a r e  o f  t h e  t r a v e l i n g  

p u b l ic .

G .  N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  § 1 3 - 2 7 0 4 ,  a  p e r s o n  w h o  m a k e s  a  f a l s e  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o n  a n  

a p p l ic a t i o n  p e r m it t e d  u n d e r  t h i s  s e c t io n  is  g u i l t y  o f  a  c la s s  1 m is d e m e a n o r .

Added by Law s 1986, Ch. 308, § 3, e ff. Jan . 1, 1987.

1 Section 23 -601 et seq.

E f f e c t i v e  J a n u a r y  I ,  1 9 8 7

For delayed effective date of provision o f 1986 R ev iser’s  Note:
L aw s 1986, Ch. 308 , see H istorical Note follow*. Pu rsuan t to authority of § 41 -1304 .02 . in the 
in g  § 16—112. heading of th is  section "eyesigh t standards:”

w as added follow ing “application;”.

§  2 3 -4 2 7 . 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

C ro ss References Law  Review Com m entaries

Service o f notice o f suspension, revoption . or Name change, m inors. 18 A riz.L.Rev. 725
cancellation of operator's or chau ffeur's license, ( 1 9 7 1 :; 
see  § 23 -153 . ' '

§ 2 3 - 1 2 3 .  R e c o r d s  t o  b e  k e p t  b y  d e p a r t m e n t

A .  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  s h a l l  f i l e  e v e r y  a p p l ic a t io n  f o r  a  l ic e n s e  r e c e iv e d  b y  i t  a n d  s h a l l  

m a i n t a i n  s u i t a b l e  in d e x e s  c o n t a in i n g ,  in  a lp h a b e t i c a l  o r d e r

1. A l l  a p p l ic a t io n s  d e n ie d  a n d  o n  e a c h  a p p l ic a t io n  a  n o t e  o f  t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  d e n ia l .

2 .  A l l  a p p l ic a t io n s  g r a n t e d .

3 .  T h e  n a m e  o f  e v e r y  l ic e n s e e  w h o s e  l ic e n s e  h a s  b e e n  s u s p e n d e d  o r  r e v o k e d  b y  t h e  

d e p a r t m e n t  a n d  a f t e r  e a c h  n a m e  a  n o t e  o f  t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  a c t io n .

B .  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  s n a i l  a ls o  f i l e  a l l  a b s t r a c t s  o f  c o u r t  r e c o r d s  o f  c o n v ic t io n s  r e c e iv e d

b y  i t  u n d e r  t h e  l a w s  o f  t h i s  s t a t e  a n d  i n  c o n n e c t io n  t h e r e w i t h  m a i n t a i n  c o n v e n ie n t  r e c o r d s

o r  m a k e  s u i t a b l e  n o t a t i o n s  in  o r d e r  t h a t  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  r e c o r d  o f  e a c h  l ic e n s e e  s h o w i n g  t h e  

c o n v ic t io n s  o f  t h e  l ic e n s e e  a n d  t h e  t r a f f i c  a c c id e n t s  in  w h ic h  h e  h a s  b e e n  in v o lv e d  is  

r e a d i l y  a s c e r t a in a b le  a n d  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  c o n s id e r a t io n  o f  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  u p o n  a n  

a p p l ic a t i o n  f o r  r e n e w a l  o f  l ic e n s e  a n d  3 t  o t h e r  s u i t a b l e  t im e s .

C .  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  s h a l l  m a i n t a i n  a l l  s u c h  r e c o r d s  f o r  a  p e r io d  o f  f i v e  y e a r s  a f t e r  t h e  

a p p l ic a t i o n ,  s u s p e n s io n ,  r e v o c a t io n  o r  a b s t r a c t  o f  a  c o u r t  r e c o r d  o f  c o n v ic t io n  h a s  b e c o m e  

in a c t iv e .

Amended by Law s 1983, Ch. 6 6 . § 2.

Notes o f D ecision s Statutory duties requiring motor vehicle de-

1 . C onstruction and app lication P?rtm.ent 10 keeP « * ord* driver's license ap-
, . . .  r  , . . , plications, suspensions ot licenses and reasons
In personal in jury action wherein motorist and [herefor 3nd coKnvii;tjons and tra ff ic  accidents for

hts wue alleged that State breached duty owed a | |  ijo e n s c e 3  and to estab lish  medical advisory
to them when motor vehicle department issued board to advise  department o f medical standards
driver's license in violation o f statu te  to driver for drjver licensing are specific and designed to
w ith  known history of psychomotor seizure who. protect that portion of public u sin g  h ighways,
wh ile unconscious due to se izure , struck motor- Id.
is t  and thereby injured him. substantia l fact is- portjon o f driver-s  | icense application which
sue  existed as to whether any duty state may required applicant to indicate whether he was
have breached wa3  owed to public generally and subject to epilepsy, se izures, or fa inting spells
not to p la in tiffs, precluding summary judgment, w as designed to protect persons who m ight be
O leszczuk v. State (1979) 124 Ariz. 373, 604 P .2d  injured m automobile accident a s  resu lt of driver
637. su ffe r in g  such spell. Id.



2 JUNEAU EMPIRE LEGISLAT
B i l l  w o u l d  a l l o w  d r i v e r ' s  l i c a n s a  r a n a w a l a  b y  m a i l :  A la s k a n s  

w h o  h a v e  to  t a k e  t i m e  o f f  w o r k  o r  d r i v e  h o u r s  i n  t o  g e t  t o  a n  o f f ic e  

w h e r e  t h e y  c a n  r e n e w  t h e i r  d r i v e r s ’ l ic e n s e s  m i g h t  b e  a b le  to  r e n e w  

b y  m a i l ,  u n d e r  a  b i l l  p a s s e d  b y  t h e  S e n a t e  o n  W e d n e s d a y .

T h e  m e a s u r e  ( C S S B 9 5 )  w o u ld  a l l o w  r e n e w a ls  b y  m a i l  o n l y  f o r  p e o ­

p l e  w h o  h a v e  n o  m o v i n g  v io l a t i o n s  o n  t h e i r  d r i v i n g  r e c o r d ,  s a id  S e n .  

J a y  K e r t t u l a .  t h e  p r i m e  s p o n s o r .

P e o p le  w h o  a r e  a t  l e a s t  69 y e a r s  o ld  w o u l d  h a v e  t o  r e n e w  t h e ir  l i ­

c e n s e s  i n  p e r s o n .

K e r t t u l a  e x p l a in e d  t h e  l a c k  o f  a n  e y e  t e s t  -  n o w  p a r t  o f  t h e  r e n e w ­

a l  p r o c e s s  -  p r o b a b l y  w o u l d  n o t  b e  a  p r o b l e m  f o r  p e o p le  y o u n g e r  

t h a n  69.

T h e  e y e  t e s t  g i v e n  in  A l a s k a  is  “ p e r f u n c t o r y "  a n d  s e v e r a l  o t h e r  

s t a t e s  h a v e  d r o p p e d  t h e  t e s t ,  h e  s a id .  T h e  S e n a t e d  v o t e d  18-1 f o r  t h e  

b i l l ,  w h i c h  g o e s  o n  t o  t h e  H o u s e  f o r  d e b a t e .

T e l e c o n f e r a n c e s  l i s t e d :

J a y ,  1 :3 0  p . m . :  S p o n s o r :  H o u s e  J u d i c i a r y ,  S u b je c t :  L e g ^ J  

H e a r i n g T ' H & 2 2 L i A b u s e  o f  M i n o r s :  R o o m :  "  ~

S a t u r d a y ,  l p i m T r S p u n s u i 1. G u n . C u g lr t n T f f e p /  S h u l t z ;  S u b je c t :- b e n .  u u g m u 7  n e p .

P u b l i c  H e a r i n g  r e g a r d in g  b o r o u g h s ;  R o o m :  C -3 0 , S e n .  C o g h i l l ’s  O f ­

f ic e .

T u e s d a y ,  3 :3 0  p . m . :  S p o n s o r :  J o i n t  H o u s e  a n d  S e n a t e  C o m m u n i t y  

&  R e g i o n a l  A f f a i r s ;  S u b je c t :  L e g .  P u b l i c  H e a r i n g :  L o c a l  B o u n d a r y  

C o m m i s s i o n :  R o o m :  C a p i t o l ,  R o o m  2 0 5 .

T u e s d a y ,  6  p . m . :  S p o n s o r :  R e p .  C a t o ,  H o u s e  D i s t r i c t  6 ;  S u b je c t :  

C o n s t i t u e n t  M e e t i n g ,  R o o m :  C -1 7  ( O f f i c e ) .

T u e s d a y ,  7  p . m . :  S p o n s o r :  I n t e r i o r  D e l e g a t i o n ;  S u b je c t :  C o n s t i t u ­

e n t  M e e t i n g ;  R o o m :  C a p i t o l ,  R o o m  20 5  B u t r o v i c h .

T u e s d a y ,  8  p . m . :  S p o n s o r :  S e n a t e  D i s t r i c t  B ,  S e n a t o r  G l i a s o n ;  

S u b je c t :  C o n s t i t u e n t  M e e t i n g ;  R o o m :  C a p it o l ,  R o o m  4 1 7  ( O f f i c e ) .

W e d n e s d a y ,  6  p . m . :  S p o n s o r :  D i s t r i c t  N -2 7 ,  S e n . Z h a r o f f ,  R e p .  D a ­

v id s o n ;  S u b je c t :  C o n s t i t u e n t  M e e t i n g ;  R o o m :  C a p i t o l  121, S e n . 

Z h a r o f f s  O f f i c e .  •

W e d n e s d a y ,  7  p . m . :  S p o n s o r :  S e n .  Z h a r o f f  &  R e p .  H e r r m a n n ;  S u b ­

j e c t :  C o n s t i t u e n t  M e e t i n g ;  R o o m :  C a p it o l ,  R o o m  121 ( S e n .  Z h a r o f f s  

O f f i c e ) .

T h u r s d a y ,  9 a . m . :  S p o n s o r :  S e n .  B i n k l e y  &  R e p .  H o f f m a n ;  S u b ­

j e c t :  C o n s t i t u e n t  M e e t i n g ;  R o o m :  C -5 1 8  ( O f f i c e ) .
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T h e  A l a s k a  L e g is l a t u r e  is  n o t  e x ­

p e c t e d  t o H a k e  a c t io n  t h i s  s e s s io n  r e ­

g a r d i n g  t h b  m e r g e r  o f  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  

o f  A l a s k a  'a n d  c o m m u n i t y  c o l le g e  

s y s t e m s ,  a n p  in s t e a d  w i l l  w a i t  f o r  

t h i s  f a l l ’s  p p b l ic  r e f e r e n d u m  o n  t h e  

is s u e .

A l t h o u g h  l a w m a k e r s  w i l l  w a i t  f o r  

t h e  r e s u lt s  o f  t h is  f a l l ’s  v o t e ,  t h e y  a r e  
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f r o m  l a s t  y e a r 's  c o n s o l id a t io n .

“ T h l  

a w a y , "  

c h a i r m j  

c o m m it !  

t h e  m e r i  

T h e s  

le a s e d  i t  

P o u r i  

s u b c o m i  

t h e  opt 

t r a i n i n g  

fe a t u r e s  

c a n  b e  p i

w o u ld  c h
By LARRY PERSILY
THE ASSOCIATED P . E M

I n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  p r o b ­

l e m s  t h a t  f o l lo w e d  t h e  d e a t h  o f  F a i r ­

b a n k s  S e n .  D o n  B e n n e t t  l a s t  y e a r ,  
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t h e  v a c a n t  s e a t .

I f  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  f a i l s  t o  s u b ­

m i t  a t  le a s t  t h r e e  n a m e s  f o r  c o n s id ­

e r a t i o n ,  t h e  m e a s u r e  ( S B 3 6 1 )  w o u ld
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F o l l o w  
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1 IN  T H E  S E N A T E  B Y  T HE S T A T E  A F F A I R S  C O M M I T T E E

2 CS FOR S E N A T E  B I L L  NO. 95 (State A f f a i r s )  am

3 I N  T HE L E G I S L A T U R E  OF T H E  S T A T E  OF  A L A S K A

4 F I F T E E N T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  - S E C O N D  S E S S I O N

5 A  B I L L

6 F o r  a n  A ct e n t i t l e d :  " A n  Act r e l a t i n g  to r e n e w a l  o f  a d r i v e r ' s  license;

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

8 B E  IT E N A C T E D  BY T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  THE S T ATE O F  ALASKA:

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

10 (a) E x c e p t  as o t h e r w i s e  p r o v i d e d  in  this chapter, a d r i v e r ' s

11 l i c e n s e  e x p i r e s  on the l i c e n s e e ' s  b i r t h d a y  in the f i f t h  y e a r  f o l l o w i n g

12 i s s u a n c e  of the license. A  l i c e n s e  m a y  be r e n e w e d  w i t h i n  one y e a r  of

13 its e x p i r a t i o n  u p o n  p r o p e r  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  p a y m e n t  of t h e  r e q u i r e d  fee,

14 a n d  e x c e p t  w h e n  a l i c e n s e  is r e n e w e d  u n d e r  (c) of this s e c tion, suc-

15 c e s s f u l  c o m p l e t i o n  of a test of  the l i c e nsee's eyesight.

16 * Sec. 2. AS 2 8 . 1 5 . 1 0 1  is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  to read:

17 (c) A  d r i v e r ' s  l i c ense m a y  be r e n e w e d  by mai l  if t he l i c e n s e e

18 c o m p l i e s  w i t h  (a) of this section, e x c e p t  that a l i c e n s e  m a y  n o t  b e

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

20 (1) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  license, w i t h i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  five

21 years, has b e e n  r e v o k e d  by  a court a f t e r  c o n v i c t i o n  for an  o f f e n s e

22 u n d e r  A S  2 8 . 1 5 . 1 8 1 ( a )  o r  a n o t h e r  l aw 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

23 s i m i l a r  elements;

24 (2) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  license, w i t h i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  five

25 years, has b e e n  su s p e n d e d ,  r e v oked, or d e n i e d  by  the d e p a r t m e n t  u n d e r

26 A S  2 8 . 1 5 . 1 6 5  or 2 8 . 1 5 . 2 5 1 ;

27 (3) the applicant, w i t h i n  the p r e v i o u s  f i v e  y e a r s ,  h a s  b e e n

28 c o n v i c t e d  of a m o v i n g  t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n ;

29 (4) the m ost r e c e n t  r e n e w a l  o f  the a p p l i c a n t ' s  l i c e n s e  w a s

SB0095c -1- CSSB 95(SA) am



1 by mail; or

2 (5) the a p p l i c a n t  is 69 y e a r s  of age o r  o l d e r  o n  the ex-

3 p i r a t i o n  date of the d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  b e i n g  renewed.

4 * Sec. 3. AS 2 8 . 1 5 . 2 7 1  is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  to read:

5 (b) In a d d i t i o n  to the fees u n d e r  (a) of thi s  section, a p e r s o n

6 w h o  renews a d r i v e r’s li cense by  mai l  shall be c h a r g e d  a fee of $1.

7 *  Sec. 4. This Act takes e f fect J a n u a r y  1, 1989.

CSSB 95(SA) am -2- SB0095c
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1 IN  T H E  S E N A T E  B Y  T H E  S T A T E  A F F A I R S  C O M M I T T E E

2 CS F O R  S E N A T E  B I L L  NO. 95 (State A f f a i r s )

3 IN  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  OF  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A S K A

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

5 A  B I L L

6 F o r  a n  Act en t i t l e d :  " A n  A ct r e l a t i n g  to r e n e w a l  o f  a d r i v e r ' s  l i c ense;

7 a n d  p r o v i d i n g  for a n  e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "

8 B E  IT  E N A C T E D  BY  T H E  L E G I S L A T U R E  O F  T H E  S T A T E  O F  ALASKA:

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

10 (a) E x cept as o t h e r w i s e  p r o v i d e d  i n  this chapter, a d r i v e r ' s

11 l i c e n s e  e x p i r e s  o n  the l i c e n s e e ' s  b i r t h d a y  in  the f i f t h  y e a r  f o l l o w i n g

12 i s s u a n c e  of the license. A  l i c e n s e  m a y  be  r e n e w e d  w i t h i n  o ne y e a r  o f

13 its e x p i r a t i o n  u p o n  p r o p e r  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  p a y m e n t  of the r e q u i r e d  fee,

14 a n d  e x c e p t  w h e n  a l i c e n s e  is r e n e w e d  u n d e r  (c) of thi s  section, suc-

15 cessfu?. c o m p l e t i o n  of a test of the l i c e n s e e ' s  eyesight.

16 * Sec. 2. AS 2 8 . 1 5 . 1 0 1  is a m e n d e d  b y  a d d i n g  a n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  to read:

17 (c) A d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  m a y  be r e n e w e d  b y  m a i l  if t he l i c e n s e e

18 c o m p l i e s  w i t h  (a) of this section, e x c e p t  that a license m a y  n o t  be

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

20 (1) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  l i c ense, w i t h i n  the p r e v i o u s  fiv e

21 y e a r s ,  has b e e n  r e v o k e d  b y  a court a f t e r  c o n v i c t i o n  for an o f f e n s e

22 u n d e r  A S  2 8 . 1 5 . 1 8 1 ( a )  o r  a n o t h e r  l a w  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

23 s i m i l a r  elements;

24 (2) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  l i c e n s e ,  w i t h i n  the p r e v i o u s  f ive

25 y e a r s ,  has b e e n  s u s p e n d e d ,  revoked, or d e n i e d  by the d e p a r t m e n t  u n d e r

26 A S  2 8 . 1 5 . 1 6 5  or 2 8 . 1 5 . 2 5 1 ;

27 (3) the a p p l i c a n t ,  w i t h i n  the p r e v i o u s  f ive years, h a s  b e e n

28 c o n v i c t e d  o f  a m o v i n g  t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n ;

29 (4) t he most r e c e n t  r e n e w a l  of  the a p p l i c a n t ' s  l i c e n s e  w a s
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1 by mail; or

2 (5) the a p p l i c a n t  is 69 y e a r s  o f  a ge or  o l d e r  o n  t he ex-

3 p i r a t i o n  date of the d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  b e i n g  renewed.

4 * Sec. 3. AS 2 8 . 1 5 . 2 7 1  is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  to read:

5 (b) In a d d i t i o n  to the f ees u n d e r  (a) of thi s  s e c tion, a p e r s o n

6 w h o  renews a d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  b y  m a i l  s h a l l  be c h a r g e d  a f ee of $1.

7 *  Sec. 4. This Act t a kes e f fect J a n u a r y  1, 1988.
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Introduced: 2/2/87
Referred: State Affairs and Judiciary

5-0393A

IN T H E  S E N A T E  B Y  K E R T T U L A

S E N A T E  B I L L  NO. 95 

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

A  B I L L

F o r  an A c t  e n t itled: "An A ct r e l a t i n g  to r e n e w a l  of a d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e . "

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  T H E  S T A T E  O F  A L A SKA:

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

(a) E x c e p t  as o t h e r w i s e  p r o v i d e d  i n  this chapter, a d r i ver's 

l i c e n s e  e x p i r e s  on the l i c e n s e e ' s  b i r t h d a y  in t he f i f t h  y e a r  f o l l o w i n g  

i s s u a n c e  of  the license. A  l i c e n s e  m a y  b e  r e n e w e d  w i t h i n  o n e  y e a r  of 

its e x p i r a t i o n  upon p r o p e r  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  p a y m e n t  of t he r e q u i r e d  fee,

a n d  e x c e p t  w h e n  a l i c e n s e  is r e n e w e d  u n d e r  (c) o f  t h i s  section, s u c­

ces s f u l  c o m p l e t i o n  o f  a t e s t  o f  the l i c e n s e e ' s  e y e s i g h t .

* Sec. 2. A S  28. 15.101 is a m e n d e d  by a d d i n g  a n e w  s u b s e c t i o n  to read:

(c) A d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  m a y  be r e n e w e d  b y  m a i l  if t he l i c ensee 

c o m p l i e s  w i t h  (a) o f  this section, e x c e p t  that a l i c e n s e  m a y  n o t  be 

r e n e w e d  b y  m a i l  if

(1) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  license, w i t h i n  the p r e v i o u s  five

years, h a s  b e e n  r e v o k e d  b y  a c o u r t  a f t e r  c o n v i c t i o n  for an o f f e n s e

u n d e r  A S  2 8 . 1 5 . 1 8 1 ( a )  or a n o t h e r  l aw o r  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  

s i m i l a r  e l e ments;

(2) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  license, w i t h i n  the p r e v i o u s  five

years, h a s  b e e n  su s p e n d e d ,  r e v oked, o r  d e n i e d  b y  the d e p a r t m e n t  u n d e r

AS 2 8 . 1 5 . 1 6 5  or  28.15.251;

(3) the a p p l i c a n t ,  w i c h i n  the p r e v i o u s  five years, has b een 

c o n v i c t e d  of a m o v i n g  t r a f f i c  v i o l a t i o n ;  or

(4) the a p p l i c a n t ' s  l i c e n s e  ha s  p r e v i o u s l y  bee n  r e n e w e d  by 

m a i l  two c o n s e c u t i v e  times for f i v e - y e a r  p e r i o d s .
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