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Medical Community-
The medical community sees firsthand the results o f motor vehicle 
crashes. Most physicians, nurses, emergency medical service 
professionals and others will tell you that the hardest part o f their 
job is telling a family about the loss o f a child or other family 
member. Although implementation o f a graduated driver licensing 
process does not directly involve the medical community, these 
individuals (as well as their state and national professional 
organizations) are likely to be strong allies and partners in the 
process.

P h y m g is
a 's k ii l fe ^

Law Enforcement -
Nearly eveiy national law enforcement group has endorsed 
graduated driver licensing because police offi:ers-Iike the medical 
community-are the ones who see the results o f poor driving every 
day. Law enforcement has an active role to play in the 
implementation o f a new system, and keeping traffic officers 

... informed about changes in laws is a vital step. Law enforcement
officers are also highly effective speakers at high school assemblies. 
Scout meetings, and other youth group gatherings.

Driver Licensing
srndiKiiet! 1;e c u d i s c r im in a t e  against tccoaqers?

No. On the contrary, graduated driver licensing protects teenagers 
by introducing beginning drivers to the driving process under 
controlled circumstances in a low-risk manner. Just as teens are 
not allowed to conduct certain work, legal or financial transactions 
without direct parental involvement, they should not be allowed to 
drive until they have learned how to do it safely.
iinw  can tveu? «ei around ?»'• school. K.*bs am* u‘.ira tu v fir  
nativities?

There is no question that, for safety’s sake, graduated driver 
licensing limits mobility for younger teens. This is true especially at 
night (the most dangerous time), but most states allow exceptions 
in the case o f driving to school or work or for farm-related 
activities.
Delaying full licensure does not significantly hinder extracurricular 
and social activities, however. A survey by the Insurance Institute 
for Highway Safety o f more than 50,000 high school students in 
seven states found that the social life and work patterns o f
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16-year-olds were generally unaffected by the beginning driving 
age in their state.
]> d rive r education the best w.*n to learn to drive?

A good program that combines both classroom learning and 
behmd-the-wheel training is an effective way to learn basic driving 
skills. But most driver education programs do not allow for 
significant hows o f practice driving, and that is what new drivers 
need. Driving is a skill that improves with time and maturity. A 
1994 Report to Congress by the National Highway Traffic Safetv 
Administration concluded that "current novice driver educatior is 
not doing a veiy good job in motivating youngsters to drive 
safely." A graduated driver licensing system rewards good driving 
by allowing the safe novice driver to move ahead to the next step.
Aren't parents nnsious tor their teens to drive so they don't 
lutve to  be the ’ ’ ch au ffeu r"?

Parents face a real dilemma when it comes to teen driving. On the 
one hand, most are quite anxious to give up the "chauffeur" duties 
and let their teens handle their own transportation. On the other 
hand, they are fearful o f the increased risks this brings. Parents 
strongly support
graduated driver licensing, despite some minor inconveniences to 
themselves. More importantly, graduated driver licensing gets 
parents more involved by asking them to ensure their children get 
enough supervised driving practice. The longer period o f 
supervised driving gives parents and teens plenty o f opportunity 
not only to practice but also to discuss driving skills, attitudes and 
behaviors. Parents also may feel more secure once their teens are 
fiiliy licensed because they have more experience and maturity to 
handle difficult situations on the road.
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Many jurisdictions in the United States and Canada have adopted graduated licensing, an 
increasingly popular approach to reducing new drivers’ risk o f collisions, and many more are considering 
it. Such an approach is needed because o f the extremely high crash rates among new drivers, especially 
young ones. In the United States, 16 year-olds have almost 10 times the crash risk o f drivers ages 30-59 
and almost 3 times the risk o f older teenagers.1

Jurisdictions traditionally have allowed quick and easy paths to full-privilege licensure at an early 
age, which contributes to the high crash rate o f young drivers. Graduated licensing offers a more sensible 
and less risky way for new drivers to begin. Although many North American systems are too new for 
fomial evaluation, impressive crash and injury reductions have been reported thus far in California, 
Florida, Kentucky, Michigan, North Carolina, Nova Scotia, Ontario, and Quebec.2'9 Fifty-five 
jurisdictions (District o f Columbia, 44 U.S. states, 9 Canadian provinces, and 1 Canadian territory) 
have enacted one or more elements o f graduated licensing, all but a few o f which were enacted since 
1994. There is tremendous variation in the programs that have been introduced. To assist other 
jurisdictions where graduated licensing is being contemplated or where further changes are being 
considered, this document provides recommendations for the structure and characteristics o f such 
systems. Recommendations are based on scientific research where available and on what graduated 
systems are intended to accomplish.

WHAT IS GRADUATED LICENSING?
Graduated licensing is a system for phasing in on-road driving, allowing beginners to get their 

initial experience under conditions that involve lower risk and introducing them in stages to more 
complex driving situations. Essentially an apprentice system, graduated licensing involves three stages. 
The first is a supervised learner’s period, lasting a minimum o f 6 months in optimal systems, then an 
intermediate licensing phase that permits unsupervised driving only in less risky situations, and finally a 
full-privilege license becomes available when conditions o f the first two stages have been met.

Within this framework, substantial variation is possible in terms o f the provisions o f die stages 
and their duration. This variation often has created difficulty for jurisdictions that are constructing a 
graduated system. Policymakers need to know what features their system should include and what the 
characteristics should be.

GENERAL FEATURES
Who should be covered? A graduated system is designed to address driving inexperience, so 

there is some justification for applying it to beginners o f all ages. This is die approach taken in Canada, 
where a significant number o f new drivers are not young.10 In contrast, the graduated systems in all U.S.
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states except Maryland and New Jersey apply only to young drivers —  specifically those younger than 
18, the legal age o f adulthood in the United States. I f  a driver is 18 or older when first licensed, graduated 
licensing does not apply; if 18 is reached while in the system, graduation is automatic.

Young drivers have been the focus o f U.S. systems primarily because they constitute the largest 
group o f beginners and have the highest crash risk.1 Regardless o f driver age, inexperience increases 
crash risk, and inexperience combined with immaturity magnifies this risk. It is possible that some states 
have significant numbers o f older beginners, although this has not been adequately determined

Recommendation: Consider the age distribution o f the beginning driver population 
in deciding whether to apply graduated licensing to all beginners or only young 
beginners, who are the primary targets.

How many stages? A complete graduated licensing system includes all three stages—  the 
supervised learner’s period, the intermediate license that permits some unsupervised driving, and full- 
privilege licensure. It is important to include both o f the first two stages, but 16 o f the 55 jurisdictions 
with elements o f graduated licensing have not done so. Nine programs include only the learner’s stage, 
and three include only a night driving prohibition in the intermediate licensing stage; sacrific ing either of 
these elements likely limits program effectiveness.

Recommendation: Implement three-stage licensing systems.

LEARNER’S PHASE: KEY FEATURES
Under traditional licensing systems, most jurisdictions allow for a learning period prior to full 

licensure. However, in many cases a learner’s permit is optional; when it is required, its minimum 
holding period either is not specified or is short, typically 30 days. In a graduated system, an extended 
learner’s period is essential to provide the opportunity for extensive supervised on-road practice in a 
variety o f conditions. Research shows that supervised driving is a relatively safe activity.11

When should the licensing process start? Jurisdictions that recently have adopted graduated 
licensing or components o f it generally have maintained the starting ages in effect under their prior 
licensing systems, which range from 14 to 16 years. There are six exceptions. Colorado’s minimum 
permit age went from 15, 3 months to 15; Idaho’s from 15 to 14, 6 months; Newfoundland from 17 to 16; 
Ohio lowered the permit age from 16 to 15, 6 months but allows driving only while supervised by a 
parent or driving instructor before age 16. Virginia initially lowered the permit age from 15, 8 months to 
15 and has subsequently raised it to 15, 6 months. Michigan’s permit age was moved back from 15 to 14,
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9 months. Hawaii raised the permit age from 15 to 15, 6 months. The rationale for lowering the starting 

age is to allow more time for supervised driving before continuing to the intermediate license. However, 

because this allows driving at an even younger age, it may encourage younger people to drive 

unsupervised as well as supervised, and may also result in more 16 year-olds being licensed at an earlier 

age. A study o f  fatal crashes o f  15 year-olds in states where permits are allowed at this age found that 

three o f  four beginners were driving illegally . 11 The effect o f  a younger permit age has not been 

established yet, but policymakers should consider that lowering the permit age might increase rather than 

decrease risk. Raising the starting age to 16 would have safety benefits. In a few systems the starting age 

is 16, but no jurisdiction has raised the minimum permit age as graduated licensing has been introduced.

R ecom m endation: Maintain the starting age at 16, or raise it to 16.

W hat driving restrictions should be im posed? A critical aspect o f  the learner’s phase is to 

require adult supervision o f  all driving —  i.e., supervision by a fully licensed driver at least age 2 1 . 

Some jurisdictions leave the kind o f  driving to the discretion o f  the supervisor, som e impose restrictions 

such as barring nighttime driving, and other jurisdictions require som e practice driving at night. North 

Carolina phases in driving during the 12-month learner’s stage, disallowing nighttime driving during the 

first 6 months.

R ecom m endation: Require adult supervision and restrict driving at the discretion o f  

the supervisor. It is acceptable to phase in more difficult driving, as in North Carolina.

Should a minim unt am ount o f  practice driving be required? Requiring parents to certify that 

a certain number o f  hours have been driven under supervision facilitates the goal o f  the learner’s stage. It 

also protects against the possibility that beginners will stay o ff  the roads to avoid crashes or traffic 

violations that may delay graduation to the next stage. Twenty-nine o f  the 55 jurisdictions with elements 

o f  graduated licensing impose this requirement; 14 require driving 50 hours, and the others require 12-40 

hours. In som e o f  these, a portion o f  the driving hours has to be accumulated at night.

R ecom m endation: Require 30-50 hours o f  certified driving, som e o f  which should be 

allocated to nighttime driving.

At a m inim um , how long should  perm its be held? Under the licensing system s that preceded 

graduated licensing, a few jurisdictions specified a minimum stay in the learner’s phase. In other
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jurisdictions, required holding periods did not exist, or they were determined by the age at which a permit 

was obtained i f  the jurisdiction allowed a permit at a younger age (e.g., 15, 6 months) than the minimum  

age for licensure (e.g., 16). N o research has addressed the appropriate amount o f  time for a learner’s 

phase. The range among the 55 jurisdictions with elements o f  graduated licensing is broad, from 

30 days to a year. The developing consensus is that a minimum o f  6 months is reasonable (32 

jurisdictions require 6 months, and 8 require 1 year).

R ecom m endation: Establish a minimum 6-month learner’s phase.

INTERMEDIATE STAGE: KEY FEATURES

The highest risk for beginning drivers is when they first get their licenses and can drive 

unsupervised, with the first few  months being particularly risky. 12 Thus key features o f  graduated 

licensing include establishing an appropriate minimum age for unsupervised driving and initially 

restricting som e kinds o f  unsupervised driving. Some jurisdictions do impose a stage after the learner’s 

period during which beginners are subject to tougher penalties on an accelerated schedule; but this is not 

the same as the intermediate stage under graduated licensing, which restricts when and where beginners 

are allowed to drive. The goal is to keep initial license holders out o f  high-risk situations as they continue 

to accumulate driving experience.

W hat should the starting age be? If the learner’s phase starts at the recommended age o f  16 

and lasts for at least 6 months, the earliest age at which the intermediate stage would begin is 16, 6 

months. However, in most jurisdictions the starting ages for learners and/or the minimum holding periods 

allow  advancement at an earlier age.

R ecom m endation: Do not pennit any unsupervised driving before age 16, 6 months.

How should nighttim e driving be lim ited? For drivers o f  all ages, crash risk is higher at night 

than during the day. Night driving is especially risky for young beginners,1'1 which is why unsupervised 

nighttime driving has been restricted in a few states for many years. Research has established that such 

restrictions are effective in reducing crashes and strongly endorsed by parents. Young people also adapt 

to night driving restrictions.11' 18

Licensure laws in 38 jurisdictions include night driving restrictions, but starting times vary 

widely. One jurisdiction specifies a 6 p.m. start, one at sunset, one at 8 p.m., three at 9 p.m., one at 

10 p.m., eight at 11 p.m., seventeen at midnight, one at 12:30 a.m., and five at 1 a.m. Among the states 

with 11 p.m. starting times, two start later on weekend nights, and one has a later starting time for 17
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year-olds. In the United States, about three-quarters o f the nighttime crashes o f 16 and 17 year-olds occur 
before midnight (9-1 !:59 p.m.). Night driving restrictions that begin both early and late effectively 
reduce crashes during the restricted hours, but those restrictions that start earlier reduce a greater number 
o f crashes because more drivers are affected.14 Also, parents prefer an early start.15

Night driving is allowed under adult supervision, and jurfedictions typically allow some 
unsupervised driving during restricted hours. Work-related driving generally is allowed, and many 
jurisdictions allow driving to and from school-related activities. A variety o f other exemptions also may 
apply —  e.g., for religious events or volunteer fireman duties. The intention is not to deny essential 
driving at night but to limit high-risk recreational driving.

Recommendation: Restrict unsupervised night driving by newly licensed drivers. 
Examine the pattern o f nighttime crashes in the age group to which graduated licensing 
will apply to decide when this restriction should begin; optimal starting times are 9 or 
10 p.m. Exempt appropriate activities from the night driving restriction.

Should teenage passengers be restricted? Research shows that unsupervised driving with 
teenage passengers increases crash risk compared with driving alone; the more passengers the greater the 
risk. I9'21 The presence o f teenage passengers increases crash risk both day and night,19 so night driving 
restrictions alone do not adequately address this problem.

California was the first North American jurisdiction to ban teenage passengers. The ban applies 
during the first 6 months o f a 12-month intermediate licensing phase unless an adult is present in the car. 
Early research indicates that this measure has reduced the number o f teenage passengers injured when 
riding with 16-year-old drivers.2 Twenty other jurisdictions also limit passengers. Requirements vary as 
to whether this restriction applies to all passengers or to teenagers only, how many passengers are 
allowed, and whether family members are exempt. A few jurisdictions specify no more passengers than 
there are seat belts, but this is not effective because it allows four or more teenage passengers.

Research indicates that New Zealand’s passenger restriction is effective, although more young 
people were found to violate this rule than the one that restricts driving at night.22,23 Many parents 
support teenage passenger restrictions, but the support is less than for nighttime restrictions.15

Recommendation: Limit teenage passengers to none or just one during some or all o f the 
intermediate phase, absent adult supervision.
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How long should the intermediate phase last? When should full privileges be allowed? The

specified minimum length o f  time is 1 year in Newfoundland: I year, 3 months in Manitoba; 1 year, 6 

months in the Yukon; and 2 years in Nova Scotia. In Canada, the age o f  graduation from the system is 

not an issue because this is not linked tc driver age.

In the United States, 37 systems allow flill-privilege driving before age 18. Only 8 states hold young 

people in the system until age 18; this can be accomplished by raising the starting age, setting the duration o f  

the stages so it is impossible to graduate before age 18, or requiring beginners to remain in the intermediate 

stage until age 18 even though they may have completed the time requirements at a younger age.

The actual time spent in the intermediate stage can vary w idely from state to state, depending on 

the age a young driver enters the system. For those who obtain an intermediate license at the earliest 

possible age, the time ranges from 6 months to 2 years. But teenagers who start the process later and 

reach age 18 before or soon after they start the intermediate phase spend less time in this stage. Such 

situations could be avoided by applying graduated licensing to all beginners regardless o f  age, but then 

policymakers would have to revisit the wisdom o f  night driving and passenger restrictions. Maryland, for 

example, drops the night driving restriction for beginners who are older than 18. New Jersey waives 

night and passenger restrictions for all new drivers 21 and older.

Recommendation: Hold beginning drivers in the intermediate stage until at least 

age 18. Both inexperience and immaturity contribute to the high crash rate o f  young 

drivers, and graduated systems can address both by delaying the age o f  full-privilege 

driving until 18.

Should a test be required before full-privilege licensure? Requiring drivers to pass an exit test 

that is more difficult than the initial on-road licensing test in order to graduate to full-privilege driving 

could motivate beginners to develop their skills and weed out drivers who have not practiced enough to 

become proficient. Such tests have been introduced in Ontario and British Columbia but are not part o f  

any U.S. system.

Recommendation: Consider an exit test to ensure competence prior to full-privilege 

licensure.

OTHER ISSUES
Should driver education be required? Traditional driver education has not reduced crashes,24 

although it can be a superior way ‘o learn basic driving skills. The on-road training it involves also can
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contribute to a beginner’s driving experience. How to integrate driver education with a graduated 
licensing system has been the subject o f much general discussion and extensive consideration in a recent 
report.25 With a few exceptions, jurisdictions merely have carried over the driver education requirements 
o f prior licensing systems. The driver education requirement in Maine now applies to drivers younger 
than age 18, rather than 17. New Jersey and South Carolina added a driver education requirement. 
Michigan changed its driver education format to a two-phase system, as recommended by the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, to correspond to the phases o f graduated licensing.24 In Canada, 
six provinces grant a “ time discount”  to beginners who take driver education, allowing them to graduate 
sooner. This has been found to be counterproductive.8

Recommendation: Graduated licensing works with or without driver education. In 
jurisdictions that do not already require driver education, the graduated system need 
not include any such provisions. In jurisdictions that do require driver education, the 
training should be integrated to complement graduated licensing. Ways should be 
explored to harmonize the delivery o f driver education lessons with multistage 
graduated licensing requirements.25 However, there is no justification for time 
discounts.

What about penalty provisions? In practice, graduated systems are largely self-enforcing, with 
parents playing a major role. All jurisdictions penalize drivers in graduated systems who do not comply 
with driving restrictions or who are involved in traffic violations or at-fault crashes. Almost all 
jurisdictions delay or prohibit graduation from the system if there is evidence o f a poor driving record.
In Nova Scotia, for example, sufficient violations incurred during the two-year intermediate stage start the 
clock over so that drivers with such records who entered the system at age 16 could remain under a 
midnight driving restriction until well beyond age 18. The threat o f such a penalty can provide strong 
motivation for safe driving.

Recommendation: Include penalty provisions that delay graduation for beginners with 
poor driving records.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT
In the 55 North American jurisdictions where versions o f graduated licensing have been enacted, 

significant reductions in collisions and injuries are anticipated. However, even more substantial reductions 
would be possible if jurisdictions met all the recommendations for a graduated system. In an optimal



system, young be; inners would not start until age 16, spend at least 6 months in a learner’s stage with 
parents having to certify at least 30-50 hours o f practice, enter an initial license stage with restrictions on 
unsupervised nighttime driving starting at 9 or 10 p.m. and transporting teenage passengers, both lasting 
for at least 6 months, and graduation to an unrestricted license should not be permitted until at least age IS.

To assist jurisdictions that are considering changes in their licensing systems, all novice driver 
licensing programs in North America are rated according to the degree to which they meet these optimal 
requirements. No jurisdiction approaches this ideal although some have elements o f it. The jurisdictions 
are rated below as good, acceptable, marginal, or poor. These ratings are intended to reflect the strength 
and likely effectiveness o f the systems in reducing injuries. The most important component o f a 
graduated system is restricting high-risk driving once an initial license is obtained. This is when crash 
rates are the highest and when the biggest effects can be seen. The tougher the restrictions and the longer 
they last beyond the 16th birthday, the higher the rating. A lengthy learner’s period o f supervised driving 
is also important and is taken into account in the ratings. The criteria are indicated below, and in the 
rating o f jurisdictions, the licensing system elements that produced the rating are indicated. Full details o f 
the licensing system components for North American jurisdictions can be found at the Institute’s website, 
www.higlnvaysafety.org.

Good: minimum 6-month learner’s phase for young beginners; once licensed, beginners are 
subject to nighttime restrictions beginning at 10 p.m. or earlier and extending to 5 a.m. and/or a restriction 
that allows no more than one passenger when driving unsupervised; and beginners must wait until age 17 
for their unrestricted licenses

Acceptable: 'aw includes the late evening/night driving or passenger restriction listed above, and 
beginners must wait until 17 for their unrestricted licenses; or law includes a minimum learner’s phase 
(any length) plus some restrictions on driving hours and/or passengers, and beginners must wait until age 
16, 6 months for their unrestricted licenses

Marginal: law includes a minimum learner’s phase (any length) plus some restrictions on driving 
hours and/or passengers when initially licensed, or law includes only a learner’s phase lasting a minimum 
o f 6 months; or law includes only restrictions on driving hours and/or passengers once a beginner is 
licensed

Poor: no minimum learner’s phase and no nighttime or passenger restrictions; or minimum 
learner’s phase shorter than 6 months
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Most studies o f motor vehicle crashes involving young people focus on drivers. However, much 

o f the problem involves young people traveling as passengers. This report summarizes the current state 

o f  knowledge concerning teenage passengers and motor vehicle crashes. Topics covered are the 

contribution o f  teenage passengers to the overall problem, the heightened risk when teenage passengers 

arc transported by teenage drivers, characteristics o f  crashes involving teenage drivers and passengers, 

and the effects o f  passenger restrictions in graduated licensing systems.

Contribution to the Problem
Table 1 lists the numbers o f  young drivers and passengers killed when traveling in passenger 

vehicles in 1999. These data are based on the Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS), a census of 

fatal motor vehicle crashes on U.S.,public roads. Considering all the teenage years 13-19, 54  percent of 

the deaths were drivers, 46 percent were passengers. Based only on the driving-age population 16-19,

60 percent were drivers, 40 percent were passengers. At ages 13-15, more young people were killed as 

passengers than as drivers. At age 16 —  the highest risk age for drivers —  48 pci 'ent o f the deaths were 

passengers, and slightly more 16-year-old females were killed as passengers than at drivers.

T a b le  1
_____________N u m b e rs  o f  F a ta l ly  In ju re d  D r iv e rs  a n d  P a s s e n g e r s ,  U n ite d  S ta te s  11 99

Age
D rive rs P a s s e n p ^ .s

Male Fem a le T o ta l M ale F em a le T o ta l
1 3 8 3 11 6 5 4 8 1 1 3
14 9 3 12 9 5 9 0 1 8 5
15 5 0 21 71 1 6 0 1 3 9 2 9 9
16 2 6 7 1 7 6 4 4 3 2 2 3 1 9 0 4 1 3
1 7 4 0 7 241 6 4 8 2 5 7 1 8 2 4 3 9
18 511 2 2 6 7 3 7 2 8 4 1 8 7 4 7 1
19 5 9 4 1 8 6 7 8 0 2 3 9 1 5 3 3 9 2

Tota l 1 ,8 4 6 8 5 6 2 ,7 0 2 1 ,3 2 3 9 8 9 2 ,3 1 2

As shown in Figure 1, the relative increase in death rates for 16-19-year-old occupants compared 

with those ages 20 and older is much greater for passengers (10.8 vs. 3.3 per 100,000 population) than for 

drivers (16.4 vs. 9.8)

Reasons for the Problem
One important factor elevating the death rate o f teenage passengers is their frequent travel with 

teenage drivers. This situation increases the already high crash risk o f  teenage drivers.

FARS data indicated that in 1999 64 percent o f the deaths o f  13-19-year-old passengers 

(66 percent for males, 61 percent for females) occurred when other teenagers were driving. The highest 

proportions o f  teenage passengers killed in vehicles with teenage drivers were at ages 16 (78 percent),

17 (68 percent), and 15 (70 percent).
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Figure 1
Death Rates per 100,000 Population, Drivers and Passengers by Age, 1999
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16-19 20+
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Four recent North American studies have quantified the crash risk associated with teenage drivers 

transporting teenage passengers (Aldridge et al., 1999; Chen et a!., 2000; Doherty et al., 1998; Preusser et 

al., 1998). Collectively, findings from these studies indicate that the presence o f  passengers strongly 

increases crash risk for teenage drivers; the more passengers the greater the risk. For example, in one 

study the presence of one passenger almost doubled the fatal crash risk compared with driving alone.

With two or more passengers, the fatal crash risk was five limes as high as driving alone (Doherty et al.,

1998). Results were similar for male and female teenage drivers. There is excess risk for young drivers 

with passengers both day and night. For older drivers, on the other hand, passengers either have no effect 

on crash risk or a beneficial effect, with drivers less likely to crash if there are passengers in the vehicle.

Part o f  the increased injury risk with passengers present could be because higher vehicle 

occupancy by itself increases the opportunity for injury in a crash. However, there is increased risk for 

young drivers with passengers present in studies that are based on involvement in crashes (Doherty et al.,

1998) or deaths to drivers per million trips (Chen cl a!„ 2000), where the influence o f  high vehicle 

occupancy on the likelihood o f injury is not a factor.

Figure 2 presents data from the 1990 Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey and from the 

1988-94 General Estimates System, a probability sample o f police-reported crashes on public roads that 

result in property damage, injury, or death. Figure 2 indicates the high rate o f  crash involvement for 

teenage drivers when alone relative to older drivers, the increasing risk as passengers are added —  

especially for 16-17-year-old drivers —  and the beneficial effect o f passengers for older drivers.
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Figure 2
Crash Rates by Driver Age and Passenger Presence per 10,000 Trips
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The increased risk with passengers present is thought to be largely the result o f  distraction and 

risk-taking factors. In vehicles with several young occupants, there is often considerable verbal 

interaction, music playing, and sometimes physical interactions. Young people are in the beginning 

stages o f driving, and inattentiveness to the task can have serious consequences. There is much anecdotal 

evidence o f  inducements to risk taking or showing o ff in multiple-occupancy crashes involving young 

people. In police reports o f fatal crashes in which two or more teenagers were in the vehicle, there is in 

some cases evidence o f  distraction (e.g., turning around to talk to som eone in the rear seat), physical 

interference (e.g., passenger grabbing the steering wheel), or inducements to risk taking (e.g., trying to get 

the driver to overtake another vehicle) (W illiams, Preusser, el al., 1998). In a survey o f  teenagers asked 

to describe all the dangerous driving situations in which they had participated during the past 6 months,

85 percent o f  the reported incidents involved one or more peers as passengers in the vehicle (Farrow, 

1987).

As further evidence o f  increased risk taking when passengers arc present, a study o f  on-road 

driving behavior in England found that young drivers with young male passengers drove more 

dangerously than drivers without passengers —  that is, they drove faster and accepted smaller gaps at 

intersections (McKenna et al.. 1998).



Are Some Driver-Passenger Combinations More Dangerous?
In both the study o f  on-road driving (McKenna et al., 1998) and the study o f driver fatality rates 

per trip with and without passengers (Chen et al., 2000), certain combinations o f occupants had extra high 

risks while others did not increase risk or reduced it. In both studies, the high-risk combinations were 

male or female drivers with male passengers. In the study based on driver death rates (Chen et al., 2000), 

the presence o f  one male passenger almost doubled the death rate per 1,000 crashes for both male and 

female drivers, and two or more male passengers more than doubled it.

The lower risk situation involves a male driver and a female passenger. In the study o f  on-road 

driving (McKenna el al., 1998), males with a female passenger drove slower and did not follow  vehicles 

as closely as did males driving alone. In the study based on driver death rates (Chen et al.. 2000), there 

was no increased risk with one female passenger, but there was with two or more. The driver death rales 

study found som e increased risk when young females transported other young females, although the on­

road study indicated no difference in driving risk compared with driving alone.

Crash Characteristics
The crashes o f  youthful drivers are more likely to involve a single vehicle, driver error, and 

speeding (W illiams et al., 1995). Analysis o f 1999 FARS data indicated that the crashes involving 

multiple passengers were even more likely to have these characteristics (Table 2). For example, 56  

percent o f  the fatal crashes o f  16-17-year-old drivers with three or more passengers were single vehicle 

compared with 32 percent o f fatal crashes where the driver was alone; 90 vs. 75 percent involved driver 

error, and 48 vs. 27 percent involved speeding. A higher proportion o f crashes with multiple occupants 

involved alcohol, although crashes involving alcohol are a rare feature o f 16-17-year-old driver crashes in 

general.

T a b le  2
P e r c e n t  o f  F a ta l C r a s h e s  o f  1 6 -1 7 -Y e a r -O ld  D r iv e r s  w ith  C e rta in  
C h a ra c t e r is t ic s  b y  N u m b e r o f  P a s s e n g e r s ,  U n ite d  S t a t e s  1 9 9 9

C ra sh  C h a ra c te r is t ic s
D riv e r
A lon e

D riv e r and  
1 T een age  
P a s s e n g e r

D riv e r and  
2  T een ag e  

P a s s e n g e rs

D riv e r an d  
3+  T een age  
P a s s e n g e rs

S in g le  veh ic le 3 2 4 0 4 4 5 6
D riv e r e r ro r 7 5 7 9 84 9 0
Sp eed in g 2 7 3 7 4 4 4 8
D rive r with positive b lo o d  
a lc o h o l concen tra tion

11 12 13 2 0
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Passenger Restrictions
New Zealand’s graduated licensing system, adopted in 1987, includes a passenger restriction for 

initial license holders. Som e U .S. states are now including passenger restrictions in their graduated 

licensing systems. As o f  November 2000, 15 states had passenger restrictions in the initial licensing 

phase. The restrictions vary in terms o f number and ages o f  passengers allowed, whether or not family 

members are exempted, and the duration o f the restriction. All 15 jurisdictions with passenger restrictions 

allow such travel if  there is an adult in the vehicle. Licensing laws for all 50 states and the District of 

Columbia, including detailed information on passenger restrictions, can be found at the Insurance Institute 

for Highway Safety’s website (www.highwavsafety.org).

Passenger restrictions have great potential to reduce crashes and injuries. For example, FARS 

data showed that in 1995 (prior to the graduated licensing movement) 53 percent o f the deaths in crashes 

o f  16-17-year-old drivers occurred when they were transporting other teenagers without an adult present, 

and 68 percent o f  these deaths happened during the daytime hours 5 a.m .-9 p.m. Passenger restrictions 

potentially prevent many more deaths than night driving restrictions, especially nighttime restrictions that 

start late, and add to the effect o f  nighttime restrictions. Table 3 indicates the numbers o f  deaths 

potentially prevented by passenger and night driving restrictions, by themselves and in combination.

T a b le  3
D e a th ?  P o te n t ia l ly  P re v e n te d  b y  N ig h tt im e  a n d  T e e n a g e  

P a s s e n g e r  R e s t r ic t io n s , U n ite d  S ta te s , 1 9 9 5
T een age  P a s s e n g e r  R e s tr ic t io n

N ighttim e R e s tr ic t io n No Y e s
No 0 1 ,691
M idn igh t-5  a .m . 3 4 7 1 ,8 0 7
9  p .m .- 5  a .m . 8 5 6 1 ,9 9 8

Effects of Passenger Restrictions
It is too early to tell what the effect of passenger restrictions will be in the United States. 

However, New Zealand’s restriction was found to reduce crashes involving passengers among newly 

licensed drivers (Begg et al., 1999). Survey data from N ew  Zealand also suggest that compliance will be 

more o f an issue with passenger restrictions than in the case o f  night driving restrictions. For example, in 

one survey, 65 percent of males and 70 percent o f  females reported violating the passenger restriction at 

least sometimes, compared with 52 percent o f  males and 45 percent of females who said they at least 

sometimes violated the nighttime restriction (Harre el al„ 1996).

Concern has been expressed that many young people will not comply with the passenger 

restriction, or that compliance will result in more young drivers on the road, increasing crash risk. 

Although the actual effects o f  passenger restrictions are yet to be established, the crash risk for alternative

5
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forms of travel is known, and a recent study estimated the effect o f  12-month passenger restrictions under 

varying degrees and types o f  compliance (Chen et al., 1999). Under a high-compliance scenario (10  

percent violate the restriction and continue to travel with young drivers, 10 percent drive themselves, 20 

percent forgo the trip, 60 percent go with older drivers) an estimated 345 o f  the 1,180 yearly deaths 

associated with young drivers traveling with passengers would be prevented. Because the risk of  

traveling with passengers is so high, even under a low-compliance scenario (80 percent continue to travel 

with young drivers, 10 percent drive themselves, 10 percent go with older drivers) about 60 deaths would 

be averted. There is such a major increase in crash risk when young drivers transport teenage passengers 

that even if  all passengers ages 16-19 were to comply by driving themselves, an estimated 290 yearly 

deaths would be prevented. Thus although the magnitude o f the effect o f passenger restrictions is not 

presently known, it <s expected to be strongly positive.

Various other concerns have been expressed about passenger restrictions, including personal 

safely if young women are forced to travel alone and that activities such as double-dating and having a 

designated driver would be prohibited.

Parents support passenger restrictions but not as strongly as they support night driving 

restrictions. In a 1995 national survey o f U.S. parents. 74 percent supported a nighttime restriction 

compared with 43 percent who supported a passenger restriction (Ferguson and Williams, 1996). In most 

surveys, however, the majority support passenger restrictions. In four states in which parents of 

graduating seniors were interviewed, 54 percent in Connecticut, 72 percent in Delaware, 54 percent in 

New Jersey, and 63 percent in New York supported passenger restrictions (W illiams, Ferguson, et al., 

1998). In Connecticut and Florida, where the same parents were interviewed before and after their 

teenagers were licensed, support for a passenger restriction increased from 56 to 69 percent in Florida and 

from 58 to 72 percent in Connecticut, even though neither state has one (Ferguson et al., 2000).

Initial reports on the effects o f  passenger restrictions in graduated licensing systems are expected 

to be available in late 2001 and will be added to this paper. California had the first meaningful passenger 

restriction, not allowing passengers younger than 20 to be transported without an adult present for the first 

6 months o f  licensure. Preliminary results indicate that in 1999 teenage passenger deaths and injuries 

when traveling with 16-year-old drivers declined by 23 percent compared with the 5 prior years 

(Automobile Club o f Southern California, 2000).

A major study on how young people accommodate to passenger restrictions was conducted in 

California (W illiams et al., 2001). In this study, young people and their parents, before and after 

graduated licensing, were interviewed multiple limes about passenger restrictions and other aspects o f  the 

graduated system. Most parents approved o f the passenger restriction, but the majority o f teenagers did 

not. However, transportation o f teenage passenger decreased. Prior to graduated licensing, few parents
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were restricting who their children transported, but there was a substantial increase in restricting teenage 
passengers when the graduated system was introduced, even though compliance was by no means 
universal.

Teenagers said the passenger restriction impacted their social activities, but most (89 percent) 
said they could find ways to do their activities anyway, and 74 percent said the restriction did not affect 
them very much. The majority of parents said there was no inconvenience caused by the passenger and 
night driving restrictions. Only 8 percent said there was inconvenience that was frequent or major. Thus, 
the strong California restrictions on transporting young passengers appears to be well tolerate ' by 
teenagers and their parents and should produce reductions in crashes and injuries.

For the full report of this study, “ Responses of teenagers and their parents to California’ s 
graduated licensing system" by Williams et al., e-mail awilliams@iihs.org or write: Publications, 
Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, 1005 North Glebe Road, Arlington, VA 22201.
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U.S. LICENSING SYSTEMS FOR YOUNG DRIVERS

Learner Stage Intermediate Stage
Minimum Ago at Which 

Restrictions May Be Lifted
Jurisdiction/
Evaluation

Minimum 
Entry Age

Mandatory 
Holding Porlod

Minimum Amount o f 
Supervised Driving

Minimum Unsupervlsod 
Age Driving Prohibited Passongor Restriction

Nighttime
Restriction

Passenger
Restriction

Oplimal provisions 16 6 mo. 30 -5 0  hr. 1 6 ,6  mo. 9/10 p.m .-5 a.m. No more than 1 
teenage passenger*

Until age 18

Alabama / P 15 ’ None None There is no Intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 15. — —
Alaska /M 
(eff. 1/1/1999)

14 6  mo. None There is no Intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 16. — —

Arizona / ?
(eff. 12/? 1/1999)

1 5 ,7  mo.2 5 mo.
(eff. 7/18/2000)

25  hr., 5 o f which 
must be at night2

There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 16. — —

Arkansas/M  
(eff. 5/8/1999)

14 6 mo.3 Nono Intermediate stage has no passenger o r night driving restriction.3 
(eff. 8/13/2001)

— —

California / G 
(eff. 7/1/1998)

15* 6  mo. 50 hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

16 Midnight-5 a.m.
S

First 6  mo.: No passengers younger than 
20 unless supervised by 25-year-old driver 

S
17 16, 6  mo.

Colorado / A 
(eff.7/1/1999)

15s 6 mo. 50 hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

16 Midnight-5 a.m. None 17 —

Connecticut / M 
(eff. 1/1/1997)

16 6 mo. (4 mo. 
with driver 
education)

None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 1 6 ,4  mo.6 — —

Delaware / A 
(eff. 7/1/1999)

1 5 ,1 0  mo. 6  mo.7 None 1 6 ,4  m o.7 9 p .m .-6 a .m .7 No more than 2 passengers7 1 6 ,1 0  mo. 1 6 ,1 0  mo.

District of 
Columbia / G 
(eff. 9/1/2000)

16 6 mo.8 4 0  hr. in learner's 
stage; 10 hr. at night 
in intermediate stage

1 6 ,6  mo. Sept.-June:
11 p.m.- 6  a.m. Su -Th , 
Midnight-6 a.m . F -S a ; 

Ju ly-Aug.: 
Midnight-6 a.m."

First 6  mo.: No passengers except one 
licensed driver 21 o r o lder (farr.it t 

members excepted): Thereafter, no 
more than 2  passengers younger 

than 21 (family members excepted)

18a 17

Florida / A 
(eff. 7/1/1996)

15 12 mo.
(eff. 10/1/2000)

50  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night 
(eff. 10/1/2000)

16 11 p.m.- 6  a.m. (age 16), 
1 a .m .-5a .m . (age 17)

None 18

Georgia / G 
(eff. 7/1/1997)

15 12 mo. 4 0  hr., 6  o f which 
must be at night 

(2 0  hr., 6  o f which 
must be at night, with 

driver education) 
(eff. 1/1/2002)

16 Midnight-6 a.m.
(eff. 1/1/2002)

First 6  mo.: No passengers (family 
members excepted): Thereafter, 

no more than 3 passengers younger 
than 21 (family members excepted) 

(eff. 1/1/2002)
S

18 18

Hawaii / P 
(eff. 1/1/2001)

15, 6 mo. 3 mo. None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 169. — —

Key: G=good, A=acceptable, M=marginal, P=poor; S=socondary enforcement coni'd

020111 Insunuwe Institute fur I Highway Safety, Highway Loss Data Institute
Hm N. Glebe Rd.. Arlington, VA 22201-4751
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U.S. LICENSING SYSTEMS FOR YOUNG DRIVERS

Learner Stage Intermodiato Stago
Minimum Ago at Which 

Restrictions May Bo Lifted
Jurisdiction/
Evaluation

Minimum 
Entry Ago

Mandatory Minimum Amount o f 
Holding Porlod Supervised Driving

Minimum
Ago

Unsupervised 
Driving Prohibited Passongor Restriction

Nighttlmo
Restriction

Passengor
Restriction

Optimal provisions 16 6 mo. 30 -50  hr. 16, 6 mo. 9/10 p.m .-5 a.m. No more than 1 
teenage passenger*

Until ago 18

Idaho/M  
(eff. 1/1/2001)

1 4 ,6  mo. 4  mo. 50  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

15 ’ ° Sunset to sunrise None 16'° —

Illino is/A  
(elf. 1/1/1998)

1 5 " 3 mo. 2 5  hr. 1 6 " 11 p .m .-6  a.m . Su -T h , 
Midnight-6 a.m . F -S a

None 1 7 " —

Indiana / A 
(eff. 1/1/1999)

1512 2  mo. None 16 ,1  m o.’ 2 11 p.m.- 5  a.m . S u -F , 
1 a .m .-5  a.m . S a -S u ,

First 90  days: No passengers unless 
supervised by 21-year-old driver

18 1 6 ,4  mo.

Iowa / A 
(eff. 1/1/1999)

14 6  mo. 2 0  hr., 2 o f which 
must be at night

16'3 12:30 a.m .- 5  a.m. None 17'3 —

K an sas / P 
(eff. 7/1/1999)

14 None 50  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 16. --- —

Kentucky/M  
(eff. 10/1/1996)

16 6  mo. None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age Is 1 6 ,6  m o ." --- —

Louisiana / A 
(eff. 1/1/1998)

15 ,s 3  mo. None 16 '5 11 p .m .-5  a .m .15 None from 5  am - 1 1  pm'5 17 15 —

Maine / M 
(eff. 8/1/1998)

15'° 3  mo.'6 35 hr., 5  o f which'6 
must be at night

16 ’ ° No night driving 
restriction.

First 90  days: No passengers unless 
supervised by 20-year-old driver 

(family members excepted)
16, 3 m o.'6

Maryland / A 
(e ff. 7/1/1999)

15, 9  mo. 4  mo. 4 0  hr. 16 ,1  mo. Midnight-5 a .m ." None 1 7 ,7  mo. ---

Massachusetts / G 
(eff. 11/4/1998)

16 6  mo. 12 hr. 16, 6  mo. Midnight-5 a .m .'6 
S

First 6  mo.: No passengers younger than 
18 unless supervised by 21-year-old 
driver (family members excepted)

18 17

Michigan / A 
(eff. 4/1/1997)

14, 9 m o.'9 6  mo. 50  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

16'® Midnight-5 a.m. None 17’® —

Minnesota / M 
(eff. 1/1/1999)

1520 6  mo.:o 30  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 17.:o — —

Mississippi / M 
(eff. 7/1/2000)

15 6  mo.2' None 1 5 ,6  mo.2' 10 p .m .-6  a.m .2' None 16 —

Missouri / A 
(eff. 1/1/2001)

15, 6 mo. 6  mo. 2 0  hr. 16 1 a .m .-5  a.m. None 18 —

Key: G =good , A=acceptab lo, M=marginal, P=poo r; S= seconda ry  en fo rcem en t

02001 Insuntnce Institute for Highway Safety, Highway Loss Data Institute Laws as of October 20111
1005 N, Glebe Rd.. Arlington. VA 22201-4751 ' page 12



U.S. LICENSING SYSTEMS FOR YOUNG DRIVERS

Learner Stage Intermediate Stage
Minimum Ago at Which 

Restrictions May Ba Lifted
Jurisdiction/
Evaluation

Minimum 
Entry Age

Mandatory Minimum Amount o f 
Holding Porlod  Supervised Driving

Minimum Unsupervised 
Ago Driving Prohibited Passenger Restriction

Nighttime
Restriction

Passonger
Restriction

Optimal provisions 16 6 mo. 30 -60  hr. 1 6 ,6  mo. 9/10 p.m .-5 a.m. No more than 1 
teenage passenger*

Until age 18

Montana / P 1 4 ,6  mo. None None There is no intermediate stage, The minimum license age is 15.22 — —
Nebraska/M  
(eff. 1/1/1999)

1523 None 50  hr. (none with 
driver education)

16 Midnight--6 a.m. None 17 —

Nevada/ P  
(eff. 10/1/1997)

1 5 ,6  mo. None 50  hr. There is no Intermediate license stage. The minimum license age is 16.™ — —

New Hampshire / A 
(eff. 1/1/1998)

15, 6 mo.25 3  mo. 2 0  hr. 1 6 ,3  mo. 1a .m .-5 a .m . None 18 —

New Jersey / G 
(eff. 1/1/2001)

16™ 6  mo.™ None 17™ Midnight-5 a.m. No more than 1 passenger unless 
supervised by 21-year-old driver (except 

members o f household)

17, 6 mo. 1 7 ,6  mo.

New Mexico / A 
(eff. 1/1/2000)

15 6  mo, 5 0  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

1 5 ,6  mo. Midnight-5 a.m. No more than 1 passenger younger than 
21 (family members excepted)

16, 6 m o .27 1 6 ,6  m o .27

New York / A 
(eff. before 1965)

16™ None None 16™ 9p .m .-5a .m . None 1 7 (1 8
without
driver

education)28
North Carolina / A 
(eff. 12/1/1997)

15 12 mo. None 16 9  p.m.- 5  a.m.29 None 16, 6 mo. —

North Dakota / M 
(eff. 8/1/1999)

14 6 mo. None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age Is 16. — —

Ohio / A 
(eff. 1/1/1999)

1 5 ,6  mo. 6  mo. 50  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

1630 1 a.m.- 5  a.m.
S

None 1730 —

Oklahoma / P 15, 6 mo.3’ None None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 16.3' — —
Oregon / G 
(eff. 3 /1 /2H 0 )

15 6 mo. 50  hr.30 
(1 0 0  hr. without 
driver education)

16 Midnight-5 a.m. First 6 mo.: No passengeis younger 
than 20  (family members excepted): 

Second 6 mo.: No more than 3 
passengers younger than 20 
(family members excepted)

17 17

Pennsylvania / A 
(eff. 12/22/1999)

16 6  mo. 50 hr. 1 6 ,6  mo. 11p .m .-5a .m . None 1 7 (1 8
without
driver

education)
Key: G=good, A=acceptable, M=marginal, P=poor; S=secondary enforcement cont'd
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U.S. LICENSING SYSTEMS FOR YOUNG DRIVERS

Loarnar Stago Intermediate Stago
Minimum Ago at Which 

Restrictions May Bo Lifted
Jurisdiction/
Evaluation

Minimum 
Entry Ago

Mandatory 
Holding Period

Minimum Amount of 
Supervised Driving

Minimum
Ago

Unsuporvisod 
Driving Prohibited Passenger Restriction

Nighttime
Restriction

Passenger
Restriction

Optimal provisions 16 6 mo. 30-60 hr. 16, 6 mo. 9/10 p .m .-5a.m . No more than 1 
teenage passenger*

Until age 18

Rhode Island 1A 
(eff. 1/1/1999)

16” 6  mo. None 16, 6  mo. 1 a .m .-5  a.m. None 17, 6 m o .33 —

South Carolina / M 
(e lf. 7/1/1998)

15 3  mo. None 15, 3  mo. 6 p .m .-6 a.m. EST ,33 
8 p.m.- 6  a.m . EDT

None 16, 3 mo. ---

South Dakota / M 
(eff. 1/1/1999)

14 6 mo. (3 mo. 
with driver 
education)

None 14, 6  mo. 
(1 4 ,3  mo. 
with driver 
education)

8 p.m.- 6  a.m. None 16 —

Tenne ssee / G 
(elf. 7/1/2001)

15 6  mo.34 50  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

16 11 p .m .-6  a.m .34 No more than 1 passenger unless 
supervised by 21-year-old driver 

(family members excepted)

17

Texas / A 
(eff. 1/1/2002)

1535 6  mo. None 16 Midnight-5 a.m. 
S

No more th3n 1 passenger younger 
than 21 (family members excepted) 

S

16, 6 mo. 16, 6  mo.

U tah /A  
(eff. 7/1/2001)

1 5 ,9  mo.36 None 30  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

1638 Midnight-5 a.m. First 6 mo.: No passengers younger than 
21 (family members excepted)

S

17 1 6 .6  m o 38

Vermont / A 
(eff. 7/1/2000)

15 1 yr. 4 0  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

16 No night driving 
restriction.

First 3 mo.: No passengers unless 
supervised by a licensed parent/ 

guardian, driving instructor, o r licensed 
driver 25  or older; Second 3 mo.: 
Same as first 3 mo. except family 

members may be transported without 
a supervising driver 

S

1 6 ,6  mo.3'

Virginia / G 
(eff. 7/1/2001)

15 ,6  mo. 9  mo. 4 0  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

16, 3  mo. Midnight-4 a.m .38 
S

Until age 17: No more than 
1 passenger younger than 18; 
Age 17 until 18: No more than 
3  passengers younger than 18 
(family members excepted)58 

S

18 18

Key: G=good, A=acceptable, M=marginal, P=poor; S=secondary enforcement conid

€>2001 Insurance Institute for Highway Safety. Highway Loss Data Institute
1005 N. Glebe Rd.. Arlington. VA 22201-4751

Laws as of October 20111
page 14



U.S. LICENSING SYSTEMS FOR YOUNG DRIVERS

Loarnor Stago
Minimum Age at Which 

Intermediate Stago Restrictions May Be Lifted
Jurisdiction/
Evaluation

Minimum 
Entry Ago

Mandatory Minimum Amount o f 
Holding Period Supervised Driving

Minimum
Ago

Unsuporvised 
Driving Prohibited

Nighttime
Passenger Restriction Restriction

Passenger
Restriction

Optimal provisions 16 6 mo. 30 -50  hr. 1 6 ,6  mo. 9/10 p.m .-5a.m . No more than 1 Until age 18 
teenage passenger’

Washington / G 
(eff. 7/1/2001)

1539 6 mo. 50 hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

16 1 a .m .-5a .m . 
S

First 6 mo.: No passengers younger 1739 
than 20  (family members excepted);

Second 6  mo.; No more than 
3  passengers younger than 20  

S

1739

West Virginia / A 
(elf. 1/1/2001)

15 6  mo. 30 hr.; none if 
driver education 

course completed
16 11 p .m .-5 a.m.40 No more than 3 passengers younger 17 

than 19 (family members excepted)40
17

Wisconsin / A 
(eff. 7/1/2000)

1 5 ,6  mo.4' 6 mo. 30  hr., 10 o f which 
must be at night

16 Midnight—5 a.m. No more than 1 passenger 1 6 ,9  mo.41 
(family members exempt)

1 6 ,9  mo.4'

Wyoming / P 15 10 days None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 16. — —
Koy: G =good , A=accop»able, M=marglnal, P=p oo r; S= seconda ry  en fo rcem ent

* Passenger restrictions vary with regard to their durations, the ages o f  passengers to whom they apply, and the availability o f  exceptions. Most states have exceptions fo r passengers who arc related 
to the driver o r arc members o l the driver's household, and there are exceptions when a supervising driver is in the vehicle.

1 The supervising driver in A labama must be a parent, guardian, o r driving instructor. At age 16, permit holders may drive while supervised by any licensed driver.
2 A driver education instructor in Arizona can authorize a student enrolled in driver education who is age 15 to drive on ly while supervised by the authorizing instructor. Certification waived for

applicants who have completed driver education.
' In Arkansas, people age 14 can drive with an instruction permit after passing a written test; after 30 days and after passing a road lest, they arc elig ib le fo r a restricted license that must be held fo r 

6 months. Unsupervised driv ing is not permitted by holders o f  either the instruction permit or restricted license. The combined holding period fo r  the permit and restricted license is 6  months.
An intermediate phase fo r licensees younger than 18 prohibits drivers from  transporting passengers who are unrestrained. Applicants fo r an intermediate license must be 16 and must be crash/ 
vio lation free fo r 6 months.

4 Students enro lled in d river education in Califo rn ia may drive while supervised by an instructor. License applicants who do not take driver education must wait until age 18 fo r a  license. They are 
not required to go through an intermediate license stage.

5 In Colorado, the supervising d river must be a parent, guardian, or driving instructor, and the permit holder must be enrolled in driver education. At age 15, 6 months, permit holders may drive
supervised by a licensed driver 2 1 o r o lder and are not required to have taken driver education.

6 Either d river education o r home training is required fo r license applicants younger than 18 in Connecticut. Applicants who have not completed driver education have a 6-month learners holding 
period.

7 In Delaware, a d river education student does not need a permit to drive with a d river education instructor. A fter completing the on-road requirements o f  driver education, a driver education 
student who is at least age 15 years, 10 months may apply fo r a  D river Education Learner's Permit, which allow s the student to drive while supervised by an experienced driver. Upon completion 
o f  d river education, and i f  the student passes both the road and written tests, the student receives a Level I permit that fo r the first 6 months allow s driving on ly while supervised. There a lso is a 
passenger restriction during the first 6 months o f  the Level I permit. No more than 2 passengers arc permitted in addition to the supervising driver. The Level I permit for the second 6 months is 
the equivalent o f  an intermediate license. During that period, holders may drive unsupcrvised between 6 a.m . and 9  p.m. and may on ly carry 2 passengers. Applicants fo ra  driver's license who 
are younger than 18 must have held a D river Education Learner's Permit and/or a Level I permit fo r at least 12 months. D river education is required for a ll license applicants younger than 18.
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8 The learner's stage in the District o f  Columbia is mandatory fo r a ll license applicants, regardless o f  age. A nighttime restriction (9  p .m .-6  a.m .) applies in the learner stage. License applicants
younger than 21 must go through the intermediate stage until they have completed it o r  until age 21.

9 License applicants younger than 18 must have completed driver education in Hawaii.
I0 ln  Idaho, license applicants younger than 17 must have completed driver education. There are three classes o f  learner’ s permits; a training instruction permit fo r persons 14, 6 months taking d river 

education; a supervised instruction permit fo r practice driving with a nonprofcssional supervisor; and an instruction permit fo r persons younger than 17 who have completed driver education and 
supervised driving o r fo r persons 17 and o lder without either driver education o r supervised driving.

11 Enrollm ent in driver education is required fo r permit applicants age 15 in Illino is ; without d river education, a permit applicant must be age 17, 9 months. License applicants 18 and o lder arc not
required to have driver education o r to go through an intermediate license stage.

12 D river education determines the minimum age fo r permits and the intermediate license in Indiana. People enro lled in o r who have completed driver education must be age 15 to have a permit; 
otherwise, they must be age 16. The minimum age for an intermediate license is 16, I month with driver education; age 16, 6  months, without.

,J In addition to the certification in the learner stage, Iowa requires a certification o f  iO hours o f  supervised driving, 2 o f  which must be at night during the intermediate stage. D river education is
required fo r an intermediate license and for an unrestricted license i f  applicant is younger than 18.

1-1 The Kentucky law prohibits learner's permit holders from driving between midnight and 6 a.m . There is no nighttime driving restriction fo r other license holders. License holders younger than 18 
must complete a 4 -liou r course on safe driving within I year o f  receiving a license.

'' D rive r education is required in Louisiana fo r a permit and an intermediate license i f  the applicant is younger than 17. People 17 and o ld e r must have completed an educational program that does 
not require a bchind-thc-wheel component. In Louisiana, intermediate license holders may on ly  drive from  1 1 pm to 5 am i f  accompanied by a supervising driver and may on ly  carry passengers 
who arc members o f  their immediate fam ily .

" 'In  Maine, driver education is required fo r a permit and a license i f  the applicant is younger than 18. The i -amer's permit holding period and the certification o f  practice driving applies to license 
applicants younger than 21.

17 In M aryland, 15 year-o lds may drive without a permit i f  supervised by a driver education instructor. D river education and the certification o f  practice driving applies to all initial license
applicants. The nighttime dri> ing restriction, however, on ly  applies to intermediate license holders younger than 18.

18 The night driving restriction in Massachusetts also applies to permit holders younger than 18, unless accompanied by a licensed parent o r guardian. D river education is required o f  license 
applicants younger than 18.

19 Permit applicants younger than 18 in Michigan must have completed the first segment o f  d river education; license applicants younger than 18 must have completed the second segment o f  driver 
education. Neither d river education nor an intermediate license is required fo r license applicants 18 and o lder. The nighttime restriction is fo r 6 months o r until age 17.

2n In M innesota, permit applicants younger than 18 must be enrolled in d river education; license applicants younger than 18 must have completed d rive r education. The permit holding period applies 
to license applicants 18 and o lder unless they have completed driver education. License applicants younger than 18 must certify 10 hours o f  driving during a 12 -month provisional stage.
Provisional license holders must be crash free to qualify fo r a fu ll license.

21 In M ississippi, license applicants 17 and o lder arc exempt from  the 6-month learner’ s permit holding period and the requirement to get an intermediate license.
22 Enrollm ent in o r completion o f  driver education is required fo r permit applicants younger than 15 in Montana; license applicants younger than 16 must have completed driver education.
21 In Nebraska, 14 year-o lds who live 1.5 m iles o r more from  school and who either live outside o r attend school outside a metropolitan area may be issued a learner’ s permit (called an "LPE  

perm it") and a limited license (ca lled a “ school perm it"), The LPL  permit authorizes supervised driving fo r the purpose o f  preparing fo r the school permit, which allow s driving to and from  school 
o r anyplace while supervised by a parent o r guardian.

24 License applicants younger than 18 must have completed d river education i f  it is available in the public school in Nevada or, i f  it is unavailable, must complete 50 hours o f  supervised driving in 
addition to that required in the learner stage.

28 New Hampshire does not issue learner's permits. At age 15, 6 months, a person can drive while supervised by a licensed driver 25 o r o lder, The initial license for 16 and 17 year-olds is like a 
permit fo r the first 90  days. It docs not a llow  unsuperviscd driving at any time.

20 In New Jersey, the permit becomes an intermediate license after 6 months. The graduated licensing law applies to adults, except that the night driving and passenger restrictions arc waived for 
new drivers 21 and older. I f  the applicant has not completed driver education, the minimum permit agp is 17 and the minimum intermediate license age is 1 7 ,6  months.

27 Permit applicants younger than 18 must be enro lled in driver education in New Mexico; license applicants younger than 18 must have completed driver education.
28 New Y o rk 's  licensing law prohibits a ll 16-ycar-o ld licensees and 17 year-o lds without d river education from  driving in New Y o rk  C ity.
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In North Carolina, learner’ s permit holders may not drive between 9 p.m. and 5 a.m. fo r the first 6 months. D river education is required fo r permit and license applicants younger than 18.
D river education is required o f  license applicants younger than 18 in Ohio and Oregon. However, it is waived in Oregon fo r applicants who certify an additional 50 hours o f  supervised driving.
Fifteen year-o lds may drive in Oklahoma, but on ly while supervised by an instructor. D rive r education is required for a license at age 16 i f  it is o ffered in the applicant's school district.
A restricted license is availab le to 16 year-olds that allows daytime driving on ly , but it is not a required stage.
D rive r education is required o f  permit and license applicants younger than 18 in Rhode Island.
In South Carolina, the nighttime restriction applies in the learner stage as well as in the intermediate stage. Fifteen year-olds who are enrolled in driver education do not need a permit to drive with 
an instructor. License applicants younger than 17 who have not completed driver education may not gel a license to drive unsuperviscd after daylight.
Learner’ s permit holders in Tennessee may not drive from  10 p.m. to 6  a.m.
In Texas, the minimum permit age is 15 fo r applicants who are enrolled in driver education. The minimum license age is 18 fo r applicants who have not completed driver education.
Regardless o f  age, permit applicants in Utah must be enrolled in driver education, and license applicants must have completed driver education. Passenger restrictions in Utah end when a driver 
has been licensed fo r 6  months o r when the driver turns 18, whichever occurs first.
D rive r education is required fo r license applicants younger than 18 in Vermont.
In V irginia, driver education is required for license applicants younger than 18. Initial license applicants 19 and older must cither complete driver education o r hold a learner’ s permit at least 30 days.
The night driving restriction and passenger restriction (no more than I passenger younger than 18) apply to learner's permit holders.
Permit applicants in Washington must be enro lled in driver education; otherwise the minimum permit age is 15, 6 months. D river education is required for license applicants younger than 18.
Intermediate license holders with a crash o r violation history arc ineligible fo r an unrestricted license until age 18.
In West V irginia, learner’ s permit holders younger than 18 may not drive 11 p.m .- 5  a.m. and may not carry more than 2 passengers in addition to the supervising driver.
Enrollm ent in driver education is required in Wisconsin for permit applicants younger than 18, D river education is required fo r license applicants younger than 18.
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CANADIAN LICENSING SYSTEMS FOR YOUNG DRIVERS

Loarnor Stago Intermediate Stago
Minimum Ago at Which 

Restrictions May Be Lifted
Jurisdiction/
Evaluation

Minimum 
Entry Ago

Mandatory 
Holding Porlod

Minimum Amount o f 
Supervised Driving

Minimum Unsuporvlsod
Age Driving Prohibited Passonger Restriction

Nighttime
Restriction

Passenger
Restriction

Optimal provisions 16 6 mo. 30 -50  hr. c No more than 1 1 6 .6  mo. 9/10 p.m .-5 a.m. . teenage passenger’ Until age 18

Alberta / P 14 None None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 16.
British Columbia / M 16 6 mo, (3 mo. if 

driver education)
None' There is no intermediate stage. A probationary license may be issued 

at 1 6 ,3  mo. The only restrictions on a probationary license is that the 
driver must display an “N" in window and maintain a ze ro  percent 
blood alcohol concentration while driving. After 18 mo., the driver 

may take an advanced road test for full licensure.
Manitoba / A 15, 6  mo.2 9  mo. 

(effective date: 
4 /1/2002)

None 1 6 ,3  mo.2 None Between midnight and 5  a.m .:
1 passenger unless 

supervised, then as many 
in back as there are bells, 

(effective date: TBA)

1 7 ,6  mo.2

New Brunswick /M 16 12 mo. (4 mo. if 
driver education)

None3 There is no intermediate stage. A probationary license may be issued 
at age 1 6 ,4  mo. The only restriction on a probationary license is a 

zero percent blood alcohol concentration while driving. A full license 
may be issued after 12 mo. o r age 18, whichever is later.

Newfoundland 
and Labrador / A

16 12 mo. (8 mo. with 
driver education)4

None 1 6 ,8  mo. Midnight-5 a.m. None 17, 8 mo. 1 7 ,8  mo.

Northwest Territories / P 15 30  day5 None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 16. — —
Nova Scotia / A 16° 6  mo. (3  mo. if 

driver education)
None0 1 6 ,3  mo.6 Midnight-5 a.m.6 None 18, 3 mo.

Nunavut I P 15 None None There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age Is 16.
Ontario / M 16 12 mo. (8  mo. if 

driver education)
None7 There is no intermediate stage. A probationary license may be Issued 

at ace 1 6 ,8  mo. The only restriction on a probationary license is zero 
penen t blood alcohol concentration while driving. After 12 mo. the 

driver may take an advanced road test for full licensure.
Price Edward Island / A 15, 6  mo. 180 days None 16 None 3 passengers 17
Quebec/M 16 12 mo. (8  mo. if 

driver education)
None (must always 

be supervised)
There is no intermediate stage. A probationary license may be issued 

at age 1 6 ,8  mo. The only restrictions on probationary license are 
lower points and ze ro  percent blood alcohol concentration while 

driving. A full license may be issued at age 1 8 ,8  mo.
Saskatchewan / M 15 6 mo. None" There is no intermediate stage. The minimum license age is 1 6 ,6  mo.
Key: G=good, A=acceptable, M=marginal, P=poor C0111 d
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CANADIAN LICENSING SYSTEMS FOR YOUNG DRIVERS

Loarner Stago Intormediato Stago
Minimum Ago at Which 

Restrictions May Bo Lifted
Jurisdiction/
Evaluation

Minimum 
Entry Ago

Mandatory 
Holding Porlod

Minimum Amount of 
Supervised Driving

Minimum
Ago

Unsupervisod 
Driving Prohibited Passenger Restriction

Nighttime
Restriction

Passenger
Restriction

Optimal provisions 16 6 mo. 30 -50  hr. 16. 6 mo. 9/10 p.m .-5 a.m. No more than 1 
teenage passenger*

Until age 18

Yukon / A 15° 6  mo. 50  hr., including 
at least 10 hr. 

in darkness and 
10 hr. in winter 

conditions0

16° Midnight-5 a.m. 
(unless supervised)9

No more than 1 passenger 
younger than 13

No more than 1 passenger 
younger than 13 and 

1 passenger who is older 
th r.i 12 but younger than 20. 
unless there is a supervisor 

o lder than 2 0  who is not impaired 
and is able to supervise 

the younger passengers .9

17, 6  mo. 1 7 .6  mo.

Key : G=good , A=acceptab le , M=marginal, P=poo r

1 A driver in the learner stage may on ly cany 2 passengers, including the supervisor. A lso, a d river in the learner stage may not drive between midnight and 5 a.m . During all times, a driver in 
the learner stage must have a sign with an “ L "  on the vehicle.

2 A driver in the learner stage, intermediate stage, and first year o f  fu ll licensure must maintain a zero percent blood alcohol concentration while driving.
•' A d river in the learner stage may carry no passengers other than a supervisor.
4 A driver in the learner stage nicy not drive between midnight and 5 a.m. A driver in the learner and intermediate stage must maintain a zero percent b lood alcohol concentration while driving.

A lso the accompanying supervisor must maintain a b lood alcohol concentration o f  no more than 0 .05 percent while supervising a driver in the learner o r intermediate stage.
5 The 30 day holding period is not by statute; it is on ly  policy.
6 A driver in the learner stage may carry no passengers other than a supervisor. A driver in the learner and intermediate stage must maintain a zero percent blood alcohol concentration while

driving.
7 A driver in the learner stage is subject to a nighttime driving restriction o f  midnight to 5 a.m . A fter attaining a fu ll license, there is a probationary period o f  12 months when the driver can have no 

more passengers than seat belts and the driver must maintain a zero percent b lood alcohol concentration while driving.
8 To graduate from  the learner stage, a driver must have either a driver education certificate o r 4 hours with licensed driving instructor.
7 A driver in the learner stage is subject to a nighttime driving restriction o f  midnight to 5 a.m . and is restricted to I passenger other than a supervisor. A driver and the driver's supervisor in the

learner and intermediate stage must maintain a zero percent blood alcohol concentration and be drug free while driving.
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Pergamon

J o u r n a l  o f  S a f e t y  R e s e a r c h  3 - 1  ( 2 0 0 3 )  1 1 7 - 1 1 ' )

JOURNAL OF
SAFETY
RESEARCH

www.elscvicr.com/Iocaic'jsr

Speech by the Hon. Carol J. Carmody

T h an k  you. C h u ck . I ap p rec ia te  b e in g  inv ited  here  
today  to  speak  to  th e  in d iv id u a ls  w h o  a re  re sp o n sib le  fo r 
n o th in g  less than  a rev o lu tio n  in th e  w a y  w e  license  
y o u n g  nov ice  d riv e rs  in the U n ited  S ta tes . C o n g ra tu la ­
tio n s  to  the  N a tio n a l S a fe ty  C o u n c il ,  a n d  e sp e c ia lly  
C h u c k  H urley , fo r h a v in g  th e  v isio n  to  c o n v en e  th is 
m ee tin g  o f  th e  w o r ld 's  m ajo r re sea rch ers  on  licensing  
y o u n g  drivers.

I a lso  w ant to reco g n ize  th e  g rea t w o rk  d o n e  in th is 
a rea  b y  m any  o f  y o u  h e re  to d ay — m an y  o f  w h o m  the 
S a fe ty  B oard  has w o rk e d  c lo se ly  with o v e r  th e  y ears—  
in c lu d in g  the A m erican  A u lo m o b :le A sso c ia tio n , A d v o ­
c a te s  fo r H ig h w ay  an d  A u to  S afety , th e  In su ran ce  In sti­
tu te  fo r  H ighw ay  S afe ty , the G o v e rn o rs ’ H ig h w ay  Safety  
R ep resen ta tiv es . M o th e rs  A g a in st C ru n k  D riv in g , an d  th e  
d ed ic a te d  leg isla to rs w h o  s tep p ed  up  to the  p la te  to  fight 
fo r th e  law s that a rc  n o w  o n  th e  b o o k s in th e ir  states.

I w o u ld  like to  a ck n o w led g e  o u r  C a n ad ian . A u stra lian  
an d  N ew  Z ea lan d  c o lle ag u e s  in a tte n d an c e  a n d  d ie  p ro g ress  
th ey  h av e  m ade o n  th is  issu e  in th e ir  co u n tries .

L et m e  reco g n ize  the  S afely  B o a rd  s ta f f  w h o  a rc  here  
fo r the sy m p o siu m —-Elaine W einstein , th e  B o a rd ’s D irec­
to r o f  S afe ly  R eco m m en d a tio n s  an d  A cco m p lish m en ts , 
K ev in  Q u in lan , w h o  h e ad s  o u r  S afe ly  A d v o cacy  D iv i­
s io n . an d  S teve B lack isto n e . w h o  is o u r  s ta te  and  local 
lia ison .

A llan  W illiam s h as  a lread y  d iscu ssed  the  p a tte rn s  o f  risk 
fo r tee n ag e  d rivers , b u t le t m e  re sta te  a  few  o f  the  national 
s ta tis tic s  that d em o n s tra te  w h y  th is  is su c h  an  im portan t 
g a th e rin g :

•  T raffic  c rash es  a re  th e  lead ing  c au se  o f  d ea th  fo r 15- to
2 0 -y ear-o ld s in d ie  U n ited  S ta tes.

•  T een ag e  d riv ers  a re  o v errep re sen ted  in fatal c rashes. 
A c co rd in g  to  s ta tis tic s  from  th e  N a tio n a l H ig h w ay  
T raffic  S a fe ty  A d m in is tra tio n  (N H T S A ), in 20 0 0 . 6 .8%  
o f  the  d riv in g  p o p u la tio n  w as a g e  20  o r  y o u n g e r, bu t they 
w ere  invo lved  in 14%  o f  the  fatal c rashes.

y f l a l f  o f  the c rash es  in v o lv in g  y o u n g , n o v ice  d riv e rs  o ccu r 
in the  ho u rs  o f  d a rk n ess .

" O v e r  tw o -th ird s (6 7 % ) o f  p assen g ers  k illed  in c rash es  
in v o lv in g  d riv e rs  b e tw een  the  ag es o f  14 an d  17 a re  also  
teen ag e rs  be tw een  15 an d  19 y ea rs  o f  age.

•  T h e  m ore  teen ag e  p assen g ers  th ere  a rc  in  th e  car, the 
h ig h e r the acc id en t risk.

T h e  S a fe ty  B o a rd  first b e ca m e  in v o lv ed  in th is issu e  in a  
1993 sa fe ty  reco m m e n d a tio n  le tte r  to the s ta les. T h e  B oard  
ask ed  d ie  s ta te s  to  im p le m e n t m easu re s  to ad d ress  u n d e rag e  
d rin k in g  an d  to  m ak e  c h a n g e s  in n o v ice  d r iv e r  licen sin g  re­
q u irem en ts . S p ec ifica lly , w e  a sk ed  th e  sta tes to  e n ac t law s to :

•  p ro v id e  fo r  a  p ro v is io n a l lic en se  system  fo r y o u n g  novice  
d riv e rs ; an d

•  p ro h ib it d r iv in g  b y  su c h  d riv e rs  be tw een  certa in  hours, 
e sp ec ia lly  m id n ig h t to  5  a.m .

Im p lic it in  th e  B o a rd ’s  reco m m en d a tio n  fo r a  p rov isio n a l 
l ic e n s in g  sy s te m  w a s  a th re e -s ta g e  g ra d u a ted  l ic e n sin g  
sy s tem  w ith  a  le a rn e r’s p e rm it, a  p ro v isio n a l o r in te rm ed iate  
license, a n d , finally , full u n re s tr ic te d  license. T h e  use  o f  a 
th rcc -stag e  sy s te m  is im p o rtan t b ecau se  it a llo w s fo r the  
in crem en tal in tro d u c tio n  o f  the  d riv in g  priv ilege. T h e  p ro v i­
s io n a l licen se  can  be  su sp en d e d  o r  revoked  o r  the u n re ­
stric ted  lic e n se  can  b e  d e fe rred  i f  c erta in  co n d itio n s  that 
en co u ra g e  s a fe  d r iv in g  h a v e  n o t b e en  m et— and  th is is q u ite  
an  in cen tiv e  fo r m o st teenagers.

To d a le /^ 6 ) s ta tc s  a n d  the  D istric t o f  C o lu m b ia  h a v e a 
th ree -stag e  g ra d u a ted  d r iv e r  licen se  (G D L ) sy s tem  and 

nnH ihr- D ic iric t o f  C o lu m b ia  h av e  a n ig h ttim e  d riv in g  
restric tion . W e a re  se c in u  th e  su c c ess  o i these  sy s tem s as  Dr. 

"S im pson  d isc u sse d  th is  m o rn in g . F o r exam ple:

• C o lo rad o  ju s t  re cen tly  rep o rte d  a  4 5 %  red u ctio n  in 
fa ta lities in v o lv in g  16 -y ear-o ld  d rivers .

• F lo rida  h a s  rep o rte d  a  9 %  re d u c tio n  in fa ta lity  and  in jury  
c rash  in v o lv em en t fo r  15- to  17-year-olds.

•  P re lim in ary  re su lts  o f  N o rth  C a ro lin a ’s law  sh o w  a  2 9 %  
re d u c tio n  in  fatal a n d  in ju ry  c ra sh e s  in v o lv in g  16-year- 
o ld  d riv e rs  an d  a  4 9 %  re d u c tio n  in  n ig h ttim e  crashes.

E v ery o n e  a t th is sy m p o s iu m  sh o u ld  b e  g ra tified  ab o u t the 
su ccess  w e h av e  ach iev e d  so  far. B ut, w e  a rc  no t fin ished. 
S ta te  e n ac tm en t o f  G D L  leg isla tio n  rem ain s on the B o a rd 's  
lis t o f  m o st w a n te d  sa fe ty  re co m m e n d a tio n s . W e look  
fo rw ard  to w o rk in g  w ith  all o f  y o u  to  e n su re  that all o f  
the  s ta te s  hav e  an  e ffec tiv e  G D L  sy s tem  in place.

R ecent re sea rch  in d ica te s  that th e  p resen ce  o f  teen ag e  
p assen g ers  in creases th e  c rash  risk  o f  tecn aee  d rivers , e sp c- 
c ia lly  a t n ig h t, a n d  th a t the risk  in creases as th e  nu m b e r  o f  
p assen g ers  increases. W e b e lie v e  th is  req u ires  o u r  a tten tion .
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T h e  S afe ty  B oard  reex am in ed  the  sta tu s  o f  g rad u ated  
licen sin g  reg u la tio n s in the  s ta tes , in c lu d in g  recen t leg is la ­
tio n  re la ted  to  te e n ag e  p a sse n g e r  restric tio n s . W e found  
so m e  v ery  in te res tin g  resu lts . W e fo und  that there  is no 
u n ifo m iity  am o n g  th e  states.

S om e o f  th e  v a ria tio n s  a re  th e  fo llow ing:

•  n ig h ttim e  d riv in g  restric tio n s , w h ich  range  from  a  short 
4 -h o u r p e rio d , su c h  a s  1 - 5  a ,m . to  an  8- o r  9 -h p u r 
p eriod , su ch  a s  9  p .m . to  6  a .m .;

•  m in im u m  h o ld in g  p e rio d s  fo r lea rn er p e rm its  d o  not 
e x is t in so m e s ta te s ; o th ers  h av e  a  short p e rio d  su ch  as 
In d ian a ’s  2  m o n th s ; o r  F lo rid a , G eo rg ia , N orth  C a r­
o lin a  an d  V erm ont, w ith  a  12-m onth  m in im u m  p e ­
riod;

•  h o ld in g  p e rio d s  fo r  th e  p ro v is io n a l o r  in te rm cd 'u lc 
license  ra n ee  from  3 m o n th s  in M aine  to  2  y ears  in 
G eorg ia . S o m e  s ta te s  sp ec ify  th a t th e  restric tio n s e n d  at" 
ag e  18, w h ile  o th e rs  end b e fo re  a g e  18;

•  the  n u m b er o f  p a sse n g ers  p e rm itte d  in the  n o v ice  d r iv e r’s 
v eh ic le  d iffe rs  from  sta te  to  s ta te . E ig h t s ta tes  a llo w  no o r 
o n e  p assen g er u n til the  d r iv e r  rece iv es an  un restric ted  
license. N in e  s la tes  an d  th e  D is tr ic t o f  C o lu m b ia  h a v e  a 
s im ila r re stric tio n  that e x te n d s  in to  part o f  th e  in te r­
m ed ia te  licen sin g  p e rio d ;

•  the  ag e  o f  the  p a sse n g ers  a llo w ed  to  travel w ith  th e  teen  
d riv e r a lso  v a ries . In four s ta te s , th e  ag e  o f  the p assen g e rs
d ep en d s on  the  a g e  o f  the d riv er;

• 10 sta les w ith  a  p a sse n g e r  re stric tio n  sp ec ify  th e  ag e  o f  
th e  su p e rv is in g  d riv er. In n in e  s ta te s  and  th e  D istric t o f  
C o lu m b ia , the  su p e rv is in g  d r iv e r  co u ld  co n ce iv ab ly  be 
a n o th e r teen  w ho  w a s  recen tly  licensed ; and

• th e  leng th  o f  tim e  th e  p a sse n g e r  restric tio n  is in elTcct 
v a ries a n d  in  so m e  s ta te s  d o c s  no t last th ro u g h o u t th e  full 
in te rm ed ia te  licen sin g  p eriod .

T h e  S afety  B oard  w a s  o n ly  a b le  to  iden tify  sev en  sta tes 
(C a lifo rn ia , M a ssach u se tts , N e w  Je rsey , N orth  C a ro lin a  
T ennessee , V erm ont, a n d  W isco n sin ) that h av e  p ro v isio n s 
that include  a

•  th ree -stag e  g rad u a ted  license  system ;
•  p a sse n g e r  lim ita tio n  o f  n o n e  p r  one;
•  p a sse n g e r re stric tio n  o f  at lea s t 6  m o n th s; and
• req u irem en t that th e  su p e rv is in g  d r iv e r  b e  age  2 1 o r  o ld e r 

in bo th  th e  le a rn e r’s  and  p ro v is io n a l stages.

A ccord ing ly , 1 am  p lea sed  to  an n o u n ce  that to d ay  the 
S a fe ty  B oard  is issu ing  tw o  n ew  sa fe ly  rcco m m en d a iio n s t o ’ 
the  s ta te s  that w e  h o p e  w ill c o n tr ib u te  to  s tren g th en in g  the 
g rad u a ted  licen sin g  law s in th e  sta les.

T h e  first re c o m m e n d a tio n  a s k s  that all s ta le s  restrict 
.y o u n g , n o v ice  d riv e rs  w ith  p ro v isio n a l licenses from  carry ­
ing  m o re  than o n e  p a sse n g e r  u n d e r  th e  a g e  o f  20 , u n less  the 
d r iv e r  is acco m p an ied  by  a su p e rv is in g  ad u lt a t least 21 
y ears  old . T h is  re s tr ic tio n  w o u ld  be  in effec t un til they

rece iv e  an  u n re stric ted  lieen se  o r  for at least 6  m o n th s 
(w h ic h ev e r is longer).

T h e  se c o n d  reco m m en d a tio n  a sk s  that a ll s ta te s  requ ire  
th at th e  a d u lt su p e rv is in g  d r iv e r  in th e  le a m e rT j jainit-rrtflge 
b e  a g e  2 1 o r  older.

L o p ic s  o t these  n ew  reco m m en d a tio n s  w ill be  d istribu ted  
to  y o u  a lte r  lunch  a n d  are  a v a ilab le  o n  o u r  w eb site—

T h e  B o a rd 's  sa fe ty  re c o m m e n d a tio n s  a rc  its m o st 
im p o rtan t p ro d u c t an d  w e h av e  recen tly  im p lem en ted  a  
p ro g ram  to p u t m o re  re so u rce s  in to  o u r  s ta te  ad v ocacy  
effo rt to e n su re  th e ir im p lem en ta tio n . E ach  o f  the Safety  
B oard  M em b ers  has a g reed  to sp ea rh ead  o u r  e ffo rts  in 10 
s ta tes. T h ey  w ill m ee t w ith  s ta te  o ffic ia ls  an d  leg isla to rs 
to p ro m o te  the  im p lem en ta tio n  o f  o u r  reco m m en d a tio n s. 
T h ey  w ill a lso  sp eak  at p u b lic  even ts; ta rg e t p rin t, rad io , 
an d  te lev is io n  m edia ; a n d  e s tab lish  co n tac ts  w ith  im por­
tant sta te  ad v o cacy  g ro u p s  an d  coa litio n s. B o ard  M em ­
b ers h av e  a lread y  v isited  M assach u se tts  and  H aw aii to  
d isc u ss  im p o rta n t sa fe ty  is su e s . I f  y o u r  o rg a n iz a tio n  
b e liev es that w e  can  h e lp  w ith  tes tim o n y  o r  by  partic ­
ip a tin g  in  an  e v en t o r  in m e e tin g s  w ith  g ra ss  ro o ts  
o rg an iza tio n s, p lease  co n tac t E la in e , K ev in , o r  S teve—  
e ith e r h e re  o r  back  in W ash ing ton .

S o . w h e re  d o  w e  g o  from  h e re?
W e n eed  to c o n tin u e  to m ak e  a  co m p e llin g  case  fo r 

g rad u a ted  licen sin g  law s w h en  w e  talk  to leg isla to rs and 
c o m m u n ity  leaders . W e hav e  lea rn ed  w h a t T ip  O ’N eill 
k n ew — th a t “ A ll p o litics  is lo c a l.”  L eg isla to rs  re sp o n d  to 
w h a t th ey  h e a r fro m  th e ir  c o n stitu en ts . W e need  to  b e  ab le  to  
(ell them  ab o u t c rash es in th e ir s ta te  that c an  h ig h lig h t and  
p e rso n alize  the  p ro b lem . W e a lso  n eed  to be  ab le  to  co u n te r 
p a re n ts ’ p e rce p tio n s  an d  co n ce rn s  that g rad u a ted  licensing  is 
an  inco n v en ien ce .

L eg isla to rs  like  to k n o w  w h a t n e ig h b o rin g  sta tes in th e ir 
reg ion  hav e  d o n e  an d  ho w  e ffc c 'iv e  th o se  e ffo rts  h av e  been. 
W e s h o u ld  h a v e  th a t in fo rm a tio n  a v a i la b le  fo r  th em . 
A lth o u g h  resea rch  is h e lp fu l in  fram ing  tire p ro b lem , it is 
no t p e rsu as iv e  by  itself. L eg is la to rs  re sp o n d  to the  hum an 
to ll, the  eco n o m ic  costs , th e  d irec t m ed ica l co sts, and  the  
n u m b er o f  fam ilie s  affec ted . T h ey  a rc  a lso  co n ce rn ed  ab o u t 
a d m in is t r a t iv e  c o s ts  a n d  b u rd e n s  a n d  s e e m  to  p re fe r  
in creased  p en a ltie s  and  ed u ca tio n  ra th e r than  rev is io n s to  
the  ex is tin g  licen sin g  sys tem .

C o a litio n s  arc  im p o rtan t, bu t no t a lw ay s  essen tia l to  
success . C o m m itted  leg isla to rs a n d  lead ersh ip  su p p o rt in 
e ac h  h o u se  arc  w h a t co u n ts . T o e n su re  that w e  can  m ake  the  
m ost c o m p e llin g  a rg u m en ts  w h en  w e m eet w ith leg isla to rs 
an d  o th ers , w e m u st rev iew  w h a t w o rk s and  w h a t d o es no t 
in en ac tin g  G D L  leg isla tio n , w h a t co m p o n e n ts  m ak e  u p  a 
co m p reh en s iv e  G D L  law , w h a t b e s t p rac tices  hav e  been  
d ev e lo p ed  to im p lem en t a n d  e n fo rc e  ex is tin g  G D L  law s, 
w h a t g a p s  ex is t in o u r k n o w led g e  and research , an d  w hat 
sh o u ld  o u r  p rio rities be. I h o p e  that by the  en d  o f  the  
sy m p o siu m  you  w ill have  c ith e r  th e  an sw ers o r  a  p lan  ab o u t 
h o w  to get them .
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1 w ill c lo se  w ith  a  slo ry  that d em o n s tra te s  the  ch a llen g e  
w e  face an d  w h y  th is  m eeting  is so  im portan t. L ast Ju ly  
31st. a t ab o u t 2 :0 0  p .m .. a  recen tly  licen sed  15-ycar-o ld , 
d r iv in g  a  sp o rt u tility  v e h ic le  (S U V ) w ith  five  U vnagc  
p a sse n g e rs  b e tw een  the  ag es o f  15 an d  18, c rash e d  w hile  
tra v e lin g  o n  a  h ig h w a y  n e a r C o lu m b u s . M o n tan a . T h e  
p o s te d  h ig h w ay  sp e e d  w as 70 m p h ; th e  v e h ic le ’s  speed  
w as e s tim a ted  to  b e  b e  w een  70  a n d  76  m ph . W eather and  
ro ad  c o n d itio n s  w ere  c le a r  and  dry. A s th e  d riv e r n eg o tia ted  
“ S ”  c u rv es  o n  a  5 %  u p h ill g rad e , sh e  w as tu rn in g  a round  
a n d  ta lk in g  to  p a sse n g e rs  in the b ack sea t. W hen  the  veh ic le  
w en t o f f  the  ro ad , th e  d riv e r o v erco n rcctcd  in an  e ffo rt to 
re tu rn  to  th e  ro a d w ay , c a u s in g  th e  S U V  to  g o  in to  a  
b ro a d sid e  sk id  a n d  flip  th ree  tim es.

T h e  d riv e r a n d  o n e  p a sse n g e r w e re  e jec ted  th ro u g h  the  
fron t o f  the  v e h ic le , tw o  o th er p a sse n g e rs  w e re  e jected  
fro m  th e  s id e  o f  th e  v eh ic le , a n d  tw o  rem ain ed  inside. 
T h e  d r iv e r  d ied  o n  scene. T h e  p a sse n g ers  w e re  tran s­
p o rte d  to  a rea  h o sp ita ls— one w a s  trea ted  a n d  re leased , 
tw o  w ere  in se r io u s  c o n d itio n , a n d  tw o  w ere  in critica l 
co n d itio n . N o t o n e  o f  the  six  teen ag e rs  w as w earin g  a  
sea tb e lt. N o  a lc o h o l o r  d ru g s w e re  invo lved . T h e  d riv e r 
h ad  rece iv ed  h e r  lic en se  on  A p ril 2 0 th , p ro v id in g  h e r  
w ith  ju s t  o v e r  100 d a y s  o f  (p o ten tia l)  licensed  d riv in g  
e x p e rien c e  a t the  tim e  o f  the acc id en t.

M o n tan a  still d o e s  n o t h av e  a  th ree -s tag e  g rad u ated  
licen sin g  sys tem , an  in te rm ed ia te  license  s tag e, a n igh ttim e 
d r iv in g  re s tr ic tio n , o r  a  p a sse n g e r  re s tr ic tio n . A n d , the 
su p e rv is in g  ad u lt d r iv e r  can  b e  less than  21 y ears  o ld .

A ll o f  us sh a re  a  c o m m o n  g o a l— sav ing  the  lives o f  y o u n g  
peop le . W e k n o w  that s tro n g , en fo rced  g rad u ated  licensing  
law s w ill p re v en t c o u n tle ss  d ea th s o f  teen  d riv ers  on  A m er­
ic a ’s  h ig hw ays. T h e  case  fo r g rad u ated  licensing  law s is 
co m p ellin g . B ut w e  n eed  to  d o cu m en t the  su ccesses. learn 
from  the  fa ilures, an d  o rg an ize  o u r  a rg u m en ts to be su re  o u r 
case  is so  s tro n g  that it c a n n o t b e  ig n o red  o r  n eg o tia ted  aw ay 
d u rin g  th e  leg is la tiv e  p ro cess . B y co n tin u in g  to w ork  to g e th e r 
to  a ffec t p u b lic  p o licy  a n d  e n co u rag e  sa fe  beh av io r— w e will 
sav e  co u n tle ss  lives. T h a t is w hy  th is m eeting— and the  w ork 
y o u  do  every  d ay — is so  im portan t.

T h an k  y o u  fo r  y o u r  tire less  effo rts on  b e h a lf  o f  A m e ric a ’s 
you th . A nd . thank  y o u , a g a in  fo r in v iting  m e to be  here today.

H o n o u rab le  C aro l J. C arm o d y  
A c tin g  C h a irm a n  

N a tio n a l T ransporta tion  S a fe ty  B o a rd  
K e yn o te  A d d re ss  to  th e  N a tio n a l S a fe ly  C ouncil's  

G ra d u a te d  D river  L icen se  S ym p o siu m  
C hatam . M A  
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Teenage drivers: patterns o f risk

Allan F. Williams*
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A bstract

P rob lem : To determine patterns o f  risk among teenage drivers. M ethod : Review and synthesis o f  the literature. Results: On most measures, 
crash rates during die teenage years are higher than at any other age, fo r  both males and females. R isk among teenagers varies greatly by 
driving situation; it is particularly low  in some situations (e.g., the learner period) and particularly high in others (e.g., right after licensure, 
late at night, widi passengers present). In some o f  these high-risk driving situations, risk is elevated fo r drivers o f  a ll ages (e.g., late night 
driving), in others risk is elevated more fo r teens than adults (e .g ., driving alter consuming a lcoho l), and in others the risk is unique to teen 
drivers (e.g.. having passengers). Im p ac t on Research, Practice, a n d  P o lic y : These varying patterns o f  risk form  the basis fo r graduated 
licensing systems, which are designed to promote low -risk and discourage high-risk driving.
0  2002  National Safety Council and E lsevier Science Ltd. A ll rights reserved.
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1. In t ro d u c t io n

T h e  e levated  c rash  risk  o f  tee n ag e  d riv ers  is w ell know n . 
In th is  article , th e  o v e ra ll c rash  risk  o f  teen ag e  d riv ers  in 
co m p ariso n  w ith  o ld e r  d riv en ; w ill b e  desc rib ed , tak in g  
g e n d e r  d iffe ren ces in to  acco u n t. T h e  p a tte rn s o f  d riv in g  risk 
fo r teen ag ers w ill a lso  b e  in d ica ted , em p h asiz in g  the  lim es 
an d  d riv in : s itu a tio n s  a sso c ia ted  w ith  e sp ecially  h igh  risk . 
T h e se  w ill b e  so rte d  in to  s itu a tio n s  in w h ich  risk is  e levated  
fo r d riv e rs  o f  a ll a g es , s itu a tio n s  in w h ich  risk  is e lev ated  
m o re  fo r teen ag ers  th an  fo r  o ld e r  d riv ers , an d  risk  s itu a tio n s  
u n iq u e  to  teen ag ers . T een  d riv e rs  a g es  1 6 - 1 9  a re  th e  targe t 
g ro u p , bu t 16 an d  1 7 -y ear-o ld s w ill b e  featured  b ecau se  
th ese  a re  the  a g es  that g ra d u a ted  licen sin g  g en era lly  e n co m ­
p a sse s  in the  U n ited  S ta tes .

2 . O v e r a l l  r is k

T h e  sh ap e  o f  th e  d is tr ib u tio n  o f  c rash  ra tes by  ag e  
v a ries, d e p en d in g  o n  h o w  a g e s  a re  ca teg o rized  a n d  w hat 
n u m era to rs  (fa ta l c ra sh e s , all c ra sh e s)  and  d en o m in a to rs  
(to ta l p o p u la tio n  o f  th a t ag e, lic en sed  d riv ers , m ileag e) a rc  
u sed . F o r  ex am p le , b e ca u se  c ra sh  ra tes  a rc  h ig h est at the  
e x tre m e s  o f  th e  a g e  sp e c tru m , c rash  ra te  co m p ariso n s o f

•  T e l . :  1 1 - 7 0 3 - 2 4 7 - 1 5 6 0 ;  f a x :  H  - 7 0 3 - 2 4 7 - 1 5 8 7 .  

E-mail address: a w i l l i a m s f o / i i h s . o r g  ( A . F .  W i l l i a m s ) .

y o u n g e r  v e rsu s  o ld e r  d r iv e rs  and  y o u n g e r  an d  o ld e r  versus 
o th e r  d r iv e rs  a re  c o n s id e ra b ly  a ffec ted  by  how  d riv e rs  a re  
g ro u p e d . It m ak es a  b ig  d iffe ren ce  w h e th e r  y o u n g  d riv e rs  
a rc  g ro u p e d  a s  16- to  19 -ycar-o lds o r  se p a ra te ly  a s  16-, 17-, 
18-, a n d  19 -y ear-o ld s, a n d  w h e th e r  the  o ld es t g ro u p  is 
c la ss if ied  a s  6 5 + , 7 5+ , o r  85+ . A s a n o th e r  ex am p le , c rash  
ra tes  fo r e ld e rly  d riv e rs  a rc  re la tiv e ly  h ig h e r w hen  b ased  o n  
fatal c ra sh e s  ra th e r th an  all c rash es, d u e  to  th e ir  frag ility . In 
ad d itio n , d iffe ren t d e n o m in a to rs  y ie ld  d iffe ren t c ra sh  ra te  
d is tr ib u tio n s  by  ag e  b e ca u se  o f  a g e  d iffe ren ces  in licen su re  
ra les  an d  m ile s  d riv en  p e r  licen se  ho lder. M ileag e  da ta  
a llo w  c o m p a r is o n s  o f  c ra sh  r isk  w h ile  c o n tro llin g  fo r 
a m o u n t o f  e x p o su re , lic en su re  da ta  y ie ld  in fo rm atio n  on 
p e r  p e rso n  ra te s , and  p o p u la tio n  d a ta  p ro v id e  a  m ea n s  o f  
a sse ss in g  o v e ra ll e ffec ts  o n  an  age  g roup .

f !•_■? I a n d  Pig:-. ! + in d ica te  c rash  ra tes by  a g e  and  
g e n d e r  u s in g  d iffe re n t c o m b in a tio n s  o f  n u m e ra to rs  a n d  
d e n o m in a to rs . In the  tab u la tio n s , a g e  c a teg o riza tio n s  b eg in  
a t 16 a n d  e n d  a t 85+ . D a ta  on  crash es, p re sen ted  in  th is 
a rtic le , a re  b ased  on the  F a ta lity  A n a ly sis  R ep o rtin g  S y stem  
(F A R S ), a  c en su s  o f  a ll fatal c rash es o ccu rrin g  on  p u b lic  
ro ad s  in the  U n ited  S ta tes, an d  from  the N a tio n a l A u to m o ­
tiv e  S a m p lin g  S y s tem /G en e ra l E stim a tes  S y stem  (N A S S / 
G E S ) , a  n a d o n a l  p ro b a b il i ty  sa m p le  o f  p o lic e -re p o r te d  
c ra sh e s . M ilea g e  d a ta  a re  taken  from  the  N a tio n w id e  P er­
so n a l T ran sp o rta tio n  S u rv ey  (N P T S ), licen sin g  d a ta  co m e 
from  a n n u a l tab u la tio n s p u b lish ed  b y  th e  Federal H ig h w ay  
A d m in is tra t io n , a n d  p o p u la tio n  d a ta  a re  from  th e  U .S .

0 0 2 2 - 4 3 7 5 / 0 2 / S  -  s e e  f r o n t  m a t t e r  O  2 0 0 2  N a t i o n a l  S a f e l y  C o u n c i l  a n d  E l s e v i e r  S c i e n c e  L t d .  A l l  r i g h t s  r e s e r v e d .  

P H :  S 0 0 2 2 - 4 3 7 5 ( 0 2 ) 0 0 0 7 5 - 0
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Table 1
Driver crash involvements per m illion miles traveled. 1995

Age Males Females A ll

16 42 29 35
17 18 23 20
IX 14 13 14
19 12 14 13
16 -19 17 18 17
20 -2 4 to 9 9
25 -2 9 6 7 6
30 -34 4 5 4
3 5 -39 4 5 5
40 -4 4 4 4 4
4 5 -4 9 3 4 4
50 -54 3 4 4
5 5 -5 9 3 4 4
6 0 -64 3 4 4
6 5 -6 9 3 4 4
70 -74 4 6 5
75 -7 9 7 7 7
80 -84 I I 12 12
85 + 16 11 14

rU ireau o f  th e  C en su s . A ll b u t th e  m ileag e  da ta  a re  from  y e a r  
2 0 0 0 . T h e  m o s t recen t n a tio n a l m ileag e  data  a re  from  1995, 
so  m ile ag e -b ased  ra tes  can  o n ly  be  u p d a ted  to  that year.

T h e re  a rc  m an y  a g e  and  g e n d e r  d iffe ren ces in these  da ta , 
an d  a tten tio n  w ill b e  g iv en  o n ly  to  those  m o st p e rtin en t to 
teenagers. !*•;;. ; -  in d ica te  that m o st o f  the  cu rv es a re  U - 
sh a p e d , w ith  y o u n g  a n d  o ld  d riv e rs  h av in g  the h ig h es t ra tes. 
G enera lly , y o u n g  d riv e rs  hav e  h ig h er c rash  ra les than o ld e r  
d riv e rs , and  m en  h a v e  h ig h er ra tes than  w o m en , bu t there  
a re  ex cep tio n s. F o r  ex am p le , fa ta l c rash es p e r  m ile  d riv en  
a re  h ig h e s t fo r  th e  o ld e s t  d r iv e rs ,  a n d — b a se d  o n  a ll 
c rash es— w o m e n  h av e  s lig h tly  h ig h er rates o f  c rash  in v o lv e ­
m ent p e r m ile  d riv en  than  m en , overall an d  a t m ost ag es , 
in c lu d in g  16- to  19-year-o lds com bined .

Table 2
Driver fatal crash involvements per m illion miles traveled. 1995

Age Males Females A ll

16 19 8 13
17 9 6 S
18 8 4 6
19 6 4 6
16-19 8 5 7
20 -24 5 3 4
25 -2 9 3 2 3
30 -34 2 1 T

3 5 -3 9 2 1 2

40 -44 *i I 1
4 5 -4 9 2 I 1
50 -54 2 1 2

5 5 -5 9 2 2 2

60-6*1 2 -> 2

65 -6 9 2 2 *»

70 -74 3 3 3
7 5 -79 6 5 5
80 -84 12 9 11
85-t 20 10 16

Table 3
Driver crash involvements per 1.000 licensed drivers. 2000

Age Males Females A ll

16 210 175 193
17 176 144 160
IX 172 114 144
19 136 103 120
16-19 167 127 148
20 -2 4 too 78 89
2 5 -29 75 58 67
30 -34 60 49 55
3 5 -39 58 46 52
4 0 -4 4 50 40 45
4 5 -4 9 47 37 42
50 -54 43 32 37
55 -59 41 29 35
60 -64 37 24 31
6 5 -6 9 34 23 29
70 -74 35 23 29
7 5 -7 9 37 24 30
X0-84 35 25 30
85 + 35 22 28

C rash es  pe r m ile  d riv en  m easu res c rash  risk  g iv e n  c o m ­
p a rab le  am o u n ts  o f  expo su re . B y  that m easu re  the  v ery  
y o u n g e st d rivers , p a rticu la rly  16-year-olds, s tand  ou t. W hen  
ra tes  p e r  m ile  a rc  b ased  o n ly  on  fatal c rash  inv o lv em en ts , 16- 
y ea r-o ld s  again  s tan d  o u t am o n g  teenagers, bu t d riv e rs  ages 
8 0  an d  o ld e r h a v e  h ig h er ra tes th an  16- to 19-ycar-o lds. 
N o te , how ever, th a t the  n u m b er o f  fatal c rash  in v o lv em en ts  
fo r those  8 0  and  o ld e r  is 1,587 com p ared  w ith  6 ,0 0 8  fo r 16- 
to  1 9 -y ear-o ld s, s o  from  a  p u b lic  h ealth  s ta n d p o in t th e  
y o u n g est g ro u p  is o f  m ost co n cern . J ~ rk : • 19V! ■ h as  no leu  
that in te rp retin g  m ileag e -b ased  ra tes as a  m easu re  o f  risk  
ex ag g e ra te s  the  risk  o f  lo w -m ilcag e  g ro u p s su ch  a s  teen ag e rs  
a n d  th e  e ld e rly  w h en  crash es o f  a ll types a rc  c o n sid e red , 
b ecau se  m ore  o f  th e ir  m ileag e  is accu m u la ted  on  c o n g es ted

Table 4
Driver fatal crash involvements per 100.000 licensed drivers, 2000

Age Males Females A ll

16 86 55 71
17 77 40 59
18 87 38 63
19 80 33 57
16-19 82 40 62
20 -24 62 23 43
25 -29 39 17 28
30-3*1 32 14 23
35 -39 29 14 22
40 -44 26 12 19
45 -4 9 24 I I 18
50 -54 23 10 16
55 -5 9 22 111 16
60 -64 24 10 17
6 5 -6 9 22 II 16
70 -74 26 13 20
75 -79 33 15 23
8 0 - X4 38 19 28
85 + 51 20 34
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Tabic 5
Driver crash Involvements per 1.000 population. 2000

Age Males Females All

16 78 65 71
17 101 83 92
IX 122 79 101
19 103 76 90
16-19 101 76 89
20- 2-1 84 66 75
25-29 69 52 61
30-34 57 45 51
35-39 54 42 48
40-44 48 37 42
45-49 4b 35 40
50-54 42 30 36
55-59 40 26 33
60-6-1 36 21 28
65-69 33 19 25
70-74 32 18 24
75-79 35 17 24
X0-X4 32 15 21
85 * 27 8 13

tw o -w ay  c ity  s tree ts  titan  on  freew ays. Y oung  p eo p le  a lso  
len d  to  acc u m u la te  a  h ig h e r  p ro p o rtio n  o f  th e ir  m ileag e  a t 
n ig h t, w hen  fatal c rash  r isk  is h ig h e r  '■ U'sair.s, T h u s, 
so m e  o f  th e  e x tra  risk  fo r  teen ag e  d riv e rs  is d u e  to  th e  q u a lity  
o f  th e ir  e x p o su re  in term s o f  w h e re  an d  w h en  they  drive.

In regard  to c ra sh e s  p e r  licen se  h o lder, 16-year-o lds h a v e  
the  h ig h est ra te  o f  a n y  a g e  g ro u p , and  16- to 19-year-o ld  
d r iv e rs  ex ceed  d r iv e rs  o f  any  o ld e r  a g e s  fo r b o th  fa ta l 
c ra sh e s  an d  all c rash es. Y oung  m ales h av e  h ig h er c rash  
ra tes than  y o u n g  fem ales, bu t th ese  d iffe ren ces a rc  no t large; 
fo r 16 -year-o lds ab o u t o n e  in fiv e  c rash , bo th  m ales (2 1 % ) 
an d  fem ales (1 8 % ).

B ased  o n  p e r  cap ita  ra te s , the  o rd e rin g  a m o n g  the  y o u n g ­
est d riv e rs  ch an g es. L ess than  5 0 %  o f  16 -ycar-o lds a rc  
licen sed  (3 7 %  in 2 0 0 0 ), a n d  lic en se  h o ld ers  av erag e  few er 
m ile s  than  o ld e r  teen s. T h u s, p e r  cap ita  ra le s  fo r 16-ycar- 
o ld s arc  the  lo w est in th e  1 6 - 1 9  a g e  group . N ote , how ever, 
that fo r to ta l c ra sh e s  p e r  cap ita , b o th  m ale  an d  fem ale  16- 
y ea r-o ld s— d e sp ite  th e ir  lim ited  ex p o su re — arc  h ig h e r th an  
an y  n o n tccn ag c  g ro u p , excep t th o se  2 0 - 2 4 .  In term s o f  fatal 
c ra sh e s  p e r  c ap ita , 16-year-o ld  fem ales hav e  a  h ig h er ra te  
than  a n y  n o n tccn ag c  females, an d  16-ycar-o ld  m ales a rc  
ex ce ed e d  o n ly  b y  m ale s 2 0 - 2 9  a n d  80  an d  older.

3. Teenage passenger crash rates

T h e  focus o f  th is a r tic le  is d riv e rs , b u t m an y  teen s a lso  
d ie  a s  p a sse n g e rs  in m o to r  v e h ic les  -• . i  W.;:*?.

In 2000 , 4 0 %  o f  th e  d e a th s  o f  16- to 1 9 -year-o lds 
trav e lin g  in p a sse n g e r  v eh ic les  w e re  su s ta in ed  by p a sse n ­
g e rs , a n d  fo r 1 6 -y ear-o ld s, there  w a s  c lo se  to a  5 0 - 5 0  sp lit 
(5 4 %  d riv e rs , 4 6 %  p assen g ers ). A  m a jo r c o n trib u to r to th is 
h igh  d ea th  rate is th e ir freq u en t trave l w ith  teen ag e  d rivers , a 
h ig h -risk  scen ario  that w ill be  d iscu ssed  later, r ig .  '  d is ­

p lay s  c rash  ra te s  p e r 100 ,000  p o p u la tio n  by  a g e  fo r 2000 . 
in d ica tin g  c lea rly  th a t c rash  risk  fo r p a sse n g e rs  p e a k s  at a  ires 
1 6 - 1 9 .  ”

3 .J. T im es o f  h ig h es t r isk

W h en  w e  ta lk  a b o u t  h ig h -r isk  d r iv in g  s itu a tio n s  fo r 
teen ag e rs , m o st o f  tire a tten tio n  is  g iv en  to  ty p es  o f  d riv in g  
that e le v a te  c rash  risk . H ow ever, c rash  risk  v a rie s  g reatly  by 
w h a t s ta g e  o f  th e  licen sin g  p ro c ess  teen s a rc  in, a n d  th is 
v a ria tio n  p ro v id es  u se fu l in fo rm atio n  fo r  e s tab lish in g  licens­
ing  p o lic ies .

T h e  lea rn e r s tag e  is a  p e rio d  o f  low  c rash  risk . T h is  is 
q u ite  u n d e rs tan d a b le  b ecau se  d riv in g  d u rin g  th is s tag e  is 
g e n e ra lly  u n d e r  th e  su p e rv is io n  o f  a  p a ren t, d r iv in g  in stru c ­
tor. o r  o th e r  ad u lt, e x p o su re  is re la tiv e ly  low , a n d  h ig h er risk  
c o n d itio n s  a rc  g e n e ra lly  av o id ed . D ata  from  N o v a  S co tia  
n d ic a te  th a t c ra sh  ra tes  a re  very  low  d u rin g  th is p e rio d , and  
m cy  d o  n o t in c rease  d u rin g  th e  c o u rse  o f  th e  lea rn in g  p e rio d  
:M s y h c "  . S i—- 5 0 - .  &  Psk . in ~ r : ? s . T h a t is. th o se  w h o  
hav e  h e ld  lea rn e r’s p e rm its  fo r sev era l m o n th s  d o  no t h av e  a  
h ig h e r  c rash  ra te  than  th o se  in the  first m o n th  o f  h o ld in g  
p e rm its.

A n o th e r  s tu d y  a n a ly zed  fatal c rash es  o f  1 5 -ycar-o lds in 
s ta te s  th a t lic en se  a l a g e  16 bu t a llo w  p erm its  ;o b e  o b ta ined  
earlier. It fo u n d  v e ry  few  c rash es in v o lv in g  lea rn e r  perm it 
h o ld e rs  d r iv in g  u n d e r  su p e rv isio n  Iket-ase;. r -

.;r T im er. i . M ost 15-ycar-o lds in v o lv e d  in fatal 
c ra sh e s  e ith e r d id  n o t h o ld  lea rn e r’s  p e rm its  (5 7 % ) o r  w ere 
no t o p e ra tin g  v eh ic les  u n d e r  th e  req u ired  su p e rv is io n  (16% ).

A lth o u g h  su p e rv ise d  d riv in g  in th e  le a rn e r  s ta g e  is low  
risk , d r iv in g  o n ce  licensed  is not. : sh o w s  N o v a  S co tia
da ta , co llec ted  b e fo re  its  g rad u ated  licen sin g  p ro g ram  w ent 
in to  e ffec t, illu stra tin g  bo th  th e  very  low  c rash  ra te  in th e  
lea rn er p e rio d  a n d  th e  m uch  h ig h er c rash  ra te  w h en  licensed

Tabic 6
Driver lata) crash involvements per 100.000 population, 2000

Age Males Females All

16 32 20 26
17 44 23 34
18 61 27 44
19 60 24 43
16-19 50 24 37
20-24 52 19 36
25-29 36 15 26
30-34 30 13 22
35-39 27 13 20
40-44 25 II 18
45-49 23 II 17
50-54 22 9 16
55-59 21 10 15
60-64 23 9 16
65-69 20 9 14
70-74 25 10 17
75-79 30 III 19
80-84 35 II 20
85 + 39 7 17



Fig. I. Driver crash involvements per m illion miles traveled. IW 5.

•M " :r. . The crash rate was highest in the
tlrst month o f licensure, dropped sharply during the next 
few months, and showed a slower decline during the next 
year and a half. A study based on self-reported data from 
four U.S. states. McCarr*. i-.arnnc-n. -r.d L::;r - In rr:s.-' 
found that the likelihood o f a first crash or first citation was 
higher during the first month than during any o f the next 11 
months.

Virtually the same pattern o f crash rates when first licensed 
has been reported in Quebec. er.’ i-.'1 i , which,
like Nova Scotia, allowed full licensure at age 16. and in 
Victoria, Australia. Norway.and Sweden, where the licensing 
uiic is 18 • Dp.tJiip.’ionu. \  ■.! .il,.I 1 S.’.-bcr-.

• . It has not been established how the imposition ofcurbs 
on high-risk unsupcrviscd driving— a central feature o f 
graduated systems— may change this pattern.

4. High risk situations for all drivers

4 .1. Nighttime driving

The risk factor that has drawn the most attention in the 
young driver population is driving late at night. Late-night 
driving increases crash risk among young drivers for a 
variety o f  reasons: the driving task is more difficult in 
darkness; many newly licensed drivers w ill have had less 
driving practice at night than during the day; fatigue— 
thought to be a problem for teenagers at all times o f the 
day— may be more o f a factor at night ■ .r.li.r.ei >i 
Foi.:!vi:i” on. I 'A o  : and recreational driving that is consid­
ered to be high risk, sometimes involving alcohol use, is 
more likely to take place at night. In a survey asking 
teenagers to describe their dangerous driving incidents

A.F. Williams / Journal afSafetv Research .U CUDS) 5-15

Fig. 2. Driver fatal crash involvements per million miles traveled. IW5.
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Fig. 3. Driver crash involvements per 1,000 licensed drivers. 2000.

during the past 6 months (“ I f  a cop had been there, you 
probably would have been stopped” ), teens reported that the 
majority o f  such incidents took place after 10 p.m. T n rrr" .

Late-night driving increases crash risk, but only for 
serious crashes. Figs. - ..:u. ’ 1 show crash rates per mile 
driven, by age. for fatal crashes and for all crashes. v 
shows that die nighttime (9 p.m. to 5:59 a.m.) fatal crash 
risk for 16-ycar-old drivers is particularly high, about three 
times the daytime risk. Fatal crash risk is elevated for teen 
drivers in general during nighttime hours. In fact, fatal crash 
risk at night is higher than daytime risk for drivers o f  all 
ages. Although nighttime risk for the youngest drivers is 
substantially higher than for older drivers, the differences

between nighttime and daytime fatal crash risks arc propor­
tionately greater for drivers ages 20-44. For this older age 
group, fatal crash risk at night is more than four times the 
daytime risk. In part, this reflects die major contribution o f 
alcohol impairment to nighttime fatal crashes among 20- to 
44-year-olds.

For crashes o f all types :F:c, 1 ' nighttime crash risk is 
only slightly higher overall than daytime risk (6.6 vs. 5.5 
crashes per million miles) and there is no particular pattern
by age.

Fatal crash risk is higher at night dian during the day, but 
presumably not all nighttime driving is high risk, and some 
nighttime driving may have very low risk. Most states with 
nighttime restrictions exempt certain types o f unsuperviscd

s'5 O s* •a v? ® a ,a & ,e»

Age

Fig. 4. Driver fatal crash involvements per 100.000 licensed drivers, 2000.
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Fig. 5. Driver crash involvements per 1.000 population. 2000.

by single hours throughout the day. In both data sets there 
arc peaks just before and after school, suggesting that school 
transportation is a topic that needs addressing. These are 
also high mileage hours for 16- to 17-year-olds (3 -4  p.m. is 
their highest mileage hour during the day, and 7 -8  a.m. is 
the fifth highest, after 4 -7  p.m.), and the high exposure 
results in many crashes. School transportation issues are 
currently under discussion in the United States and Australia

nation :-:e . 2‘.’ 1-. Hie Transportation 
Research Board report indicated that death rales per trip 
during school hours were highest in passenger vehicles 
when a student was driving or being driven by a teenager. 
On a per-trip basis, students were about 44 times more likely

Age

driving, for example, to and from work and school-related 
activities in some cases. The premise is that these are 
essential activities that should be allowed, but also that 
crash risk is not elevated during these events. Unfortunately, 
there are no data that can provide guidance on what types o f 
nighttime driving cany lower risk.

Although fatal crash risk is higher at night, nighttime 
exposure is lower than during the day. In 1995, before the 
modem graduated licensing movement began, 14% o f the 
mileage and 32% o f  the fatal crash involvements o f 16- to 
17-vear-olds were between 9 p.m. and 5:59 a.m. Thus, the 
vast majority o f fatal crash involvements occur during the 
lower risk high-exposure daytime hours, rig*. . at'.vi 
show fatal crash involvements and all crash involvements

Fig. 6. Driver Dial crash involvements per 100.000 population. 2000.
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Tig. 7. Deaths o f  passengers in passenger vehicles per 100.000 population. United States. 2000.

age groups under the age o f 50. Moreover, on average, 
young drinking drivers consume less alcohol than older 
drinking drivers. Nevertheless, those young people who 
drive after drinking have a higher relative risk o f crash 
involvement than older drinking drivers in all BAC ranges 

j : a!.. This is probably due to young
people’s relative inexperience with drinking, with driving, 
and with combining these two activities.

Thus, the alcohol-impaired driving problem among teens 
is limited in that they drink and drive less and wilh lower 
consumption levels than adults, but exacerbated by the fact 
that alcohol renders them more crash-prone than adults. For
16-to 17-year-olds during 1995-2001, 18% o f those fatally 
injured had consumed alcohol and 12% had BACs o f 0.10% 
or greater (78% o f the deaths o f teen drivers with BACs o f
0.10 or greater occurred during 9 p.m. to 5:59 a.m.). This 
compares to much higher levels in earlier years. For 
example, in 1982, 43% o f fatally injured 16- to 17-ycar-

Monlhs

to be killed in a vehicle wilh a teen driver than while riding 
on a school bus.

i "s. i . indicates that attention also needs to be given to 
the hours 9 p.m. to midnight, which have both high crash 
risk and high frequencies o f fatal crashes. Most states do not 
begin late-night restrictions until midnight or 1 a.m.

4.2. Alcohol-impaired driving

Alcohol impairs driving behavior for people o f all ages. 
Teenagers drink and drive less often than adults, but their 
crash risks are higher when they do drink ■' .

22* J i iT .v j j .  bC wilTiw I^OC. '01^5. *V J l t j .  i-Jm'iIdu.
. I •!(.« /. v » ••• V •• • • • .'. V ' •• I S. I ».............   ••• • \  ••••!*.

. In a summary o f the literature, it was noted that data 
from roadside surveys confirm that young people drive after 
drinking. They also show that the percentage o f drinking 
drivers is less among people under the age o f 20 than older

Fig. 8. Crashes per 10.0(8) drivers, by morales of permit or licensure. Nova Scolia.
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D r iv e r  age

Fig. 9. Fatal crashes per 100 m illion miles, day versus night, by driver age. 1995.

olds had been drinking and 31% had BACs o f 0.10% or 
greater. Thus, the contribution o f this risk factor has greatly 
decreased, although there has been little change in recent 
years in the extent to which alcohol is present in the fatal 
crashes o f teens.

There may be other driving situations that entail greater 
risk for teens than for adults, but empirical evidence is either 
absent or insufficient. For example, it has been speculated 
that driving in bad weather conditions would cany more risk 
for teens, because o f their inexperience. Existing data do not 
support this, either for fatal crashes or all crashes. For 
example, 16-17% o f the crashes o f drivers ages 16-60 
occurred in adverse weather conditions in 1987-2001. This 
does not answer the risk question, although, because expo­
sure information is not available. It is conceivable that

young beginners are less likely than adults to drive in 
adverse weather conditions but have greater risk when they 
do so.

4.3. Crash risks unique to teens

The potential effects o f passengers on crash involvement 
has long been recognized. Having passengers in the vehicle 
creates a social system that can affect driving behavior. 
Recent research has brought increasing recognition that the 
presence o f  passengers can powerfully affect the likelihood 
o f a crash, and that the effects can be positive or negative. 
Earlier research suggested that young drivers were more 
likely to crash i f  passengers were present * Frtdvary ec : are 

. and more recent research has confirmed and elabo­

Drivcr aye

Fig. 10. All crashes per million mites, day versus night, by driver age, 1995.
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Timeofdav

Fig. 11. Sixteen- to 17-year-old drivers in fatal crashes, hour by hour. 1995.

rated that finding ?Aidnug-
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In short, it is a very high-risk situation 
lor teenage drivers to have passengers present, particularly 
teenage and multiple passengers. Passengers increase the 
risk for property damage, nonfalal injury, and fatal crashes, 
and teenage drivers transporting teen passengers is a high- 
exposure activity and a major contributor to the overall 
problem. More than half o f all deaths in the crashes o f 16- to
17-year-old drivers occur when passengers younger than 20 
are being transported and there is no adult in the vehicle

7 1 ' '■ shows typical findings, based on data from NP'fS 
and NASS/GES. This figure illustrates a central feature o f 
the heightened crash risk associated wilh passenger pres­

ence: it increases risk only for teenagers, especially the 
youngest teenagers. For adult drivers, having passengers is 
associated with slightly decreased risk. Fig also shows 
that crash risk for teenage drivers increases exponentially 
with one. two, or three or more passengers. With three or 
more passengers, crash risk is about four times greater than 
when driving alone.

Part o f the increased injury risk with passengers could be 
because higher vehicle occupancy by itself increases the 
opportunity for injury in a crash. However, there is 
increased risk for young drivers with passengers in studies 
based on involvement in crashes, including property dam­
age crashes, or deaths to drivers per million trips by number 
o f passengers ■'CSk :: e- C V I , t L  In
neither o f these cruses is the increased exposure due to high 
vehicle occupancy a factor.

Time o f  day

Fig. 12. Sixteen- to 17-vcar-old drivers in all crashes, hour hy hour. 1995.
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Fig. 13. Crash rales by driver age ar a passenger presence per 10,000 trips.

Studies have shown that both male and female drivers 
have increased risks wilh passengers present, and the 
increased crash risk exists for both daytime and nighttime 
hours in about Ihc same proportions, allhough overall 
crash risks arc much higher at night. In one study, driver 
death rates from 10 p.m. to 6 aan. were 1.74 times higher 
with passengers present than without passengers; during 
the day the rates were 1,77 times higher hen a:.

Crash risk with passengers can be expected to differ by 
the nature o f the relationship among vehicle occupants, trip 
purpose, and other factors. Although having passengers 
increases the overall crash risk for teenage drivers, it do js 
not do so in all cases. In fact, some combinations arc 
associated with reduced risk, whereas others produce extra 
high risk. Young males readily acknowledge that their 
driving is adversely affected by having friends in the car, 
whereas having women or parents present positively affects 
their driving • Rolls &  Ingham. Other studies confirm
these survey findings. The highest risk situation appears to 
be male or female drivers with male passengers. A  situation 
that reduces risk is when young male teens transport female 
passengers. These results are based on statistical studies and 
a study o f on-road driving. For example, in a study based on 
driver death rates, the presence o f  one male passenger 
almost doubled the death rate lor bdth mafe and temale 
drivers- two or more male passengers more than doubled it 
-.'hen In a study ot on-road driving, young
drivers with young male passengers drove more danger­
ously than drivers without passengers; that is, they drove 
faster and accepted smaller gaps at intersections ,
V'.a;;era a  iurxas. However, males with a female
passenger drove slower and did not follow vehicles as 
closely as did males driving alone, rs :v..-r

have also shown that the presence o f young male passengers 
is associated with unsafe driving practices.

The mechanisms by which passenger presence increases 
or decreases crash risk arc not well understood, nor is there 
sufficient knowledge about precipitating incidents in these 
vehicles that lead to crashes or crashes being averted. A — .— 
iZ'JjZ: discusses the social function o f  tire vehicle as a place 
where adolescent friends can be together independently o f 
their parents. Me notes that “ We have, so far, virtually no 
information about the phenomenology o f this situation, o f 
high school friends riding around in a car together, and this 
is a crucial gap in our knowledge.”  Presumably, passengers 
can help drivers avoid crashes by such actions as providing 
navigational information, warning drivers o f hazards, and 
keeping drivers alert ! Reagan Mitsor-ouls. 2!."!!', Pas­
sengers can also distract drivers, which may be a particular 
problem for young beginners. The presence or actions o f 
passengers (plus other factors such as loud music) cannot 
only distract but can influence more risky (or less risky) 
driving as indicated in the on-road study referred to earlier. 
Case studies o f young driver crashes with multiple occu­
pants have also found evidence o f risk inducements . .

S. Conclusions and im pact on research, practice, and 
policy

Overall, teenagers have crash rates that exceed those o f 
drivers o f  any age, 16- to 17-year-olds being particularly 
risky. Yet risk among teenagers varies greatly by driving 
situations, being particularly low in some situations and 
particularly high in others. These varying patterns o f risk 
form the basis for graduated licensing systems which are
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designed to promote low-risk driving and discourage high- 
risk driving.

References

Aldridge. B.. Himmler. M., Aultman-HaJL L.. & Stamaliadis, N. (1999). 
Impact o f passengers on driver safety. Transjtortation Research Record, 
vol. I6V3(pp. 25-30). Washington. DC: Transportation Research 
Board.

A mete J. J. (2002). Developmental sources of crash risk in young drivers. 
Injury Prevention. 8, iil7-ii23.

Baxter. J. S.. Mans lead, A. S. R.. Stradling. S. G.. Campbell. K. A.. Rea­
son. J. T., & Parker. D. (1990). Social facilitation and driver behavior. 
British Journal o f Psychology. 81, 351 -360.

Chen. L,. Broker, S. P.. Braver, E. R.. & Li, G. (2000). Carrying passengers 
as a risk factor for crashes fatal to 16-17-ycar-old drivers. Journal 
American Medical rissociation, 283. 1578-1617.

Doherty. S. T„ Andrcy. J. C..& MacGregor. C. (1998). The situational risks 
of young drivers: The influence o f passengers, time of day, and day of 
week on accident rates. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 30. 45-52.

Drummond. A. (2000). Personal communication.
farrow. J. A. (1987). Young driver risk taking: A description of dangerous 

driving situations among 16- to 19-ycar-old drivers. International Jour­
nal o f Addictions, 1255 -1267.

Foldvarv, L. A., fit Lane. J. D. (1969). Car crash injuries by seating position 
and miles traveled. Proceedings o f 13th Annual Conference o f the 
American Association for Automotive Medicine (pp. 17-72). Minne­
apolis, MN: American Association for Automotive Medicine.

Grcgcrson, N. P., Berg, H., Engstrdm, I.. Nolen, S., Nyberg. A., fit RimmO,
P. (201)0). Sixteen years age limit for learner drivers in Sweden—an 
evaluation of safety effects. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 32, 25- 
35.

Jankc. M. K. (1991). Accidents, mileage, and the exaggeration of risk. 
Accident Analysis and Prevention, 23(213), 183-188.

Labcrgc-Nadcau. C. (1998). New drivers: First year o f driving experience 
and their crash rates. 177 Konfcrcns. Linkoping, Sweden, 9A(Pt. 4). 
147-163.

Mayhew. D. R„ Donclson. A. C.. Beimcss. D. J., fit Simpson. 11. M. 
(1986). Youth alcohol and relative risk of crash involvement. Accident 
Analysis and Prevention, 18. 273-287.

Mayhew. D. R„ Simpson. II. M.. & Pak. A. (in press). Changes in collision 
rates among novice drivers during the first months of driving. Accident 
Analysis and Prevention.

MeCant, A. T.. Sliabanova, V. 1.. fit Leaf, W. A. (in press). Driving expe­
rience. crashes, and traffic citations of teenage beginning drivers. Acci­
dent Analysis and Prevention.

McKenna. A  P., Waylcn. A. E.. fit Burkes. M. E. (1998). Male and female 
drivers: How different are they? Berkshire. UK: University of Reading. 
Foundation for Road Safety Research.

National Sleep Foundation (21)00). Adolescent sleep needs and patterns 
research report and resource guide. Washington. DC: Author.

Preusser. D. F.. Ferguson. S. A.. & Williams. A. F. (1998). The effect of 
teenage passengers on fatal crash risk of teenage drivers. Accident 
Aiuilysis and Prevention, 30. 217-222.

Queensland School Transport Safety Task Force (2001). Overview o f re­
search -wd practice. Queensland. Australia: Author.

Reagan. M. A., fit Milsopouls. E. (2001). Understanding passenger influ­
ences on driver behaviour: Implications for wad safety and recommen­
dations for countermeasure development. Clayton: Monash Uni etsity 
Accident Center.

Rolls. G., fit Ingham. R. (1992). ‘Safe' and unsafe'—a comparative study 
o f younger male drivers. England: A \  Foundation for Road Safety 
Research, University of Southampton.

Sagbcrg, F. (1998). Mnnth-by-month changes in accuicnl risk among nov­
ice drivers. Presented at the 24th International Congress of Applied 
Psychology, San Francisco. August 9 - 14.

Transportation Research Board, National Research Council |2002). The 
relative risks o f school travel: .-I national perspective and guidance 
fur local community risk assessment. Washington. DC: National Acad­
emy Press.

Voas. R. B.. Wells. J. K„ Lesuna. D. C„ Williams. A. F., & Green. M. A. 
(1998). Drinking and driving in the United States: Tire 1996 national 
roadside survey. Accident Analysis and Prevention. 30. 267 -275.

Williams. A. F. (1996). Magnitude and characteristics of the young driver 
crash problem in the United States. In Simpson H. (Ed.). New to the 
wad: Reducing the risks o f Young Motorists. Proceedings o f the First 
Annual International Symposium o f the Youth Enhancement Service 
(pp. 19-25). Los Angeles, CA: University of California.

Williams. A. F.. & Ferguson. S. A. (2002). Rationale for graduated licens­
ing and risks it should address. Injury Prevention. fifSoppl. II), 9-16.

Williams. A. F.. Preusser. D. F.. fit Ferguson. S. A. (1998). Fatal crashes 
involving 16-year-old drivers: Narrative descriptions. Journal ufTraffic 
Medicine, 2(5(1 -2). 11-17.

Williams. A. F„ Preusser, D. F., Ferguson, S. A.. & Ulmer. R. G. (1997). 
Analysis of die laud crash involvements of 15-year-old drivers. Journal 
o f Safety Research, 28( I ). 49-54.

Williams. A. F.. fit Wells, J. K. (1995). Deaths of teenagers as motor vehicle 
passengers. Journal o f Safety Research, 2(5(3). 161 167.

Zador, P. L . .  Krawcliuk. S. A., & Voas, R. B. (20(H)). Alcohol-related risk 
of driver fatalities and driver involvement in fatal crashes in relation to 
driver age and gender An update using 1996 dam. Journal o f Studies 
on Alcohol. 60. 387-395.



JOURNAL OF 
SAFETY 
RESEARCH

Journal o f  Salclv Research 34 (3003) 17-23 S5555S■ i^ — .
www.clxvKT.com/localc/isr

The genesis o f GDL

Patricia F. Waller*
Center for Transportation Safety, Texas Transportation Institute. 177V Crtnsfanl Pairv Road Cliapel Hill. NC 27} 16. USA

Abstract

This paper discusses ihe early research that lead to graduated driver licensing, some of die educational principals on which it is based, 
obstacles to its acceptance, and some of the early efforts in the U.S. and elsewhere. Early research: The research underlying the concept of 
graduated driver licensing was a 1971 North Carolina study that identified the ovcrrcprcsemation of young drivers in crashes at night and 
when another young person was die right front passenger. Educational principals: Efforts to reduce the risk to young novice drivers applied 
what was known about learning. The concepts’ included distributed learning (i.e., over time) and progressing from simple to complex skills. A 
proposal: The proposed graduated licensing system based on learning principals included (a) initial experience under low risk conditions, (b) 
extended supervised practice, (c) gradual move to more complex conditions, and (d) harsher penalties for deliberate risk-taking. Obstacles: 
There were several most common objections raised against graduated licensing. Raising the licensing age decreased mobility. Some young 
drivers were “ good”  drivers. Enforcement is difficult. Fear of parental objections. Parents arc not driver educators and some young people do 
not have an available parent. Administrative costs arc too high, Acceptance: Driver educators were the first to see the benefits of a graduated 
system in the 1970s and 1980s. Toronto nearly adopted a graduated system in 1976. New Zealand was the first to adopt a graduated licensing 
system in 19X4. Michigan in 1997 was the first state to require parental certification of extended supervised driving practice.
V> 2002 National Safety Council and Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved.

Ketnmrtls: O&D: GDL: North Carolina

1. An origin and destination study, N orth C arolina, 1971

The basis for originally proposing a graduated licensing 
system for young beginning driven; grew out o f two studies 
conducted in North Carolina in the early 1970s. One involved 
linking enhanced origin and destination (O&D) data to crash 
data from the same time and area, and the other linked data on 
passengers derived from supplemental data collected on state 
crash report forms. There were major limitations to these 
early studies and many more comprehensive studies have 
been conducted since then confirming what was gleaned from 
these early efforts. Nevertheless, the findings o f these early 
studies provided the basis for developing a proposal for a 
graduated licensing system to introduce young beginning 
drivers into the driving population.

In June o f 1971, the North Carolina Highway Commis­
sion conducted an O&D survey in the area o f Marion. NC. It 
had been determined that traffic counts at this time o f year 
approximated the year round averages for the area. Infor­
mation obtained included, among other things, number o f

* Tel.: H -919-942-3878: fax: +1-919-962-8710. 
E-mail address: pwallcrtinimich.edu (P.F. Waller).

vehicle occupants, purpose o f the trip, day o f week, time o f 
day, and route designation. For a special study requested by 
the University o f North Carolina Highway Safety Research 
Center, additional information was obtained on North Car­
olina passenger ears, including driver race, sex, and age 
(exact age requested i f  the interviewer judged llie driver to 
be under 25; estimated age i f  die driver was judged to be 25 
or over); the race, sex, and estimated age group o f the right 
I'ronl-seat passenger, i f  any; and the license plate o f the 
vehicle. This information was collected on 1,736 North 
Carolina passenger cars in the O&D survey.

Crash data were also obtained for the summer months for 
the survey county and surrounding counties. Crash data were 
limited to North Carolina passenger cars in crashes occurring 
on die same day o f week and time o f day during which the 
survey occurred. There were 1,710 crashes that met these 
criteria. In addition, in the general area o f interest, supple­
mental data were collected on crash reports, including age, 
sex, and seating position o fall passengers. A ll together, O&D 
interviews came from five difierenl stations, each one 
manned for 24 houis on a difierenl weekday. No weekend 
survey data were available, so analyses were based on week­
day data only. The supplemental data on passengers were 
collected on almost 14,000 North Carolina passenger ears.

*H)22—1375/02/S - see front matter C; 2002 Nalional Safety Council and Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved. 
Pit: S 0022-4375(02 )00076-2
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1.1. Higher risk fo r  young drivers

Analyses o f the data showed the usual U-shaped curve, 
wilh younger and older drivers overrepresented in crashes in 
relation to their presence on the road, and middle-aged 
drivers underrepresented.

1.2. CJvcrrcprcscntation at night

Young drivers, primarily young males (fewer young 
females were licensed in 1971), were particularly over­
represented in crashes between midnight and 6 a.m

1.3. Effect o f passengers

Analyses o f data on right front-scat passengers showed 
that, for young drivers, there was a marked difference in 
crash risk depending on the age o f  the front-scat passenger. 
Drivers under 16, who should have held a permit and been 
driving with a responsible adult, represented only 0.1% o f 
the at-risk population but 4.1% o f the crash population, 
more than a 40-l'old risk. For trips in which the front-seat 
passenger was under 21, these drivers again represented
0.1% o f the at-risk drivers but 11.1% o f crash drivers, more 
lhan a 100-fold difference. When the right front-seat pas­
senger was 21-44. the difference was less titan threefold, 
with similar result'! for front-seat passengers age 45 and 
older.

The lindings from these early studies were the initial basis 
for proposing that the driver licensing program be used to 
ensure that young drivers are introduced gradually into the 
driving population, with certain restrictions based on their 
initial skill acquisition : I :r  .

2. North Carolina's system of introducing young drivers 
into the driving population

2.1. Thirty and six

In North Carolina, driver education was much the same 
as elsewhere, with 30 hours o f  classroom instruction and 6 
hours o f  practice behind the wheel, me actual driving
practice was often less than the olliciai 6 hours.

2.2. Harsher penalties fo r  young driver infractions

Like many other states. North Carolina imposed harsher 
penalties on young drivers in the event o f  a violation, 
although it was well known that these young drivers were 
more prone to driving errors.

2.3. Limitations on resources

Driver education instructors probably knew better than 
others that 6 hours behind the wheel was woefully inad­

equate preparation. Yet. they also knew how limited resour­
ces were, although at that time car dealers provided vehicles 
for the driver education course. There was no way that 
publicly supported driver education could meaningfully 
increase bchind-lhc-whccl practice.

In the 1960s, I : - defined two general goals for
driver education. First, it should provide basic instruction in 
driving techniques, a knowledge o f how to handle a car in 
special circumstances, and a knowledge o f motor vehicle 
traffic laws and ordinances; and. second, it should turn out a 
far more knowledgeable breed o f citizens who w ill know 
enough about highway safety to demand and support higher 
(safety) standards. Given the time and money constraints 
under which driver educators labor. I would argue that the 
course car. provide basic instruction on how to handle a car. 
knowledge o f vehicle traffic laws and ordinances, and some­
thing about safe driving practices, including the effectiveness 
o f occupant restraints and the effects o f alcohol on crash risk. 
Only very basic instruction can be provided in the bchind-thc- 
whecl portion o f driver education. Realistically, driver edu­
cation in its present form and with its limited resources can do 
little more. Driver education in its present form cannot 
produce a proficient driver.

3. What is known about learning and how it applies to 
driving

3.1. Mass versus distributed learning

It is well established that practice that occurs over lime, 
that is, distributed practice, results in belter learning than 
practice that occurs all at once, Consequently, driving 
practice over time should be belter than mass practice. Larly 
acquisition o f driving skill should occur over an extended 
period.

3.2. From simple to complex

In teaching almost any other complex psyehomotor skill, 
instruction begins with relatively simple exercises, wilh task 
demands gradually increasing. Yet historically, in young 
driver preparation, we have provided only rudimentary 
preparation, a tier which young drivers were allowed into 
the traffic stream. Although it was known they were more 
likely to make errors, we punished them more harshly when 
errors occurred.

3.3. A ll beginners are at higher risk

It is ollen suggested that limiting early driving experi­
ence “ punished" the good drivers who would not have 
crashes. Although it is true that students with good grades 
are less likely to have crashes, it is also true that straight-A 
students who are model citizens may go out and k ill 
themselves behind the wheel. Simply because a student
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has good grades and is well behaved does not mean that 
they can acquire a complex psychomotor skill with minimal 
preparation. We would no! expect such students to automati­
cally acquire athletic skill or be able to play a musical 
instrument with minimal instruction because o f  their stellar 
personal attributes.

Anyone beginning to learn a complex skill, including 
beginning drivers o f  any age, w ill make more errors in the 
early stages o f skill acquisition. Beginning drivers o f any 
age go through a learning curve in which more errors are 
made in the early stages than later. Whether these errors 
translate into crashes is a function o f other factors that have 
nothing to do with the beginning driver. For example, 
almost all beginning drivers at some time w ill run o ff the 
right side o f the road and in returning to the road w ill 
ovcrcompensatc. going into the Icil lane or even o ff the left 
side o f the road. I f  there is no oncoming traffic and no ditch 
or obstacle on the left side o f  the road, the driver may 
recover and continue driving. However, i f  there is oncoming 
traffic or a ditch, u tility pole, large rock, or sign, the driving 
error may turn into a crash. The outcome does not define the 
driver as good or bud. A ll beginning drivers are inexper­
ienced and are more likely to make driving errors.

3.4. Demonstration o f  skill is not a substitute fo r  extended 
practice

It has been proposed that demonstration o f adequate 
skill should be sufficient for licensure. However, it has 
been shown that high levels o f  skill do not necessarily 
translate into good performance on the road. On the whole, 
those who score best on tests o f  skill, for other reasons, 
have some o f  the worst driving records .'A.in .vw

Ideally, all beginning drivers at any age should go 
through a graduated licensing system. In the United States, 
however, it is highly unlikely that we could obtain such a 
system, at least any time soon. Nevertheless, because all 
beginners are at higher risk, it would make sense to imple­
ment licensure gradually, wilh extended required supervised 
practice and adequate performance.

4. Inexperience versus deliberate risk taking

Although much o f  the problem o f young drivers is 
attributable to inexperience, it is also true that young drivers 
may be more prone to deliberate risk taking. When this 
occurs (e.g., driving after drinking, not using scat belts, 
driving at exorbitant speeds), it is entirely appropriate to 
invoke harsher penalties. When inexperience is combined 
with risk taking, crashes are more likely to occur.

Graduated licensing is not designed to address deliberate 
risk taking behavior. Rather, it is aimed at the inexperience 
component o f young drivers’ crash risk. However, not all 
risky behavior on the part o f young drivers is deliberate.

They may engage in high-risk behavior and be completely 
unaware that they arc doing so. Extended supervised prac­
tice should help this kind o f risk taking.

Data Com England L c-'d. ;;
, where it is not unusual to obtain first licensure at a later 

age, indicate that delaying licensure from age 17 (the earliest 
licensure may occur in the UK) to age 18 results in about a 6% 
reduction in crash risk. However, at whatever age licensure 
occurs, the first year o f  experience results in about a 30% 
reduction in crash risk. In Sweden, changes in the age 
at which initial supervised driving experience may occur, 
from age 17 1/2 to 16, resulted in a marked increase in 
supervised practice and a marked decrease in crash risk 
(about 35%) after licensure at age 18. No corresponding 
increase in crash risk during the practice period was observed 
i u regoen  et iu.. »m •. These studies suggest that the higher 
risk for young beginning drivers may be more attributable to 
inexperience than to age.

5. A proposal based on what is known about learning

5.1. In itia l experience should  occur under low-risk  
conditions

Based on what is known about young driver risk, it was 
proposed that the initial stage o f driving practice should be 
limited to daylight hours, with strict passenger restrictions. 
Because young drivers are at higher risk o f crash, belt use 
requirements are especially important. Furthermore, because 
the higher crash risk does not level out until around age 25, 
alcohol restrictions should be extended to age 25, with zero 
alcohol below age 21 and no more than 0.05% BAC through 
age 25.

5.2. Extended supen ’ised practice

The initial stages o f driving should occur with a respon­
sible adult in the right front seat, preferably a parent. As 
driving practice is acquired, the presence o f the adult can be 
reduced, but as more complex conditions are added, the 
supervising adult should be included.

5.3. Gradual move to more complex conditions

As more experience is acquired at one stage, the driver 
should be allowed to move to more difficult driving (e.g., 
driving at night). However, it is also important that there be 
extended time spent at each level o f practice, that is, it is not 
sufficient to accumulate extended practice in a short period 
and then move on to (he next level o f licensure.

5.4. Harsher penalties fo r  deliberate risk taking

When beginning drivers deliberately engage in danger­
ous driving behavior, it is entirely appropriate to punish
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Proposed Graduated License System
Driver Age

Tim e Restric t ion H ’1 5 16 17 18 19 -20 2 1 -2 5

Parent required 0.00
BAC

0.00
BAC

Day No parent required 
< 1 passenger 0.00

BAC
No parent required 2 0 passengers 0.00

BAC
0.00
BAC

0.00
BAC

so.os
BAC

Parent required 0.00
BAC

0.00
BAC

Night No parent required 
S 1 passenger 0.00

BAC
No parent required 2 0 passengers 0.00

BAC
0.00
BAC

<0.05
BAC

Fig. I. Proposed Graduated License System.

such behavior more harshly. Examples o f such behavior 
include very high speed, driving after drinking, and nonuse 
o f safety belts.

It takes years to become a good driver. Realistically, 
learning to drive requires extended practice, practice that 
cannot be provided at public expense. Utilizing (he resour­
ces that arc available through parental involvement provides 
an opportunity to introduce young drivers into the driving 
population much more gradually, with much less risk, and at 
minimal cost to the tax payer.

Many states had some version o f what has been called 
provisional licensure, that has focused primarily on increas­
ing threat o f punishment when infractions occurred, and, 
based on infractions, delaying movement to the next licen­
sure level. However, there is no requirement for practice to 
occur. Theoretically, one could move through the system 
successfully without acquiring any driving practice. Simply 
requiring the passage o f time is not enough. I f  no practice 
occurs, there can be no learning. Graduated licensing 
attempts to address inexperience by providing extended 
supervised practice, over time, initially under relatively 
Iow-risk conditions with the task demands increasing as 
experience is acquired and extended successful experience 
is demonstrated :” 'a!!:r. I ' r "s. 1‘.' .
! I .-Scb. ;98S. i VSv. !9'ou. 19'cb;.

Fig. 1 illustrates the type o f program that was proposed, 
with the added requirement for parental certification o f a 
specified amount o f supervised practice.

6. Obstacles to acceptance

When a proposal for such a graduated licensing system 
for young beginning drivers was made in the early 1970s, 
the response was interesting. Objections to it fell primarily 
into the following categories.

6.1. The age factor

There was considerable discussion about the age at 
which licensure should occur. Because crash risk is some­
what lower when the age o f licensure is increased, it was 
proposed that raising the age o f licensure would be the most 
appropriate measure to take. However, the mere passage o f 
time is not a substitute for practice.

Raising die age o f licensure may be fine theoretically, but 
by age 18 many young people are leaving home for college or 
work, and the opportunity for parental supervision o f driving 
practice is lost. Furthermore, young people want their wheels 
and parents are usually eager to give up chaulTeuring.

Lowering the age at which learning to drive is initiated 
(Tbut not lowering the age o f full licensure) means that 
whenever the young driver begins to drive solo, it is wilh 
more practice under his belt.

6.2. Why penalize a ll young drivers when only some o f them 
will have crashes?

The objection here was that many young people are 
"good”  drivers and w ill not have crashes. We should be 
concerned about the “ bad”  drivers who w ill have crashes. 
As indicated earlier, all beginning drivers are at higher risk, 
and whether a driving error translates into a crash is a 
function o f other factors.

6.3. There is no way to enforce the graduated licensing 
requirements

The concern was that parents w ill lie about the amount o f 
supervised practice that has occurred, and there w ill be no 
way to validate what they report. It is true that parents can 
misrepresent the supervision provided, but it is also true that 
many, i f  not most, parents w ill not. Even i f  they report 50 
hours o f  practice when only 40 have occurred, that is still an 
improvement over the previous system. There should not be 
a major effort to enforce what is reported. However, the 
requirement for extended supervised practice communicates 
to the parent the importance o f monitored experience. The 
aim is to modify crash rates, not to eliminate all young 
driver crashes.

6.4. Fear o f parental objections

There was concern on the part o f legislators that impos­
ing a requirement for parents to provide supervised practice 
would result in strong objection. Legislators are often very 
reluctant to place requirements on adults who may vote. 
Interestingly, the preliminary evidence indicates that parents 
arc strongly supportive o f the program. In Michigan, a 
survey o f parents found that the average reported hours o f 
supervised practice was far more than that required, and 
parents described how the experience brought home to them 
how much the young driver needed even more practice.
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cl continue to place restrictions 
tne state allows l unsupcr-

e Jura tors

w: oy legislators, although, curiously.
?; Utii: ;y '■ „  from driver educators. It was also
recast wuuy heard from parents who worried about their 

' ; There • >ften confusion about the primary role o f 
the paren* .ie skill acquisition process. Parents do not 
ncv 3 to be driver educators, although there remains much 

for improvement in collaboration between driver 
ectu , n and parents. The primary role o f the parent is to 
provi. psychological control. Young drivers simply will 
not tr> things with the parent in the front seat that they may 
try it Uieir passengeis are fellow teenagers.

6.6. Not a ll young people have a parent available to provide 
supervision

Some legislators raised this objection, saying that it 
would be unfair to young people with no available parent 
to help. Not all parents hold a driver license, and not all 
households have a motor vehicle available.

It is true that not all youngsters have someone who could 
provide supervision. However, that does not mean we 
should not take advantage o f the parental help that is 
available. To help those young people without such resour­
ces, arrangements might be made through Big Brother-Big 
Sister organizations or other civic groups.

6.7. Cost

Instituting any new program requires revamping current 
procedures, programming o f data systems, developing new 
forms, training personnel to function under the new system, 
and many other costs. State legislatures are experiencing 
major shortfalls already, and no matter how worthy a pro­
gram, i f  it costs money, it is likely to meet with opposition.

The major problem with the cost objection is that the old 
system ol’ liecnsing young drivers was extremely costly. The 
Federal Highway Administration estimates the average 
societal cost o f a motor vehicle fatality to be around S3 
million. It could be argued that the loss ol a young life might 
be even more costly. Even a modest reduction in teenage 
deaths would more than offset whatever costs may be 
associated with graduated licensing.

7. Was driver education the culprit?

In the 1970s and 1980s, there was a concerted attack on 
driver education. It was stated that, because licensure could 
not occur prior to age 18 unless one had completed an 
approved driver education course, driver education was the

at the 
river

v  .ire

problem and that i f  we eliminated driver education, we 
would be better off. Indeed, there were headlines that read 
“ Driver education kills 2.000 young people a year." attrib­
uting all young driver-related fatalities to driver education.

Driver education was never the basis for lowering age of 
licensure. Driver licensing was first implemented for pur­
poses o f identification and revenue. Testing applicants came 
later. It was possible in some states to pay S2 for oneself and 
every family member age 12 and older and receive licenses 
for all o f them. It is still possible to obtain licensure at age 
14 in some states under certain circumstances. Driver 
education was added at a later time but was not the basis 
for establishing age o f licensure.

It was never realistic to expect that a program consisting 
o f 30 hours classroom instruction and 6 hours behind the 
wheel could transform a non-driver into a proficient driver. 
We make no such demands on any other course o f study. 
For example. English is taught from elementary school 
through high school. However, when students use the 
language poorly, we do not propose eliminating English 
from the school curriculum.

Whether or not we have driver education, the fact is that 
young people w ill lea^ how to drive, and the question 
remains, how can we introduce them into the driving 
population with less lethal consequences?

8. Early efforts

8. 1. Driver educators

In presentations to stale and national meetings o f driver 
educators, in the 1970s and 1980s. the response was almost 
unanimously positive and oficn enthusiastic. Driver educa­
tors are keenly aware o f the unrealistic expectations that are 
placed on them in light o f the limited time and resources 
available.

8.2. Toronto Blue Ribbon Panel

In 1976, I was invited to testify before a Blue Ribbon 
Panel o f the Toronto legislature about this proposal for a 
graduate 4 driver licensing system lor young beginning 
drivers. They asked many questions, raising the points about 
the young driver’s age, concern about imposing on parents, 
the fact that parents are not driving instructors, and doubts 
about ability to enforce. At the end, they fell one vole short 
o f endorsing and recommending such a system.

8.3. North Carolina Legislature

Again, it was concern about lowering the age at which 
practice is initiated that was the major objection. However, 
it was possible to get the legislature to lower the age 
at which a driving permit may be obtained from 15 1/2 to 
15. In North Carolina, driver education may be initiated at
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age 14 1/2, although it is often not possible to get into the 
courses in public school until close to age 16. Nevertheless, 
the lower age at whieh a permit may be obtained lengthens 
the period during which practice may occur.

8.4. New Zealand

In 1984,1 was invited to New Zealand to discuss several 
proposals for modifying the driver licensing system, includ­
ing graduated licensing. Three years later, they implemented 
the first such program in the world.

8.5. British Columbia

In 1990.1 was invited to present this concept to a traffic 
safety meeting in British Columbia. They expressed interest, 
but nothing happened subsequently.

8.6. Michigan Legislature

In Michigan, as in many other states, interest in doing 
something about young drivers was precipitated by an 
especially horrific crash, killing several young people, that 
occurred near the home o f a legislator, Dan Gustafson. He 
was very serious about doing something but was not sure 
what could be done. We met with him and outlined what we 
considered an ideal program. It included a nighttime restric­
tion and restricting passengers to no more than one. It also 
included a requirement that the parent or other responsible 
adult certify that at least 50 hours o f supervised practice had 
occurred, at least 10 hours o f which were at night.

Mr. Gustafson succeeded in getting most of what he 
sought, but the nighttime restriction was shortened to mid­
night to 5:00 a.m. In addition, we lost the passenger 
restriction. Some o f (he objections to this requirement were 
interesting and raised legitimate questions. I f  teenage pas­
sengers are prohibited, it could result in more teenage 
drivers on the road, as each took separate cars, thus 
increasing overall exposure to risk.

in addition, parents wanted their young driver to be able 
to chauffeur younger siblings to school and after-school 
activities. Parents also said they would much prefer that 
their teenagers double date than single date, suggesting that 
c!;:T!''’uting the presence of  ti.-o other couple might raise the 
risk o f other kinds o f ‘ accidents.”

In the end, we were able to retain the requirement for 
parental certification o f extended supervised practice, 
becoming the first stale to do so. It is hoped that as data 
beeome available from other states with the other restric­
tions. it may be possible to add them in Michigan.

9. Why now?

The system we have historically imposed on young 
beginning drivers violates almost everything we know about

learning. We have given them minimal training a n let 
u -m drive with essentially no constrain Al t i . a we 
kne ii ny were more likely to make mistakes, wr,. they 
did so, the; '•'ere in more trouble than the rest of us would 
be. There is no .-'idence in the literature r  ng dial 
increasing threat licit . inexperience.

Suppose you are given 30 hour ifclassroom instruction 
on the game o f tennis, including the istory o f the game, the 
dimensions o f the court, the various kinds o f court surfaces 
and how to play them, the scoring rules, eic.. and th en 
6 hours o f actual practice on a tennis court win 
After this minimal preparation, you arc told that i, 
morning you ate going to play a match against 
recent winners at Wimbledon, and i f  you do not win. you 
w ill be severely punished. The threat o f punishment prob­
ably will not appreciably improve your serve. Yet this is 
essentially the approach we have been using with young 
beginning drivers. We know they are at higher risk o f error, 
and so we increase the threat o f the potential consequences 
should an error occur.

In the acquisition o f virtually every other complex 
psychomotor task, the initial acquisition o f skill occurs 
under relatively simple and risk-free conditions. Yet in the 
one skill that affects all young people and is related to the 
leading cause o f their death and disability, we were ignoring 
everything that we routinely practice elsewhere.

We cannot meaningfully extend bchind-the-wheel prac­
tice at public expense. Graduated licensing offers a way to 
provide extended practice under relatively safe conditions 
and at minimal cost to the taxpayer. Parents and youngsters 
give up little, and young drivers arc better prepared.

In the last few years, most states have begun to implement 
at least some elements o f a graduated licensing system. All 
this has occurred over a relatively short period. Why? It is 
hard to know why. Baby boomers who are now the parents o f 
teenagers arc much more aware o f the risks associated with 
driving. Motor vehicle safety, as well as safety in general, is a 
much more popular concept than it was 20 or 30 years ago. 
But why there was so much reluctance in the 1970s to 
consider seriously modifying how we taught young people 
to drive and why there is now so much support for modifying 
the system remains unclear to me.
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Abstract

On November 5-7, 2002, the Symposium on Graduated Driver Licensing in Chatham. MA, brought together 75 researchers and 
practitioners from the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand to documcnt'thc current science of graduated driver licensing 
(GDL) and to outline research needs. Participants reviewed 12 background papers and discussed the papers in depth. The symposium's 
background papers are published in this issue of the Journal of Safety Research.

This paper summarizes and provides a quick reference to information from the symposium papers and participant discussions, it cites the 
12 symposium papers, which in turn provide more information and cite original sources. Issues and recommendations not followed by a 
citation were raised in the symposium discussions.

This paper is divided into seven sections. The first six sections summarize information from the symposium papers and discussions. The 
sections are: ( I ) The need for graduated driver licensing; (2) Effectiveness of GDL as implemented; (3) The learner’s permit phase, (4) The 
provisional license phase: (5) The roles of teens, parents, and public agencies; and (6) Enacting and implementing GDL. In each of these six 
sections, research needs arc classified as cither high priority (important for designing and implementing cITective GDL programs) or lower 
priority (useful but not critical for GDL at this time).

The final section summarizes the discussion of research issues and priorities from the symposium's closing session. This section has three 
topics: general research, issues involving parents, and issues involving graduated licensing legislation and implementation. It presents 
participants’ collective views on both broad priorities and specific issues.

In providing a concise summary of presentations and discussions from the symposium, this paper necessarily omits some information and 
points of discussion. The views and judgments expressed arc the authors’ best attempt to capture the symposium's consensus, but they do not 
necessarily represent the views of the authors, their organizations, or any other individual symposium participant In particular, they arc not 
necessarily endorsed by the symposium's sponsors: General Motors, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, the National Safety 
Council, and Nationwide.
O 2002 National Safety Council and Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved.

Keywords: Graduated driver licensing; Beginning drivers: Teenage drivers; Learner's permit; ? avisional driving license

1. The need for graduated driver licensing

Motor-vchicle crashes are the leading cause of death and 
injury among teenagers. As beginning drivers, teenagers lack 
driving skills and also lack experience in recognizing risky 
situations. They also are more willing than adults to take risks 
behind the wheel, such as speeding and not buckling up. This 
combination o f immaturity, inexperience, and risk-taking 
behavior produces high crash risks for teenage drivers. 
Graduated driver licensing (GDL) addresses these factors

* Corresponding author. Tel.: H  -607-273-5645; fax: H -607-277- 
142b.

E-mail addix-ss: jlicdliindiir .sprynct.com (J. Ilcdlund).

by phasing in on-road driving, allowing beginners to get their 
initial driving experience under lowcr-risk conditions.

GDL is a three-phase licensing system'for bet; inn inn 
drivers consisting o f a learner’s permit, a provisional 
license, and a full license. The essential features o f GDL~ 
are that a learner’s permit allows driving only while 
supervised by a fully licensed person, a provisional license 
allows unsupervised driving under certain restrictions, and 
both the learner’s permit and the provisional license must be 
Ddld'Thf a specified minimum period ot Ume. ■ Tt.-j 

T  .  . 2 describes GDL, discusses key provisions, and 
summarizes beginning driver requirements in all stales and 
provinces in the United States and Canada. ■ t. L i 
I  I  provides a model GDL law.

0022-4375/02/S - sec tram matter O 2002 National Safety Council and Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved, 
dot: 10 .10 16/80022-1375(02 )OOOX6-5
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• Teenage drivers have the highest crash risk.
Crash rates per mile o f travel, per licensed driver, and 
per population all are higher for teenage drivers than 
for any other age group. Fatal crash rates per licensed 
driver and per population also arc higher. Teenage 
fatal crash rates per mile o f travel arc higher than 
those o f all other ages except the very elderly

• Teenage driver risk perception is worse and risky driving 
behavior is more frequent than fo r  older drivers.

Compared to older drivers, teenagers arc less able to 
assess driving hazards, drive in a more risky fashion, 
and think that their crash risk is lower

. Teenage drivers have higher crash risks because 
of their immaturity and inexperience with driving

• Teenage driver crash risk is greatest in the firs t few 
months after fu ll licensure.

The highest crash rate occurs in the first month afier 
licensure. The rate drops quickly for the first few 
months o f licensure and then drops more slowly

1 . 1. T een ag e  c r a s h  r i s k  is  h ig h

'. . Crash risk is low for teenage drivers with a
learner’s permit ea:::-.. .

• Teenage driver crash risk Li greatest at night.
Late night driving increases the risk o f fatal crashes 
per mile o f travel for teenage drivers '. - 
. • r • r .  e, -ei tv- >•.'

. The risk o f nonfatal crashes, or, 'he other hand, 
is only slightly higher at night than during the day. 
Since teenagers drive many more miles during the 
day than at night, most fatal crashes occur during the 
day, even though the risk per mile is higher at night. 
Tire hours o f 9 p.m. to midnight have both high fatal 
crash risk and high miles o f teenage driving

• Teenage driver crash risk is higher with other teenage 
passengers in the car.

Passengers, especially teenage passengers, increase 
crash rates substantially for 16- to 17-year-old drivers, 
and the risk increases as the number o f passengers 
increases l. r. 2‘ ' . .  Z- . The
highest risk situation appears to be male passengers 
wilh either male or female drivers. lire limited current 
research suggests that teenage passengers may 
increase driver distractions and risk taking "•

1.2. Teenage driver crash risk may be higher in circum­
stances not typically addressed by GDL

• Alcohol.
Teenage drinking drivers have a higher crash risk 
than older drinking drivers. Because teenagers in all

states are prohibited from buying alcohol by 
minimum-drinking-age-21 laws and from driving 
after drinking by zero tolerance [blood alcohol 
concentration (BAC) <0.02] laws, GDL laws in 
the United States typically do not address drinking 
and driving. Canadian GDL laws include a zero 
BAC restriction. The number o f teenage drinking 
drivers in fatal crashes has decreased substantially 
over the past 20 years

• Safety belt use.
Teenagers wear safety belts less frequently than older 
drivers 2'• . A ll states except New
Hampshire require all drivers to wear safety belts, 
and no United States GDL law except North 
Carolina’s addresses bell use.

• Vehicle choice.
A few studies suggest that teenagers drive older and 
smaller vehicles than do older drivers " : y  -

1.
• Fatigue.

Many teenagers do not get enough sleep, but there is 
no evidence o f the effects o f fatigue on teenage 
crashes 7::;.:; :;:, 2".C .

• In-vehicle distractions.
While there is growing evidence that cell phone use 
increases crash risk, there is no information specific to 
teenage drivers. The effects of other distractions such 
as radios and CD players arc also unknown

• High-speed roads.
Some jurisdictions restrict beginning drivers to lower- 
speed roads, or to lower-powered vehicles, but there is 
little evidence o f effectiveness re . . . - - . .  2' No 
state in the United States includes such restrictions in 
its GDL requirements. Ontario restricts learner’s 
permit drivers from driving on freeways and urban 
expressways.

1.3. 0ther methods have not been successful in reducing 
iteenage driver crash risk

• Driver education.
In its current form, driver education does not reduce 
teenage driver crashes 2 ' .

• Pr bationary licenses.
A probationary license for beginning drivers differs 
from a full license only by allowing the license to be 
suspended, or other actions taken, for less cause than 
for regularly licensed drivers. Hie few evaluations do 
not show substantial benefits 2’ ■ .

1.4. High-priority research needs

No additional research is needed to justify the need for 
GDL.
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1.5. Lower-priority research needs: Research in several 
areas could add to existing knowledge of teenage driving, 
which in turn may make GDL programs more effective

• Study the situations in which passengers increase crash 
risk, the reasons for the increased risk, and methods to 
reduce this risk . • 1' 3 .

• Study the role o f fatigue in teenage crashes “ .rg...-...:.

• Study the effects o f specific in-vehicle distractions such 
as cell phones and the potential effects o f cell phone laws 
or cell phone GDL restrictions I "

• Study the effects o f the North Carolina safety belt GDL 
provision.

• Study the potential effects o f parental education on 
teenage drivers’ vehicle choice.

2. Effectiveness o f GDL as implemented

Many GDL programs in the United States and abroad 
have been evaluated and all evaluations show positive 
results. Some evaluations also provide information on why 
and how GDL works.

2.1. Evaluations consistently show that GDL reduces teen 
driver crashes

. . . .._ ’ 2 . '?  summarize studies o f six
states: California, Florida, Michigan, North Carolina Ohio, 
and Pennsylvania. I " " ' '  summarizes studies o f
seven states: California, Connecticut, Florida, Kentucky, 
Michigan, North Carolina and Ohio, and o f three Canadian 
provinces: Nova Scotia, Ontario, and Quebec. . . r z

■ summarize three studies o f GDL effects 
in New Zealand. e.sm-uv O  and . a-.
2-• "• describe results in Maryland, and ' L 2 •• 2 ’ v 

summarizes results in Oregon.
GDL programs differ substantially across jurisdictions 

and the evaluation methods also differ from study to 
study. The evaluation results thus far show that these 
GDL programs arc effective regardless o f their specific 
details. Because o f the differences in GDL programs and 
their evaluation methods, it is not possible to combine 
these results into a single numerical measure o f GDL 
effectiveness.

2.2. GDL may be effective beyond the teenage years

Research shows that all beginning drivers, regardless o f 
age, have higher crash rates. Maryland, New Jersey, and 
some jurisdictions outside the United Slates apply GDL to 
all beginning drivers (III1S and TIRF, 2003: ■ -
- ’ ). Evaluations have found that GDL reduces crashes 
among beginning drivers o f all ages (New Zealand: : :z :  

Nova Scotia and Ontario: •

2 .’ ). New Zealand results also suggest that drivers who
began driving under GDL have lower crash rales in later 
years than similar-aged non-GDL drivers 2 .. .

2.3. Why does GDL work? While much remains to be 
learned :. 2 . research to date suggests two
reasons

• GDL reduces teen driving.
GDL programs that require a learner’s permit to be 
held for some minimum period o f time may delay the 
age al which a young driver obtains a license to drive 
without supervision 12;-- .. . v...:. .... 2 2.

re.un. 2003 . GDL programs with a nighttime 
driving restriction reduce nighttime driving, as shown 
by a substantial reduction in nighttime crashes

• GDL improves driving knowledge and behavior.
Extended learning o f the type produced by GDL can 
lead to crash reductions ’ rexi're::-. 2 <0 .

2.4. High-priority research needs

• Continued evaluations o f additional GDL programs, 
especially in United States.

Up-to-date information on the effectiveness o f GDL is 
vital when GDL laws arc considered in stales that do 
not yet have them.

• Effects o f specific GDL components and provisions.
These are discussed in the Learner’s Permit Phase 
section anu the Provisional License Phase section.

2.5. Lower-priority research needs

• Additional information on GDL’s effects on licensing 
age, driving knowledge, skill, and behavior. Why does 
GDL work? With whom does it work best reimp-vj:1..

• Further understanding o f why GDL effects vary across 
jurisdictions. Separate the effects o f differences in the 
GDL programs themselves, differences in the jurisdic­
tions, and differences in the evaluation methods '2' -

2 r' • 3 ;.

• Study the effects o f GDL on different cultural, gender, 
and ethnic groups >*c V -i:.-... 2 • :.

• Additional information on long-term GDL effects on 
drivers afier they receive an unrestricted full license.

3. The learner’s permit phase

Under GDL, beginning teenage drivers first must obtain 
a learner’s permit, which allows diem to drive only while 
supervised by a fully licensed person. All states and prov­
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inces in the United States and Canada issue learner's permits 
to beginning drivers who have reached a specified minimum 
age and have passed vision and knowledge tests. Under 
GDL. the learner’s permit must be held lor a specified 
minimum amount o f time to allow the beginning driver to 
acquire on-ihe*road experience. Some GDL jurisdictions 
also require a minimum amount o f supervised driving 
during the learner’s permit phase, typically 20-50 h .'2

3.1. The learner's permit allows beginning teenage drivers 
to gain experience under low-risk conditions

• Teenagers with a learners permit drive regularly under 
supervision.

Several surveys o f both parents and teenagers in GDL 
jurisdictions document substantial supervised driving 
practice : - ' '■ . In particular, in California
and Michigan, where 50 h o f supervised driving is 
required, most teenagers and parents report exceeding 
these requirements y..-.. - 2:C- .

• Learner's permit driving is safe.
Crash rates for beginning drivers with learner’s 
permits arc much lower than for newly licensed 
drivers ' Li 2’ •’ J . Crashes typically occur
when drivers violate the requirements o f their permit 
and drive unsupervised 1 . 2 '; .' .

• The learner's pennil phase contributes substantially to 
the safety benefits o f GDL.

3.2. Additional information on learner's permit require­
ments and driving would be useful

• Starling age and other entrance requirements.
The minimum age for a learner’s permit ranges from
14 to 16 years acrossTHc~states and provinces o f the 
United States and Canada li.'.'L ::nd TIP..-. I '.r2  . 
There is no information on the cficcts of these 
starting age differences or on other entrance require­
ments.

• Minimum holding period.
The typical minimum holding period is 6 months. 
although it ranges lrom 10 days to 1 year
I..'.- 2.-.2.. A few states have no minimum
holding period for the learner’s permit. While the 
length o f the holding period alTccts the amount of 
supervised driving, there is little direct evidence on 
how long the holding period should be. Surveys in 
stales and provinces with a 6-monlh holding period 
report strong support from both parents and tcerP 
agers , ' • Evaluations in stales and
provinces that lengthened their holding period 
requirements show mixed results: some reported 
crash reductions while others did not

• Supervised driving amount, type, and structure.
Surveys o f parents and teenagers document substan­
tial supervised driving practice during the learner's 
permit phase ; . 2 .2 . Some stales require a
minimum number o f hours o f supervised driving, 
typically 20-50 h, and some o f these additionally 
require a minimum number o f supervised driving 
hours at night. In those states where surveys have 
been conducted, parents and teenagers report that they 
approve o f these requirements and in fact exceed them 
• ••••»’. j>.. j.t... . But there is no direct research on 
how a minimum supervised driving requirement 
affects the amount o f supervised driving, how it helps 
or hinders parents in supervising their teenagers’ 
driving, or on how much supervised driving should be 
required.

• Role o f driver education.
Some jurisdictions reduce the mandatory learner’s 
permit holding period for beginning drivers who 
succcssftilly complete an approved driver education 
course (IIMS and TIRF, 2003)._Two studies suggest 
that this holding period reduction may in fact increase 
crashes (M.i; hew. 2t;t?3;.

• Restrictions other than supervision.
Some jurisdictions require the supervising driver to be 
at least 21 years old or to be a parent, guardian, or 
driving instructor. Some jurisdictions restrict night­
time driving during the initial months with a learner’s 
permit, or restrict the number o f passengers that can 
be carried, or require that learner’s permit drivers and 
supervisors be sober and drug-free. These restrictions 
have not been evaluated.

3.3. High-priority research needs

• Study how to structure supervised driving practice.
Research may help improve the knowledge and skills 
gained during supervised driving practice. Topics 
include how to motivate and inform parents and teens, 
the appropriate amount and type o f supervised 
driving, how to monitor compliance, and how to 
evaluate its impact ' !,v 2

3.4. Lower-priority research needs

• Study the comparative benefits o f dilfcrcnt starting ages 
and minimum lengths for the learner’s pennil 1 '•I.;' I'.c •.

• Develop more effective tests for graduation to a provi­
sional license ■ • 2 .

• Evaluate the contribution of the learner’s permit phase to 
overall GDL effects * 11 ••••. 1 1 .* .

• Evaluate the contribution of the learner’s permit phase to 
developing driving skills and judgment. What is 
learned— knowledge, skills, judgment—and how is it 
learned?
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• Investigate methods to discourage illegal unsupervised 
driving.

• Study die ciTccts o f the “ driver education discount” — 
reducing learner’s permit minimum holding length for 
persons who have completed driver education—on driv­
ing skills and on crash risk. Investigate methods to 
integrate driver education more effectively into the 
learner’s permit phase.

• Study the effects o f learner’s permit license plates— 
special 'L ' plates to identify a car driven by a learner’s 
permit driver that arc required in New Zealand and other 
foreign jurisdictions.

4. The provisional license phase

Under GDL. teenage drivers must successfully complete 
their learner’s permit requirements, reach the minimum age 
required in their jurisdiction, and pass a road test to receive a 
provisional license. This license allows unsupervised driv­
ing under certain conditions. Provisional licenses typically 
prohibit unsupcrvised driving at night, may limit die number 
or type of passengers, and may have other restrictions.

4.1. Nighttime driving restrictions are effective

Nighttime driving restrictions arc the most common, 
widely accepted, and best understood provisional license 
requirement. Research lias established conclusive evidence 
that niuhttime drivinu restrictions reduce crashes _. .

The hours o f nighttime restrictions vary considerably 
from short (1 a.m.-5  a.m.) to long (6 p.m.-6  a.m.;

- .). Research suggests that GDL reduces
driving and crashes much more during restricted nighttime 
hours than other hours i r . .  .

Many GDL jurisdictions allow unsupcrvised nighttime 
driving during restricted hours for certain purposes, such 
as to and from school-related activities, work, and reli­
gious events (IIHS and TIRF, 2003). The effects o f these 
restrictions on overall compliance with nighttime driving 
restrictions and on crashes are not known.

4.2. Passenger restrictions may be effective

4 . j .  A d d i t io n a l m jo rm u n o n  
re q u i re m e n ts  w o u ld  b e  u s e fu l

• Starting age and length.
^Thc minimum age for a provisional license ranges 
from 15.3 to I 7 years " I  7. a  inter
minimum age clearly reduces driving and crashes by 
teenagers below the minimum age. but no current 
research addresses the tradeoffs o f teenage mobility, 
convenience, and crash risk posed by different starling 
ages. Similarly, the minimum age and minimum 
holding period required for a full license vary, but no 
current research addresses the costs and benefits of 
these different provisions.

Penalties fo r violations.
Drivers who violate provisional license restrictior s or 
who violate other traffic laws may be required to 
participate in a driver improvement program or may 
have the length of their provisional license phase 
extended. The limited current research suggests that 
these measures may reduce violations and crashes

Second-level driver education.
One state and some foreign jurisdictions incorporate 
second-level driver education instruction into their 
GDL programs : .w  .
Sccond-lcvd driver education occurs alter the begin­
ning driver has experience with basic driving skills. It 
teaches more advanced skills such as hazard recog­
nition and how to respond to i mergency situations. 
These second-level education programs have not yet 
been evaluated.

.■Ulditional provisional license requirements.
Safety bell use is required and alcohol use is 
prohibited by oilier laws, so these concerns typically 
have not been- addrtssed in GDL programs. It is 
possible that a closer connection would be useful. For 
example, i f  safety belt or alcohol use violations led to 
a licensing action, such as an extended period of 
nighttime driving restriction, then compliance might 
be improved 1 . Jurisdictions outside
the United States have restricted provisionally 
licensed drivers to certain roads, vehicles, or speeds. 
There is little information on compliance with or 
effects o f these provisions 1 ' . .

Teenage passengers increase crash risks for tcenace 
drivers. Consequently, some GDL jurisdictions restrict the 

“number o f teenage passengers in a provisional license 
driver’s vehicle L:.> u:u : Current research
suggests that these restrictions arc violated more frequently 
than nighttime driving restrictions ± ,\ >.j" r.
: . 7 .. • ■>■>.. 1' <’.*• . Passenger restrictions may
have contributed to the overall GDL effects, but research to 
date cannot separate the effects o f passenger restrictions 
from other GDL requirements.

4.4. High-priority research needs

• Additional information on passenger restrictions.
Study compliance, effectiveness in reducing crashes, 
and methods to increase compliance.

4.5. Lower-priority research needs

• Study the relative benefits o f different nighttime driv­
ing restriction hours. Issues include the effects on
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parents and teenagers, compliance with the restrictions, 
and crashes.

• Study the effects o f nighttime driving restriction exemp­
tions for school, work, and other purposes

• Evaluate the effects o f second-level driver education
' . . Continue to evaluate new methods

to improve risk perception skills.
• Study methods to increase GDL enforcement by 

police, including methods to integrate GDL enforce­
ment into other traffic enforcement activities such as 
checkpoints.

• Study the potential effects o f speed, road type, and 
vehielc-typc GDL restrictions.

• Study crashes that occur while young drivers are violat­
ing conditions o f their provisional license.

• Study the potential benefits o f advanced driving and 
knowledge tests to graduate to a full license.

5. The roles of teens, parents, and public agencies

With or without GDL, most parents are involved in 
managing their teenage drivers by teaching driving skills, 
supervising their driving while under a learner’s permit, and 
restricting their driving in various ways when they arc first 
licensed to driver without supervision. GDL can codify and 
support parents in these activities. Parents also are in the 
best position to enforce GDL requirements for their begin­
ning drivers. Law enforcement and motor vehicle depart­
ments also have important roles and responsibilities for 
beginning teenage drivers.

5.I. Young drivers support GDL

• Young drivers generally support GDL programs and 
restrictions.

Survey data in several jurisdictions show strong 
support Jzzz 2 u : " , ; r . 2 v . . f- -

• Young drivers report that they generally comply wilh 
GDL restrictions.

Passenger restrictions arc violated more frequently 
than nighttime driving restrictions ' - . 2  .. \  :
•. n. - 1 GvoU’.vn. - • . Little is known

about the circumstances when provisional drivers 
violate the driving restrictions or how compliance 
could be improved.

5.2 Parents support GDL but could use help

• Parents do not understand teenage driving risks well.
While parents know that teenage driving is risky, they 
do not understand the dangers o f specific situations 
such as driving at night or with other teenage
passengers * . ‘ v~  ■> - '

• Parents strongly support GDL.
Surveys in several jurisdictions show that parents 
support GDL ~ •; . . I

• Parents could use help in managing their teenage 
drivers.

GDL establishes norms for and supports many 
restrictions on their teenage drivers that parents will 
impose themselves ••• • ••••’ ' ’ . Few
materials have been developed to encourage and to 
teach parents how to teach and manage their teenage 
drivers. One promising program. Checkpoints, is 
currently being tested. Parents also could use guidance 
as they supervise driving by teenagers with learner’s 
permits • ....... : r :  .1 . .

• Parents are critical to enforcing compliance with GDL 
provisions.

In surveys, parents and teenagers report that GDL 
nighttime restrictions are violated on occasion and 
passenger restrictions arc violated more frequently. 
Not surprisingly, teenagers report more violations than 
do parents. Little is known about how parents enforce 
GDL provisions or how they could be encouraged and 
supported “  w.

5.3. Law enforcement's role in GDL is largely unknown

• GDL appears to be a low priority fo r  law enforcement.
Some GDL provisions such ;ls a nighttime driving 
restriction are inherently difficult to enforce, since 
violations arc hard to detect r  : .-i*,;- Z 
However, law enforcement could check on possible 
GDL violations when they stop a teenage driver’s 
vehicle for some other reason, such as speeding.

• .1 stronger connection between GDL and other traffic 
laws could make GDL enforcement easier.

Safety belt use and zero BAC laws appear to be 
especially relevant.

5.4. Motor vehicle department roles in GDL also are largely 
unknown

• Motor vehicle departments issue licenses and enforce 
license penalties.

But virtually nothing is known about hew motor 
vehicle departments administer GDL programs and 
enforce compliance with GDL provisions.

5.5. High-priority research needs

• EJfective methods to encourage and help parents manage 
their teen s driving.

Develop a belter understanding o f how parents leach 
and manage teen driving; study how GDL programs 
and specific requirements affect parental manage­
ment; develop, implement, and evaluate strategies for



House Transportation Committee
State Capitol, Room 17 

465-4858
Rep Jim Holm 

Rep Beverly Masek
Co-Chairs

M e m b e r s :
Rep Hugh Fate, Rep Mary Kapsner, Rep Vic Kohring, Rep Albert Kookesh, Rep. Dan Ogg

In an attempt to address some of the objections to this bill, attached is a 
proposed draft committee substitute for HB 213, "Provisional Driver's 
License," for your consideration during the Interim.

I t  contains the following changes:

1. Page 2, line 10: Changed "one year" to "six months."

2. Page 2, line 19: Added "sibling" to the list of allowed passengers.

3. Page 2, line 21: Changed "m idnight" to "1:00 a.m."

4. Page 2, Deleted lines 25-26 which read, "(B) driving to or from the
person's place of employment...."

DATE: May 20, 2003

TO: House Transportation Committee M'‘ rs and Staff

FROM: Barbara Cotting, Committee Aideĉ

RE: HB 213, "Provisional Driver's License"
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CS FO R  HOUSE B ILL NO. 213(TRA)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-THIRD LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsors): REPRESENTATIVE WEYHRAUCH

A BILL 

FO R  AN ACT EN TITLED  

"A n Act relating to a provisional d river's  license and to issuance of a d river's  license; 

and providing fo r an effective date."

BE IT  ENACTED BY T H E LEG ISLA TU RE O F TH E STATE O F ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 28.15.055 is amended to read:

Sec. 28.15.055. Provisional d river's  license. Upon application, the 

department may issue a provisional driver's license to a person who is at least 16 years 

of age but not yet 18 years of age if the

0 1  person has been licensed under an instruction permit issued under 

AS 28.15.051 or under the law of another state with substantially similar requirements 

for at least six months^

(2) person 's paren t, legal guard ian , o r em ployer provides proof 

satisfactory to the departm en t th a t the applicant has a t least 50 hours of driving 

experience, including a t least 10 hours of night driving: and

(3) person has not received a citation fo r a traffic offense o r been

-1- CSHB 213(TRA)
New T e x t  U n d e r l i n e d  [DELETED  TEXT BRACKETED )



1 convicted o f a traffic offense within the six months before the application is filed.
2 * Sec. 2. AS 28.15.057 is amended to read:

3 Sec. 28.15 .057. Restrictions on driver's license issued to a person under
4 18. Except as provided under AS 28.15.051, a person who is at least 16 years o f age

5 but not yet 18 years of age may not be issued a driver's license unless the person has

6 0 1  been licensed under an instruction permit issued under

7 AS 28.15.051 o r under the law o f another state with substantially sim ilar
8 requirements for at least six months^

9 (2] [AND HAS] held a valid provisional driver’s license issued under

— K) AS 28.15.055 for at lea^fsbTmonths): and
11 (3 ) not received a citation for a traffic offense o r been convicted of
12 a traffic offense during the six months before applying fo r a driver's license [ONE
13 YEAR],

14 * Sec. 3. AS 28.15.057 is amended by adding new subsections to read:

15 (b) A person authorized to drive a motor vehicle under a provisional driver's

16 license issued under AS 28.15.055 may not

17 (1) for the first six months after receiving a provisional driver's license,

18 operate a motor vehicle that is carrying any passengers except a passenger who is a

^ —4 9  parent, legal guardiar^sibling^br a person at least 25 years of age who is licensed to

20 drive the type or class of vehicle being used; or

-  —-21 (2) operate a motor vehicle between the hours^ffTdX) an)i. and 5:00

22 a.m., except when the person is accompanied by a parent, legal guardian, or a person

23 at least 25 years of age who is licensed to drive the type or class of vehicle being used.

24 (c) A person who violates this section is guilty of an infraction.

25 * Sec. 4. This Act takes effect January 1, 2004.

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 23-LS0786\H

|| CSHB 213(TRA) -2-
L N ew  T e x t  U n d e r l in e d  [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED)



L e g i s l a t i v e  R e s e a r c h  S e r v i c e s

Alaska State Legislature
Legislative Affairs Agency
Division o f Legal and Research Services

State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Phone: 907-465-3991 
Fax: 907-465-3908

May 9, 2003

Memorandum
TO: Representative Jim Holm

FROM: Patricia V 
Manager

Youn<

RE: Traffic Fatalities Among Teenager Drivers and Graduated Licensing

You asked for information we could quickly gather on the annual rale of fatalities among teenage drivers. You 
also asLed for background information on graduated licensing programs. The attached documents, as listed 
below, should provide you with the information you need.

• U.S. Department of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, "Young Drivers,” 
Traffic Safety Facts 2000, available at www-fars.nhtsa.dot.gov/pubs/15.pdf.

• National Highway Traffic Safety Administration and Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, 
"Graduated Driver Licensing: Questions and Answers," available at 
www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/qanda/images/grad_lic.pdf.

• Insurance Institute for Highway Safety and the Traffic Injury Research Foundation, "Graduated 
Licensing: A Blueprint for North America," available at 
www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/teens/blueprint.pdf.

• Insurance Institute for Highway Safety and Highway Loss Data Institute, “Fatality Facts: Teenagers 
as of November 2002," available at www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/fatality_facts/teens.htm.

• Insurance Institute for Highway Safety and Highway Loss Data Institute, "[U.S.] Licensing Systems for 
Young Drivers, April 2003," available at
www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/state_laws/us_licensing_systems.pdf.

• Insurance Institute for Highway Safety and Highway Loss Data Institute, "How State Laws Measure 
Up,” January 2003, available at www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/state_laws/measure_up.htm.

• Allan F. Williams, 'Teenage Passengers in Motor Vehicle Crashes: A Summary of Current 
Research," (Arlington, Virginia: Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, December 2001); available at 
www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/teens/teen_passengers.pdf.

I hope these documents are helpful. If you have questions or need additional information, please let me

http://www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/qanda/images/grad_lic.pdf
http://www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/teens/blueprint.pdf
http://www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/fatality_facts/teens.htm
http://www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/state_laws/us_licensing_systems.pdf
http://www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/state_laws/measure_up.htm
http://www.highwaysafety.org/safety_facts/teens/teen_passengers.pdf
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There were 187.2 million licensed drivers in the United States in 1999 
(2000 data not available). Young drivers, between 15 and 20 years old, 
accounted for 6.8 percent (12.7 million) of the total, a 1.2 percent decrease 
from the 12.8 million young drivers in 1989.

In 2000, 8,155 15- to 20-year-old drivers were involved in fatal crashes — 
a 10 percent decrease from the 9,052 involved in 1990. Driver fatalities for 
this age group decreased by 11 percent between 1990 and 2000. For young 
males, driver fatalities dropped by 16 percent, compared with a 4 percent 
increase for young females (Table 3).

Motor vehicle crashes are the leading cause of death for 15 to 20 year olds 
(based on 1998 figures, which are the latest mortality data currently 
available from the National Center for Health Statistics). In 2000, 3,594 
drivers 15 to 20 years old were killed, and an additional 348,000 were 
injured, in motor vehicle crashes.

In 2000, 14 percent (8,155) of all the drivers involved in fata! crashes 
(57,090) were young drivers 15 to 20 years old, and 17 percent (1,885,000) 
of all the drivers involved in police-reported crashes (11,322,000) were 
young drivers.

F ig u re  1. D river F a ta litie s  a n d  D rivers Invo lved  in Fatal C ra s h e s  
A m ong  D rivers 15 to  20 Y ears O ld, 1990-2000

Number of Drivers
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Table 1. Drivers Involved in Fatal Crashes and Driver Involvement 
Rates by Age Group, 2000

“I n  2 0 0 0 ,  1 4  p e r c e n t  

o f  a l l  t h e  d r i v e r s  

i n v o l v e d  i n  f a t a l  

c r a s h e s  w e r e  

b e i w e e n  1 5  a n d  

2.0  y e a r s  o l d .  ”

Age Group (Years)

15-20 21-24 25-34 35-44 45 -54 55 -64 65 -69 70+
200 0  Population (Percent) 8 .7 5 .2 13.6 16.3 13.5 8 .7 3 .4 9 .2
Drivers Involved In 2000 
Fatal C rashes (Percent)
Single-Vehicle 18.5 12.3 21 .5 18.9 12.6 7.1 2 .2 5 .9
Multi-Vehicle 12.3 9 .2 20.4 20 .2 15,6 9 .2 3 .0 9 .8
All Fatal C rashes 14.6 10.5 20 .8 19.7 14.6 8 4 2 .7 8 .4

1999 Licensed Drivers' 
(Percent) 6 .8 6 .7 19.6 22 .3 18.6 11 .8 4 .5 9 .9
Drivers Involved in 1999 
Fatal C rashes per 
100 ,000 Licensed Drivers 64 .7 45.2 32.1 26 .4 2 2 .2 2 0 .9 19.7 26 .8
’  2000  data not available.

M ore than one-third (381) o f  the 15- to  20-year-old drivers involved in 
fatal crashes w ho had an invalid operator’s license at the tim e o f the crash 
also had a previous license suspension or revocation. For the sam e age 
group. 30 percent o f  the drivers who w ere killed in m otor vehicle crashes 
during 2000 had been drinking (Table 4).

Table 2. Drivers 15 to 20 Years Old Involved in Fatal Crashes by 
Previous Driving Record and License Status. 2000

License Status

Valid 6,895) Invalid (1,180) Total (8,15.:)*

Driving Record Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Previous Recorded 
Crashes 1,166 17.8 133 13.3 1,299 17.2
Previous Recorded 
Suspensions or 
Revocations 569 8 .3 381 36.1 950 12.0
Previous DWI 
Convictions 79 1.1 82 7 .8 161 2 .0
Previous Speeding 
Convictions 1,718 25 .0 188 17.8 1,906 24 .0
Previous Other Harmful 
o r Moving Conviction 1,357 19.7 239 22 .7 1,596 20.1

'Includes 8 0  drivers with unknown license status.

In 2000, the estim atea econom ic cost o f  police-reported crashes involving 
drivers between 15 and 20 years old was $32.8 billion.

National Center for Statistics & Analysis *  Research & Development " 400 Seventh Street, S.W. -  Washington, D C. 20590
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W hen driver fatality rates are calculated on the basis o f  estim ated annual 
travel, the highest rates are found am ong the youngest and oldest drivers. 
C om pared with the fatality rate for drivers 25 through 69 years old, the rate 
fo r teenage drivers (16 to  19 years old) is about 4  tim es as high, and the 
rate for drivers in the oldest group is 9 tim es as high.

F igure 2. D rive r Fa ta lity  Rates by Age and Sex, 1996
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a s  t h e  r a t e  f o r  d r i v e r s  
2 5  t h r o u g h  6 9  

y e a r s  o l d .  ”

Fem ale drivers under age 50 have a low er fatality rate than their m ale 
counterparts, on a per m ile driven basis, while the rate is essentially 
the sam e for both m ale and fem ale drivers over 50 years o f  age, with the 
exception o f  the o ldest group (Figure 2).

Table  3. Invo lvem en t o f D rivers 15 to  20 Years O ld in Fatal C rashes, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 Percentagj Change, 1990-2000

Percentage 
of Total

Percentage 
of Total

Number
Percentage | 
Age 15-20Total Age 15-20 Total Age 15-20 Total Age 15-20

D riv e rs  In v o lv ed  in F a ta l C ra sh e s
Total 58 ,893 9 ,050 15.4 57 ,090 8 ,155 14,3 -3% -10% -7%
Male 44,281 6,831 15.4 41 ,407 5 ,822 14.1 -6% -15% -8%
Female 13 ,726 2 ,219 16.2 14,654 2 ,333 15.9 +7% +5% -2%

D riv e r Fata lities
Total 25 ,750 4 ,052 15.7 25 ,4 92 3 ,594 14.1 -1% -11% -10%
Male 19 ,610 3,111 15.9 18 ,762 2 ,620 14.0 -4% -16% -12%
Female 6 ,13 7 941 15.3 6 ,566 974 14.8 +7% +4% -3%

National Center for Statistics & Analysis '  Research & Development "r 400 Seventh Street S.W. ’  Washington, D.C. 20590
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M o to rc y c le s

D uring 2000, 219 young m otorcycle drivers (15-20 years old) w ere killed 
and an additional 5,000 w ere injured.

H elm ets are estim ated to be 29 percent effective in preventing fatalities 
am ong m otorcyclists. N H TSA  estim ates that helm ets saved  the lives o f  
631 m otorcyclists o f  all ages in 2000, and that if  all m otorcyclists had w orn 
helm ets, an additional 382 lives could have been saved.

D uring 2000, 49 percent o f  the m otorcycle drivers betw een 15
and 20 years old w ho w ere fatally injured in crashes w ere not w earing
helm ets.

O f the young m otorcycle drivers involved in fatal crashes in 2000, 
m ore than one-fourth (28 percent) were either unlicensed o r driving 
w ith an invalid license.

cyii.hmiL'.̂  w b l i w w i i  ■ A lc o h o l

“I n  2 0 0 0 ,  2 1  p e r c e n t  

o f  t h e  y o u n g  d r i v e r s  
w h o  w e r e  k i l l e d  

i n  c r a s h e s  w e r e  

i n t o x i c a t e d .  ”

In 2000, 21 percent o f the young drivers 15 to 20 years old w ho w ere killed 
in crashes w ere intoxicated.

Table 4. Alcohol Involvement Among Drivers 15 to 20 Years Old
Involved in Fatal Crashes, 2000 ___  _______

N H TSA  defines a fatal traffic crash as being alcohol-related if  either 
a driver or a nonoccupant (e.g., pedestrian) had a blood alcohol 
concentration (BA C) o f 0.01 gram s per deciliter (g/dl) o r greater in a 
police-reported traffic crash. Persons with a BA C o f 0 .10 g/dl o r greater 
involved in fatal crashes are considered to be intoxicated. This is the legal 
lim it o f intoxication in m ost states.

D river S ta tu s
Number o f  

D rivers

Percen tage with BAC Leve ls

0 .00  g/dl 0 .0 1 -0 .0 9  g/dl ^0.10 g/dl
Surviving 4,561 84 8 9
Fatally Injured 3 ,594 70 8 21
Total 8 ,155 78 8 14

T he severity o f  a crash increases with alcohol involvem ent. In 2000,
3 percent o f  the 15- to 20-year-old drivers involved in property-dam age- 
only crashes had been drinking, 5 percent o f  those involved in crashes 
resulting in injury had been drinking, and 22 percent o f  those involved in 
fatal crashes had been drinking.

The num bers o f  drivers 15 to 20 years old involved in fatal crashes who 
w ere intoxicated dropped by 38 percent betw een 1990 and 2000.

National Center for Statistics & Analysis ”  Research & Development * 400 Seventh Street, S.W. » Washington, D.C. 20590
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All states and the District of Columbia now have 21-year-old minimum 
drinking age laws. NHTSA estimates that these laws have reduced traffic 
fatalities involving drivers 18 to 20 years old by 13 percent and have saved 
an estimated 20,043 lives since 1975. In 2000, an estimated 922 lives were 
saved by minimum drinking age laws. Nineteen states and the District of 
Columbia have set 0.08 g/dl as the legal intoxication limit, and all states 
plus the District of Columbia have zero tolerance laws for drivers under the 
age of 21 (it is illegal for drivers under 21 to drive with BAC levels of
0.02 g/dl or greater).

Figure 3. Cumulative Estimated Number of Lives Saved by Minimum 
Drinking Age Laws, 1975-2000

“N H T S A  e s t i m a t e s  

t h a t  m i n i m u m  
d r i n k i n g  a g e  l a w s  

h a v e  s a v e d  2 0 , 0 4 3  

l i v e s  s i n c e  1 9 7 5 . ”

For young drivers 15 to 20 years old, alcohol involvement is higher among 
males than among females. In 2000, 26 percent of the young male drivers 
involved in fatal crashes had been drinking at the time of the crash, 
compared with 13 percent of the young female drivers involved in fatal 
crashes.

Drivers are less likely to use restraints when they have been drinking.
In 2000, 69 percent of the young drivers of passenger vehicles involved in 
fatal crashes who had been drinking were unrestrained. Of the young 
drivers who had been drinking and were killed in crashes, 80 percent were 
unrestrained.

National Center for Statistics & Analysis ’  Research & Development " 400 Seventh Street, S.W. "■ Washington, D.C. 20590
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E| What is graduated driver licensing?
It’s a system designed to phase in young beginners to 

full driving privileges as they mature and develop their 

driving skills. Versions of graduated licensing exist in 

New Zealand; Victoria, Australia; and several Canadian 

provinces. More recently, graduated licensing has been 

introduced in some U.S. states. There are three stages 

to a graduated system, and beginners must remain in 

each of the first two stages for set minimum time peri­

ods: supervised learner’s period; intermediate license 

(after the driver test is passed) limiting unsupervised 

driving in high-risk situations; and then a license with 

full privileges, available after completing the first two 

stages. The National Committee on Uniform Traffic 

Laws and Ordinances has developed a model graduat­

ed licensing law using recommendations from the 

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, National High­

way Traffic Safety Administration, and other national 

organizations. The model law calls for a minimum of 

six months in the learner’s stage and a minimum of six 

months in the intermediate stage with night driving 

restrictions. Key elements of the intermediate stage 

include limits on late-night unsupervised driving and 

transporting teenage passengers. Certification that a 

learner’s permit holder has driven a minimum number 

of supervised hours also is important.

Some state laws meet or exceed these core require­

ments, while others have just some of them. Many 

states have augmented their graduated systems with 

additional features including driver education innova­

tions, seat belt use provisions, and penalty systems in 

which violations result in license suspension or exten­

sion of the holding period.

El Why target only young people? Why 
not target all novice drivers?
The rationale for special policies for young beginning 

drivers is that their crash risk is particularly high. 

Sixteen-year-old drivers have higher crash rates than 

drivers of any other age, including older teenagers.

The very youngest drivers are most likely to engage 

in risky behaviors such as speeding and tailgating. 

Because of their inexperience, beginners are least able 

to cope with hazardous situations. When this is com­

bined with their aggressive driving style, a high crash

Number of 
crash involvements 

per million 
miles driven, 
by driver age

age 16 17 18 19 20-24



rate results. Graduated licensing introduces beginners 

into the driving population in a low-risk manner, pro­

tecting both them and others. Graduated licensing 

systems could apply to all first-time drivers as they 

do outside the United States. In this country, however, 

young people make up the majority of beginning driv­

ers, and graduated systems now being considered in 

most states would focus on these drivers. It should 

be noted that young people are subject to legal restric­

tions in a variety of areas such as voting, purchasing 

alcohol, serving in the military, and assuming finan­

cial obligations.

E| Isn't it unfair to restrict all teenage 
drivers? Why not just penalize the 
problem drivers?
We know some characteristics of younger drivers 

who are more likely than others to be in crashes, but 

it’s impossible to identify them adequately on an in­

dividual basis and intervene before they get into 

crashes. Many U.S. licensing systems impose greater 

and/or earlier penalties on young people for traffic 

infractions than they do on older drivers, but most 

fatally injured young drivers don’t have prior traffic 

violations or crashes on their records. The logic of 

addressing all young people is that they all are begin 

ners when they start driving. Every novice needs 

time to develop driving skills in low-risk settings.

Two factors in particular work against young drivers: 

inexperience and immaturity. Young drivers need time 

to develop driving skills and the judgment to counter­

act their lack of on-the-road experience. Young drivers 

tend to be immature and impulsive, overestimating 

their own physical and driving abilities and under­

estimating dangers in the driving environment. This 

leads them to risky driving behaviors such as speed­

ing. passing inappropriately, following too closely, and 

driving without seat belts. Young drivers frequently 

drive during nighttime high-risk hours, often with 

peers in the vehicle. Passengers can cause distractions 

and create peer pressure to participate in risky behav­

ior. Teen passengers increase the crash risk for teenage 

drivers both during the day and at night. Considerable 

driving experience is required, after initial licensing, 

before a young novice achieves the dependable skills, 

judgment, and performance that result in safe driving.



EJ Can graduated licensing reduce crashes 
and save the lives of young people?
Yes. Graduated licensing programs have had a positive 
effect on the crash experience of young drivers in the 
United States and other countries, including Canada 
and New Zealand. In states that have adopted ele­
ments of graduated licens:ng, the safety benefits are 
evident. In Florida, which instituted a graduated sys­
tem for drivers younger than 18 in July 1996, there was 
a 9 percent reduction in fatal and injury crash involve­
ment for 15-17 year-olds in 1997, the first full year of 
graduated licensing, compared with 1995.

E| Is a nighttime driving restriction a 
critical component of graduated licensing?
Yes. Forty-one percent of teenage motor vehicle 
deaths in 1997 occurred between 9:00 p.m. and 
6:00 a.m. Studies show nighttime driving restrictions 
are associated with crash reductions of up to 60 per­
cent during restricted hou-s.

These are different from curfews, which are viewed as 
means to get young people off the streets and into their 
homes at a set time. Communities often adopt curfews 
to reduce criminal or mischievous behavior, but the 
purpose of night driving restrictions is to protect young 
beginners by keeping them from driving unsupervised 
during nighttime high-risk hours. As part of a gradu­
ated licensing system, young beginners are encouraged 
to gain nighttime driving experience, but with adult 
supervision rather than with peers. Driving at night 
with peers in the car can lead to distractions and result 
in risky behavior, thus creating a greater crash risk.

El When should the nighttime driving 
restrictions begin? How early?
The majority of nighttime crashes occur in the hours 
before midnight. This is the time when more young 
people are out on the roads. Therefore, nighttime 
driving restrictions should begin several hours 
before midnight.



El Do parents support graduated 
licensing programs?

Yes, parents strongly favor graduated licensing. A 
1996 Insurance Institute for Highway Safety survey of 
parents of 15 year-olds in Florida who were about to 
enter a graduated licensing system found 95 percent 
of the parents supported a minimum period of super­
vised driving. Ninety percent favored night driving 
restrictions, 60 percent favored restricting teen pas­
sengers during the first few months of driving, and 
74 percent of the parents favored a graduated licens­
ing system that includes all of these components.

Also in 1996, parents of teenagers surveyed in 
Connecticut, Delaware, New Jersey, and New York 
said they strongly support graduated licensing 
requirements. Although many parents want their 
children to get licenses early so they no longer have 
to be taken to school, work, or social activities, these 
same parents worry about the risks their children 
will be taking as new young drivers.

El What guarantees more supervised driv­
ing will occur under graduated licensing?
There can be no guarantee. A yourig beginner can be 
encouraged to participate by requiring parents to attest 
to supervised training, by providing parents and teens 
with instructional materials, and by requiring success­
ful passage of a more advanced performance test.

El How much does if cost a state to run 
a graduated licensing system?
States with such systems have found that the 
benefits far outweigh any costs. For example, in 
Oregon administrative costs were estimated at 
$150,000 while the benefits were estimated at nearly 
$11 million. This amounts to a benefit-to-cost ratio 
of better than 74 to 1. Both Maryland and California 
also report lifesaving and injury-reducing benefits 
well in excess of the administrative costs associated 
with implementing a graduated licensing program.



mcult should it be 
ig people to get their 
er's licenses?"

difficult than new law
New law is about

less difficult than

El Who supports graduated licensing?
Advocates for Highway and Auto Safety,
Allstate Insurance, American Academy of Family 
Physicians, American Association of Motor Vehicle 
Administrators, American Automobile Association, 
American Coalition for Traffic Safety, American 
College of Emergency Physicians, American 
Insurance Association, Brain Injury Association, 
The Centers for Disease Control, General 
Federation of Women’s Clubs, Insurance 
Institute for Highway Safety, International 
Association of Chiefs of Police, and Mothers 
Against Drunk Driving.

Additional supporters include the National Associa­
tion of Governor’s Highway Safety Representatives, 
National Association of Independent Insurers, 
National Center for Education in Maternal and Child 
Health, National Commission Against Drunk Driving, 
National Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and 
Ordinances, National Highway Traffic Safety Admin­
istration, National Safety Council, National Sheriffs’ 
Association, National Transportation Safety Board, 
Police Executive Research Forum, USAA Insurance, 
The Distilled Spirits Council of the United States and 
its member companies, The Century Council, and 
The Beer Institute and its members.



El Should graduated licensing 
legislation include language about 
insurance rates?

El Shouldn't teenagers be allowed 
to drive to school, work, and their 
extracurricular activities?

There’s no need for such language because a law’s 
effectiveness ultimately will be determined by public 
compliance, which depends on education, enforce­
ment efforts, and other factors not known at the time 
of enactment. Specific insurance language also isn’t 
necessary because the personal auto insurance market 
in every state is very competitive — rates will seek 
their appropriate levels.

In addition, personal auto insurance rates must be 
approved by government regulators in the majority 
of states, and in virtually every state the rates may 
br challenged if they’re found to be excessive. Because 
of private market forces, rate regulation, or both, any 
actual savings from the legislation in the form of 
reduced injury or property damage costs will be 
passed on to consumers.

El Parents may be required to certify as 
many as 50 hours of daytime driving and 
10 hours at night. Isn't this a bit much?
A graduated system requires a young driver to hold 
his or her permit for a minimum of six months. 
During this time a parent needs to fan.diarize the 
new driver with literally dozens of driving scenarios 
— for example rural, urban, suburban, freeways, rush 
hour, nighttime, dusk, and rain. The time required of 
the parent or guardian is less daunting when viewed 
over the entire six months. For example, 50 hours 
over 6 months equals just 8.3 hours per month, or 
a little more than 2 hours per week.

Yes. States can and do allow waivers so a teenager 
may drive during restricted times to work or to attend 
school activities. These exemptions don’t reduce the 
restrictions’ effectiveness because the increased crash 
risk to teens at night is largely due to the combination 
of more difficult driving conditions and distractions 
caused by teenage passengers. Young people driving 
to work are unlikely to have teen passengers. Another
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concern is the administrative burden on states that 
have to issue many waivers. Maryland examined this 
when it implemented a nighttime driving restriction 
and found it wasn’t a problem.

Graduated licensing does delay full licensure, but 
the evidence indicates it doesn’t significandy hinder 
social activities. Studies indicate that 16 year-olds 
have largely similar lifestyles in terms of social, dat­
ing, and work patterns, whether they live in states 
where many, some, or few 16 year-olds are licensed.

E5 Isn't driver education enough 
preparation for licensure?
A good driver education course, emphasizing on-the- 
road driving, is an effective way to learn basic vehicle 
control skills. Extensive research indicates that high 
school driver education doesn’t lead to lower crash 
involvement compared with other ways of learning 
to drive. Attitudes, decision-making skills, risk- 
taking tendencies, and other factors contribute in 
an important way to crashes and may not be affected 
much by driver education.

As indicated in a 1994 Report to Congress by the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 
experts agree that current novice driver education 
programs aren’t doing a very good job of motivating 
youngsters to drive safely. Any driver education 
program shouid be integrated with a graduated 
licensing system.People Saving People

http://www.nhtsa.dot.nov

http://www.highwaysalety.org
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Many jurisdictions in the United States and Canada have adopted graduated licensing, an 

increasingly popular approach to reducing new drivers’ risk of collisions, and many more are considering 

it. Such an approach is needed because of the extremely high crash rates among new drivers, especially 

young ones. In the United States, 16 year-olds have almost 10 times the crash risk of drivers ages 30-59 

and almost 3 times the risk of older teenagers.1

Jurisdictions traditionally have allowed quick and easy paths to full-privilege licensure at an early 

age, which contributes to the high crash rate of young drivers. Graduated licensing offers a more sensible 

and less risky way for new drivers to begin. Although many North American systems are too new for 

formal evaluation, impressive c.ash and injury reductions have been reported thus far in California, 

Florida, Kentucky, Michigan, North Carolina, Nova Scotia, Ontario, and Quebec.2'9 Fifty-eight 

jurisdictions (District of Columbia, 47 U.S. states, 9 Canadian provinces, and 1 Canadian territory) 

have enacted one or more elements of graduated licensing, all blit a few of which were enacted since 

1994. There is tremendous variation in the programs that have been introduced. To assist other 

jurisdictions where graduated licensing is being contemplated or where further changes are being 

considered, this document provides recommendations for the structure and characteristics of such 

systems. Recommendations are based on scientific research where available and on what graduated 

systems are intended to accomplish.

WHAT IS GRADUATED LICENSING?

Graduated licensing is a system for phasing in on-road driving, allowing beginners to get their 

initial experience under conditions that involve lower risk and introducing them in stages to more 

comDlex driving situations. Essentially an apprentice system, graduated licensing involves three stages. 

The first is a supervised learner’s period, lasting a minimum of 6 months in optimal systems, then an 

intermediate licensing phase that permits unsupervised driving only in less risky situations, and finally a 

full-privilege license becomes available when conditions of the first two stages have been met.

Within this framework, substantial variation is possible in terms of the provisions of the stages 

and their duration. This variation often has created difficulty for jurisdictions that are constructing a 

graduated system. Policymakers need to know what features their system should include and what the 

characteristics should be.

GENERAL FEATURES

Who should be covered? A graduated system is designed to address driving inexperience, so 

there is some justification for applying it to beginners of all ages. This is the approach taken in Canada, 

w'here a significant number of new drivers are not young.10 In contrast, the graduated systems in all U.S.
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states except Maryland and New Jerse.v apply only to young drivers — specifically those younger than 

18, the legal age of adulthood in the United States. If a driver is 18 or older when first licensed, graduated 

licensing does not apply; if 18 is reached while in the system, graduation is automatic.

Young drivers have been the focus of U.S. systems primarily because they constitute the largest 

group of beginners and have the highest crash risk.1 Regardless of driver age, inexperience increases 

crash risk, and inexperience combined with immaturity magnifies this risk. It is possible that some states 

have significant numbers of older beginners, although this has not been adequately determined.

Recommendation: Consider the age distribution of the beginning driver population 

in deciding whether to apply graduated licensing to all beginners or only young 

beginners, who are the primary targets.

How many stages? A complete graduated licensing system includes all three stages — the 

supervised learner’s period, the intermediate license that permits some unsupervised driving, and full- 

privilege licensure. It is important to include both of the first two stages, but 20 of the 58 jurisdictions 

with elements of graduated licensing have not done so. Nine programs include only the learner’s stage, 

and three include only a night driving prohibition in the intermediate licensing stage; sacrificing either of 

these elements likely limits program effectiveness.

Recommendation: Implement three-stage licensing systems.

LEARNER’S PHASE: KEY FEATURES
Under traditional licensing systems, most jurisdictions allow for a learning period prior to full 

licensure. However, in many cases a learner’s permit is optional; when it is required, its minimum 

holding period either is not specified or is short, typically 30 days. In a graduated system, an extended 

learner’s period is essential to provide the opportunity for extensive supervised on-road practice in a 

variety of conditions. Research shows that supervised driving is a relatively safe activity."

When should the licensing process start? Jurisdictions that recently have adopted graduated 

licensing or components of it generally have maintained the starting ages in effect under their prior 

licensing systems, which range from A  to 16 years. There are six exceptions. Colorado’s minimum 

permit age went from 15, 3 months to 15; Idaho’s from 15 to 14, 6 months; Newfoundland from 17 to 16; 

Ohio lowered the permit age from 16 to 15, 6 months but allows driving only while supervised by a 

parent or driving instructor before age 16. Virginia initially lowered the permit age from 15, 8 months to 

15 and has subsequently raised it to 15, 6 months. Michigan’s permit age was moved back from 15 to 14,
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9 months. Hawaii raised the permit age from 15 to 15, 6 months. The rationale for lowering the starling 

age is to allow more time for supervised driving before continuing to the intermediate license. However, 

because this allows driving at an even younger age, it may encourage younger people to drive 

unsupervised as well as supervised, and may also result in more 16 year-olds being licensed at an earlier 

age. A study of fatal crashes of 15 year-olds in states where permits are allowed at this age found that 

three of four beginners were driving illegally." The effect of a younger permit age has not been 

established yet, but policymakers should consider that lowering the Dermit age might increase rather than 

decrease risk. Raising the starting age to 16 would have safety benefits. In a few systems the starting age 

is 16, but no jurisdiction has raised the minimum permit age as graduated licensing has been introduced.

Recommendation: Maintain the starting age at 16, or raise it to 16.

W hat driving restrictions should be imposed? A critical aspect of the learner’s phase is to 

require adult supervision of all driving — i.e., supervision by a fully licensed driver at least age 21. 

Some jurisdictions leave the kind of driving to the discretion of the supervisor, some impose restrictions 

such as barring nighttime driving, and other jurisdictions require some practice driving at night. North 

Carolina phases in driving during the 12-month learner’s stage, disallowing nighttime driving during the 

first 6 months.

Recommendation: Require adult supervision and restrict driving at the discretion of 

the supervisor. It is acceptable to phase in more difficult driving, as in North Carolina.

Should a minimum am ount of practice driving be required? Requiring parents to certify that 

a certain number of hours have been driven under supervision facilitates the goal of the learner’s stage. It 

also protects against the possibility that beginners will s<ay off the roads to avoid crashes or traffic 

violations that may delay graduation to the next stage. Thirty-four of the 58 jurisdictions with elements 

of graduated licensing impose this requirement; 15 require driving 50 hours, and the others require 12-40 

hours. In some of these, a portion of the driving hours has to he accumulated at night.

Recommendation: Require 30-50 hours of certified driving, some of which should be 

allocated to nighuime Jriving.

At a minimum, how long should perm its be held? Under the licensing systems that preceded 

graduated licensing, a few jurisdictions specified a minimum stay in the learner’s phase. In other
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jurisdictions, required holding periods did not exist, or they were determined by the age at which a permit 

was obtained if the jurisdiction allowed a permit at a younger age (e.g., 15, 6 months) than the minimum 

age for licensure (e.g., 16). No research has addressed the appropriate amount of time for a learner’s 

phase. The range among the 58 jurisdictions with elements of graduated licensing is broad, from 

30 days to a year. The developing consensus is that a minimum of 6 months is reasonable (33 

jurisdictions require 6 months, and 8 require 1 year).

Recommendation: Establish a minimum 6-month learner’s phase.

INTERMEDIATE STAGE: KEY FEATURES

The highest risk for beginning drivers is when they first get their licenses and can drive 

unsupcrvised, v/ith the first few months being particularly risky.12 Thus key features of graduated 

licensing include establishing an appropriate minimum age for unsupcrvised driving and initially 

restricting some kinds of unsupervised driving. Some jurisdictions do impose a stage after the learner’s 

period during which beginners are subject to tougher penalties on an accelerated schedule; but this is not 

the same as the intermediate stage under graduated licensing, which restricts when and where beginners 

are allowed to drive. The goal is to keep initial license holders out of high-risk situations as they continue 

to accumulate driving experience.

W hat should the starting  age be? If the learner’s phase starts at the recommended age of 16 

and lasts for at least 6 months, the earliest age at which the intermediate stage would begin is 16, 6 

months. However, in most jurisdictions the starting ages for learners and/or the minimum holding periods 

allow advancement at an earlier age.

Recommendation: Do not permit any unsupcrvised driving before age 16, 6 months.

How should nighttime driving be limited? For drivers of all ages, crash risk is higher at night 

than during the day. Night driving is especially risky for young beginners,13 which is why unsupervised 

nighttime driving has been restricted in a few states for many years. Research has established that such 

restrictions are effective in reducing crashes and strongly endorsed by parents. Young people also adapt 

to night driving restrictions.13'18

Licensure laws in 39 jurisdictions include night driving restrictions, but starting times vary 

widely. One jurisdiction specifies a 6 p.m. start, one at sunset, one at 8 p.m., three at 9 p.m., one at 

10 p.m., eight at 11 p.m., eighteen at midnight, one at 12:30 a.m., and five at 1 a.m. Among the states 

with 11 p.m. starting times, three start later on weekend nights, and one has a later starting time for 17
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year-olds. In the United States, about three-quarters of the nighttime crashes of 16 and 17 year-olds occur 

before midnight (9-11:59 p.m.). Night driving restrictions that begin both early and late effectively 

reduce crashes during the restricted hours, but those restrictions that start earlier reduce a greater number 

of crashes because more drivers are affected.14 Also, parents prefer an early start.'5

Night driving is allowed under adult supervision, and jurisdictions typically allow some 

unsupervised driving during restricted hours. Work-related driving generally is allowed, and many 

jurisdictions allow driving to and from school-related activities. A variety of other exemptions also may 

apply — e.g., for religious events or volunteer fireman duties. The intention is not to deny essential 

driving at night but to limit high-risk recreational driving.

Recommendation: Restrict unsupervised night driving by newly licensed drivers. 

Examine the pattern of nighttime crashes in the age group to which graduated licensing 

will apply to decide when this restriction should begin; optimal starting times are 9 or 

10 p.m. Exempt appropriate activities from the night driving restriction.

Should teenage passengers be restricted? Research shows that unsupcrvised driving with 

teenage passengers increases crash risk compared with driving alone; the more passengers the greater the 

risk.19'21 The presence of teenage passengers increases crash risk both day and night,19 so night driving 

restrictions alone do not adequately address this problem.

California was the first North American jurisdiction to ban teenage passengers. The ban applies 

during the first 6 months of a 12-month intermediate licensing phase unless an adult is present in the car. 

Early research indicates that this measure has reduced the number of teenage passengers injured when 

riding with 16-year-old drivers.2 Twenty-five other jurisdictions also limit passengers. Requirements 

vary as to whether this restriction applies to all passengers or to teenagers only, how many passengers are 

allowed, and whether family members are exempt. A few jurisdictions specify no more passengers than 

there are seat belts, but this is not effective because it allows four or more teenage passengers.

Research indicates that New Zealand’s passenger restriction is effective, although more young 

people were found to violate this rule than the one that restricts driving at night.22,23 Many parents 

support teenage passenger restrictions, but the support is less than for nighttime restrictions.15

Recommendation: Limit teenage passengers to none or just one during some or all of the 

intermediate phase, absent adult supervision.
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How long should the intermediate phase last? When should full privileges be allowed? The

specified minimum length of time is 1 year in Newfoundland; 1 year, 3 months in Manitoba; I year, 6 

months in the Yukon; and 2 years in Nova Scotia. In Canada, the age of graduation from the system is 

not an issue because this is not linked to driver age.

In the United States, 42 systems allow full-privilege driving before age 18. Only 9 states hold young 

people in the system until age 18; this can be accomplished by raising the starting age, setting the duration of 

the stages so it is impossible to graduate before age 18, or requiring beginners to remain in the intermediate 

stage until age 18 even though they may have completed the time requirements at a younger age.

The actual time spent in the intermediate stage can vary widely from state to state, depending on 

the age a young driver enters the system. For those who obtain an intermediate license at the earliest 

possible age, the time ranges from 6 months to 2 years. But teenagers who start the process later and 

reach age 18 before or soon after they siart the intermediate phase spend less time in this stage. Such 

situations could be avoided by applying graduated licensing to all beginners regardless of age, but then 

policymakers would have to revisit the wisdom of night driving and passenger restrictions. Maryland, for 

example, drops the night driving restriction for beginners who are older than 18. New Jersey waives 

night and passenger restrictions for all new drivers 21 and older.

Recommendation: Hold beginning drivers in the intermediate stage until at least 

age 18. Both inexperience and immaturity contribute to the high crash rate of young 

drivers, and graduated systems can address both by delaying the age of full-privilege 

driving until 18.

Should a test be required before full-privilege licensure? Requiring drivers to pass an exit test 

that is more difficult than the initial on-road licensing test in order to graduate to full-privilege driving 

could motivate beginners to develop their skills and weed out drivers who have not practiced enough to 

become proficient. Such tests have been introduced in Ontario and British Columbia but are not part of 

any U.S. system.

Recommendation: Consider an exit test to ensure competence prior to full-privilege 

licensure.

OTHER ISSUES
Should driver education be required? Traditional driver education has not reduced crashes,24 

although it can be a superior way to learn basic driving skills. The on-road training it involves also can
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contribute to a beginner's driving experience. How to integrate driver education with a graduated 

licensing system has been the subject of much general discussion and extensive consideration in a recent 

report.25 With a few exceptions, jurisdictions merely have carried over the driver education requirements 

of prior licensing systems. The driver education requirement in Maine now applies to drivers younger 

than age 18, rather than 17. New Jersey and South Carolina added a driver education requirement. 

Michigan changed its driver education format to a two-phase system, as recommended by the National 

Highway Traffic Safety Administration, to correspond to the phases of graduated licensing.24 In Canada, 

six provinces grant a “time discount” to beginners who take driver education, allowing them to graduate 

sooner. This has been found to be counterproductive.8

Recommendation: Graduated licensing works with or without driver education. In 

jurisdictions that do not already require driver education, the graduated system need 

not include any r.uch provisions. In jurisdictions that do require driver education, the 

training should be integrated to complement graduated licensing. Ways should be 

explored to harmonize the delivery of driver education lessons with multistage 

graduated licensing requirements.25 However, there is no justification for time 

discounts.

What about penalty provisions? In practice, graduated systems arc largely self-enforcing, with 

parents playing a major role. All jurisdictions penalize drivers in graduated systems who do not comply 

with driving restrictions or who are involved in traffic violations or at-fault crashes. Almost all 

jurisdictions delay or prohibit graduation from the system if there is evidence of a poor driving record.

In Nova Scotia, for example, sufficient violations incurred during the two-year intermediate stage start the 

clock over so that drivers with such records who entered the system at age 16 could remain under a 

midnight driving restriction until well beyond age 18. The threat of such a penalty can provide strong 

motivation for safe driving.

Recommendation: Include penalty provisions that delay graduation for beginners with 

poor driving records.

OVERALL ASSESSMENT

In the 58 North American jurisdictions where versions of graduated licensing have been enacted, 

significant reductions in collisions and injuries are anticipated. However, even more substantial reductions 

would be possible if jurisdictions met all the recommendations for a graduated system. In an optimal


