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inthe bill. I understood Senator Robak to say that g driving
test is required in the bill. | think that was what | heard.
Wien | look in the bill I see page2 and it sas that the

applicant shall satisfy an exam ner 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'? |n fact, it is
a hit or miss proposition, isn't it? Theydon't test everyone.

There is not, if | am mistaken, | want you to read ne the
sentence because if it's there, | sure want to make gyre | et
it right. There is no sentence in this bill that says in 9our
annual review you will drive a car and show an exami ner. That
is not inthis bill. Now, it does say that they will satisfy an
exam ner, but that doesn't require a test. If the exam ner
doesn't ask for you to drive, then the exam ner could be
satisfied and that is different than amandatory test. | \ant
to distinguish those situations. This bill does not require a
mandatory test. If |'m mstaken, | want chapter and verse read
to me. Secondly, Senator Wthem said what thi's bill does is put
drivers back on the road. We would call that a grandfather

clause, ~wouldn't we, where you had a preexisting right taken
away and then it was...then those people who had it “were given

it back? This bill is not a grandfather clause. gSepnator Wthem
m sstates this bill if he says this only applies to previously
acceptable drivers. Theseare to be the standards from hence
forth, not just the drivers of the past. In other words, new
un_tr_alned people who have not had _experience “wh r-l ve no
driving record would be able to quali fy under this BI ? This
is not a grandfather clause. | yeject the characterization that
this only puts back on the road people who have good driving
records. Nurber one, we don't know that they have good driving

records other than the ones you have contacted,
under stand why they would, but we don't have a l%]gyl of Ceavnl désrﬁjcré3
that says that. As a matter of fact, wehave a body of evidence
that says something different than that. secondly, it does not

apply just to those experienced drivers, it applies to all new

drivers. What | amsaying to you is this. | you want bioptic
lens driving, which | think is reasonable, there should be
reasonable linmitations. |f you are a new driver, there ought to
be sone training. |If you are a driver with. | think daylight
driving limitations seened reasonable. I think a mandatory
testing seenms reasonable. That js all | wanted to say, andthat
is that | think there are some characterizations abou%’ tﬁl tblafl

which are not accurate reflections of what is actuall in t he
bill. Thi s is no grandfather clause and this oesynot require

mandatory testing. Reasonable limitations should be added to
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