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in the bill. I understood Senator Robak to say that a d r i v i ng
test is required in the bill. I think that was what I heard.
When I look in the bill I see p ag e 2 and i t s ay s t hat t h e
applicant shall satisfy an examiner that they can operate a
driving vehicle. That is basic law right now. How many of you
have actual road tests when you go back though'? In fact, it is
a hi t o r m i s s p r o p o s i t i o n , i sn ' t i t ? T hey don' t t e st eve r yo n e .
T here is n ot, i f I am mistaken, I want you to read me the
sentence because if it's there, I sure want to make sure I ge t
it right. Th ere is no sentence in this bill that says in your
annual review you will drive a car and show an examiner. That
is not in this bill. Now, it does say that they will satisfy an
examiner, but that doesn't require a test. If the examiner
d oesn' t a s k f or you t o drive, then the examiner could be
satisfied and that is different than a mandatory test. I want
to distinguish those situations. T his b i l l doe s n o t requir e a
mandatory test. If I'm mistaken, I want c h ap te r a n d v e r s e r ea d
to me. Secondly, Senator Withem said what this bill does is put
dr i v er s b ac k o n t h e r oad . We would call that a grandfather
c lause , wou l d n ' t we, where you had a preexisting right taken
away and t he n i t wa s . . .then those people who had it were g i v en
i t b a ck ? Th i s b i l l i s n ot a g r and f a t h e r c l a us e . Senator Withem
misstates this bill if he says this only applies to previously
acceptable d r i v e r s . These ar e t o b e t he standards f r om hence
forth, not just the drivers of the past. In oth er w o r d s , n e w
u ntra i ned people who hav e n ot h ad exp er i e n c e , who h av e no
dri v i n g r eco r d wou l d b e a b l e t o qua l i f y un de r t h i s b i l l . This
is not a grandfather clause. I reject the characterization that
this only puts back on the road people who h av e go o d d r i v i n g
records. N umb e r o n e , we don't know that they have good driving
records other than the ones you have contacted, and I c an su r e
understand why they would, but we don't have a body of evidence
that says that. As a matter of fact, we have a body o f e v i d e n ce
that says something different than that. Secondly , i t do es not
apply just to those experienced drivers, it applies to all new
drivers. What I am saying to you is this. I f yo u wan t b i op t i c
lens driving, which I think is r easonable, there should be
reasonable limitations. If you are a new driver, there ought to
be some training. If you are a driver with. . . I t h i nk d ay l i gh t
d r i v i n g l i mi t at i on s seemed reasonable. I th ink a mandatory
testing seems reasonable. That is all I wanted to say, and tha t
is that I think there are some characterizations about this bill
which a r e n o t ac cu r a t e reflections of what is actual l y i n t he
bill. Thi s is no grandfather clause and this does not require
mandatory testing. R easonable l i m i t a t i on s should b e add ed t o
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