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C O N T I N U A T I O N  o f  F I S C A L  N O T E  A N A L Y S I S
For  Bi l l/Resolution No. SB 95________

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

1. Each year 80,000 licenses are due for r e n e w a 1 . (400,000 active licenses 

divided by 5.year license term)

2. Of these, 70%, or 56,000, will be eligible for mail renewal, and will

be sent notices. The other 30% will have a license action or conviction
m aking them ineligible for this program.

3. Of the eligible drivers, 25% have left the State during the 5 year 

period leaving 42,000 drivers who could take advantage of the program. 

(Percentage is based ot. renewal itatistics for 1986.)

4. Of these drivers, only 30%, or 12,600, will take advantage of the mail

renewal program. The 30% estimate is based on the actual figures from

the mail-in vehicle registration program. Other factors affecting this 

figure will be drivers who have changed addresses and have not notified 

DMV, and drivers who wish to have a n ew photo, personal information, or 

new address recorded on the actual license.

EXPENDITURES:

Contractual

Postage

56,000 notices @ $.18 10.1

12,600 renewals @ $.22 2.8

Forms

Renewal notices and stickers 1.5

Savings on photo licenses

(12,600 Q $.75) (9.4)

Data Processing Costs

Initial programming (one time cost) 15.0 

Monthly runs of renewal notices 5.0

25.0

ANALYSIS:

Personnel costs were not included because there will be no change in this 

area. Due to this program it is estimated there will be 12,600 less c u s­
tomers annually statewide in the field offices, which will result in some 

savings. At the same time, there will be extra work to do the monthly 

mailing, update the records, and process the returns for mailing. The 

savings and the extra work are roughly equal, resulting in no change in 
personnel costr.



BILL NO: CSSB 95 (SA) DATE: March 27, 1987

TITLE: An Act relating to renewal CONTACT: Bill Brown

of a driver's license 465-4335
Ma r  s- r . .
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Tliis bill would allow drivers under the age of 69 years to renew their 

driver's license by mail if they meet certain criteria. To be eligible 

for the program a driver must not have had a suspension, revocation or 

denial of license because of a DWI conviction, accumulation of points, 

or resulting from a chemical sobriety test or refusal to submit to the 

breath test following an arrest for DWI, within the past five years.

The driver also must not have had a conviction for a moving violation 

within the past five years, nor have had their last license renewal by 

mail.

The bill requires a person who renews a driver's license by mail to pay 

an additional $1.00 fee. This will allow the program to operate at no 

additional cost to the State after the first year.

The advantage of the bill is that it will make it easier for a person 

to renew a driver's license without the need to go to a DMV office.

This serves as a reward for those with clean driving records. Another 

advantage is that it will reduce congestion somewhat in the motor 

vehicle offices throughout the State.

Under the program outlined in this bill a person may be allowed to drive

for up to 10 years without vision screening. Since it is restricted to

licensees under the age of 69 years, it is felt this will have little,

if any, impact on highway safety.

This bill will reduce workload somewhat at the field offices, but it 

will also generate work to prepare and process the mailings. The sav­

ings and the new w o r k  will offset each other so there will be no change 

in personnel. Of the 42,000 drivers eligible for the program annually, 

the division estimates that 12,600 will take advantage of it. This 

estimate is based on the percentage of drivers who use the mail-in 
vehicle registration program annually.

The department supports this bill.

& *1 *
V 7 X U J  -
’ WILLIAM R. NIX /  

Acting Commissioner

\
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C O N T I N U A T I O N  u f  F I S C A L  N O T E  A N A L Y S IS
For Bi l l/Resolution No. CSSB 95 (SA)

ASSUMPTIONS:

1. Each year 80,000 licenses are due for renewal. (400,000 active licenses 

divided by 5 year license term)

2. Of these, 7 0 % ; or 56,000, will be eligible for mail renewal, and will

be sent notices. The other 30% will not be eligible due to a license

action, conviction, or age.

3. Of the eligible d r i v e r s r 25% have left the State during the 5 year 
period, leaving 42,000 drivers who could take advantage of the 

program. (Percentage is based on renewal statistics for 1986).

4. Of these drivers, only 30%, or 12,600, will take advantage of the mail

renewal program. The 30% estimate is based on tr.e actual figures from

the mail-in vehicle registration program. Other factors affecting this 

figure will be drivers who have changed addresses, and have not notified 

DMV, and drivers who wish to have a new photo, personal information, or 

new address recorded on the actual license.

EXPENDITURES:

Contractual

Postage

28,000 notices @ $.18 5.1

6,300 renewals @ $.22 1.4

Forms
Renewal notices and stickers 1.5 

Savings on photo licenses

(6,300 @ $.75) (4.7)

Data Processing Costs

Initial programming (One

time ccit) 15.0

Monthly runs of renewal

notices 2.5

TOTAL 20.8*

*Based on effective date of 1-1-88. A  3% inflation factor was used for 

FY89 and subsequent years.

ANALYSIS:

Personnel costs were not included because there will be no change in this 

area. Due to this program it is estimated there will be 12,600 less cus­

tomers annually statewise in the field offices, which will result in some 

savings. At the same time, there will be extra work to do the monthly 

mailing, update the records, and process the returns for mailing. The 

savings and the extra work are roughly equal, resulting in no change in 

personnel costs.

REVENUE:

Section 3 increases renewal fee by $1.00 if the driver's license is renewed 

by mail. Since bill is only effective for half of FY88, the amount generated 

is estimated to be $6,300p:ipe 2 .v' 2
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POUCH V . STATE CAPIKX 

JUNEAU, A lASKA 998II 

907.J6S-3800

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
L E G I S L A T I V E  R E F E R E N C E  L I B R A R Y

May, 1988

Copies of m i n u t e s  listed b e l o w  w e r e  o r i g i n a l l y  included 
in this file. The m i n u t e s  are av a ilable on the STAIRS 
database CMPR. In order to save space copies of m i n ut es  
have not b e e n  left in the files.

M a r y  V a n  N i m w e g e n



Hlasfea Js>tate ̂ Legislature
*

Senate Advisory Council

. \ e .n v M X M

P.O. Box V 
State Capitol 

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

TV~.iw: Senator Kerttula 
Alaska State Legislature

ATTN: Beth Kerttula

FRCM: Lee /Yin Lucas trv
Senate Advisory Counci I

CATE: February 26, 1987

RE: Renewal by Mail o f  Driver Licenses
Research Request 87-003173

I contacted Mr. Jerry Holman, D iv is io n  o f  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 i t  to generate 200,000 applications by the end 
of the year. Mr. Holman stated that Arizona had looked at C a l i fo r n ia 's  
demonstration program p rio r  to implementing a program; however, Arizona 
did not model th e ir  le g is la tio n  a fte r  C a lifo rn ia .

Mr. Holman pointed out that Subsection A, paragraph 5 o f  ARS 
28.426.01 (copy attached) has been extended to include v is io n  testing at 
any state motor vehicle o f f ic e  due to complaints by indiv iduals who do not 
want to or cannot afford to spend the money to have a v is io n  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 materials on the enacting le g is la tio n .  I wi 11 
make copies available  to you as soon as they are received.

LAL:la I 

Attachment
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TRANSPORTATION

for in § 3 of this act and to avoid uneven work­
loads in calendar years 1086, 1987 and 1988 may 
issue or renew licenses for three years in accord­
ance with the following schedule:

Calendar Year Not to Exceed
1984 75%
1985 - 50%
1986 25%

”11. The director of the department of trans­
portation may enact rules which will establish a 
random basis for selection of applicants to be 
issued a three year license so as to distribute the

§ 28—126.0  J

renewal workload as uniformly a3 practicable 
throughout the twelve months of the calendar 
year.

"D. The provisions of this section expire 
from and a fter December 31, 1986."

1977 Reviser’s Note:
In the section heading renewal" was insert­

ed pursuant to authority of § 41-1304.02.

L ibrary References 
Automobiles .3=136.
C J.S . Motor Vehicles §§ 21, 146 e t seq.

§ 28—126.01. D riv e r’s licen se : re n e w a l by m ail; a p p lic a tio n ; e y 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. On p ay m en t o f th e  fee p rescribed  in § 28-205, th e  d e p a r tm e n t m ay  renew  by mail 
the o p e ra to r 's  o r  m otorcycle  o p e ra to r 's  license o f  a  p e rso n  w ho m ee ts  all o f th e  follow ing 
req u irem en ts :

1. H as n o t been convicted  o f a  m oving tra f f ic  v iolation p u rs u a n t to ch a p te r  6 o f  this 
title 1 fo r th e  fo u r y e a rs  im m ediately  p reced ing  th e  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  eligibility  fo r  renew al 
u nder th is section .

2. H as n o t had his license su spended , revoked , cancelled  o r  denied acco rd ing  to th e  
reco rds o f  the  d e p a rtm e n t fo r  the fo u r  y e a rs  im m edia te ly  p reced in g  th e  de te rm in a tio n  of 
eligibility  fo r  renew al u n d e r  th is sec tion . ' '  :

3. Is  ren ew in g  th e  license fo r th e  sam e  c la ss  o f  license c u rre n tly  helc'.

4. Is  n o t sev en ty  y e a rs  o f  ag e  o r  older.

5. I f  s ix ty  y e a rs  o f a g e  o r  older, h as p re sen ted  o r  m ailed to  th e  d e p a r  m en t on a  form  
p rescribed  by th e  d e p a r tm e n t a re p o r t b ased  upon an  exam ination  n o t m ore th an  th ree  
m onths p rio r to th e  d a te  o f  its subm ission  o f  th e  ap p lican t's  e y e s ig h t by an  ophthalm olo ­
gist, o p to m e tr is t o r physician  licensed to p rac tice  m edicine.

6. H as  been  issued  a  d riv e r 's  license fo r  a t  le a s t seven  y e a rs , the la s t th re e  y e a rs  o f 
which have  been issued  by th is s ta te .

7. T he  license issu ed  by th is s ta te  has n o t been  ren ew ed  b y  m ail in th e  la s t  fo u r  y e a rs  
im m ediately p reced ing  th e  exp ira tion  o f th e  c u r r e n t license.

B. T he  d e p a r tm e n t sh a ll no tify  p e rso n s  m ee tin g  th e  req u irem en ts  o f su b sec tio n  A o f  
this sec tion  th a t  th ey  m ay  renew  th e ir  license by m ail and  sh a ll enclose an  app lica tion  in 
the form  p rescribed  by  the d irec to r. I f  ren ew in g  by mail, th e  app lican t shall com plete 
and re tu rn  th e  application  to  th e  d e p a r tm e n t

C. T he d e p a rtm e n t sh a ll issue a  c e rtif ic a te  o f  ren ew a l to those  app lican ts qua lify in g  
which sh a ll include th e  app lican t's  nam e, d a te  o f  b ir th , ad d re ss , d r iv e r 's  license exp ira tion  
date, n u m b e r o f  th e  license renew ed  and  o th e r  in fo rm ation  a s  th e  d e p a rtm e n t req u ire s . 
The ce rtif ic a te  is no t valid un til it  is s igned  by th e  ap p lican t and  a ttach ed  to  th e  la s t 
license issued  by th is s ta te  which co n ta in s  th e  p h o to g rap h  o f  th e  a p p lic a n t

D. T he d e p a rtm e n t sha ll decide w h e th e r in each  case  th e  e y e s ig h t rep o rted  p u rsuanc  
to subsection  A, p a ra g ra p h  5 of th is  section  is su ff ic ie n t to  m ee t c u rre n t e y e s ig h t 
standards.

E. An o p h th a lm o lo g is t o r o p to m e tr is t licensed to  p rac tice  in th is s ta te  w ho exam ines a 
person licensed  u n d e r th is artic le  and  d e te rm in es th a t  such  a  person  does n o t m ee t the 
standards s e t  by th e  m edical adv iso ry  board  p u rs u a n t to § 28-433 shall notify  th e  d irec to r 
•*f such fa ilu re  to m ee t the s ta n d a rd s . Upon rece ip t o f  such  a  notification , th e  d irec to r 
shall p rom p tly  no tify  th e  individual th a t  his eyes m u s t be exam ined  w ithin ten  days o f 
notification as p rescribed  by the d irec to r. I f  the individual fa ils the eye exam ination  o r 
•sils to re p o r t fo r the  eye exam ination , his license sha ll be revoked  un til such tim e th a t  he 
passes th e  exam ination .
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§ 2S-426.01 TRA N SPO RTA TIO N

F . The d e p a rtm e n t m ay p ro m u lg a te  ru le s  fo r th e  issu an ce  o f th e  ren ew a ls  o f  licenses 
u n d e r  this sec tion  as it  deem s n ecessa ry  fo r  th e  s a f e ty  and  w e lfa re  o f  th e  tra v e lin g  
public.

G . N o tw ith s tan d in g  § 13-2704, a  p erso n  w ho m ak es  a  fa lse  c e rtif ica tio n  on an  
application  p e rm itted  u n d e r th is  sec tion  is g u ilty  o f a  c la ss  1 m isdem eanor.
Added by Laws 1986, Ch. 308. § 3, eff. Jan. 1. 1987.

1 Section 2S-601 et seq.

Effective January 1, 1937
For delayed effective date of provision of 1986 Reviser's Note:

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

was added following "application;” .

§ 28—127. Notice of change o f address or name
Cross References Law Review Comm entaries

Service of notice of suspension, revocation, or Name change, minors. 18 Ariz.L.Rev. 725
cancellation of operator's or chauffeur's lice ise, M9761 
see § 28-453. 1

§ 28—128. R eco rd s  to  be k e p t by  d e p a r tm e n t

A. T he d e p a rtm e n t shall file  ev ery  app lica tion  fo r a  license received  by it  and  sh a ll 
m ain ta in  su itab le  indexes con ta in ing , in a lphab e tica l o rd er:

1. All app lica tions denied an d  on each app lica tion  a  n o te  o f the re a so n s  fo r th e  den ial.

2. All app lica tions g ran ted .

3. T he nam e o f  ev ery  licensee w hose license  h as been  su sp en d ed  o r  revoked  by th e  
d e p a rtm e n t an d  a f t e r  each  nam e a no te  o f  th e  re a so n s  fo r  the  action .

B. T he d e p a rtm e n t shall a lso  file all a b s t ra c ts  o f c o u r t reco rds o f  convictions received  
by  it  u n d e r th e  law s o f  th is s ta te  and  in connection  th e rew ith  m ain ta in  conven ien t reco rd s 
o r  m ake su itab le  no ta tions in o rd e r  th a t  an  individual reco rd  o f each licensee show ing  th e  
convictions o f  th e  licensee an d  the  tr a f f ic  acc iden ts in w hich he has b een  involved is 
read ily  a sce r ta in ab le  and  availab le  fo r th e  co n sid era tio n  o f  the  d e p a r tm e n t upon an  
application  fo r ren ew a l o f license and  a t  o th e r  su ita b le  tim es.

C. T he d e p a r tm e n t shall m ain ta in  all su ch  reco rds fo r  a  period o f  five y e a rs  a f t e r  th e  
application , su spension , revocation  o r a b s t ra c t  o f a  c o u r t  reco rd  o f  conviction has becom e 
inactive.
Amended by Laws 1983, Ch. 66, § 2.

Notes of Decisions Statutory duties requiring motor vehicle de-
I. Construction and application partm ent to keep records of driver's license ap-

. , . . .. , . • . j  plications, suspensions ot licenses and reasons
In personal injury action wherein motorist and therefor and convictions and traffic accidents for

his wife alleged tha t State breached duty owed a || |joensces and to ■'stablish medical advisory
to them when motor vehicle department issued board to advise department of medical standards
dnver s license in violation of statu te to driver fpr driver licensing are specific and designed to
with known history of psychomotor seizure who, protect that porri in of public using highways,
while unconscious due to seizure, struck motor- Id.
ist and thereby injured him. substantial fact is- portion of drjvi;i s license application which
sue existed as to whether any duty state may required applicant to indicate whether he was
have breached was owed to public generally and subject to epilepsy, seizures, or fainting spells
nut to plaintiffs, precluding summary judgment. was designed to protect persons who might be
Oleszczuk v. S tate (1979) 124 Ariz. 373, 604 P.2d injured in automobile accident as result of driver
637. suffering such spell. Id.



BILL NO: gg February 6, 1987

TITLE: ^ ct r e ia ting to CONTACT: Charles R. Hosack

renewal of a d r i v e r’s 269-5551

license

This bill would allow drivers to renew cheir driver's license by mail

^  if they meet certain criteria. To be eligible for the program a driver

° H  must not have had a suspension, revocation, or denial of license

because of a DWI conviction, accumulation of points, or resulting from

H  ^  a chemical sobriety test, or refusal to submit to the breath test

z  *** following an arrest for DWI within the past five years. The driver

w  also must not have had a conviction for a m o ving violation within the

s  past five years. A  driver may renew by mail for two consecutive five

6-1 ° year periods provided the criteria is met.ai m

1-3 The advantage of the bill is that it will make it easier for a person

^  w  to renew a driver's license without the need to go to a DMV office.

w  53 This serves as a reward for those with clean driving records. Another

Q  ^  advantage is that it will reduce congestion somewhat in the motor

vehicle offices throughout the state.

The disadvantage of the program is that a person may be allowed to 

1ttttlrttt drive for up :o 15 years without vision screening at license renewal.

I | | This vision screening is often the first real indication that their

tt m m  vision has deteriorated to the point of becoming a hazard. The other

disadvantage is that a driver m ay go for 15 years without a current

photo on the license which could be detrimental to financial insti-
| tutions and law enforcement.

!****! This bill will reduce workload somewhat at the field offices, but it

will also generate work to prepare and process the mailings. The

savings and the n e w  work will offset each other so there will be no 

w n w  change in personnel. Of the 42,000 drivers eligible for the program

m itm  annually, the division estimates that 12,600 will take advantage of it.

This estimate is based on the percentage of drivers that use the 

******** mail-in vehicle registration program annually.
111»1ttt

10um  | Tile department is neutral on this bill.

i nm  
xxxxxtxx

I

^ - 4 -
WILLIAM R. NIX 

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

Director of the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) to renew by 

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

2-year records immediately prior to selection. Such drive: s constitute about 

14% of the renewal population, or almost 500,000 renewees per year. Eligible 

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

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

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

requiring appearance in a field o f f i c e . A c c i d e n t s  and convictions following 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

authorizing legislation mandated evaluation of the effect of both programs on 

traffic safety.

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

evaluation of a demonstration program authorizing license renewal by mail 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

costs and offer increased convenience to the public.

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

omitting components of the standard renewal process, which includes vision 

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

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

conviction rates.

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

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

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

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

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

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

period following mailout of renewal notices or extension offers. There was a

v



slight (1%) increase in accident involvement over these four years for the 

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

reach statistical significance.

Method

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

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

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

prior 4 years {requir°ments of the authorizing legislation). The resulting 

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

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

renewal (hereinafter called extension) g r o u p  (N = 247,613). Control drivers 

w e r e  required to undergo the standard in-person license renewal process, 

i.icluding law and vision testing. Extension drivers were allowed to renew 

their licenses by mail. While about 2 4% of the group chose to renew in a 

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

extension had their records checked; th e i r  renewal tests were waived if 

eligibility was established. If they did n ot claim eligibility they were 

tested as usual. All such drivers wer e  nevertheless retained in the 

extension group, to enable generalization to the operational program and 

because corresponding control-group members could not be identified and 

removed.

L icensing process variables which could a f f e c t  program cost and/or traffic 

safety effect were identified and examined, as were license restrictions 

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

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

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

more restricted drivers.

The major criterion variables were subsequent accidents and convictions, 

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

to mailout and analyzed by means of analysis of covariance. Differences 

between the extension and control groups on criterion measures were 

considered statistically significant if their probability of occurring by 

chance was less than .10 (10 chances in 100). However, the obtained level of



significance is also reported, since it provides a more informative index of 

the probabilities associated with the tests of hypotheses.

Results and Discussion

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

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

in terms of accidents and convictions. The small difference probably 

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

accidents and convictions as covariates in the analysis to adjust for 

potential bias.

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

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

with the results of Kelsey et a l . (1985), had more valid licenses and 

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

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

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

These data suggest that small numbers of extension drivers drove with 

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

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

number of extension drivers escaped reexamination on grounds of impairment. 

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

disabilities or failed to compensate for them.

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

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

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

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

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

programs had equal effects on accidents.

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

drivers, including FTAs. The obtained difference did not approach 

statistical significance.



Because the extension group had fewer a c cidents than the control group, there 

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

Conclusion and Recommendations

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

reduced program administrative costs due to the Speraw-authorized pilot 

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

there is as y e t  no evidence for any increase in accidents attributable to the 

program. Nevertheless, this report is n o t  considered definitive, since it 

covers only 18 months of post-mail o u t  driving. Before drawing any 

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

evaluate these drivers over their full 4 - y e a r  license terms.

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

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

period, however, it is also recommended t h a t  further expansion of the program 

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

has been completed.

vi i i



INTRODUCTION

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

required to appear at local Department of Motor Vehicles (D M V ) field offices 

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

Licensing/Registration Examiner observed behavior that might adversely affect 

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

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

four-year records (about 50" of the California renewal population) could 

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

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

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

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

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

at that time, was charged for an extension.

In 1980, further legislation (AB 7 77— 1979, Calvo) modified the extension 

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

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

under the age of 70. Again, a $3.25 fee was charged.

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

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

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

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

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

statistically significant detrimental effect on traffic safety attributable 

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

to renew their licenses by mail, thus avoiding vision and law testing, did 

not have driving records significantly poorer than those of similarly 

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

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

discussed in more detail below.)



The extension program was expanded in late 1982 (taking effect for 1983 

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

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

age of 70 (SB 4 8 3 — 1982, Speraw; see Appendix). Although the clean-record 

criterion period was reduced, a driver could not have a fatal accident or 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

A ny detrimental effect would presumably be mediated by the -avoidance of re­

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

drivers are identified they must have their vision corrected to a safe level 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

static visual acuity under normal illumination— the only visual function 

presently tested in California--is only weakly correlated with accident



involvement, although a minimal amount of vision is certainly necessary for 

driving.

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

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

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

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

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

test. The possibility of failing the test undoubtedly motivates some 

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

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

Peck, & Sadler, 1982— failed to find an increase in accidents during the year 

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

bel o w . )

Experimental Evaluations of Renewal Simplification

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

subsequent convictions; although this group also showed a tendency toward 

being involved in fewer subsequent accidents, the tendency did not approach 

statistical significance. A congratulatory letter alone had no effect on 

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

ferences approached statistical significance for drivers given a written test 

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

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

research involving drivers with average or better records— few subjects 

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

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

brief follow-up period. Therefore there was little power to detect a small 

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

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

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

way.

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

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

subjects for a full y e a r  subsequent to treatment. For drivers selected as 

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

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

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

there was no significant difference in subsequent accidents between the 

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

record, there were no significant differences in subsequent accidents between 

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

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

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

traffic safety.

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

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

under the age of 55 with clean one-year records, as well as the incentive 

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

record (incentive condition). The evaluation incorporated randomly assigned

( ^ T r a f f i c  accidents are rare and have a large random component; this 
tends to render what would be a vast number of subjects in other research 

areas an inadequate number for detecting small but critical effects in 

traffic safety research. The problem is exacerbated in the case of 

drivers with relatively clean records.



treatment and control groups drawn from the population of eli>ibles. For the 

treatment group without incidents during the prior y e a r  ther was no statis­

tically significant effect of the extension on convictions in the following 

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

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

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

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

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

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

treatment to vary by renewal y e a r  for three-year-clean drivers, with 1972 and 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

both groups combined.

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

of extensions, finding that drivers whose renewal y e a r  was 1972 (as opposed 

to 1973-75) had a statistically significant reduction of 22% in CHP colli­

sions during the ye a r  subsequent to notification. The letters notifying 

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

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

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

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

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

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

notification and received their extensions showed a highly statistically 

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

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

hypothesized that these drivers had consciously sought to establish safe 

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

Thus the incentive aspect of the program seemed to offer much more promise



than did its direct reward aspect, where the reward was not preceded by 

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

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

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

their impact.

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

r ^gram of waiving the written test for renewal applicants with no c o n v i c­

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

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

their written tests waived under this program apparently migh;* have had any 

number of recent prior accidents, so long as no conviction wa • cssociated 

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

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

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

years old, and recommended that test waivers not be offered to drivers in 

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

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

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

relevance of their conclusion to the California program is moot.

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

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

or one accident or conviction during the prior three years, found that the 

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

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

treatment effects among those who had been correctly classified as being 

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

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

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

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

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

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

conceivably be reduced but never eliminated.

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

neither the Calvo extension studies (Janke & Kelsey, 1981; Kelsey & Janke,



1983'; Kelsey, 1984), nor preliminary data analyses for tne present study, 

showed any increase in accidents or convictions attributable to license 

extension for wrongly classified drivers. Although their mean accident and 

conviction rates were considerably higher than those of correctly classified 

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

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

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

included in the present study.

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

Virginia license renewal process. He found no statistically significant 

effect of this enhanced testing on accidents and convictions during the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

program and not represented in the sample.

It was found that the extension group had a slightly [1%) higher accident 

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

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

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

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

years subsequent to mailout, and worse records during the second and third. 

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

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



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

pretation that the observed nonsignificant difference was due to chance. 

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

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

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

expect it to have affected older drivers parti c u l a r l y . (2) For drivers of 

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

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

contravening the nonsignificant trend of the program, overall, toward 

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

incurred significantly fewer accidents than did their controls, during the 

two years subsequent to mailout.

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

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

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

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

effects following a test waiver. Stoke's (1978) evidence can be interpreted 

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

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

effectivenes- of tests and manuals in reducing accidents associated with 

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

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

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

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

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

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

(2)it could on the other hand be argued that drivers in an age r ge --say,
the forties -- at which visual and possibly other bodily functions begin

to decline significantly, a~e most harmed by being excused from renewal 

testing. Such drivers may be impaired to some degree and not y e t  be aware 

of their impairment. There is some evidence to support this view. For 

subjects in both the two-year and four-year Calvo extension evaluations,

the largest negative effects on accidents attributable to the programs

were shown for drivers aged 30-50 (Kelsey et al., 1985). However, it 

should be stressed that these effects were not significant and could 

easily have beon due to chance.
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An Oregon study (Rice & Jones, 1984) attempted to find what proportion of 

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

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

licenses, 19 of the state's 60 DMV field offices participated in an ev a l u­

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

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

referred to a vision specialist of their choice.

Almost 5,000 vision s c r ^ n i n g s  were administered. Tests included Oregon's

standard original licensing checks on acuity under standard illumination, 

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

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

affect licensing status.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

vision at renewal, become aware of t h e i r  visual problems in other ways and 

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

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

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

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

their vision corrected t o -meet the standard. If this is not possible, they

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



METHOD

Subject S e l e c t i o n

Drivers w h o s e  licenses expired during 1983, a n d  who met the eligibility 

criteria f o r  renewal by mail with less than a four-year-clean record, were 

assigned b y  terminal digit of the license n u m ber, odd or even, to the 

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

number is essentially random; numbers are a s s i g n e d  sequentially at a current 

rate of a b o u t  20,000 per day.) Drivers e l i g i b l e  for renewal by mail with 

less than a four-year-clean record make up a p p r o x i m a t e l y  14% of the renewal 

population in California. There were, by the e n d  o f  1983, 247,613 drivers in 

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

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

following; there is no substantive difference b e t w e e n  a renewal accomplished 

by mail and a license extension accomplished in t h e  same manner.

Once identified, drivers remained in the g r o u p  to which they had been 

assigned, regardless of w h e ther or not they r e n e w e d  their licenses and of 

whether or n o t  they renewed by mail. (Control g r o u p  drivers did not have the 

option of rene w i n g  by mail, but drivers in the e x t e n s i o n  group could renew in 

a field o f f i c e  rather than by m a i l . ) (3) It m i g h t  be objected that the 

inclusion o f  field office renewals in the e x t e n s i o n  group diluted the effect 

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

would have i nvalidated the evaluation, for two r e a s o n s .  First, drivers who

(3)if such d r i vers claimed to be eligible for e x t e n s i o n ,  their records were 
checked and, if eligibility was confirmed, t h e i r  written and vision tests 

were waived. Test waiver also followed p r e s e n t a t i o n  of the extension 

statement (offer). If they had no extension s t a t e m e n t  and did not claim 

eligibility (for example, because they had not received the statement and 

were not aware that they were eligible), the t e s t s  were not waived. It is 

not known wha t  percentage of drivers were in t h e  latter group, although 

the total percentage of extension-group d r i v e r s  who renewed in field 

offices w a s  about 24. Even under circumstances where tests could be 

waived, o bservation of behavior indicating h e a l t h  problems in the 

applicants may have led to testing--even, perhaps, including drive 
testing.



choose to r e n e w  in a field office, even though they have been offered the 

opportunity to renew by mail, may be different f r o m  other drivers in ways 

that a f f e c t  their subsequent accident and c o n v i c t i o n  records. Such drivers 

could have bee n  removed from the extension group b u t  not, of course, from the 

control g r o u p ;  thus their exclusion could have s e v e r e l y  biased the evalua­

tion. T h i s  problem was extensively discussed by P e c k  (1976) in a context of 

evaluating d r i v e r  improvement programs. Second, t h e  purpose of the study was 

to eval u a t e  the license extension program, n o t  the effect of license 

extension p e r  se. Thus, it was necessary that t h e  results of the evaluation 

generalize to the program as it operates in p r a c t i c e ,  with a considerable 

number of d r i v e r s  failing to take advantage of t h e  mail renewal offer.

Treatment

Drivers in the extension group were sent s t a t e m e n t s  two months' prior to 

license e x p i r a t i o n  informing them that they c o u l d  send the $10.00 (increased 

since 1980) fee and renew by mail. It was n e c e s s a r y  for them to answer a 

question o n  the p ' -tement regarding the presence of any disabilities that 

irght a f f e c t  their driving; if the answer w a s  "yes" the statement was 

referred t o  a Driver Safety Referee for further investigation and clearance 

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

statement i n d i cating the importance of good v i s i o n  and suggesting that 

drivers h a v e  their vision checked.

Drivers in t h e  control group were sent standard renewal notices two months 

prior to l i c e n s e  expiration. The renewal notice, which also contained the 

disability question, was to be presented at the f i e l d  office when a driver 

went in to r e n e w  his or her license. (Drivers forgetting to bring their 

renewal n o t i c e s  with them are required to fill o u t  an equivalent form in the 

office.)

Drivers in t h e  extension group who opted to r e n e w  by mail and remitted the 

fee were s e n t  certificates to be kept with their o l d  licenses, rather than 

being issued n ew licenses.

Criterion M e a s u r e s  and Follow-up Period

Total and f a t a l / i n j u r y  accidents and convictions o f  drivers in the two groups 

were tracked subsequent to the mailout of t h e i r  extension statements or



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

c o n v i c t i o n s  included f a i l u r e s  _to appear in c o u r t ,  or forfeit bail in lieu of 

appearance, in connection with traffic viol a t i o n  citations (hereinafter 

refe r r e d  to as " F T A s " ) . The oresent r e p o r t  covers the first 18 months 

s u b s e q u e n t  to mailout. This actually i n c l u d e s  only 15 to 16 months of actual 

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

most a c c i d e n t s  and violations and their en t r y  as count abstracts and 

a c c i d e n t s  in the DMY's automated file o f  d r i v e r  records. However, this 

circum s t a n c e  does not bias the conclusions o f  the report, since the time lag 

was the same for extension and control drivers.

Major Statistical Tests

For the m a j o r  analysis of accidents and c o nvictions/FTAs, 2x2x3x2 analyses of 

co v a riance were run using the computer p r o g r a m  SPSS ANOVA (Nie, Hull, 

Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975). F a c t o r s  were treatment (extension vs. 

control), prior record status (prior clean r e c o r d  of 2 years vs. 3 years), 

age g r o u p  (under 30, 30 through 50, over 50), a n d  sex. Covariates were prior 

2-year a c c i d e n t s  and convictions, including F T A s .

The d e f a u l t  method was used for the ANOYA (actually, ANCOVA) runs. This is 

the s o - c a l l e d  "classic experimental approach," also frequently used in 

nonexperimental research, in which sample s u b g r o u p  sizes typically reflect 

unequal population subgroup sizes, as for e x a m p l e  in the case- of the vari­

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

this m e t h o d ,  cell means are weighted a c c o r d i n g  to cell frequencies, to 

reflect t h e  greater importance of cells with l a r g e r  frequencies in the aggre­

gated po p u l a t i o n .  It would be appropriate to weight extension and control 

means e q u a l l y ,  of course, and the analysis u s e d  did not exactly accomplish 

that b e c a u s e  there were somewhat fewer drivers in the extension than in the 

control g roup. However, the sizes of the g r o u p s  were so large and the dif­

ference s o  small (less than 1%) that this di s c r e p a n c y  would have made no 

practical difference.

License c l a s s  was used neither as a covariate n o r  as a factor in the major 

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

that th e r e  would be an excess of class 1 a nd 2 (heavy commercial vehicle) 

drivers in the extension group, because they could avoid the relatively
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stringent testing needed to renew their commercial licenses. Such an im­

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

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

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

using treatment and license class as factors was performed, it is not 

reported because of the ambiguities mentioned here and discussed more fully 

in the Results section.

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

making significance claims.

Analysis of Program Costs and Savings

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

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

tabu! ited and furnished to the DMY's Division of Driver Safety and Licensing, 

which was responsible for program costing.

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

renewed in a field office, or did not renew.

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

office or did not renew.

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

1 icense.

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

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

license.

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

Safety Referee because of possible physical or mental impairment.

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

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



advance that these figures would indicate an administrative savings 

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

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

outweigh the administrative savings, depending upon the *,ize of the effect.

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

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

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

analysis is subject to challenge because of widespread disagreement on the 

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

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

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

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

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

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

different accident-cost values is assessed by referring to specially 

constructed accident-cost nomographs.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Descriptive cnd Process Variables

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

and control groups to detect possible bi»s in the assignment process produced 

the results shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Demographic and Prior-Record Variables by Treatment

Treatment

VarI able Extension 

(N =■ 247,613) <N

Control 

= 248,753)

Mean age.......... 37.4 37.4

Percent male..... 59.0 58.9

Prior 2-yoar 

accidents (per 

100 drivers)*... 1.01 0.95

Prior 2-yoar 

convictions (per 

100 drivers)*... 6.97 6.83

•Significantly different, £<.10.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

indicate that the extension group received more entries than did their 

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

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

2-year accidents and convictions were used as covariates in the major



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

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

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

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

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

field office renewal, only.

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

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

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

indicating the presence of certain impairments (progressive physical condi­

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

as a euphemism for impairments caused by aging--were omitted from Table 2. 

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

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

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

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

group and 247,861 drivers in the control group.
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Table 2

Licensing Process Variables by Treatment; 

Percentages 18 Months Subsequent to Mailout 

(N » 494,951)

Treatment

Variable Extension 

(N * 247,090)

Control 

(N => 247,861)

Renewed In

field office..,.

Did not renew...,

Valid license....

Duplicate license.

Change In vision 

restrictions**3*.

Change In vision 

referrals.......

Change In exposure 

restrictions*0 *.

Limited term

IIcense.........

P4M reexamination 

or hearlng*d *...

24.5*a * 

9.7 

89.3 

5.5

0.7

-0.01

0.007

0.008

0.08

8 8 . 1 

11.8 
87.3 

3.9

3.2

0.09

0.014

0.072

0.10

*a *65.8j of extension group drivers accepted the 

extension.

^Percentage of drivers with a vision

restriction 18 months subsequent to mailout 

minus percentage of drivers with a vision 

restriction Just prior to mailout. The 

change scores following were calculated In the 

same way.

*c *Exposure restrictions are those limiting 

drivers' exposure to risk by restricting them 

to certain areas, times of day, etc.

*d *P&M (physl cal and mental) reexaminations or 

hearings are held on the grounds that the 

driver may have a significant physical or

mental Impairment.



All of the differences between extension and control groups in these 

licensing-process variables were statistically significant above the .05 

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

exception of the difference in exposure restrictions, those which reduce 

drivers' exposure to risk by limiting the area or time of their driving.

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

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

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

damage.

The differences in valid licenses, restrictions, vision referrals, 

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

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

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

extension than in the control group renewed their licenses, presumably 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DMV renewal vision test. But it is very likely that some small percentage of 

visually impaired drivers drove with insufficient correction as a result of 

avoiding DMV's vision screening.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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 0.022 (0.102-0.08*) of drivers in 

the extension group wo u l d  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 Droportion of



accident-involved drivers, was the same for both groups (z = .201, _p>.80), 

about .33. Thus, there was no evidence of a differential program impact on 

accident severity. The only accident criterion used in the major analysis, 

accordingly, was total accidents.

Table 3 presents the mean subsequent total accidents per 100 drivers by 

treatment group, record status, age group, and sex. These are the raw means; 

the SPSS ANOVA program does not display adjusted means with the degree of 

precision needed for these data.

Table 3

Mean 18-Month Accidents pec 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 | Fema'e

Extension

Under 30...... 10.01 . 8.23 8.56 7.07

30-50......... 8.01 6.69 7.20 6.25

Over 50.«.e e•• 7.92 5.94 7.19 4.91

Combined ages

and sexes... 8.07 7.03

Control

Under 30...... 10.23 8.32 8.62 6.82

30—50......... 8.22’ 6.73 7.74 6.01

Over 50o...... 7.51 6.29 7.42 5.51

Combined ages

and sexes.j. 8.17 7.18

Grand mean.

extension

group......... 7.63

Grand mean,

control group. 7.76



The analysis of covariance summary table is shown as Table 4 (following 

p a g e ) . 

It can be seen that the main effect of treatment is borderline significant, 

( £ =  .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 | Sum of |Degrees of| Mean | F | P

variation____________squares freedom square

Coverlates

prior accidents  8.91

prior convictions... 48.78

Main effects

treatment.............  0.22

record status.  8.23

age group............  25.10

sex........... ...... 25.48

Interactions 

treatment x

record status.,0.. 0.01

treatment x

age group   0.03

treatment x s e x   0.09

record status x

age group......... 1.60

record status x sex. 0.002

age group x sex  0.47

treatment x record 

status x age group 0.18

treatment x record 

.status x sex...... 0.15

treatment x age

group x sex....... 0.42

record status x 

age group.x sex... 0.17

treatment x record 

status x age

group x sex....... 0.02

Explained.............  121.29

Residua I  ........39487.84

» 8.91 111.94 0.00

1 48.78 613.09 0.00

1 0.22 2.71 0.10

I 8.23 • 103.50 0.00

2 12.55 . 157.73 0.00

I 25.48 320,27' 0.00

1 0.01 0.12 0.73

2 0.01 0.17 0.84

1 0.09 1.16 0.28

2 0.80 10.08 0.00

1 0.002 0.02 0.88

2 0.23 .■ 2.95 0.05

2 0.09 1,13 0.32

1 0.15 1.88 0.17

2 0.21 2.61 0.07

2 0.09 1.08 0.34

2 0.01 0.13 0.88

25 4.85 60.98 0.00

10 0.08



22

fewer accidents than the control group, overall. It should be noted, 

however, that there was a significant interaction between age group and sex, 

and that this interaction differed by treatment, as shown by the significant

3-way interaction. Figure 1 (following page) shows the nature of this 3-way 

interaction.

The interaction is such that men through age 50 and women over age 50 showed 

beneficial (accident-decreasing) effects of the extension program. For the 

remaining sex/age groups (young and mid-age women and older men) the graphed

lines are almost parallel with a slightly positive slope, indicating a slight

nonsignificant increase in accidents for extension-group drivers among these 

latter groups. Overall, there was no differential effect of the extension 

program on accidents for drivers of different ages, dif f e r e n t  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 l o w e r - accident 

rates than 2-year-clean drivers, regardless of treatment. The highly

significant interaction between record status and age group reflects the 

finding that y o u nger drivers constituted a disproportionately greater risk, 

relative to older drivers, within the 2-year-clean group. The youn g e s t  group 

of drivers had 30% more accidents than the o ldest 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 arid 186 

in the extension group. The results of analyses with these drivers excluded
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were almost identical to those obtained using the total sample. For 

instance, for the reduced sample the difference between extension and control 

groups was -0.12 accidents per 100 drivers, while for the total sample the 

difference was -0.13. Therefore, the results of the accident analyses using 

the reduced sample are not presented here.

Subsequent Convictions/FTAs

Results for convictions (including FTAs) were directionally different from 

those for accidents, in that the extension group showed somewhat more 

convictions per 100 drivers (31.11) than the control group (30.99). Table 5 

presents the raw mean total subsequent convictions per 100 drivers by 

treatment, record status, age group, and sex.

Table 5

Mean 18-Month Convlctlons/FTAs per 100 Drivers by 

Treatment, Record Status, Age Group, and Sex 

(N = 495,366)

• 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. 3 0 .9 9
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The analysis of covariance summary table is shown as Table 6.

The main effect of treatment (that is, the observed excess of convictions 

forextension-group drivers) did not approach statistical significance (ji > 

.60). There was, however, a highly significant interaction between treatment, 

prior record status, and age group (j) < .005). This interaction varied by 

sex, as shown by a significant 4-way interaction (jo = .08). Figure 2 (a and 

b) shows the form of the relationship between treatment, prior record status 

and age group within sexes, Figure 2a representing men and Figure 2b 

representing women.

Table 6

Analysis of Covariance Summary Table, Convlctlons/FTAs 

(N =» 496,366) *

Source of j 

variation

Sum of 

squares

|Degrees of| 

freedom

Mean

square
1 L 1 P

Covarlates

prior accidents..... 37.28 1 37.28 93.58 0.00
prior convictions... 3836.58 1 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 group........... 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 

age group......... 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
troatment x record 

status x age group 0.17 2 0.09 0.22 0.81
trea- mont x record 

status x sex..... 0. 40 1 0.40 1.00 0.32
troatment x ago 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

Explalnod............. 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 

interactions 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 o f  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 c l a s s : 1 or 2 licenses, 

allowing them to drive heavy commercial vehicles or buses.::0f the extension 

group, 10,909 drivers, or 4.4%, held class 1 or 2 l i c e n s e s .■-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



28 /

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 in 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, o r  $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

S e n a te  B ill N o . 483

C H A P T E R  776

An a c t  to a m e n d  S ec tion  12814.5 of, a n d  to  ad d  S ec t io n  12S14.6 to, 
th e  V e h ic le  C o d e ,  re la t in g  to  d r iv e r 's  licenses.

[Approved by C ovem or S ep tem ber 7, 1982. Filed with 
Secretary of S tate S ep tem ber 8, 1982.)

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 483, S p e ra w .  D r iv e r ’s licenses .
(1) E x is t in g  law  p ro v id e s  fo r  l icens ing  a n y  p e r s o n  w h o  d r iv e s  a 

m o to r  v e h ic le  in  th is  s ta te .  U n less  o th e rw ise  l im ited ,  a  d r i v e r ’s 
license  e x p ire s  o n  th e  4 th  b i r t h d a y  fo llow ing  th e  d a te  o f  a p p l i c a t io n  
or  th e  d a t e  o f  p r io r  l icense  e x p i ra t io n ,  b u t  m ay  b e  e x t e n d e d  fo r  a 
single 4 -y e a r  p e r io d  for  a fee  o f  $10, a t  th e  d isc re t io n  of  th e  D i r e c t o r  
of  M o to r  V eh ic les ,  for l ic en sees  w h o  m e e t  specif ied  qua l i f ica t io n s .

T h is  bill  w o u ld  rev ise  th e  l ic e n se  e x te n s io n  provisions to  in s te a d  
au th o r iz e  th e  d i r e c to r  to r e n e w  b y  m ail ,  for n o t  m o r e  th a n  2  
successive  4 -y ea r  pe r iods ,  fo r  a  fee  o f  S10, d r iv e r ’s l icenses e x p i r in g  
on or  a f t e r  J a n u a r y  1, 1983, for l icensees ,  n o t  h o ld in g  a  p r o b a t io n a r y  
license, w h o  m e e t  those  qua lif ica t ions .

T h e  bill w o u ld  a u th o r iz e  t h e  d i r e c to r  to establish a d e m o n s t r a t i o n  
p ro g ra m  to  e v a lu a te  th e  e f fec ts  o f  r e n e w in g  d r iv e r ’s l icenses  b y  m a i l  
an d ,  as p a r t  o f  th e  d e m o n s t r a t io n  p r o g r a m ,  to r e n e w  b y  m a il  l ic e n se s  
exp ir ing  o n  o r  a f te r  J a n u a r y  1, 1983, for licensees  w h o  m e e t  t h e  
s t r ic te r  qua lif ica t ions ,  as spec if ied .  T h e  p ro g r a m  w o u ld  t e r m i n a t e  
w h e n  th e  d e p a r t m e n t ' s  e v a lu a t io n  is c o m p le t e d  or  a t  any  t i m e  th e  
d e p a r t m e n t  d e t e r m in e s  th a t  t h e  p r o g r a m  has an  a d v e rse  i m p a c t  o n  
traffic safe ty .

T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  w o u ld  b e  r e q u i r e d  to m o n i to r  a n d  c o n d u c t  a  
s tudy  on  t h e  e ffec ts  o f  l ic en se  r e n e w a l  by  m ail  u n d e r  th e  l ic e n s e  
re n e w a l  a n d  license  r e n e w a l  d e m o n s t r a t io n  p ro g ra m  a n d  to s u b m i t  
an  in te r im  r e p o r t  to th e  L e g is la tu re  n o t  la te r  th an  J a n u a ry  1, 1986, 
a n d  a final r e p o r t  to th e  L e g is la tu re  n o t  la te r  th a n  M arch  1 , 19S9, o n  
b o th  p ro g ra m s .

(2) E x is t in g  law a u th o r iz e s  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  M otor  V e h ic le s  to  
issue d r iv e r 's  l icenses to m in o rs .

This bill w o u ld  a u th o r iz e  t h e  d i r e c to r ,  o p e ra t iv e  Ju ly  1, 1983, to 
establish a d e m o n s t r a t io n  p r o g r a m  to e v a lu a te  th e  traffic s a fe ty  
effects  o f  issu ing  a prov is iona l  d r iv e r 's  l icense  to persons  u n d e r  18 
years  o f  age . T h e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o g r a m  cou ld  inc lu d e  any  o r  all, 
bu t  w ould  n o t  be  l im ited  to, sp ec if ied  c o m p o n e n ts .

T h e  bill w o u ld  r e q u i r e  th e  d e p a r t m e n t ,  if th e  d e m o n s t r a t io n  
p ro g ra m  is e s ta b l ish e d ,  to c o n d u c t  a s tu d y  on  th e  traffic safety e f fe c ts  
of th e  p r o g r a m ,  a u th o r iz e  th e  d e p a r t m e n t  to te r m in a te  th e  p r o g r a m  
if th e  d e p a r t m e n t  d e t e r m i n e s  th a t  t h e  p ro g r a m  has no  su b s ta n t ia l

y3 so
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b e n e f ic ia l  im p a c t  o n  traff ic  sa fe ty ,  a n d  r e q u i r e  th e  p r e p a r a t i o n  a n d  
su b m is s io n  to t h e  L e g is la tu re  u f  a n  in t e r im  r e p o r t  o f  th e  s tu d y  o n  o r  
b e fo re  Ju ly  1 1986, a n d  a  fin..l  r e p o r t  o n  o r  b e fo re  D e c e m b e r  31,1988. 
T h e  bill w o u ld  r e q u i r e  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  to r e c o m m e n d  t e r m in a t io n  
o f  t h e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o g r a m  a n d  p e r m i t  i t  to d i s c o n t in u e  issu ing  
p ro v is io n a l  l icenses  if th e  f ina l  r e p o r t  d o es  n o t  es tab l ish  th a t  th e  
p r o g r a m  has h a d  a su b s ta n t ia l  b e n e f ic ia l  im p a c t  o n  traff ic  sa fe ty  a n d  
w o u ld  r e q u i r e  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  to  c o n t in u e  th e  d e m o n s t r a t  an  
p r o g r a m  until  its e f fe c t  o n  traff ic  sa fe ty  c a n  b e  co n c lu s iv e ly  
d e t e r m i n e d  if t i .e  final r e p o r t  re su l ts  a re  n o t  a d v e rse  a n d ,  as o f  th e  
d a t e  t h e  final r e p o r t  is r e q u i r e d  to  b e  s u b m i t te d ,  a r e  n o t  y e t  
co n c lu s iv e .  T h e  bill w o u ld  r e q u i r e  c o n t in u a n c e  o f  th e  p r o g r a m  as a 
p ro v is io n a l  l ic e n se  p r o g r a m  i f  t h e  final r e p o r t  in d ic a te s  w jb s tan t ia l  
b e n e f ic ia l  im p a c t  o n  traff ic  s a fe ty  a n d  w o u ld  r e q u i r e  t h a t  p e r io d ic  
e v a lu a t io n s  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  b e  c o n d u c te d .

(3) U n d e r  ex is t ing  law , a n y  p e r s o n  issued a n d  h a v in g  in  his o r  h e r  
i m m e d i a t e  possession  a n  in s t r u c t io n  p e r m i t  m a y  o p e r a t e  a  m o to r  
v e h ic le  u n d e r  sp ec if ied  co n d i t io n s ,  w h ic h  in c lu d e  b e in g  
a c c o m p a n ie d  b y  a  C a l i fo rn ia  l i c e n s e d  d r iv e r  18 y ea rs  o f  a g e  o r  o v e r  
w h o se  d r iv in g  p r iv i le g e  is n o t  o n  p ro b a t io n .

T h is  bill w o u ld  a u th o r iz e ,  n o tw i th s t a n d in g  th a t  ex is t ing  law, t h e  
inc lus ion  in  th e  p r o g r a m  o f  a  c o m p o n e n t  w h ic h  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a n y  
p e r s o n  is su ed  a n d  h a v in g  in  h is  o r  h e r  im m e d ia te  possess ion  an  
in s t ru c t io n  p e r m i t  issued  a f t e r  J u n e  30, 1983, m a y  o p e r a t e  a  m o to r  
v eh ic le ,  o t h e r  th a n  a m o to r c y c le  o r  m o t o r i z e d ' b icyc le ,  on ly  if 
a c c o m p a n ie d  b y  a  l ic e n se d  d r i v e r  w h o  is 25 y e a rs  o f  a g e  o r  o ld e r  
w h o se  d r iv in g  p r iv i le g e  is n o t  o n  p ro b a t io n ,  w i th  sp e c i f ie d  
ex cep t io n s .

The peop le  o f  the State o f  California do enact as follows:
C

S E C T I O N  1. S e c t io n  12814.5 o f  t h e  V e h ic le  C o d e  is a m e n d e d  to 
read :

12814.5. (a) A t  th e  d i s c r e t io n  o f  th e  d i re c to r ,  d r iv e r s ’ l icenses
e x p ir in g  o n  o r  a f t e r  J a n u a r y  1, 1983, m ay ,  su b jec t  to su b d iv is io n  (b ) ,  
be  r e n e w e d  b y  m ail  for a fo u r -y e a r  p e r io d  for  l icensees ,  n o t  h o ld in g  
a p r o b a t io n a r y  l icense ,  w h o se  r e c o rd s ,  for th e  four years  i m m e d ia te ly  
p r e c e d in g  th e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  e lig ib il i ty  for th e  r e n e w a l ,  sh o w  
no  c o n v ic t io n s -o f  v io la t in g  t ra ff ic  laws, no  in v o lv e m e n t  in  a traffic  
a c c id e n t ,  a n d  n o  n o t i f ic a t io n  o f  a  v io la t ion  o f  su b d iv is ion  (a) o f  
S ec t io n  40509.

No r e n e w a l  by  m ail  shall  b e  g r a n t e d  to  a n y  p e r so n  w h o  is 70 y ears  
o f  a g e  o r  o ld e r .

(b) T h e  d i r e c to r  m a y  e s ta b l ish  a d e m o n s t r a t io n  p r o g r a m  to 
e v a lu a te  t h e  traff ic  sa fe ty  a n d  o t h e r  e f fec ts  o f  r e n e w in g  d r iv e r 's  
licenses  by  mail. If  a d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o g r a m  is e s ta b l ish e d ,  th e  
d i r e c to r  m a y .  u n d e r  th a t  p r o g r a m ,  r e n e w  by  m ail  d r i v e r ’s licenses  
ex p ir in g  on  o r  a l t e r  J a n u a r y  I. 1983, for l icensees  w h o se  r e c o rd s ,  lo r

Ch. 776 • — 2 —

93 70



APPENDIX A (CONT.)

3 6

th e  tw o  y e a rs  im m e d ia t e ly  p r e c e d in g  th e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  
e l ig ib i l i ty  for th e  r e n e w a l ,  s h o w  n o  conv ic tions  o f  v io la t in g  tra f f ic  
laws, n o  i n v o lv e m e n t  in a tra ff ic  a c c id e n t ,  a n d  no  n o t i f ic a t io n  o f  a 
v io la t io n  of  su b d iv is io n  (a) o f  S e c t io n  40509, a n d  a d d i t io n a l ly  w h o s e  
re c o rd s ,  fo r  t h e  fo u r  y e a rs  im m e d ia te ly  p r e c e d i n g  th a t  
d e t e r m in a t io n ,  d o  n o t  s h o w  a v io la t io n  w h ich  has a v io la t io n  p o in t  
c o u n t  o f  tw o d e t e r m i n e d  in  a c c o r d a n c e  w ith  S ec t io n  12810 o r  a  fa ta l  
a c c id e n t  n o ta t io n .  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall t e r m i n a t e  th e  
d e m o n s t r a t io n  p r o g r a m  w h e n  its e v a lu a t io n  is c o m p l e t e d  o r  m a y  
t e r m i n a t e  t h e  p r o g r a m  a t  a n y  t im e  th e  d e p a r t m e n t  d e t e r m i n e s  th a t  
t h e  p r o g r a m  has a n  a d v e r s e  i m p a c t  o n  traffic  sa fe ty .

(c) T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall  c h a r g e  a fee  o f  t e n  do lla rs  ($10) fo r  e a c h  
l ic e n se  r e n e w a l  g r a n t e d  p u r s u a n t  to subdiv is ion  (a) o r  (b ) .

(d)  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall  m o n i to r  a n d  c o n d u c t  a  c o n t in u in g  s tu d y  
o f  t h e  e f fec ts  o f  t h e  l ic e n se  r e n e w a l  b y  m ail  u n d e r  su b d iv is io n s  (a) 
a n d  (b)  a n d  s u b m i t  a n  i n t e r im  r e p o r t  to  th e  L e g is la tu re  n o t  l a t e r  
t h a n  J a n u a r y  1 , 1986, a n d  a final r e p o r t  to  th e  L e g is la tu re  n o t  la te r  
th a n  M a rc h  1, 1989, o n  its f ind in g s .  T h e  s tu d y  shall in c lu d e ,  b u t  n o t  
b e  l im i te d  to, sa fe ty  issues. T h e  f ina l r e p o r t  shall sp ec if ica l ly  i n c lu d e  
in fo rm a t io n  r e g a r d i n g  th e  i m p a c t  o n  traffic  sa fe ty  o f  p e r s o n s  w h o  
r e c e iv e  a  s e c o n d  e x te n s io n  u n d e r  su b d iv is io n  ( b ) , w h ic h  in f o r m a t io n  
shall c o v e r  a p e r io d  n o t  less th a n  24 m o n th s  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  fo l lo w in g  
th e  s e c o n d  c c  .s e c u t iv e  e x te n s io n .

(e)  T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall n o t i fy  e a c h  l ic en see  g r a n t e d  a r e n e w a l  
b y  m a i l  p u r s u a n t  to  th is  s e c t io n  o f  m a jo r  c h a n g e s  to  th e  V e h ic le  C o d e  
a f fe c t in g  traff ic  law s o c c u r r in g  d u r in g  th e  p r io r  fo u r -y e a r  p e r io d .

(f) T h e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall  n o t  r e n e w  a d r iv e r ’s l i c e n s e  b y  m a i l  if  
t h e  l ic en se  has  b e e n  p re v io u s ly  r e n e w e d  by  m ail  tw o  c o n s e c u t iv e  
t im e s  for  fo u r -y e a r  p e r io d s .

S E C . 2. S e c t io n  12S14.6 is a d d e d  to  th e  V eh ic le  C o d e ,  to  r e a d :
12814.6. (a) N o tw i th s ta n d in g  a n y  o t h e r  p rov is ion  o f  th is  c o d e ,

th e  d i r e c to r  m a y  e s ta b l ish  a  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p ro g ra m  to  e v a l u a t e  t h e  
traff ic  sa fe ty  e f fe c ts  o f  issu ing  a p ro v is io n a l  d r iv e r 's  l ic e n s e  to  p e r s o n s  
u n d e r  18 yea rs  o f  age .  T h e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p ro g r a m  m a y  in c lu d e  a n y  
o r  all, b u t  shall n o t  b e  l im i te d  to, t h e  fo llow ing c o m p o n e n t s :

(1) T h e  is su an ce  o f  a d i s t in c t iv e  d r i v e r ’s l icense  to p e r s o n s  u n d e r  
18 y ea rs  of  a g e  o n  w h ic h  a p p e a r  t h e  w o rd s  “ Provis ional u n t i l  a g e  18."

(2) N o tw i th s ta n d in g  su b d iv is io n  (c) o f  Sec tion  12509, a g e n e r a l  
r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  a n y  p e r s o n  w h o  has in  his o r  h e r  i m m e d i a t e  
possession  a v a lid  p e r m i t  issued  a f t e r  J u n e  30, 1983. p u r s u a n t  to 
su b d iv is ion  (a) o f  S e c t io n  12509 a n d  w h o  is u n d e r  18 y e a r s  o f  a g e  m a y  
o p e r a t e  a m o to r  v e h ic le ,  o t h e r  t h a n  a m o to rc y c le  o r  a  m o t o r i z e d  
cyc le ,  only  if th a t  p e r s o n  is a c c o m p a n ie d  by, a n d  u n d e r  th e  
i m m e d ia t e  s u p e rv is io n  of, a d r iv e r  w h o  is 25 y ears  o f  a g e  o r  o ld e r ,  
w h o  t h e n  ho lds  a d r iv e r 's  l ic en se  issued  u n d e r  this c o d e ,  a n d  w h o s e  
d r iv in g  p r iv i le g e  is n o t  on  p ro b a t io n .  T h is  p a r a g r a p h  d o e s  n o t  a p p ly  
if th a t  l ic en sed  d r iv e r  is th e  p a r e n t ,  sp o u se ,  o r  g u a rd ia n  o f  th e  p e r m i t  
h o ld e r  o r  is a l ic e n se d  o r  c e r t i f i e d  d r iv in g  in s tru c to r .

—  3 —  Ch. 776
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(3) A r e q u i r e m e n t  fo r  s u p e r v i s e d  d r iv ing  p ra c t ic e ,  w h ic h  is p r io r  
to  th e  i s su an ce  o f  a p ro v is io n a l  d r iv e r 's  l icense  a n d  is in a d d i t io n  to 
a n y  o th e r  d r iv in g  t r a in in g  in s t ru c t io n  r e q u i r e d  by  law, a n d  
c e r t i f ic a t io n  b y  a  p a r e n t ,  sp o u se ,  g u a rd ia n ,  o r  l icensed  o r  c e r t i f ie d  
d r iv in g  in s t ru c to r  t h a t  th e  p e r s o n  u n d e r  18 y e a r s  o f  a g e  has 
c o m p l e t e d  th a t  d r iv in g  p ra c t ic e .  A m in o r  w i th o u t  a  p a r e n t ,  sp o u se ,  
o r  g u a r d ia n ,  o r  e m a n c i p a t e d  m in o rs ,  m ay  h a v e  a l ic e n s e d  d r i v e r  25 
y ea rs  o f  a g e  o r  o ld e r  o r  a l ic e n se d  o r  c e r t i f ie d  d r iv in g  in s t r u c to r  
c o m p le t e  th e  c e r t i f ic a t io n .  T h is  r e q u i r e m e n t  d o e s  n o t  a p p ly  to  
m o to r c y c le  p ra c t ic e .

(4) A s u s p e n s io n  o f  t h e  d r iv in g  p r iv i leg e  o f  a n y  d r iv e r  u n d e r  18 
y e a rs  o f  a g e  w h e n  th e  r e c o r d  show s n o tif ica t ion  o f  o n e  o r  m o r e  
v io la t ions  o f  su b d iv is io n  (a) o f  S e c t io n  40509. T h e  su sp e n s io n  sha ll  
c o n t in u e  u n t i l  t h e  s u s p e n d e d  p e r s o n ’s d r iv e r  r e c o r d  d o es  n o t  s h o w  
a n y  n o t i f ica t io n  o f  a  v io la t io n  o f  subd iv is ion  (a) o f  S ec t io n  40509.

(5) A 30-day r e s t r i c t io n  im p o s e d  o n  a d r iv e r  u n d e r  18 yea rs  o f  a g e  
w h e n  th a t  d r iv e r 's  r e c o r d  sh o w s  a v io la t ion  p o in t  c o u n t  o f  tw o  or 
m o r e  p o in ts  in  12 m o n th s  d e t e r m i n e d  in  a c c o r d a n c e  w i th  S e c t io n  
12810. T h e  re s t r ic t io n  sha ll  r e q u i r e  th e  l ic en see  to b e  a c c o m p a n ie d  
b y  a l ic e n se d  p a r e n t ,  sp o u se ,  g u a rd ia n ,  o r  o t h e r  l ic e n se d  d r iv e r  25 
y e a r s  o f  a g e  o r  o ld e r ,  e x c e p t  w h e n  o p e r a t in g  a class 4 v e h ic le  w i th  
n o  p a s s e n g e r s  a b o a rd .

(6 ) A suc-m onth  s u s p e n s io n  o f  th e  d r iv in g  p r iv i le g e  a n d  o n e -y e a r  
t e r m  of p r o b a t io n  to b e  im p o s e d  w h e n e v e r  t h e  r e c o r d  o f  a d r iv e r  
u n d e r  18 y e a rs  o f  a g e  sh o w s  a v io la t io n  p o in t  c o u n t  o f  th r e e  o r  m o r e  
p o in ts  in  1 2  m o n th s  d e t e r m i n e d  in  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  S e c t io n  12810.

(7) A r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  a n y  t e r m  o f  r e s t r ic t io n  o r  s u s p e n s io n  
i m p o s e d  o n  a p e r s o n  u n d e r  18 y e a rs  o f  ag e  r e m a in  in  e f fe c t  u n t i l  t h e  
e n d  o f  th e  t e r m  e v e n  th o u g h  th e  p e r s o n  b e c o m e s  18 yea rs  o f  a g e  
b e f o r e  th e  t e r m  en d s .

(b) I f  th e  p ro v is io n a l  d r i v e r ’s l icense  d e m o n s t r a t io n  p r o g r a m  is 
e s ta b l ish e d  p u r s u a n t  to  sub d iv is io n  (a ) ,  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall 
c o n d u c t  a s tu d y  o n  th e  t ra ff ic  sa fe ty  effec ts  o f  th e  p r o g r a m ,  a n d ,  
un less  th e  d e p a r t m e n t  s o o n e r  d e t e r m i n e s  th a t  t h e  p r o g r a m  has n o  
s u b s ta n t ia l  b e n e f ic ia l  i m p a c t  o n  traffic  safety, in  w h ic h  case  t h e  
d e p a r t m e n t  m ay ,  u p o n  th a t  d e t e r m in a t io n ,  r e c o m m e n d  te r m in a t io n  
o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  a n d  d is c o n t in u e  th e  issuing o f  p rov is io n a l  l icenses  
p u r s u a n t  to th is  s ec t io n ,  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall p r e p a r e  a n d  s u b m i t  an  
i n t e r i m  r e p o r t  o n  t h e  s tu d y  to t h e  L e g is la tu re  o n  o r  b e f o r e j u l y  1 , 
19S6, a n d  a final r e p o r t  o n  o r  b e f o r e  D e c e m b e r  31, 1988.

(c) I f  th e  final r e p o r t  to  t h e  L e g is la tu re  docs  n o t  es tab l ish  t h a t  th e  
d e m o n s t r a t i o n  p r o g r a m  has  h a d  a sub s tan t ia l  b e n e f ic ia l  im p a c t  o n  
tra ff ic  sa fe ty ,  th e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall r e c o m m e n d  t e r m in a t io n  o f  th e  
p r o g r a m  a n d  m a y  d i s c o n t in u e  th e  issu ing  o f  p ro v is io n a l  l icenses  
p u r s u a n t  to th is  sec t io n .  If  t h e  final r e p o r t  resu lts  a r e  n o t  a d v e r s e  a n d  
n o t  y e t  c o n c lu s iv e  as o f  t h e  d a t e  th e  final r e p o r t  is r e q u i r e d  to b e  
s u b m i t t e d ,  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  shall c o n t in u e  th e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  
p r o g r a m  u n t i l  its e f fe c t  o n  t ra ff ic  sa fe ty  c a n  b e  co n c lu s iv e ly
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d e t e r m i n e d .  If  th e  final r e p o r t  in d ica te s  t h a t  t h e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n  
p r o g r a m  has  h a d  a su b s ta n t ia l  ben e f ic ia l  im p a c t  on  tra ff ic  sa fe ty ,  th e  
d e p a r t m e n t  shall c o n t in u e  is su a n c e  o f  a p ro v is io n a l  d r iv e r 's  l ic e n se  
u n d e r  t h e  p r o g r a m  w i th  p e r io d ic  eva lua tions .

(d )  T h is  s e c t io n  shall  b e c o m e  o p e ra t iv e  Ju ly  1 , 1983.
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sued to him.
H I » t 0 f y . - 3  3 .  1 9 5 5 1 . 1 9 3 9 :  C G I  1 9 4 0  S u p p .  4 1 5 1 ( 6 4 2 ) ,  8 1 3 5 ( 5 8 ) ;  s .  2 8 ,  c h .

2 0 4 5 1 , 1 9 4 1 :  r .  I .  c h .  2 9 6 8 3 . 1 9 5 5 ;  J .  1 .  c h .  5 7 - 7 5 7 ;  s .  I ,  c h .  5 9 - 4 3 2 ,  s .  2 ,  c h .  6 7 - 1 7 4 ;  

:  I  Ch 6 7  2 6 5 ;  V  1 .  c h .  6 9 - 8 1 ;  a  2 0 9 .  c h .  7 1 - 1 3 6 ;  a .  1 ,  c h .  7 1 1 4 4 ;  s .  5 .  c h .  7 7 - 1 2 0 ;

14 , c h .  7 7 - 1 2 1 .  s .  1 6 ,  c h .  7 8 - 3 9 4 ;  s .  1 0 .  c h .  7 9 0 ;  1 . 1 ,  c h .  8 2 - 1 3 2 ;  s .  1 ,  c h .  8 5 - 1 2 1 ;  

j  1 2 .  c h .  8 5 * 3 0 9 .

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

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

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

H l i l o r y . — 3 .  2 9 .  c h .  1 9 5 5 1 ,  1 9 3 9 ;  C G L  1 9 4 0  S u p p .  4 1 5 1 ( 6 4 3 ) ;  s .  2 9 ,  c h .  2 0 4 5 1 ,  

1 9 1 1 ;  5  1 ,  c h .  7 1 - 7 3  s .  2 .  c h .  7 5 - 2 2 8 .  s .  1 .  c h .  7 7 - 1 7 4 ;  3 .  5 .  c h .  6 5 - 9 8 .

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

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

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

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

shall be issued a driver’s license which expires at mid­
night on the licensee's birthday which next occurs 4 
years after the month of expiration of the license being 
renewed, except that a driver whose driving record re­
flects r.o convictions for the preceding 3 years shall be 
issued a driver's license which expires at midnight on 
the licensee's birthday which next occurs 6 years after 
the month of expiration of the license being renewed.
(3) If a license expires on a Saturday, Sunday, or le­

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

that the holder of a license about to expire has no con­
victions for the preceding 3 years, the department shall 
mail a certificate of eligibility to the licensee at his last 
known address, not less than 30 days prior to the licens­
ee's birthday. The licensee shall have the option of ob­
taining a 4-year license extension by mail or a 6-year li­
cense renewal at a driver license examining station.
(b) Upon receipt of a properly completed certificate 

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

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

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

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

shall expire on October 31,1989, and paragraph (e) shall 
expire on October 31, 1993.
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(9)(a) A restricted operator's license shall not be is­
sued to any person who has previously held a restricted 
operator’s license issued by this state.
(b) An original restricted operator's license is not re­

newable.
H W o t y . - s  3 0 ,  c h .  I 9 S 5 1 .  1 9 3 9 .  C G L  1 9 4 0  S u p p .  4 1 5 1 ( 6 4 4 ) ;  s .  3 0 . 2 0 4 5 1 .  1 9 4 1 ;  

s .  c h .  2 4 3 4 6 ,  1 9 4 ? ;  s .  1 ,  c h .  2 6 9 1 1 ,  1 9 5 1 ;  s  1 , c h .  6 1 1 3 ;  s .  2 ,  c h .  6 7 - 2 4 2 ;  S3. 2 4 ,  

3 5 .  c h  6 9 - 1 0 6 ;  s .  1 ,  c h .  7 2 - 2 1 1 ;  s s .  3 , 5 .  c h .  7 5 - 2 2 8 ;  s .  1 7 .  c h .  7 8 - 3 9 4 .  j .  2 .  c h  8 2 - 1 3 2 ;  

s .  2 2 .  c h .  8 4 - 3 5 9 .  s .  6 .  c h .  8 5 - 9 8 .

' N o t e . — A s  a m e n d e d .  e H e c l i v e  n o v e m b e r  1 . 1 9 8 5

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

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

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

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

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

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

to either on-line data entry activities between the cobhi 
and the department or the forwarding of electronic 
recorded data. Departmental rules shall require-.'il. 
data verification be accompanied by comparison wit 
data from uniform traffic disposition reports. j>V$|
(6) The department shall tabulate and publish stalk 

tics of traffic citation dispositions and provide records to; 
court clerks for the purpose of verifying that the data) 
was properly received and recorded. .•.6»idl
(7) The requirement for the department to keep rec­

ords shall terminate upon the death of an individual fii 
censed by the department upon notification by the 
partment of Health and Rehabilitative Services of sucf) 
death. The department shall make such notification as 
is proper of the deletions from their records to the cou 
clerks of the state.
(8) The department may, upon application, furnjsH 

to any person, from the records of the Division of Drive 
Licenses, a list of the names, addresses, and birth dateo 
of the licensed drivers of the entire state or any portio 
thereof by age group. Each person who requests si)' 
information shall pay a fee, set by the department, ofii 
cent per name listed, except that the department shall 
furnish such information without charge to any stat 
agency or to any state attorney, sheriff, or chief of police 
Such state agency, state attorney, or law enforcenie' 
agency may not sell, give away, or allow the copying of 
such information. Noncompliance with this prohibitio" 
shall authorize the department to charge the noncorp- 
plying state agency, state attorney, or.law enforcemen 
agency the appropriate fee for any subsequent lists Ve; 
quested. The department may adopt rules necessary^ 
implement this subsection. .
(9) The Division of Driver Licenses is authorized., 

upon application of any person and payment of .fh^ 
proper fees, to search and to assist such person in.tf)
search of the records of the department and make'/el
ports thereof and to make photographic copies of the 
departmental records and attestations thereof.
(10)(a) The department is authorized to charge the 

following fees for the following services and documents,,
1. For providing a transcript of any one in­

dividual's driver history record for the past 3 
years or for searching for such record when no .. lo  
record is found to be on file .................................$2'00,
2. For providing a transcript of any one in- =(3}| 

dividual’s driver history record for the past 7 :«1
years or for searching for such record when no . 95-
record is found to be on file ................................. $3.00
3. For providing a certified copy of a tran- f

script of the driver history record for any one 
individual ..................................................................$3.00
4. For providing a certified photographic 

copy of a document, per page .............................$1‘.00r
5. For providing an exemplified record ........$15.00
6. For providing photocopies of docu- TV

ments, papers, letters, clearances, or license 
or insurance status reports, per page .................$0.50
7. For assisting persons in searching any n '

one individual's driver record at a terminal lo- '{9 
cated at the department's general headquar­
ters in Tallahassee .............................................
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41.2-12.2. Fees deposited la I n  vportatJon fond • 
ppeaset o r tax coBaatbdoa • Budget. ■

jVjl fee ’otlected under this act shall be transmit-' 
momldy to the state treasurer for deposit In the 

jposportitioa futsd. The expenses o f the state tax 
^m iss io n  in carrying out the provisions o f  this 

shall be provided for by legislative appropriation 
Irom this fund. The commission shall prepare and 
lubmit to the governor, to be included in his budget 
io the legislature, a budget o f the requirements for 
jirrying out the provisions of this act for the fiscal 
p*r next following the convening of the legislature.

1 m
/j.2-12 J .  No fee for reports made lo governmental 
, grades.

provided further, that no charge shall be m ade 
lor reports furnished to municipal, county, sta te  o r 
federal agencies. 1»S7

41-2-13. Licenses issaed to operators •  Contents • 
Anatomical gifts ladles Hod > Temporary licenses • 
Minor's Uceases tad permits.

(1) The department shall issue to every person 
privileged to drive as an operator, a license certific- 
stc indicating the type or general class of vehicle the 
licensee may dri-e. No person shall drive any class 
of motor vehicle unless licensed in that class.,

(2) Every such license certificate shall bear 
thereon (a) the social security number and/or the 
distinguishing number' assigned to  the licensee, (b) 
the name, age and residence address o f the licensee, 
i brief description cf the licensee for the purpose of 
identification, and (c) a photograph of the licensee 
tnd a photograph or other facsimile of the license­
e's signature. The license shall be of an impervious 
material, resistant to wear, damage and alteration. 
The sire, form and color of said license shall be as 
prescribed by the commissioner o f public safety and 
the commissioner may prescribe the issuance of a 
special type limited license as authorized in subsect­
ion 41-2-l8(d). In addition, the commissioner may 
in his discretion authorize the issuance of renewed 
or duplicate driver licenses without pictures in 
instances where the applicants are not then living 
within the boundaries of the Stale o f Utah.

(3Xa) With every operator’s license issued or 
renewed on and after July I, 1981, the division 
shall, upon the request of the licensee, provide a 
nicker which can be affixed to the back of the 
license and which will indicate the licensee’s intent 
to make an anatomical gift pursuant to the require­
ments of the anatomical gift act in Chapter 26 of 
Title 26. The statement must be signed in the 
presence of at least one witness who shall sign the 
statement in the presence of the licensee.

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

(4) The department, upon determining after an 
wamination that an applicant is mentally and phys­
ically qualified to be granted a license, may issue to 
such a person a receipt for the fee which shall serve 
15 a temporary license certificate allowing him tc 
operate a motor vehicle while the- depanr.em  is 
completing iu  investigation and determining all of 
•he facts bearing upon whether he is entitled to be 
•icensed. Such receipt must be in his immediate po-

41-2-16.
n o tio n  while operating a motor vehicle, and It 
■hall be invalid when the applicant's license certific­
ate hat been issued or for good cause the privilege 
has been refused. The department shall indicate on 
such receipts a date after which it ceases to be valid 
as a license certificate.

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

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

41-2-13.1. Change o f address • Duty o f Ikeasee to 
notify department.

Whenever any person after applying for or 
receiving an operator’s license shall move from the 
address n m ed  in juch application or in the license 
issued to him such person shall within 10 days ther­
eafter notify the department in writing o f his new 
address and of the number of any license then held 
by him. im

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

issued under the provisions of this an  shall be lost, 
stolen,, or destroyed, the person to whom the same 
was issued may obtain a duplicate thereof upon 
furnishing proof satisfactory to the department that 
such license certificate has been lost, stolen or 
destroyed and upon payment of a fee o f  S5. In the 
event that the department is advised (bat an operat­
o r’s license certificate has been lost, stolen or destr­
oyed, the same shall forthwith be void. m3

41-2-15. License to be carried when driving - P ro ­
duction la co art.

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

41-2-16. Expiration dates o f licenses • Renewal •
Fees fo r renewal • Extension without examination - 
Files, forms and derkml bdp • Licensees In armed 
forces.

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

(2) The holder of a valid license may secure a 
renewal thereof by making application a t any time 
within six months before such license expires, by
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passing the cum inatioo specified in subsection -41-2- 
11(2) and by paying a fee of $10, except for thoic 
65 years of age and over who shall pay a fee of 
$3.00. Upon the payment of such fee and the 
parsing of such examinations, (he department shall 
issue a new license to such holder.

The commissioner may allow the holder o f a 
valid operator's license to renew said license more 
than six months prior to its expiration date; 
provided, the applicant furnishes proof that such 
applicant will be absent from the slate during (he 
six-month period prior to the expiration o f the 
license.

(3) At the discretion of the commissioner and 
under standards established by the department, op­
erators’ licenses expiring after July 1, 1980, may be 
extended for four years without examination for 
licensees whose driving records for the four years 
immediately preceding the determination of eligibil­
ity for extension show driving violation penalty 
points not exceeding 50, no suspensions or revocat­
ions, and no outstanding warrants for traffic viola­
tions, except that a person 65 years of age or older 
must take and pass the eye examination specified in 
subsection 41-2-11(1). No extension shall be 
granted to any person who is identified by the dep­
artment as having a medical impairment which may 
represent a hazard to public safety. The department 
shall charge 510 per extension for each person 
under 65 years of age and $3.00 per extension for 
each person 65 or over. During the period o f the 
extension, or prior thereto, the department shall 
notify each licensee granted an extension under this 
subsection of changes to the traffic code.

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

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

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

41-2-17. Court to report convictions and may 
recommend suspension o f license.

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

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

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

include the name and address of the party 
the number o f his operator’s license, the re 
number of the vehicle involved, the nature or] 
offense, the date of hearing, the plea, the ju 
or whether bail was forfeited, and the scve 
the violation, which shall be graded by the -i 
'minimum,*, 'in term ediate,' or * m ax im u m .^  
respect to a conviction or bood forfeiture 
speeding, the severity of violation shall be 
'm in im um ' for exceeding tbe posted speed l im in g ; 
up to 9 miles per hour; as 'intermediate' '/oe-r 
exceeding the posted speed limit by from 10 to. )£, 
miles per hour; and as 'maximum ' for excattin^- 
the posted speed limit by 20 or more mile- ~ Tjj-.- 
hour.

(c) Fot the purposes of this act the term 'convic­
tion '  shall mean conviction by the court of fimy 
impression. Also, for the purposes of this act • . f o ­
rfeiture o f bail or collateral deposited to securpJ*<.. 
defendant’s appearance in court, which forfotiirt/ 
has not been vacated, shall be equivalent to a cbnfc!'". 
iction. *w sa)

(d) Where a convicted person secures a judgih&lk::.’ 
o f acquittal or reversal in any appellate court-ahafe* 
conviction in the court of first impression, theriegklL';' 
artment shall reinstate his operator's license aadpj 
return his license certificate immediately ipjpqof'- 
receipt o f a certified copy of said judgmcntiqffv. 
acquittal or reversal..- *, <;ttsiai '

41-2-18. Mandatory revocation or suspension 
license - Extension o f period - Hearing - U m ite x ^ O  ; 
driving privileges - Instructional programs. "* :

(a) Except as hereinafter provided, the depaxPn^
'em shaJl forthwith revoke or, in those cases :• 
which suspension is in this code specificalK: 
provided for, suspend the license of any pasoa^i 
upon receiving a record of the conviction of such ' 
person of any of the following crimes: V sa* "-’

(1) Manslaughter resulting from the operaboQpj.. 
of a motor vehicle or automobile homiride.jiiJ;  
provided for in section 76-5-207, % '

(2) Driving or being in actual physical 'contrarS 
of a vehicle while under the influence of aJcohol.gC? 
any drug or combination thereof lo a degree w w S l 
renders the person incapable of safely drivin^-^jj j 
vehicle as prohibited in section 41-6-44 or as prcbj* 
ibited in an ordinance that complies with th e 'te ^ y s  ’ 
rements of subsection 41-6-43(1). .

(3) Driving or being in actual physical conff^-. 
o f a vehicle with a blood alcohol content of.iCSft^ 
or higher as prohibited in section 41-6-44 "or' 
prohibited in an ordinance that complies witl^l 
requirements of subsection 41-6-43(1). '

(4) Perjury or the making of a false affida 
the department under this act or any other jaw.'] 
this state requiring the registration of motor vi 
or regulating their operation on highways.

(5) Any crime punishable as a felony ub«t" 
which the motor vehicle laws of this stale or i n '  
other felony in the commission of which a mojc
vehicle is used. ,, £

(6) Failure to stop arid render aid as requijj
under the laws of this state in the event of a mo'
vehicle accident resulting in the death or 
injury of another.

(7) Two charges of reckless driving commit) 
within a period of twelve months; prxrv?̂  
however, that if, upon a first conviction of i 
driving, the judge or justice shall recommend 
ension of the convicted person's license, the i 
ment may, after a hearing suspend the said

For ANNOTATIONS, to u d l (W lain* UTAH ADVANCE RETORTS.



4. For such other and fu rth e r relief as to  this court seems proper.
D ated:  13______ , I9_h_ .
 is______________

[Sign.[Verification]
§ 12812. R es tr ic ted  d r iv e r ’s  l icense  as to  pe rson  p resum ed  to be negl' 
o p e ra to r
(a) Except as p ro v id ed  in subd iv is ion  (b), if  a d r iv e r  is p resum ed  to 
negligent o p e ra to r  p u r s u a n t  to  Section  12810.5, the  d e p a r tm e n t  m ay, 
con d i t io n  o f  p roba tion ,  issue  a  re s tr ic ted  d r iv e r ’s license to p e rm it  drivii 
a  vehicle for w hich  th e  p e r s o n  is l icensed a n d  a lso  certificated, u 
requ ired , while in th e  c o u r s e  o f  th e  d r iv e r ’s em p lo y m e n t  d u r in g  spec 
h o u r s  o f  e m p lo y m en t  o r  a n y  o th e r  res tr ic t io n s  as de te rm in ed  by 
d e p a r tm en t .  T h e  re s tr ic t io n s  sha ll  be  no ted  on  th e  d r iv e r ’s license.
(b) I f  a driver w h o  h o ld s  a ce r t if ica te  issued p u r s u a n t  to  Section 12804 
12804.3, o r  b o th ,  is p r e s u m e d  to  be a  negligent o p e ra to r  as define 
subdiv is ion  (a) o f  S ec t io n  12810.5, th e  d e p a r tm e n t  m a y  suspend  o r  re 
th e  certificate o r  c o n t in u e  th e  certif icate  u n d e r  te rm s  o f  p rob a t io n .
Amended Slats 19S4 ch 667 § 12. operative July I, 1985.
Amendments:
1984 Amendment: Substituted the section for the former section.

§ 12814.5. E x tens ion  o f  l ic e n se s
(a )  A t  the  d iscretion  o f  th e  d i re c to r ,  d r iv e r s ’ licenses exp ir ing  on  o r  : 
J a n u a ry  1, 1983, m ay, su b je c t  to  subd iv is ion  (b), be renew ed  by mail f 
fou r-yea r  period for l icensees ,  n o t  h o ld in g  a p ro b a t io n a ry  license, w 
records ,  for the  fcu r  y e a r s  im m e d ia te ly  p reced in g  the  d e te rm in a t io n  ol 
eligibility for th e  renew al,  s h o w  n o  co n v ic t ions  o f  v io la ting  traffic laws 
invo lvem ent in a traffic a c c id e n t ,  a n d  no  notif ica tion  o f  a  violatioi 
subdiv is ion  (a) o f  Section  40509 .
A  d r iv e r’s reco rd  t h a t  s h o w s  in vo lvem en t in n o t  m o re  th an  one tr  
a cc iden t  within an y  tw o -y e a r  p e r io d  p reced in g  d r iv e r ’s license renewal s 
n o t  be considered to be in v o lv e m e n t  in a traffic acc iden t  fo r  pu rposes  of  
subdiv is ion  if (1) the  d r iv e r  m e t  th e  re q u ire m e n ts  o f  C h a p te r  1 (com m en. 
w i th  Section 16000) o f  D iv is io n  7 w ith  respec t  to  th e  acc iden t  a n d  (2) 
d r iv e r  w as not c ited  fo r  a n y  v io la t ion  o f  th is  co d e  in c o n n ec t io n  with 
accident.
N o  renewal by m ail  sha ll  b e  g r a n te d  to  any  p e rso n  w h o  is 70 y ears  o f  ag 
o lder .
(b) T h e  d irec to r  m ay e s ta b l ish  a  d e m o n s t ra t io n  p ro g ra m  to evaluate  
traffic safety an d  o th e r  effects  o f  ren ew in g  d r iv e r ’s licenses by mail. ! 
d e m o n s tra t io n  p ro g ram  is e s tab l ish ed ,  the  d i re c to r  m ay ,  u n d e r  th a t  p rogr 
ren ew  by mail d r iv e r ’s l icenses  exp ir ing  on  o r  a f te r  J a n u a ry  1, 1983, 
licensees whose records ,  fo r  t h e  tw o  y ea rs  im m ed ia te ly  preceding  
d e te rm in a t io n  o f  the  e l ig ib ili ty  for th e  renew al,  sh o w  n o  convictions 
v io la ting  traffic laws, n o  in v o lv e m e n t  in a traffic acc iden t ,  a n d  no  no.il 
t ion  o f  a  v iolation o f  su b d iv is io n  (a) o f  Sec tion  40509, and  addition  
w h o se  records, fo r  the  f o u r  y e a r s  im m ed ia te ly  p reced ing  th a t  de term inat 
d o  no t show  a vio lation  w h ic h  has  a  v io la tion  p o in t  c o u n t  o f  two de 
m in e d  in acco rdance  w ith  S ec t io n  12810 o r  a fa ta l a cc iden t  no ta tion , 
dep a '*  n en t  shall te rm in a te  th e  d e m o n s t ra t io n  p ro g ra m  w h e n  its evalua
64  [2 v«n Cod«|
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i$ com ple ted  o r  m ay  te rm in a te  th e  p ro g ram  a t  any tim e the d e p a r tm e n t  
d e te rm in e s  th a t  the  p ro g ram  has an  adverse  im p ac t  on traffic safety.
(c) T h e  d e p a r tm e n t  shall c h a rg e  a fee o f  ten do llars  (S10) for each  license 
renewal g ran ted  p u rsu a n t  to  subd iv is ion  (a) o r  (b).
(d) T h e  d e p a r tm e n t  shall m o n i to r  a n d  co n d u c t  a con tinu ing  s tu d y  o f  the 
effects o f  the license renewal by m ail  u n d e r  subdivisions (a) a n d  (b) and 
sub m it  an  in te r im  repo rt  to  the  L eg is la tu re  no t  la ter  than  Ja n u a ry  1, 1986, 
a n d  a final report  to  the  L eg is la tu re  no t la ter th a n  M arch  I, 1989, on its 
findings. T h e  s tu d y  shall inc lude , b u t  not be lim ited to, safety issues. T h e  
final re p o r t  shall specifically inc lude  in fo rm ation  regard ing  the  im pac t  on 
traffic safety  o f  pe rsons  w h o  receive a second  extension un d er  subdivision
(b), w h ich  in fo rm a tio n  shall cover  a  per iod  no t less th an  24 m o n th s  o f  
experience  following th e  second  consecu tive  extension.
(e) T h e  d e p a r tm e n t  shall notify  ea c h  licensee g ran ted  a renewal by mail 
p u rs u a n t  to  th is  section  o f  m a jo r  changes  to  th e  Vehicle C ode  affecting 
traffic law s o ccu rr in g  d u r in g  th e  p r io r  four-year  period.
( 0  T h e  d e p a r tm e n t  shall  not renew  a  d r iv e r ’s license by mail if  th e  license 
h a s  been previously  renew ed by m ail  tw o  consecutive  times for  four-year 
periods.
Amended Slats 1984 ch 985 § I.

Amendments:
1984 Amendment: Added the second paragraph o f subd (a).

§ 12816. T e rm  o f  licenses; P e r io d  fo r  renew al
(a )  E very  orig inal d r iv e r 's  license expires  on  th e  fourth  b ir th d ay  o f  the  
a p p l ican t  following th e  da te  o f  th e  ap p lica t ion  for the  license.
(b)  R enew al o f  a d r iv e r ’s license sha ll  be m a d e  for a te rm  which exp ires  on 
th e  fo u r th  b i r th d a y  o f  the  ap p l ic a n t  fo llowing th e  expiration  o f  th e  license 
renew ed, i f  ap p lica t ion  for renew al is m ad e  w ith in  six m o n th s  p r io r  to  the  
e x p ira t io n  o f  the  license  to  be renew ed , o r  w ith in  90 days after  exp ira t ion  of  
t h e  license. I f  renew al is n o t  app lied  for w ith in  90  days after exp ira t ion  of  
th e  license, the  app l ica t io n  a n d  fee is considered  th e  sam e as an app lica t ion  
fo r  an orig inal license.
(c) T h e  d e p a r tm e n t  m ay  accep t ap p lica t ion  for  a renewal o f  a d r iver 's  
license m a d e  m o re  th a n  sir. m o n th s  p r io r  to  the  da te  o f  expira tion . T h e  
renew al shall be m a d e  for a te rm  w hich  expires on  the fourth  b i r th d a y  of 
th e  a p p l ican t  fo llowing the  d a te  o f  th e  app lica tion  for the  renewal license.
(d )  T h e  d e p a r tm e n t  m ay  a ccep t  an  app lica tion  fo r  a license o f  a  different 
c lass  m a d e  m ore  th a n  six m o n th s  before  the  expira tion  o f  th e  license 
prev iously  issued, if  th e  prev iously  issued license is su rren d ered  for cance lla ­
tion  in acco rd an ce  w ith  Section  13100. T h e  d r iv e r ’s license issued f ro m  tha t  
a p p l ica t io n  expires on  the  fo u r th  b i r th d a y  o f  th e  app lican t following th e  da te  
o f  the  applica tion .
Amended Slats 1984 ch 34 § I, operative July 1, 1985.

Amendments:
1984 Amendment: In addition lo making technical changes, substituted (1) "expires" for "issued after 
January I, 1975, shall expire" in subd (a); and (2) "different" for "higher" after "license o f  a" in subd

§ 1 2 9 5 0  and Following sections—general references:
Wilkin Evidence 2d § 318A.

( 2  V e t i  C o d e ) 65



§ 12814 DRIVERS' LICENSES
1963 Amendment: Added (1) "at any office of the D epartm ent o f M otor Vehicles" 

in the first sentence; and (2) the last sentence.
1968 Amendment: Added (1)"; except that the departm ent shall not require an 

exam ination of the driving ability  o f any applicant for the renewal of a four-year 
license who is otherwise eligible for the renewal o f such license unless the 
departm ent finds evidence of a condition which may affect the ability of the 
applicant to safely operate a m oto r vehicle" at the end of the second sentence; 
and (2) the third and fourth sentences.

1973 Amendment: (1) Designated the form er section to be subd (a); (2) amended 
subd (a) by (a) adding “(a)"; (b) substituting " , or an examination deemed by the 
departm ent to be appropriate considering the licensee s record o f convictions and 
accidents, o r an examination deem ed by the departm ent to be approriate in 
relation to" for "; except that the departm ent shall nol require an examination of 
the driving ability of any applicant for the renewal o f a four-year license who is 
otherwise eligible for the renewal o f such license unless the departm ent finds"; (c) 
substituting "a license" for "a n  applicant"; (d) deleting "such" after “ evidence 
o f ';  (e) adding "requiring an exam ination  o f the driving ability"; (0  adding "or 
licensee" in the fourth sentence; and (3) added subds (b) and (c).

1974 Amendment: Added subd (d).
1979 am endm ent: Deleted (1) "an d , at the discretion of the director, licenses may 

be extended for not to exceed one  year when the num ber of renewal applications 
to be processed in a year will exceed the num ber of applications in the previous 
year o r the next subsequent year by m ore than 10 percent" after "by the 
departm ent" in subd (b); and (2) form er subd (d) which read: "(d) The depart­
m ent shall report to the Legislature on o r before August 1st, annually, describing 
the num ber o f licenses extended during  the preceding fiscal year pursuant to 
subdivision (b) and the reason fo r such action. Such report shall also include the 
regulations adopted pursuant to  subdivision (c), the categories o f test waivers 
granted, the purposes for w hich w a'vers were granted, and the result of the 
evaluation made during the preceding fiscal year o f the selective testing program."

N ote  — "the the" so appears in the second sentence o f subd (a) o f Veh C  § 12SI4 
in the enrolled bill.

Cross References:
A pplication for original license: § 12800.
Fee on application for renewal o f license: § 14900.

C ollateral References:
8 Cal Ju r 3d Automobiles § 122.

A tto rn ey  General's Opinions:
33 Ops A tty Gen 161 (exam ination o f  applicant for renewal o f driver's license as 

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

§ 12814.5. Extension of licenses

(a) At the discretion of the director, drivers’ licenses expiring-on or 
after January 1, 1983, may, subject to subdivision (b), be renewed by 
mail for a four-year period for licensees, not holding a probationary 
license, whose records, for the four years immediately preceding the 
determination of the eligibility for the renewal, show no convictions of 
violating traffic laws, no involvement in a 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
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ISSUANCE. EXPIRATION. RENEWAL § 12814.5

the traffic safety and other effects of renewing d rive r’s licenses by 
mail. I f  a demonstration program is established, the director may, 
under that program, renew by mail driver's licenses expiring on or 
after January 1, 1983, for licensees whose records, for the two years 
immediately preceding the determination of the e lig ib ility  for the 
renewal, show no convictions of violating traffic laws, no involvement 
in a traffic accident, and no notification of a violation of subdivision
(a) of Section 40509, and additionally whose records, for the four 
years immediately preceding that determination, do not show a 
violation which has a violation point count of two determined in 
accordance with Section 12810 or a fatal accident notation. The 
department shall terminate the demonstration program when its 
evaluation is completed or may terminate the program at any time the 
department determines that the program has an adverse impact on 
traffic safety.

(c) The department shall charge a fee of ten dollars ($ 1 0 ) for each 
license renewal granted pursuant to subdivision (a ) or (b ) .

(d) The department shall monitor and conduct a continuing study of 
the effects of the license renewal by mail under subdivisions (a) and
(b) and submit an interim report to the Legislature not later than 
January 1, 1986, and a final report to the Legislature not later than 
March 1, 1989, on its findings. The study shall include, but not be 
limited to, safety issues. The final report shall specifically include 
information regarding the impact on traffic safety o f persons who 
receive a second extension under subdivision (b), w h ich information 
shall cover a period not less than 24 months of experience following 
the second consecutive extension.

(e) The department shall notify each licensee granted a  renewal by 
mail pursuant to this section of major changes to the Vehicle Code 
affecting traffic laws occurring during the prior four-year period.

(0  The department shall not renew a driver’s license by mail if the 
license has been previously renewed by mail two consecutive times for 
four-year periods.

Added Slats 1978 ch 658 §1 ; Amended Stats 1979 ch 625 §2 ; S tats 1981 ch 541 § 3 1 , 
efTcctive Septem ber 17, 1981, operative January  1, 1982; Stats 1982 ch 776 § I.

Amendments:
1979 A m endm ent: Prior to  1979 the section read: "(a) The d ep a rtm en t may 

establish a dem onstration program  to evaluate the efTect o f ex ten d in g  drivers' 
licenses. A t the discretion of the director, during the dem onstra tion  program , 
licenses expiring  on or after July I, 1979, may be extended for licensees whose 
records, fo r the four years im mediately preceding the expiration d a te  o f  their 
licenses, o r  expiration date of their extended licenses, show no conv ic tions of 
violating traffic laws, no involvement in a traffic accident, and no no tifica tion  o f a 
violation o f  subdivision (a) o f Section 40509. The periods of the ex ten s io n  shall be 
for one o r  two years and in no '■vent shall there be more than tw o  consecutive 
extensions nor shall two consecutive extensions exceed two years.
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§ 12814.5 DRIVERS' LICENSES
“(b) During the d e m o n s tra tio n  program , the number of licenses extended sh a ll not 

exceed 10 percent o f  the total num ber o f licensees eligible for an extension.
"(c) The departm ent m ay  charge a fee for each license extension issued pu rsu an t to 

subdivision (a).
"(d) The departm ent m ay  continue the dem onstration period of extending licenses 

through D ecem ber 3 1 , 1981. However, if. at any time, the department d e te rm in es  
that such program  h a s  a negative effect on traffic safety, the process of e x ten d in g  
licenses may be te rm in a te d  by the departm ent.

"(e) The departm ent sh a ll prepare and submit to the Legislature an interim re p o r t  
on the effects o f  th e  dem onstration  program  by July I, 1981, and shall su b m it a 
final report by D e c e m b e r 31, 1983.

"(0 The authority g ra n te d  the departm ent by this section is in addition to  th e  
authority granted th e  d irec to r under subdivision (b) o f Sect: jn 12814.

"(g) This section sh a ll rem ain  in effect until January I, 1982, and as of such d a te  is 
repealed."

1979 Amendment a m e n d e d  the section to read as al present, except for the ,t581 
and 1982 A m en d m en ts .

1981 Amendment: S u b s titu te d  "ten  dollars (510)" for "th ree dollars and tw entv-fivc 
cents (S3.25)” in s u b d  (b).

1982 Amendment: (1) A m en d ed  subd (a) by substituting (a) "January I, 1983, m a v  
subject to subdivision (b), be renewed by mail for a four-year period for licensees!' 
not holding a p ro b a tio n a ry  license," for "January  1, 1980, may be extended fo r a 
single four-year p e r io d  for licensees"; (b) "renew al" for "extension" after "e lig ib il­
ity for the” ; and (c) su b s titu tin g  "renewal by m ail" for "extension" in the second  
paragraph; (2) ad d e d  subd  (b); (3) redesignated form er subds (b)-(d) to be su b d s  
(cH e); (4) am ended su b d  (c) by (a) substituting "renew al" for "extension"; a n d
(b) adding "or (b )" ; (5 )  am ended the first sentence o f subd (d) by substituting (a) 
"monitor and c o n d u c t a con tinu ing" for “conduct a"; (b) "renewal by mail u n d e r  
subdivisions (a) a n d  (b )  and subm it an interim "  for "extension and submit a " :  
and (c) "January I , 1986, and  a final report to the Legislature not later th a n  
March I, 1989, on i t s  findings" for “January 1, 1982"; (6) deleted "including a n  
assessment of age c r i te r ia ”  at the end of the second sentence in subd (d); (7) 
added the third s e n te n c e  in subd (d); (8) substituted "a  renewal by mail pi -suant 
to this section" for “ ex te n s io n "  in subd (e); and (9) added subd (I).

N ote  —Slats 1981 ch  541  also provides:
SEC. 42. The Suprem e C o u r t  m ay, upon the request o f any party, transfer to itself, 

before a decision in  t h e  cou rt o f appeal, any appeal o r petition for extraordinary 
relief from an action  o r  proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul an y  
provision of this a c t. T h e  request for transfer should receive preference over all 
civil actions and p ro c e e d in g s  on the Supreme C ourt’s calendar. If the action o r  
proceeding is tr a n s fe r re d  to the Supreme C ourt, the Supreme Court should 
commence to hear th e  m a tte r  w ithin six months of the transfer, unless the p an ics  
by joint stipulation re q u e s t additional time and the request is granted or th e  
court, for good cause sh o w n , g rants additional time.

§ 12814.6. Provisional licenses; Demonstration program; Components; 
Report

(a ) Notwihistanding an y  other provision of this code, the director 
may establish a demonstration program to evaluate the traffic safety 
effects of issuing a provisional driver’s license to persons under 18 
years of age. The demonstration program may include any or all. but 
shall not be limited to, the following components:

(1 ) The issuance of a d istinctive driver’s license to persons under 18 
years of age on which appear the words “Provisional until age 18.’

(2 ) Notwithstanding subd iv ision (c) of Section 12509, a general
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ISSUANCE, EXPIRATION. RENEWAL § 12814.6

requirement that any person who has in h is  or her immediate 
.^sscssion  a valid permit issued after June 30 , 1983, pursuant to 
subdivision (a) of Section 12509 and who is under 18 years of age 

1V operate a motor vehicle, other than a motorcycle or a motorized 
\Vle. only if that person is accompanied by, and under the immediate 

s u p e r v i s i o n  of, a driver who is 25 years of age or older, who then 
holds a driver’s license issued under this code, and whose driving 
r i i \  lese is not on probation. This paragraph does not apply if that 
licensed driver is the parent, spouse, or guardian of the permit holder 
oi is a licensed or certified driving instructor.

( ’')  A requirement for supervised driving practice, which is prior to 
die issuance of a provisional driver’s license and is in addition to any 
o ilier driving training instruction required by law , and certification by 
.i parent, spouse, guardian, or licensed or certified driving instructor 
ih.ti the person under 18 years of age has completed that driving 
p ra c tic e . A  minor without a parent, spouse, or guardian, or emanci­
pat'd minors, may have a licensed driver 25 years of age or older or a 
licensed or certified driving instructor complete the certification. This 
requirement does not apply to motorcycle practice.

(4) A suspension of the driving privilege of any driver under 18 years 
o f age when the record shows notification of one o r more violations of 
subdivision (a) of Section 40509. The suspension shall continue until 
ihe suspended person’s driver record does not show  any notification 
o f a violation of subdivision (a) of Section 40509.

15) A 30-day restriction imposed on a driver under 18 years of age 
v hen that driver’s record shows a violation point count of two or 
more points in 12 months determined in accordance with Section 
12810. The restriction shall require the licensee to be accompanied by 
a licensed parent, spouse, guardian, or other licensed driver 25 years 
of age or older, except when operating a c lass 4  vehicle with no 
passengers aboard.

(<>) A six-month suspension of the driving privilege and one-year term 
ol probation to be imposed whenever the record o f a driver under 18 
\ears o f  age shows a violation point count of three or more points in 
12 months determined in accordance with Section 12810.

(7) A requirement that any term of restriction or suspension imposed 
0,1 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.

*•') If the provisional driver’s license demonstration program is estab­
lished 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 
’endicial impact on traffic safety, in which case the department may, 
llP"n that determination, recommend termination o f the program and
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FISCAL NOTE 

_ _ f f l 3 £ 3 L l  

Mental Health Board

Personnel Services:

one (1) Mental Health Board Coord. Range 22 $ 63,900

one (1) Research Analyst III Range 18 49,157

one (1) Clerk Typist III Range 8 27,004

■$140,061

T r a v e l :

*Board travel and per diem

4 meetings/year X 6,000/meeting = $ 24‘,000
St a f f  travel

7000/per prof. staff X 2 = 14,000

"$" 38,000

Contractual: v

$ 3,000 

, 50,0C0 

16,000 

4,800 

$ 78,800

Supplies:

50/mo. X 12 X 3 staff $ l ,800

Phone, copying, printing, advertizing 

Professional Services

Lease space 519 sq. ft. X 2.57 sq. ft./mo X 12 mo. = 
Computer hook up 1600 X 3

Equipment:

3 Personal Computers 3000 X 3 = $ 9,000
3 Printers 1
Software
i

' T0TAl- $267,661

*The amount of $10.0 is also available from the DMHDD/s budget.

\
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FISCAL NOTE #1

Mental Health Board

House Bill 91 (CMI) recommends the establishment of a statewide Mental 

Health Board that would influence the actions and directions of the 

Department of Health and Social Services in attaining the overall mission 

of the mental health system in Alaska. The duties and responsibilities of

the existing Governor's Mental Health Advisory Council (Sec. 47.30.605)
* » * 1

would be absorbed and expanded by this new board structure.

Modeled after the Governor's Council for the Handicapped and Gifted

(Sec. 47.30.030), the attached document describes the functions and 

responsibilities of the new board. Although advisory in scope, this Board 

will be significantly more influential than the "old" Council with respect 

to legislative/executive advocacy, impact on departmental policies, 

regulations and procedures, budget and program oversight, short and-long 

range planning and quality assurance.

In order to effectively accomplish its goals and objectives, the 

Mental Health Board will be staffed by three full time professional and 

clerical staff. The Senior staff position, the Executive Director, will be 

p a r t i a l l y  exempt, and be hired by the balance of candidates submitted by 

the Commissioner. The remaining staff will be hired through the classified 

service by the Executive Director. Although the staff will be employees of



Page 4 of 5

the Department of Health and Social Services, Division of Mental Health and 

Developmental Disabilities, and be guided by tht policies and procedures of 

the Department, they will be directly responsible to the Board for their 

assignments and performance. They will work directly for the 3oard and not 

the Department. Ideally, the staff should be located in the Division of 

Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities regional office in Anchorage.

/ •*

The staff for the Board will comprise three permanent full time employees:

(1) Executive Director (Range 22). This person, a Mental Health Clinician 

or a Health Planner, v/ould have responsibility for working directly 

with the Board to accomplish its mission, the overall coordination and 

supervision of the office, and coordinating and collaborating with the 

Department. In addition to the established requirements of a Mental 

Health Clinician III or a Health Planner, this individual must possess 

special knowledge in the areas o f  mental health administration and 

supervision, planning, research, program monitoring and evaluation, 

skills in oral and written communication, broad knowledge of Alaska's 

mental health system (including the private sector), previous 

experience in working with advisory or governing boards, and skilled 

at interagency coordination, collaboration and cooperation.
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(2) Research Analyst III (Range 18) who would have responsibility for 

planning and social indication forecasting, designing and conducting 

independent research and studies, collecting and analyzing data, 

providing reports and analysis for both policy and management 

recommendations. Ability to interface with the private sector is 

important.

I t ’ . 1 ’ ;

(3) Clerk Typist III (Ra.;y e 8) will provide secretarial support to the two 

professional staff and the Board.



F A C T  S H E E T  - M E N T A L  H E A L T H  L E G I S L A T I O N

H B  9 2 / S B  96 - M e n t a l  H e a l t h  T r u s t  La n ds

B A CK G RO U ND :

In 1956, the U.S. C o n g r e s s  ga v e  the T e r r i t o r y  of A l a s k a  a p p r o v a l  
to s e l e c t  1 m i l l i o n  acres of f e d e ra l  land to crea t e a "trust" —  
t h e  i n c o m e  of w h i c h  w a s  f i r s t  to be u s e d  "to f u n d  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  
e x p e n s e s  of the m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m  of Alaska."

A l t h o u g h  the T e r r i t o r y  and State  s e l e c t e d  the m i l l i o n  acres, no 
i n c o m e  f r o m  the a c r e a g e  w a s  ever id en t i f i e d  for m e n t a l  h ea l th  
uses.

In 1978, the l e g i s l a t u r e  p a s s e d  a law r ed es i g n a t i n g  m e n t a l  
h e a l t h  tr us t lands as g e n e r a l  g r a n t  l a n d s . . The law e s t a b l i s h e d  a 
t r us t  fund for m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m s  and sp e ci f ie d  that 1.5% of 
the a n n u a l  recei pts from all s ta t e land w o u l d  go to the fund.

Jto a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  we r e  ever m a d e  into the fund.

In  1 9 8 2  a s u i t  w a s  f i l e d  in F a i r b a n k s  S u p e r i o r  C o u r t  on b e h a l f  of 
C a r l  Weiss, a s e v e n - y e a r - o l d  b o y  f r o m  Ne na na and Earl Hilliker, a 
F a i r b a n k s  resident. W e i s s  l . S t a t e  A l a s k a  c o n t e n d e d  that the 
p l a i n t i f f s  w e r e  in ne ed  of m e n t a l  h e a l t h  servi ces w h i c h  w e r e  not 
a v a i l a b l e  in.Alaska. T h e y  q u e s t i o n e d  the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y  of 
the 1978 law w h i c h  a b o l i s h e d  the land trust.

T h e  court, in 1984, s t a te d that  the m i l l i o n  acres of land was, 
indeed, intende d to p r o d u c e  re ve n ue s  for the b e n ef i t of Alaska's 
m e n t a l l y  ill and that the 1978 l a w  w a s  u nc on st itution al . The 
S u p r e m e  C ou rt a g re e d w i t h  the l o w e r  c o u r t  and sta te d that the 
m i l l i o n  acre t r us t  had to be r e c o n s t i t u t e d  as n e a r l y  as po ss ible. 
T h e  c o u r t  s a i d  f u r t h e r  t h a t  t h e  t r u s t  h a d  to b e  r e i m b u r s e d  for 
lands so ld  since 1978.

The state, to the ex te nt po ssible, has "tried to put  H u m p t y  D u m p t y  
to ge t he r  again" bu t o n l y  207 t h o u s a n d  of the o r i g i n a l  m i l l i o n  
acres r e m a i n  as " u n e m c u m b e r e d  land." N e a r l y  300 t h o u s an d acres 
are d e s c r i b e d  as "less than fee d i s p o s a l s . "  T he s e in clude 
oil le as ed lands, coal leases, t i m b e r  sales and other such uses. 
P r o c e e d s  f r o m  these lands are c u r r e n t l y  being c r e d i t e d  to a 
s p e c i a l  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  account.



A  n e w  approach, s u g g e s t e d  by the I n t e r i m  M e n t a l  H e a l t h  
C o m m i s s i o n  and a d o p t e d  as a C o m m i t t e e  S u b s t i t u t e  by b o t h  the 
House and Se na t e HESS c o m m i t t e e s ,  w o u l d  do the following:

*It w o u l d  e s t a b l i s h  the va l ue  of the o r i g i n a l  m e n t a l  hea lt h  
l a n d s .

*It  w o u l d  s p e c i f y  that a n e w  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  trust is c r e at ed  
f r o m  c e r t a i n  l e g i s l a t i v e l y - d e s i g n a t e d  la nd s w h i c h  have va lu e  
eq ual in d o l l a r s  to the f o r m e r  trust. T h e s e  lands w o u l d  
be r e - a p p r a i s e d  e v e r y  five years.

*It w o u l d  m a n d a t e  th a t eac h y e a r  the C o m m i s s i o n e r  of R e v e n u e  
w o u l d  m a k e  rent or lease p a y m e n t s  to the t ru st  b y  d e p o s i t i n g  
8% of the v a lu e  of the tr ust lands into a s p e c i a l  account.

* F r o m  this account, the L e g i s l a t u r e  w o u l d  a p p r o p r i a t e  e n o ug h  
m o n e y  to fund the n e c e s s a r y  e x p e n s e s  of Ala ska's m e n t a l  
h e a l t h  program. E x c e s s  m o n e y s  not n e c e s s a r y  to fund m e n t a l  
h e a l t h  could be a p p r o p r i a t e d  to m e e t  ot he r n ee ds of the 
state.

*A strong m e n t a l  h e a l t h  b o a r d  w o u l d  be e s t ab l is he d , a p r im e 
f u n c t i o n  of w h i c h  w o u l d  be to d e t e r m i n e  e a ch  ye ar  w h a t  
the n e c e s s a r y  e x p e n s e s  of the p r o g r a m  w o u l d  cost.

*As an i n t e r i m  m e a su r e,  u nt i l v a l u a t i o n s  are m a d e  and the 
n e w  trust is est ab li shed, the "5% so lu ti on " p r o p o s e d  in the 
o r i g i n a l  H o u s e  and S e n a t e  b i l l s  w o u l d  go into effect.
Thi s w o u l d  giv e the m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m  a t e m p o r a r y  
s o ur c e of funds.

T he  a d v a n t a g e s  of the p r o p o s a l  are these:

1. It r e c o n s t i t u t e s  a p e r m a n e n t  land t r u s t  and gets
e v e r y b o d y  out of court.

2. It a l l o w s  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  to focus on m e n t a l
h e a l t h  needs and on a d e q u a t e  bu d ge t in g , n o t  on land m a n a g e m e n t .

3. It e l i m i n a t e s  all c l o u d e d  la nd  ti tl es and frees lands
for all ot her uses.

4. It is r e l a t i v e l y  easy to a dm in i s t e r .

5. It re qu ir e s no c a s h  r e i m b u r s e m e n t  for lands d i s p o s e d  of; 
its onl y sp ec ia l  costs ar e for lands ap p ra i s a l .

6. M o s t  important, it c r e at e s a v e h i c l e  for the st at e —  
three deca d es  after the 1956 C o n g r e s s i o n a l  a ct  —  to a d e q u a t e l y  
fund the long n e g l e c t e d  n ee d s of the m e n t a l l y  ill.
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FACT SHEET - MENTAL HEALTH LEGISLATION 
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h b  92/SB 96 - Mental Health Txugt Lands Settlement

BACKGROUND:

In 1956, the U.S. C o n g r e s s  g a v e  the T e r r i t o r y  of A l a s k a  a p p r o v a l  
to s elect 1 m i l l i o n  a c r e s  of f e d e r a l  land to c r e a t e  a "trust" —  
t h e  i n c o m e  of w h i c h  w a s  f i r s t  to b e  u s e d  "to f u n d  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  
e x p e nses of the m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m  of Alaska."

A l t h o u g h  the T e r r i t o r y  and S tate s e l e c t e d  the m i l l i o n  acres, no 
i n c o m e  f r o m  the a c r e a g e  w a s  ever i d e n t i f i e d  for m e n t a l  h e a l t h  
uses.

In 1978, the l e g i s l a t u r e  p a s s e d  a l a w  r e d e s i g n a t i n g  m e n t a l  
h e alt h trust lands as g e n e r a l  g r a n t  l a n d s . . The law e s t a b l i s h e d  a 
trust fund for m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m s  and s p e c i f i e d  that 1.5% of 
the a nnua l receipts from all s tate land w o u l d  go to the fund.

En a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  were ever m a d e  into the fund.

In 1 9 8 2  a s u i t  w a s  f i l e d  in F a i r b a n k s  S u p e r i o r  C o u r t  on b e h a l f  of 
Carl Weiss, a s e v e n - y e a r - o l d  b o y  f r o m  N e n a n a  and Earl Hilliker, a 
F a i r b a n k s  resident. W e i s s  v. S t a t e  of A l a s k a  c o n t e n d e d  that the 
p l a i n t i f f s  w e r e  in n e e d  of m e n t a l  h e a l t h  services w h i c h  w e r e  not 
a v a i l a b l e  in.Alaska. T h e y  q u e s t i o n e d  the c o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y  of 
the 1978 law w h i c h  a b o l i s h e d  the land trust.

The court, in 1984, s t a t e d  that the m i l l i o n  acres of land was, 
indeed, intended to p r o d u c e  r e v en ues for the b e n e f i t  of Alaska's 
m e n t a l l y  ill and that the 1978 l a w  w a s  u n c o n s t i tuti onal. The 
S u p r e m e  Court a g r e e d  w i t h  the l o w e r  c o u r t  and stated that the 
m i l l i o n  acre tr ust had to be r e c o n s t i t u t e d  as n e a r l y  as possible. 
T h e  c o u r t  s a i d  f u r t h e r  t h a t  t h e  t r u s t  h a d  to b e  r e i m b u r s e d  for 
lands sold since 1978.

The state, to the e x tent  possible, has "tried to put H u m p t y  D u m p t y  
together again" but o n l y  207 t h o u s a n d  of the o r i g i n a l  m i l l i o n  
acres r e m a i n  as " u n e m c u m b e r e d  land." N e a r l y  300 t h o u s a n d  acres 
are d e s c r i b e d  as "less than fee d i s p o s a l s . "  T h e s e  include 
oil leased lands, coal leases, t i m b e r  sales and other such uses. 
P r o c e e d s  from these lands are c u r r e n t l y  b eing c r e d i t e d  to a 
s p e c i a l  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  account.



M o r e  than 360 t h o u s a n d  a c r e s  have g o n e  into such l i m i t e d - u s e  
d e s i g n a t i o n s  as parks, g a m e  refuges, h a b i t a t  areas, and state 
f o r e s t s .

M o r e  than 40,000 acres have b e e n  a l l o c a t e d  to m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .

Afctflmey .General h a s  a d v i s e d  i h s  l e g i s l a t u r e  that, w i t h o u t  
££ID£ S Q .I.t OJL s e t t l e m e n t , t h e s e  l a n d s  m a y  h a v e  i n  i n  r e t u r n e d  i n  
.the trust.

The L egislature, in r e s p o n s e  to the decision, c r e a t e d  a J o i n t  
S p eci al C o m m i t t e e  c h a r g e d  w i t h  t rying to c o m e  up w i t h  a 
l e g i s l a t i v e  s o l u t i o n  to the d e c i s i o n  that w o u l d  m e e t  w i t h  the 
a p p r o v a l  of all concerned. It also c r e a t e d  the I n t e r i m  M e n t a l  
H e a l t h  T r u s t  C o m m i s s i o n  and c h a r g e d  it w i t h  p r o t e c t i n g  the 
p r e s e n t  d i m i n i s h e d  land trust, a p p r o v i n g  r e n t a l s  and other 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  actions, and w i t h  m a k i n g  a r eport of its o w n  
c o n c e r n i n g  p o s s i b l e  s o l u t i o n s  to the problem.

WHY IS A LEGISLATIVE SOLUTION DESIRABLE?
* . .* I » ;

At the present time, the court decision creates a cloud over many 
thousands of acres of land which have been transferred to 
municipalities, designated as state parks or set aside for other 
public uses. The decision effectively places a "freeze" not only 
on the use of mental health lands but potentially creates a 
"freeze" as well over additional lands which may have to be 
designated as mental health lands to make up for original lands 
which have been disposed of.

Too, it is not considered in the state's best interest for 
mental health lands to be administered separately from its other 
land holdings. Estimates are that it might cost as much as 25% 
of income generated for the state to administer the trust.

It will be far better —  assuming everyone concerned can have 
their needs met —  if the legislature can come up with a 
solution that satisfies the original Congressional grant language 
and yet avoids creation of a costly bureaucratic process.

P R O P O S E D  L E G I S L A T I O N

HB 92 and SB 96, i n t r o d u c e d  in eac h h o u s e  at the r e q uest of the 
Sp e c i a l  Joint C o m m i t t e e ,  w o u l d  a t t e m p t  to fund the e q u i v a l e n t  of 
trust lands e a r nings  e a c h  year by d e s i g n a t i n g  5% of the state's 
g e n e r a l  revenues as being a v a i l a b l e  for a p p r o p r i a t i o n  to the 
m e n t a l  he alth program. The plan, s o m e t i m e s  c a l l e d  "the 5% 
solution," does not h o w e v e r  r e c o n s t i t u t e  the t rus t in a n y  form.



A n e w  approach, s u g g e s t e d  by the I n t e r i m  M e n t a l  H e a l t h  
• C o m m i s s i o n  and a d o pted as a C o m m i t t e e  S u b s t i t u t e  by b o t h  the 

House and S enate HESS commi t t e e s ,  w o u l d  do the following:

*It w o u l d  e s t a b l i s h  the v a l u e  of the o r i g i n a l  m e n t a l  health 
l a n d s .

*It w o u l d  s p e c i f y  that a n e w  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  trust is create d 
f r o m  c e r t a i n  l e g i s l a t i v e l y - d e s i g n a t e d  lands w h i c h  have value 
equal in d o l l a r s  to the f o r m e r  trust. T h e s e  lands w o u l d  
be r e - a p p r a i s e d  e v e r y  five years.

*It w o u l d  m a n d a t e  that each year the C o m m i s s i o n e r  of R e v e n u e  
w o u l d  m a k e  rent or lease p a y m e n t s  to the t r u s t  by d e p o s i t i n g  
8% of the value of the trust lands into a s p e c i a l  account.

* F r o m  this account, the L e g i s l a t u r e  w o u l d  a p p r o p r i a t e  en ough 
m o n e y  to fund the n e c e s s a r y  expen s e s  of Alaska's m e n t a l  
h ealth program. E x c e s s  m o n e y s  not n e c e s s a r y  to fund menta l 
h e a l t h  could be a p p r o p r i a t e d  to m e e t  other needs of the 
state.

Z * i 4 ’ •*

*A strong m e n t a l  h e a l t h  b o a r d  w o u l d  be e s tabli shed, a prime 
functio n of w h i c h  w o u l d  be to d e t e r m i n e  e a c h  year w h a t  
the n e c e s s a r y  e x p e nses of the p r o g r a m  w o u l d  cost.

*As an i n t e r i m  m e a sure, u ntil v a l u a t i o n s  a r e  m a d e  and the 
n e w  trust is established, the "5% solution" p r o p o s e d  in the 
or i gi nal H o u s e  and S e n a t e  b ills w o u l d  go into effect.
This w o u l d  give the m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m  a t e m p o r a r y  
source of funds.

The a d v a n t a g e s  of the p r o p o s a l  are these:

1. It r e c o n s t i t u t e s  a p e r m a n e n t  land t r u s t  and gets 
e v e r y b o d y  out of court.

2. It a l l o w s  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  to focus on m e n t a l  
health  needs and on a d e q u a t e  budgeting, not on land m a n a g e m e n t .

3. It e l i m i n a t e s  all c l o u d e d  land titles and frees lands 
for all other uses.

4. It is r e l a t i v e l y  easy to administer.

5. It re quires no c a s h  r e i m b u r s e m e n t  for lands d i s p o s e d  of; 
its only special costs are for lands appraisal.

6. Most  important, it c r ea tes a v e h i c l e  for the state —  
three decades after the 1956 C o n g r e s s i o n a l  act —  to a d e q u a t e l y  
fund the long n e g l e c t e d  needs of the m e n t a l l y  ill.



HB 91/SB 97 -
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Treatment of the Mentally 111

B A C K G R O U N D :

H i s t o r i c a l l y  in Alaska, the needs of the m e n t a l l y  ill have not 
b e e n  a d e q u a t e l y  r e c o g n i z e d  and funded. This s i t u a t i o n  has 
e x i s t e d  for a n u m b e r  of r e a s o n s ,  o n e  of w h i c h  is t h a t  u n t i l  v e r y  
r e c e n t l y  p e o p l e  w i t h  m e n t a l l y  ill f a m i l y  m e m b e r s  or frien ds w e r e  
e x t r e m e l y  h e s i t a n t  to talk a b o u t  it in a n y  p u b l i c  forum.
T r e a t m e n t  for the c h r o n i c a l l y  m e n t a l l y  ill w a s  an area of 
p a r t i c u l a r  u n d e r f u n d i n g  and t h e r e f o r e  u n d e r t r e a t m e n t .

Too, u n t i l  the 1984 W e i s s  d e c i s i o n  by the Alaska- S u p r e m e  Court, 
t here w a s  no i d e n t i f i a b l e  s o u r c e  of funding w h i c h  a d v o c a t e s  could 
p o i n t  to as b e i n g  a v a i l a b l e  for t r e a t m e n t  of m e n t a l l y  ill persons. 
That, of course, has n o w  changed. The c o u r t  has ruled that the 
1954 m i l l i o n - a c r e  f e d e r a l  g r a n t  of lands for a m e n t a l  h e a l t h  
trust m u s t  be reconstituted. F r o m  i n c o m e  off of these lands, the 
m o n e y  m u s t  fi rst go to m e e t  e x p e n s e s  of the m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m  
of Alasska. (Moneys e xcess to those needs m a y  be a p p r o p r i a t e d  for 
o t h e r  p u b l i c  uses.)

* •. .» ( ’ .* / * •"

S o m e  m e m b e r s  of the 14th A l a s k a  L e g i s l a t u r e  a t t e m p t e d  to r e m e d y
the u n d e r a t t e n t i o n  and u n d e r f u n d i n g  of needs of the c h r o n i c a l l y
m e n t a l l y  ill (CMI) last year. T h e y  i n t r o d u c e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  w h i c h
w o u l d  h a v e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  m a n d a t e d  t r e a t m e n t  for these individuals.
The bill, h o w e v e r ,  took a c o n s i d e r a b l e  a m o u n t  of t i m e  to d e v e l o p
and b y  the t i m e  it w a s  in shape for c o n s i d e r a t i o n  the l e g i s l a t u r e
w a s  a p p r o a c h i n g  a d j o u r n m e n t .  The bill did, however, receive
f a v o r a b l e  a t t e n t i o n  f r o m  the H o u s e  HESS C o m m i t t e e  ar. d w a s  p a ssed
out of t h a t  c o m m i t t e e  w i t h  a m a j o r i t y  d o - p a s s  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .

T h e  1986 i n t e r i m  J o i n t  S p ' c i a l  C o m m i t t e e  c r e a t e d  by the 
l e g i s l a t u r e  to look into m e n t a l  h e a l t h  m a t t e r s  also r e c o g n i z e d  
the n e e d  for l e g i s l a t i o n  of this kind. In b o t h  houses of the 
15th A l a s k a  L e g i s l a t u r e  the c o m m i t t e e  p r e f i l e d  l e g i s l a t i o n  
s i m i l a r  to the f o r m e r  bill. The iden tical b ill s are HB 91 and 
SB 97.

P R E S E N T  STATUS:

H B  91 h a s  b e e n  c o n s i d e r e d  b y  t h e  H o u s e  H E S S  C o m m i t t e e  a n d  
has been p a s s e d  out of c o m m i t t e e  in the f o r m  of a r e c o m m e n d e d  
c o m m i t t e e  substitute, the p r i n c i p a l  f e a t u r e s  of w h i c h  are these:

* P r i o r i t i e s  for t r e a t m e n t  are established , the h i g h e s t  
p r i o r i t y  b e i n g  for those facing i m m e d i a t e  risk of 
h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n ,  for t hosa in need of c o n t i n u i n g  
services, for those w h o  pose a h a z ard to t h e m s e l v e s  or 
others, and for s e v e r e l y  m e n t a l l y  ill youth; s e c o n d  
l e v e l  p r i o r i t y  w o u l d  go to those  who, b e c a u s e o f  
g e o g r a p h i c  or i n c o m e  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  are not c a p a b l e  of 
o b t a i n i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  in the p r i v a t e  sector; third



level attenti on w o u l d  go to those s u f f e r i n g  from 
m e n t a l  or e m o t i o n a l  d i s t u r b a n c e s  of a less s ev ere or 
p e r s i s t e n t  n a ture not r e q u iring h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n  in the 
forsee able future.

*Genera l t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s  —  both o u t p a t i e n t  and 
inpatient —  a v a i l a b l e  to treat all types of m e n t a l  
i]lness are described. (These incl ude such s e r v i c e s  as 
e m e r g e n c y  services, counseling, screening, evaluation, 
prevention, education,, etc.)

*In addition, the p a r t i c u l a r  needs of the c h r o n i c a l l y  
m e n t a l l y  ill —  never b e f o r e  truly r e c o g n i z e d  in 
s t a tute —  are set out. L a n g u a g e  i d e n t i f y i n g  the 
s e r vices to meet these needs was ta ken f r o m  a model 
federal p r o g r a m  i n i t i a t e d  b y  the N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  
of Mental Health. T h e s e  i n c l ude such s e r v i c e s  as 
c r i s i s  stabilization, u n i q u e  p a t i e n t  t r e a t m e n t  
s e r vices such as p s y c h o t r o p i c  m e d i c a t i o n ,  case 
m a n a g e m e n t ,  r e s i d e n t i a l  living, v o c a t i o n  a s s i s t a n c e  
and other services. R e c e n t  N I M H  r e s e a r c h  d e m o n s t r a t e s  
that acute p s y c h o t i c  episo d e s  are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e d uced . 
when a c o m m u n i t y  has an a r r a y  of such services.
(Many'of these services, incidentally, hav e long been 
av a i lable for other n e e d y  individuals, but have not, 
until recently, b e e n  a v a i l a b l e  for C M I  i n d i v i d u a l s  
even in a limited way.)

*T.;o bill p r o v i d e s  that in cases w h e r e  the usual 
funding "match" for C M I  s e r vice s and other c o m m u n i t y  
m e n t a l  health services c a n n o t  r e a l i s t i c a l l y  be 
e x p e c t e d  from a c o m m u n i t y  or a local organi z a t i o n ,  the 
D e p a r t m e n t  of H e a l t h  and S o c i a l  S e r vices w i l l  fund the 
p e r c e n t  of costs that is n e c e s s a r y  to e nsure the 
services will be provided. (In s o m e  instances, this 
m a y  be 100£ of p r o g r a m  costs.)

*The bill also e s t a b l i s h e s  b r o a d  s t a n d a r d s  for c o m m u n i t y  
he a l t h  services
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February 19,.1987
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P.O. Box V
Juneau, A laska 99811

Rep. G r u e nbe rg 
Sen. Fischer 
Sen. Josephson

%

Re: P r o posed L e g i s l a t i o n  to S e t t l e  the M e n t a l  H e a l t h  Trust
Lands L i t i g a t i o n  (HB 92 & SB 97)

• i

A f t e r  c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  our attorney. Jim are
wr iting you to express our position, as a party p l a i n t i f f  in the
M e n t a l  H e a l t h  T r u s t  Lands litigat ion r e ga r BlfflJ,"Tne a B o v  e 
refere nced l e g i s l a t i o n  to r e s o l v e  the litigation. Our p o s i t i o n  
was d e v e l o p e d  after a c o u p l e  of lengthy discussions by t he entire 
b o a r d  of d irectors w i t h  Jim.

F i rst , w e  w'ish to t h a n k  a l l  of y o u  for y o u r  t r e m e n d o u s  
efforts and support in w o r k i n g  towards a s o l u t i o n  to the problem. 
Yo u r  commitme nt to b e t t e r  m e ntal h e a l t h  services has s hown 
t h r o u g h ,  as w e l  1 as y o u r  i n t e r e s t  in a r e s o l u t i o n  of t h e  l a w s u i t .
Of course, our p r i m a r y  concern, as yours, is to p r o v i d e  at least
an ad equate mental h e a l t h  program. The Trust is s i m p l y  a
m e c h a n i s m  to a c h i e v e  this.

As another p r e l i m i n a r y  matter, we wish to a c k n o w l e d g e  that 
the b i l l s  as d r a f t e d  are s i m p l y  an o u t l i n e  of the p r o p o s a l  the 
parties h a v e  a greed m e r i t  further d e v e l o p m e n t , ' b u t  w h i c h  a l l  
understand m u s t  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f l e s h e d  out before it w i l l . b e  
accepted by any party. T h e  pur pose of ..this letter is to indicate 
w h a t  w o u l d  h a v e  to be i n c l u d e d  before we c o u l d  a c c e p t ' t h i s  type 
o f a  proposal and a l s o  to offer a s l i g h t l y  different a l t e r n a t i v e  
wh i c h  we pref er at this point. As a litigant in the lawsuit, we 
w i l  1 n o t  a c c e p t  a n y  p r o p o s a l  t h a t  w e  do n o t  a g r e e  w i t h  in e v e r y  . 
particular. W e  u n d e r s t a n d  this is not a normal s i t u ation for the 
L e g i s l a t u r e  to be in, b u t  do not see h o w  we can take any other 
approach, , .

This leads us to our first s u b s t a n t i v e  comment on the bill, 
w h i c h  is it m u s t  b e  m u c h  m o r e  e x p l i c i t  a n d  d e t a i l e d  t h a t  i t  is 
part of a s t i p u l a t e d  s e t t l e m e n t  of the lawsuit. Our a t t o r n e y  
ad v i s e s  us, in o r d e r  to p r o t e c t  the beneficiaries of the Trust, any 
ne g o t i a t e d  s o l u t i o n  s h o u l d  be i n c orpo rated into a "court ordered 
"settlement". In c o n n e c t i o n  w i t h  this, we are a d v i s e d  that the



l e g i s l a t i o n  s h o u l d  e x p l i c i t l y  state it is being enacted in 
conection with a c o u r t  ordered settlement, with d e t a i l e d  
findings and s t a t e m e n t s  of purpose. It it i mperative for p e o p l e  
who may be in the p o s i t i o n  of r e v i e w i n g  the l e g i s l a t i o n  many 
y e a r s  f r o m  n o w  to b e  a b l e  to u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  
legislation.

As to the s p e c i f i c  proposal of substitut ing a trust corpus 
w i t h  5% of g e n e r a l  r e v e n u e s  to b e  u s e d  f i r s t  f o r  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  
expenses of the Alaska's mental h e a l t h  program, when we first 
learned of it, our initial reaction was that it sounded v e r y  
s i m i l a r  to t h e  p r o m i s e  m a d e  in 1 9 7 8  t h a t  w a s  n e v e r  l i v e d  .up to. 
However, Jim e x p l a i n e d  that the b i l l  p r o v i d e s  for an e n f o r c e m e n t  
m e c h a n i s m  t h a t  is d e s i g n e d  to c o m e  i n t o  p l a y  if t h e  s t a t e  d o e s  
n o t  l i v e  u p  to its c o m m i t m e n t .  A c c o r d i n g  to Jim, t h e r e  is s t i l  1 
some question a b o u t  the e n f o r c e a b i l i t y  of e v e n  the w a i v e r  of 
s o v e r e i g n  immunity c o n t aine d in the bill, and, of course, this 
q u e stion w i l l  h a v e  to be r e s o l v e d  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  before we c o u l d  
e v e r  accept a s e t t l e m e n t  that does not p r o v i d e  for a r e c o n­
structed trust corpus. Also, it is our position that, the 
e n for cement m e c h a n i s m  s h o u l d  h a v e  the option of enforcing  the 5% 
provision, and not h a v e  the o n l y  choice being to rec ons t i t u t e  the 
entire trust corpus. In other words, if the L e g i s l a t u r e  in 2015 
s h o u l d  fail to a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  the m e n t a l  h e a l t h  program out of 
•the 5% first, the e n f o r c e m e n t  m e c h a n i s m  s h o u l d  be a b l e  to be 
b r o u g h t  i n t o  p l a y  a n d  r e q u i r e  t h e  5% a p p r o a c h  a n d  n o t  f o r c e  t h e  
beneficiaries of the trust to attemp t to recreate a m u l t i p l e  
b i lli on dollar trust.

One of our a b s o l u t e  b ottom lines is that any r e s o l u t i o n  of 
the lawsuit that e l i m i n a t e s  a trust corpus per se must i n c l u d e  a 
commitment to the m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r o g r a m . To the extent t h e r e  is 
e v e n  a n  a r g u m e n t  t h e  S t a t e  c a n  a s s e r t  it is e x p e n d i n g  f u n d s  
"first for m e n t a l  h e alt h" w i tho ut a c t u a l l y  p r o v i d i n g  an a d e q u a t e  
mental h e a l t h  program, in any s e t t l e m e n t  proposal, it is s i m p l y  
u n a c c e p t a b l e  to us. A  m e c h a n i s m  w i t h  approp riate p u b l i c  p a r t i c­
ipation must be e s t a b l i s h e d  to l e g i t i m a t e l y  and o b j e c t i v e l y  .. 
determine the real needs for m e ntal h e a l t h  services and then 
there mu st be some sort of s tandard to d e t e rmine wh en "the 
ne c e ssary expenses of the mental h e a l t h  program" h a v e  b e e n  met. 
For example, if the d e t e r m i n a t i o n  of needs res ults in the finding 
that there is p o t e n t i a l  need for X  m e n t a l  h e a l t h  services, the 
s t a t e  w o u l d  h a v e  to f u n d  90% of X b e f o r e  it c o u l d  u s e  t h e  5% of 
general reven u e s  for o t h e r  purposes. Of course, we r e c o gnize the 
n e e d  f o r  a p h a s e  in o v e r  t h e  n e x t  f e w  y e a r s  in o r d e r  tq d e v e l o p  
an efficient and cost eff ective program.

This lead3 to the issue of the M e n t a 1 H e a l t h  Board 
e s t a b l i s h e d  under the billa. First, tEe"~Pow$rs of" tHfi’Board m u s t  
be C a r e f u l l y  defl g r e a t l y  strengthened. The Board's
powers must be on the order of the Fish and Game Boards and the 
U n i v e r s i t y  of A l a s k a  Regents. Second, it seems to us the Board 
is r e a l l y  a beefing up of the Governor's M e n t a l  H e a l t h  A d v i s o r y  
Council and sho uld.be a p p r o a c h e d  that way,



In light of our v e r y  g r a v e  c o nc ern a b o u t  the i l l u s o r y  n a tur e 
of simply p r o v i d i n g  the 5% will be spent "first" on mental, h e a l t h  
without a firm ag reement about w h a t  this means, we feel that this 
l e g i s l a t i v e  session s h o u l d  be consid e r e d  a Dry R u n . We b e l i e v e  
the me chanism set out in the b i l l  s h o u l d  be f o l T o w e d  this year to 
see how it comes out. To the extent that none or l i t t l e  more is 
appropriated than w o u l d  h a v e  otherwise b e e n  funded, there is 
a b s o l u t e l y  no r e a s o n  f o r  us to g i v e  u p  t h e  l a n d  a n d  w e  w i l  1 n o t  
agree to it. Our r e v i e w  of the c u r rent m e n t a l  h e a l t h  budget 
leads us t o - b e l i e v e  that it s h o u l d  be i n c r eased from, 
approx i m a t e l y  ?23.5 m i l l i o n  to. $35 m i l l i o n  with the p r i mary 
emphasis in the increased funding o n  c o m m u n i t y  support programs 
and services to c h i l d r e n  and adolescents. We think the p r o g r a m  
for A l a s k a  N a t i v e s  a l s o  d e s p e r a t e l y  needs to be expanded, but do 
n o t  b e l i e v e  t h e  D i v i s i o n  is-in a p o s i t i o n  to r e a l  ly d o  m u c h  f o r  
th e  f i s c a l  y e a r  in q u e s t i o n ,  o t h e r  t h a n  to t r y  a n d  d e v e l o p  its 
program.

Another issue w h i c h  s h o u l d  be a d d r e s s e d  e x p l i c i t l y  is the 
p r o v i s i o n  for capital c o n s t r u c t i o n . . S u i t a b l e  p l a n n i n g  and 
p r o v i s i o n  for capital cons truction costs m u s t  be made. O u r  f i rst 
inclin a t i o n  is that a 5 year capital c o n s t r u c t i o n  p l a n  be • 
d e v e l o p e d  a n n u a l l y  and a sinking fund f r o m  the 5% be created to 
p ay for it. ... .

The adjustment to the basic 5% p r o p o s a l  the Board d i s c u s s e d  
a n d  w o u l d  l i k e  t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  to a d o p t  is to u s e  t h e  5% f i r s t  to 
fund the necessary expenses of the m e n t a l  h e a l t h  p r og ram and t h e n  
to fund an actual trust corpus, in an amount to be determined, 
w i t h  t h e  i d e a  it w i l  1 r e p l a c e  t h e  5% w h e n  i t  is f u l  ly fun ded.
T h e  f i g u r e  for t h e  t r u s t  c o r p u s  w o u l d  of c o u r s e  h a v e  to b e  
preserved, inflation proofed and p o p u l a t i o n  adjusted.

We t h a n k  y o u  f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to p r o v i d e  y o u  w i t h  o u r  
comments and w e l c o m e  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to discuss and t e s tify as to 
them as w e l l  as continue to negotiate a s e t t l e m e n t  of the 
litigation.

cc: James B. Gottstein, Esq.
Alaska A lliance For the M e n t a l l y  111 
Governor's Mcncal Health A d v i s o r y  Council 
David Walker, Esq.
G, Thcmas Koester, Esq.

Dr. James C. Parsons 
P r e s i d e n t

J a h  Campbell, 
Executive Directo r


