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ExEcutivE Summary

There �s a commonly held bel�ef among motor veh�cle adm�n�strators, law enforcement, and the courts that 
suspended dr�vers pose a s�gn�ficant traffic safety r�sk when they cont�nue to dr�ve . As such, dr�v�ng w�th a 
suspended or revoked l�cense �s cons�dered a ser�ous dr�v�ng offense �n most jur�sd�ct�ons . There �s some 
research to support th�s assessment . For example, �n 2000, the AAA Foundat�on conducted a study ent�tled 
Unlicensed to Kill and a follow-up study, Unlicensed to Kill, the Sequel. These stud�es evaluated data from 
1993 through 1999 on fatal crashes �nvolv�ng suspended and/or revoked and unl�censed dr�vers . Researchers 
found that “of the 278,078 dr�vers �nvolved �n fatal crashes �n the Un�ted States…3 .7 percent were unl�-
censed, 7 .4 percent were dr�v�ng on an �nval�d (e .g ., suspended, revoked, den�ed/cancelled) l�cense, and 2 .7 
percent were of unknown l�cense status” (Gr�ffin & DeLaZerda, 2000) . However, other research has found 
that crash rates vary w�dely based on the reason for suspens�on/revocat�on and that dr�vers suspended for 
non-dr�v�ng reasons posed the lowest traffic safety r�sk among the suspended-l�cense groups w�th a r�sk 
comparable to those of the val�dly l�censed dr�vers (Gebers & DeYoung, 2002) .

In February 2005, AAMVA convened a work�ng group compr�sed of motor veh�cle agency representat�ves, 
law enforcement profess�onals, judges, prosecutors, researchers, and h�ghway safety profess�onals from the 
Nat�onal H�ghway Traffic Safety Adm�n�strat�on (NHTSA), the Federal H�ghway Adm�n�strat�on (FHWA), and 
the Federal Motor Carr�er Safety Adm�n�strat�on (FMCSA) to d�scuss and map-out what needs to be done to 
address the problem of dr�v�ng w�th a suspended l�cense . The work�ng group determ�ned that not enough was 
known about the depth and breadth of the �ssue and that research was needed to more fully understand the 
chang�ng relat�onsh�p between l�cense suspens�on, reasons for suspens�on, and h�ghway safety outcomes . 
Th�s study was comm�ss�oned �n response to the work�ng group’s call for add�t�onal research . 

The research object�ves defined for th�s study �nclude the follow�ng:

1 . Determ�ne the number of dr�vers w�th l�censes that are suspended/revoked under State laws that allow a 
dr�ver’s l�cense to be suspended/revoked for non-dr�v�ng offenses;

2 . Determ�ne the number of those dr�vers who are subsequently c�ted for dr�v�ng wh�le suspended;

3 . Determ�ne the extent of crash �nvolvement by those dr�vers; and

4 . Explore the relat�onsh�p between dr�v�ng behav�or and v�olat�ons of those laws .

To ach�eve these object�ves, the research team developed a phased work program that �ncluded a nat�onw�de 
survey of motor veh�cle agenc�es to document current dr�ver mon�tor�ng, l�cense suspens�on/revocat�on, and 
dr�ver h�story data arch�ve and retr�eval pract�ces; a rev�ew of State laws govern�ng l�cense suspens�on; and a 
deta�led analys�s of suspended dr�ver h�story data for s�x representat�ve case study jur�sd�ct�ons . It should be 
noted that the study d�d not address unl�censed dr�vers . 

Key find�ngs �nclude: 

■ All 50 States and the D�str�ct of Columb�a have laws that perm�t the State motor veh�cle agency and/or the 
courts to w�thdraw dr�v�ng pr�v�leges for at least some non-dr�v�ng reasons . The most common non-dr�v-
�ng reasons for suspens�on �nclude: 

◆ Fa�lure to comply w�th a ch�ld support order (47 jur�sd�ct�ons or 92%);

◆ Fa�lure to ma�nta�n proper �nsurance (45 jur�sd�ct�ons or 88%);

◆ Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a summons for a mov�ng v�olat�on (43 jur�sd�ct�ons or 84%);
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◆ Fraudulent appl�cat�on for dr�ver’s l�cense or veh�cle reg�strat�on documents (40 jur�sd�ct�ons or 78%);

◆ Altered or unlawful use of a dr�ver’s l�cense (39 jur�sd�ct�ons or 76%); 

◆ Alcohol and drug-related offenses by m�nors, other than DUI (38 jur�sd�ct�ons or 75%);

◆ Conv�ct�ons for drug-related offenses, other than DUI (34 jur�sd�ct�ons or 67%); and

◆ Fa�lure to pay a motor veh�cle and/or court fines, fees, and surcharges (31 jur�sd�ct�ons or 61%) .

Other less common non-dr�v�ng reasons for suspens�on �nclude:

◆ Truancy (15 jur�sd�ct�ons or 29%); 

◆ Fuel theft (14 jur�sd�ct�ons or 27%); 

◆ Del�nquent conduct by a m�nor (13 jur�sd�ct�ons or 25%);

◆ Use of fict�t�ous l�cense plates, reg�strat�on, or �nspect�on st�cker (13 jur�sd�ct�ons or 25%);

◆ Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a park�ng t�cket (8 jur�sd�ct�ons or 16%);

◆ Mak�ng terror�st threats (NY and PA);

◆ Graffit� (CO);

◆ Fa�lure to reg�ster as a sex offender (MA); and

◆ Attempt to purchase tobacco by a m�nor (OR) .

■ Our data show an overall decrease of 26 percent �n the total number of suspended dr�vers over the analy-
s�s per�od . Concurrent w�th th�s overall reduct�on �n the number of suspended dr�vers, we find an �ncrease 
of dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons . Dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons r�ses from 27 
percent of all suspended dr�vers �n 2002 to 36 percent of all suspended dr�vers by 2005 �n our database . 

■ Our analys�s separates dr�vers w�th suspended l�censes �nto two groups ., suspended for dr�v�ng reasons 
and suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons .

◆ Suspended for dr�v�ng reasons: our database cons�sts of 53,875 dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng rea-
sons, of wh�ch about 42 percent (22,424) are subsequently conv�cted of a v�olat�on wh�le the�r dr�v�ng 
pr�v�leges are suspended; and

◆ Suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons: Our database cons�sts of 24,248 dr�vers suspended for non-
dr�v�ng reasons of wh�ch about 38 percent (9,288) are subsequently conv�cted of a v�olat�on wh�le 
the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges are suspended .

■ Approximately 30 percent of drivers suspended for driving reasons (15,850 of 53,875) commit a mov-
ing violation while under suspension compared to approximately 15 percent of drivers suspended for 
non-driving reasons (3,613 of 24,248). 

■ Approximately 3.4 percent of drivers suspended for driving reasons (1,832 of 53,875) are convicted 
of driving while suspended compared to 2.7 percent of drivers suspended for non-driving reasons 
(656 of 24,288). 

■ Less than 1 percent (0.09%) of drivers suspended for non-driving reasons (218 of 24,248) are 
involved in a crash while their driver’s license is suspended. This compares to over 3 percent (3.4%) 
of drivers suspended for driving reasons (1,835 of 53,875) who are involved in a crash while their 
driver’s license is suspended. 

The analys�s conducted for th�s study prov�des a basel�ne for further d�scuss�on by the AAMVA suspended/
revoked dr�ver work�ng group . The research results po�nt to d�fferences between the two groups when con-
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s�der�ng dr�v�ng behav�or . Overall, the analys�s prov�des �nformat�on to adm�n�strators and safety experts �nd�-
cat�ng the two groups of suspend dr�vers d�ffer on mult�ple d�mens�ons . 

From a pol�cy prospect�ve, the find�ngs appear to support the conclus�on that not all suspended dr�vers 
behave the same and therefore can and perhaps should be treated d�fferently by motor veh�cle agenc�es, 
law enforcement, and the courts . Th�s �s not to say that suspens�ons of dr�vers for non-dr�v�ng reasons �s 
unfounded; on the contrary, we make no statement about the use of suspens�ons regardless of the reasons . 
What we find �s that when compar�ng the two groups, those who are suspended for dr�v�ng reasons versus 
those suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons, our find�ngs suggest that these two groups are not homogeneous 
�n behav�or and therefore may need d�ffer�ng pol�cy act�ons . Th�s presents a d�lemma for pol�cymakers �n the 
context of current dr�ver control and management systems and a mult�tude of Federal and State laws already 
�n place . 

A potent�al opt�on m�ght be to cons�der a new l�censure status that d�fferent�ates between dr�vers suspended 
for bad dr�v�ng and those suspended for financ�al or compl�ance reasons . In fact, �n many jur�sd�ct�ons there 
�s already a dual status system �n place for w�thdraw�ng dr�v�ng pr�v�leges that could be used as the bas�s of 
a new l�censure status . The ex�st�ng d�st�nct�on �s between l�cense suspens�on and revocat�on . Suspens�ons 
most often represent a temporary w�thdrawal wh�le revocat�ons are a more severe and somet�mes permanent 
sanct�on . 
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SEction 1: 
introduction

Background and Problem Statement

Although or�g�nally �ntended as a sanct�on to address poor dr�v�ng behav�or �n the Un�ted States, dr�ver’s 
l�cense suspens�on �s now commonly used as a means to pun�sh �nd�v�duals engaged �n cr�m�nal and/or oth-
erw�se soc�ally undes�rable behav�or unrelated to the operat�on of a motor veh�cle . Suspens�on �s also used 
as a means to compel compl�ance w�th adm�n�strat�ve requ�rements such as appear�ng �n court to answer a 
summons and payment of fines, fees, and surcharges . Laws perm�tt�ng dr�ver’s l�cense suspens�on for non-
dr�v�ng reasons are now on the books �n all 50 States and the D�str�ct of Columb�a . Common non-dr�v�ng 
reasons for suspens�on �nclude, but are not l�m�ted to, fa�lure to appear �n court, controlled substance conv�c-
t�ons, fa�lure to pay fines/fees, fa�lure to ma�nta�n proper �nsurance, and fa�lure to pay ch�ld support (Carneg�e, 
2007) . Furthermore, several recent stud�es have found that suspens�ons for non-dr�v�ng reasons outnumber 
suspens�ons ordered to pun�sh hab�tual bad dr�v�ng �n some jur�sd�ct�ons (Carneg�e, 2007; Joerger, 2002; 
Gebers & DeYoung, 2002) . 

Stud�es also �nd�cate that many suspended/revoked dr�vers cont�nue to dr�ve after the�r suspens�on . For 
example, recent stud�es conducted �n New Jersey and Oregon found that approx�mately 25 percent of sus-
pended dr�vers are subsequently conv�cted of dr�v�ng wh�le suspended (Carneg�e, 2002; Joerger, 2002) . 
Other stud�es �n Cal�forn�a and W�scons�n documented s�m�larly s�gn�ficant rates of dr�v�ng wh�le suspended 
(Gebers & DeYoung, 2002; McCartt et al ., 2002) . One study even found that �n M�ch�gan 30 to 70 percent of 
dr�vers whose l�censes have been suspended or revoked for dr�v�ng under the �nfluence of drugs or alcohol 
cont�nue to dr�ve dur�ng the suspens�on per�od (Eby et al ., 2002)

There �s a commonly held bel�ef among motor veh�cle adm�n�strators, law enforcement, and the courts that 
suspended dr�vers pose a s�gn�ficant traffic safety r�sk when they cont�nue to dr�ve . As such, dr�v�ng w�th a 
suspended or revoked l�cense �s cons�dered a ser�ous dr�v�ng offense �n most jur�sd�ct�ons . There �s some 
research to support th�s assessment . For example, �n 2000, the AAA Foundat�on conducted a study ent�tled 
Unlicensed to Kill and a follow-up study, Unlicensed to Kill, the Sequel. These stud�es, evaluated data from 
1993 through 1999 on fatal crashes �nvolv�ng suspended and/or revoked and unl�censed dr�vers . Researchers 
found that “of the 278,078 dr�vers �nvolved �n fatal crashes �n the Un�ted States…3 .7 percent were unl�-
censed, 7 .4 percent were dr�v�ng on an �nval�d (e .g ., suspended, revoked, den�ed/cancelled) l�cense, and 2 .7 
percent were of unknown l�cense status” (Gr�ffin & DeLaZerda, 2000) . 

It �s �mportant to note that the AAA Foundat�on stud�es d�d not exam�ne the underly�ng reason for suspens�on 
to d�fferent�ate document crash �nc�dence among dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons versus non-dr�v�ng 
reasons . Th�s �s �mportant because there �s also some ev�dence that crash patterns may be d�fferent between 
these two groups . For example, a 2002 study conducted by M�chael A . Gebers and Dav�d J . DeYoung for the 
Cal�forn�a Department of Motor Veh�cles concluded that suspended/revoked dr�vers are a heterogeneous 
group, both demograph�cally and w�th regard to the�r dr�v�ng behav�or . The research found all suspended 
dr�ver groups have h�gher crash and conv�ct�on rates compared to val�dly l�censed dr�vers, but the rates 
vary w�dely based on the reason for suspens�on/revocat�on . They further found that dr�vers suspended for 
non-dr�v�ng reasons (fa�lure to pay ch�ld support) posed the lowest traffic safety r�sks among the suspended 
dr�ver groups w�th a r�sk not much h�gher than val�dly l�censed dr�vers (31) .

The top pr�or�ty of the Secretary of the U .S . Department of Transportat�on (DOT) �s to �mprove the safety of 
the Nat�on’s transportat�on system . Pres�dent Bush challenged DOT to develop creat�ve ways to reduce the 
number of fatal�t�es on the Nat�on’s h�ghways . The DOT Secretary accepted th�s challenge and establ�shed a 
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goal to reduce the h�ghway fatal�ty rate to not more than 1 .0 per 100 m�ll�on veh�cle m�les traveled (VMT) by 
2008, down from 1 .7 per 100 m�ll�on VMT �n 1996 . The Secretary reached out to all organ�zat�ons �nvolved �n 
promot�ng h�ghway safety to support th�s goal . Address�ng the problem of suspended/revoked dr�vers more 
effect�vely could be an �mportant part of a successful strategy . 

More research �s needed to define the full scope of the suspended and revoked dr�ver problem nat�onw�de 
to better understand the comparat�ve h�ghway safety r�sk of dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons versus 
non-dr�v�ng reasons and to better understand the effect�veness of var�ous �ntervent�ons used to address 
the problem of dr�v�ng wh�le suspended . The �ssue of dr�v�ng wh�le suspended has been a key area of focus 
for the Amer�can Assoc�at�on of Motor Veh�cle Adm�n�strators (AAMVA) Law Enforcement Comm�ttee for 
s everal years . 

In February 2005, AAMVA convened a work�ng group compr�sed of motor veh�cle agency representat�ves, law 
enforcement profess�onals, judges, prosecutors, researchers, and h�ghway safety profess�onals from NHTSA, 
FHWA, and FMCSA to d�scuss and map-out what needs to be done to address the problem . Organ�zat�ons 
represented on the Suspended and Revoked Driver Working Group �nclude: 

■ AAMVA Dr�ver’s L�cense & Control Comm�ttee (DL&C)

■ AAMVA F�nanc�al Respons�b�l�ty and Insurance Comm�ttee (FR&I)

■ AAMVA Law Enforcement Comm�ttee (LE) 

■ Amer�can Assoc�at�on of State H�ghway Transportat�on Offic�als (AASHTO)

■ Federal H�ghway Adm�n�strat�on (FHWA)

■ Federal Motor Carr�er Safety Adm�n�strat�on (FMCSA)

■ Governors H�ghway Safety Assoc�at�on (GHSA)

■ Internat�onal Assoc�at�on of Ch�efs of Pol�ce (IACP)

■ Nat�onal Center for State Courts (NSCS)

■ Nat�onal Counc�l for State Leg�slators (NCSL)

■ Nat�onal Cooperat�ve H�ghway Research Program (NCHRP)

■ Nat�onal H�ghway Traffic Safety Adm�n�strat�on (NHTSA)

■ Nat�onal Sher�ffs Assoc�at�on (NSA)

■ Nat�onal Traffic Law Center (NTLC)

■ Rutgers Un�vers�ty, Alan M . Voorhees Transportat�on Center 

■ Transportat�on Research Board (TRB)

The first meet�ng of the work�ng group was held February 8–9, 2005, �n Albuquerque, New Mex�co . As a 
result of th�s meet�ng, AAMVA publ�shed a “wh�te paper” fram�ng the dr�v�ng wh�le suspended problem from 
var�ous perspect�ves–law enforcement, courts, prosecutors, etc . and broadly defin�ng next steps to address 
the problem . A research subcomm�ttee of the group met aga�n July 19-20, 2005, at the Nat�onal Center for 
State Courts to define prel�m�nary research steps necessary to �nvest�gate the �nc�dence of dr�v�ng wh�le sus-
pended and crash �nvolvement for suspended/revoked dr�vers . Th�s research study �s the first step toward 
advanc�ng the research agenda outl�ned by the work�ng group .
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research Objectives and Approach

The research object�ves defined for th�s study were developed w�th �nput from the Suspended and Revoked 
Driver Working Group and �ncluded the follow�ng:

1 . Determ�ne the number of dr�vers who have suspended/revoked l�censes under State laws that allow a 
dr�ver’s l�cense to be suspended/revoked for non-dr�v�ng offenses;

2 . Determ�ne the number of those dr�vers who are subsequently c�ted for dr�v�ng wh�le on a suspended or 
revoked l�cense;

3 . Determ�ne the extent of crash �nvolvement by those dr�vers; and

4 . Explore the relat�onsh�p between dr�v�ng behav�or and v�olat�ons of those laws .

To ach�eve these object�ves, the research team developed a phased work program that �ncluded a nat�onw�de 
survey of motor veh�cle agenc�es to document current dr�ver mon�tor�ng, l�cense suspens�on/revocat�on, and 
dr�ver h�story data arch�ve and retr�eval pract�ces; a rev�ew of State laws govern�ng l�cense suspens�on; and a 
deta�led analys�s of suspended/revoked dr�ver h�story data for four representat�ve case study jur�sd�ct�ons . It 
should be noted that the study d�d not address unl�censed dr�vers .

report Outline

The rema�nder of th�s report summar�zes the results of the research . Sect�on two descr�bes the results of 
the motor veh�cle agency survey and presents a broad leg�slat�ve rev�ew of l�cense suspens�on laws �n the 
50 States and the D�str�ct of Columb�a . Sect�on three summar�zes the process used to select the case-study 
jur�sd�ct�ons profiled as part of the suspended dr�ver data analys�s . Sect�on four descr�bes data acqu�s�t�on 
and analys�s methods; presents the results of the analys�s; and descr�bes suspens�on patterns, �nclud�ng: the 
�nc�dence of subsequent conv�ct�on for dr�v�ng wh�le suspended and crash �nvolvement among suspended/
revoked dr�vers �n four case study jur�sd�ct�ons . F�nally, sect�on five presents a d�scuss�on of the study’s key 
find�ngs and recommendat�ons for future research .
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SEction 2: 
StatE agEncy SurvEy and LEgiSLativE rEviEw

As descr�bed br�efly above, phase one research �nvolved conduct�ng a survey of State motor veh�cle agenc�es 
and a rev�ew of State laws govern�ng dr�ver’s l�cense suspens�on �n the Un�ted States . Th�s sect�on descr�bes 
survey methods and results and summar�zes suspens�on laws and pol�c�es �n the 50 States and the D�str�ct 
of Columb�a .

Agency Survey

In July and August 2006, the research team conducted a survey of U .S . State motor veh�cle agenc�es to docu-
ment current dr�ver mon�tor�ng, l�cense suspens�on/revocat�on, and dr�ver h�story data arch�ve and retr�eval 
pract�ces . The survey was des�gned w�th �nput and ass�stance of AAMVA research staff and conducted us�ng 
AAMVA’s Websurveyer Internet survey �nstrument . The survey conta�ned 17 mult�ple-cho�ce and open-ended 
quest�ons . 

Survey respondents were recru�ted v�a var�ous AAMVA l�stserv and e-newsletter publ�cat�ons . In add�t�on, 
efforts were made to �ncrease survey response rates by contact�ng AAMVA reg�on managers and w�th tar-
geted e-ma�l and phone contacts to ensure appropr�ate geograph�c part�c�pat�on w�th�n each AAMVA serv�ce 
reg�on . Survey responses were comp�led electron�cally v�a Websurveyer and exported for use �n M�crosoft 
Excel . Data analys�s was conducted by researchers at the Voorhees Transportat�on Center . 

General Findings

A total of 36 jur�sd�ct�ons responded to the survey . Complete responses were rece�ved from the follow�ng 
jur�sd�ct�ons, organ�zed by AAMVA serv�ce reg�on:

Table 1: State survey responses by AAMVA region
Region I Region II Region III Region IV

Connect�cut Alabama Ind�ana Ar�zona
Delaware Arkansas Kansas Colorado

D�str�ct of Columb�a Flor�da M�ch�gan Idaho
Ma�ne Kentucky M�nnesota Montana

Maryland North Carol�na M�ssour� Oregon
Massachusetts South Carol�na Nebraska Utah

New York Tennessee North Dakota Wash�ngton
Pennsylvan�a V�rg�n�a Oh�o Wyom�ng
Rhode Island South Dakota

Vermont W�scons�n

For comparat�ve purposes, the respond�ng jur�sd�ct�ons were categor�zed by s�ze of jur�sd�ct�on �n terms of 
number of l�censed dr�vers �n each State . Table 2 prov�des a breakdown of jur�sd�ct�ons respond�ng to the sur-
vey by s�ze of jur�sd�ct�on . 

Table 2: Size of responding jurisdiction
Size of Jurisdiction (number of licensed drivers) Number of Respondents Percent

Large (more than 5 m�ll�on) 9 25%
Med�um (1,000,001 to 5 m�ll�on) 17 47%
Small (1 m�ll�on or less)
Total

10
36

28%
100%
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Table 3: Licensed versus suspended drivers in each State (2005)
State

AK

Number of Licensed Drivers Number of Suspended Drivers Percent Suspended

2,035,490 90,000 4 .4%

AL 3,668,028 156,824 4 .3%

AR 2,035,490 90,000 4 .4%

AZ 4,701,960 194,260 4 .1%

CO 4,477,556 400,000 8 .9%

CT 2,700,000 100,000 3 .7%

DC 340,000 9,000 2 .6%

DE 619,878 106,501 17 .2%

FL 10,000,000 1,000,000 10 .0%

ID 1,000,000 65,000 6 .5%

IN 5,500,000 200,000 3 .6%

KY 3,000,000 100,000 3 .3%

MA 5,000,000 54,000 1 .1%

MD 3,846,425 129,976 3 .4%

ME 1,000,000 23,000 2 .3%

MN 3,000,000 300,000 10 .0%

MO 4,100,000 325,000 7 .9%

MT 733,679 40,000 5 .5%

ND 450,000 25,000 5 .6%

NE 1,300,000 60,000 4 .6%

NY 10,000,000 400,000 4 .0%

OH 8,000,000 75,000 0 .9%

OR 2,700,000 300,000 11 .1%

RI 750,000 71,955 9 .6%

SD 550,000 22,000 4 .0%

TN 4,400,000 600,000 13 .6%

UT 1,800,000 230,000 12 .8%

VA 5,200,000 1,700,000 32 .7%

VT 588,194 143,365 24 .4%

WA 5,000,000 181,000 3 .6%

WI

WY

3,930,000

450,000

119,430 3 .0%

16,000 3 .6%

As part of the survey, part�c�pants were asked to est�mate (on average) how many dr�vers were suspended 
and/or revoked at any g�ven t�me �n the�r jur�sd�ct�on . Responses were rece�ved from 32 jur�sd�ct�ons . 
Accord�ng to the data prov�ded, the average rate of suspens�on among those jur�sd�ct�ons part�c�pat�ng �n the 
survey was 7 .4 percent . Suspens�on rates ranged from a low of approx�mately 1 percent �n Massachusetts to 
a h�gh of nearly 33 percent �n V�rg�n�a . A s�m�lar survey conducted by the research team �n 2004 found s�m�lar 
rates of suspens�on (Carneg�e, 2007) . Table 3 prov�des a breakdown of the number of suspended dr�vers as a 
proport�on to the total l�censed dr�ver populat�on �n each State .

Twenty-two jur�sd�ct�ons respond�ng to the survey (61%) use a po�nt-based system to mon�tor dr�ver behav-
�or . Seven jur�sd�ct�ons (19%) use an occurrence-based system, and another seven jur�sd�ct�ons (19%) 
mon�tor dr�v�ng behav�or us�ng some comb�nat�on of both po�nt- and occurrence-based mon�tor�ng . All 36 
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jur�sd�ct�ons respond�ng to the survey reported suspend�ng and/or revok�ng dr�v�ng pr�v�leges for non-dr�v�ng 
reasons . 

Driver history data archiving and retrieval practices

Data archival practices vary s�gn�ficantly by jur�sd�ct�on . Approx�mately one th�rd of the survey respondents 
(11 jur�sd�ct�ons) reported arch�v�ng dr�ver h�story data and records �ndefin�tely . One th�rd (11 jur�sd�ct�on) 
reported arch�v�ng data for more than 10 years but not �ndefin�tely; and 10 jur�sd�ct�ons (30%) reported sav-
�ng dr�ver h�story data between 5 and 10 years . Three jur�sd�ct�ons (Connect�cut, Maryland, & North Dakota) 
reported purg�ng some data after as l�ttle as three years . 

Data storage platforms also var�ed by jur�sd�ct�on and ranged from ma�nframe data management systems 
such as IBM VSAM, IMS, and CICS to scaleable server databases such as Oracle, to smaller-scale database 
management programs such as M�crosoft SQL and IBM DB2 . S�xteen of the jur�sd�ct�ons respond�ng to the 
survey (44%) reported ma�nta�n�ng the�r dr�ver h�story data us�ng ma�nframe computer systems . Four (11%) 
reported us�ng an Oracle system and 11 jur�sd�ct�ons (31%) reported us�ng smaller-scale systems run on 
local servers . Respondents from five jur�sd�ct�ons prov�ded no answer or were unsure of what data platform 
was used �n the�r jur�sd�ct�ons . A cross-reference of jur�sd�ct�on s�ze w�th selected database platform revealed 
no relat�onsh�p between the s�ze of the jur�sd�ct�on and the platform used . Most, but not all, jur�sd�ct�ons 
respond�ng to the survey (83%) reported ma�nta�n�ng a data cod�ng �ndex or s�ngle-source data d�ct�onary for 
dr�ver h�story data entry purposes . 

Twenty-three jur�sd�ct�ons (64%) respond�ng to the survey reported enter�ng data related to crash involve-
ment as part of dr�ver h�stor�es . The level of crash data deta�l var�ed by jur�sd�ct�on and ranged from very 
bas�c data (e .g ., crash date and whether the crash �nvolved a fatal�ty) to very deta�led data (e .g ., crash date, 
type of crash, number of veh�cles �nvolved, fatal�ty �nvolvement, amount of property damage, and crash loca-
t�on) . In 26 jur�sd�ct�ons, complete crash records are ma�nta�ned by agenc�es other than the motor veh�cle 
l�cens�ng agency . 

Th�rty-one of the 36 survey respondents prov�ded a br�ef summary of how data �s retr�eved for stat�st�cal 
analys�s . All 31 respondents prov�d�ng an answer to th�s quest�on reported that data requests beyond stan-
dard stat�st�cal reports must be made �n wr�t�ng and requ�re some level of programm�ng based on the query 
cr�ter�a spec�fied . The typ�cal t�meframe for rece�v�ng data ranged from 1-14 days (11 jur�sd�ct�ons), to 15-30 
days, (6 jur�sd�ct�ons) to an unknown per�od of t�me (15 jur�sd�ct�ons) . Those report�ng an unknown per�od of 
t�me �nd�cated that the t�meframe depends largely on the extent and nature of the data request . All 31 jur�sd�c-
t�ons that responded to th�s quest�on also prov�ded contact �nformat�on for the �nd�v�duals �n the�r agenc�es to 
whom a request for data can be subm�tted . 

Legislative review

The reasons for dr�ver’s l�cense suspens�on are d�verse, complex, and somet�mes �nterrelated . Reasons 
�nclude those that are dr�v�ng-related (e .g ., DUI, hab�tual bad dr�v�ng, reckless dr�v�ng, and dr�v�ng wh�le 
suspended); those that are not dr�v�ng-related (e .g ., fa�lure to pay ch�ld support or fa�lure to appear �n court 
for a non-dr�v�ng offense and suspens�ons �mposed for drug-related offenses not �nvolv�ng the operat�on of 
a motor veh�cle); and those that are for compl�ance reasons �nd�rectly related to dr�v�ng behav�or or motor 
veh�cle use (e .g ., fa�l�ng to appear �n court to pay/sat�sfy a park�ng t�cket or mov�ng v�olat�on; fa�l�ng to ma�n-
ta�n proper auto �nsurance; and fa�l�ng to pay court/agency fines and fees that stem from a dr�v�ng-related 
�nfract�on) (Carneg�e, 2007) .

As part of th�s study, the research team conducted a rev�ew of State laws govern�ng dr�ver’s l�cense suspen-
s�on �n the 50 States and the D�str�ct of Columb�a . The pr�mary purpose of the rev�ew was to determ�ne the 
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extent to wh�ch var�ous jur�sd�ct�ons currently w�thdraw dr�v�ng pr�v�leges for non-dr�v�ng reasons . The rev�ew 
drew upon �nformat�on and data from three pr�mary sources: (1) the nat�onw�de survey of motor veh�cle agen-
c�es descr�bed earl�er �n th�s sect�on (36 jur�sd�ct�ons responded to the survey); (2) a 2004 survey of motor 
veh�cle agenc�es conducted for the New Jersey Motor Veh�cle Comm�ss�on (Carneg�e, 2007); and (3) a rev�ew 
of State dr�ver’s l�cens�ng documents and statutes accessed v�a the Internet . 

Currently, all 50 States and the D�str�ct of Columb�a have laws that perm�t the State motor veh�cle agency and/
or the courts to w�thdraw dr�v�ng pr�v�leges for at least some non-dr�v�ng reasons . The most common non-
dr�v�ng reasons for suspens�on �nclude the follow�ng: 

■ Fa�lure to comply w�th a ch�ld support order (47 jur�sd�ct�ons or 92%);

■ Fa�lure to ma�nta�n proper �nsurance (45 jur�sd�ct�ons or 88%);

■ Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a summons for a mov�ng v�olat�on (43 jur�sd�ct�ons or 84%);

■ Fraudulent appl�cat�on for a dr�ver’s l�cense or veh�cle reg�strat�on documents (40 jur�sd�ct�ons or 78%);

■ Altered or unlawful use of a dr�ver’s l�cense (39 jur�sd�ct�ons or 76%); 

■ Alcohol and drug-related offenses by m�nors, other than DUI (38 jur�sd�ct�ons or 75%);

■ Conv�ct�ons for drug-related offenses, other than DUI (34 jur�sd�ct�ons or 67%); and

■ Fa�lure to pay motor veh�cle and/or court fines, fees, and surcharges (31 jur�sd�ct�ons or 61%) .

Other less common reasons for suspens�on �nclude the follow�ng:

■ Truancy (15 jur�sd�ct�ons or 29%); 

■ Fuel theft (14 jur�sd�ct�ons or 27%); 

■ Del�nquent conduct by a m�nor (13 jur�sd�ct�ons or 25%);

■ Use of fict�t�ous l�cense plate, reg�strat�on, or �nspect�on st�cker (13 jur�sd�ct�ons or 25%);

■ Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a park�ng t�cket (8 jur�sd�ct�ons or 16%);

■ Mak�ng terror�st threats (New York and Pennsylvan�a);

■ Graffit� (Colorado);

■ Fa�lure to reg�ster as a sex offender (Massachusetts); and

■ Attempt to purchase tobacco by a m�nor (Oregon) .

Table 4 summar�zes the reasons for suspens�on �n each jur�sd�ct�on . 
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Table 4: Reasons for driver’s license suspension/revocation in the United States
AL AK* AZ AR CA* CO CT DE DC FL GA* HI* ID IL* IN IA* KS KY LA* ME MD MA MI MN MS* MO

DRIVING-RELATED REASON FOR SUSPENSION
Dr�v�ng wh�le �ntox�cated or under the �nfluence of drugs ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Dr�v�ng wh�le suspended or revoked ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Reckless dr�v�ng ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Careless dr�v�ng ■ ■ ■

Leav�ng the scene of an acc�dent ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Accumulat�on of po�nts or “countable” v�olat�ons/crashes ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

NON-DRIVING REASONS FOR SUSPENSION
Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a summons for a mov�ng v�olat�on ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a park�ng t�cket ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to pay a motor veh�cle fine, surcharge or fee ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to pay court fines, fees or surcharges ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to comply w�th a ch�ld support order ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Conv�ct�on for a drug-related offense other than DUI ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to ma�nta�n proper �nsurance ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Altered or unlawful use of a dr�ver’s l�cense ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

F�ct�c�ous l�cense plates, reg�strat�on, �nspect�on etc . ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fraudulent appl�cat�on for dr�ver’s l�cense or veh�cle reg�strat�on documents ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Alcohol and drug related offenses by m�nors other than DUI ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Truancy ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Del�nquent conduct by a m�nor ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

MT NE NV* NH* NJ* NM* NY NC ND OH OK* OR PA RI SC SD TN TX* UT VT VA WA WV* WI WY
DRIVING-RELATED REASON FOR SUSPENSION

Dr�v�ng wh�le �ntox�cated or under the �nfluence of drugs ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Dr�v�ng wh�le suspended or revoked ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Reckless dr�v�ng ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Careless dr�v�ng ■ ■ ■

Leav�ng the scene of an acc�dent ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Accumulat�on of po�nts or “countable” v�olat�ons/crashes ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

NON-DRIVING REASONS FOR SUSPENSION
Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a summons for a mov�ng v�olat�on ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a park�ng t�cket ■ ■

Fa�lure to pay a motor veh�cle fine, surcharge or fee ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to pay court fines, fees or surcharges ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to comply w�th a ch�ld support order ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Conv�ct�on for a drug-related offense other than DUI ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to ma�nta�n proper �nsurance ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Altered or unlawful use of a dr�ver’s l�cense ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

F�ct�c�ous l�cense plates, reg�strat�on, �nspect�on etc . ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fraudulent appl�cat�on for dr�ver’s l�cense or veh�cle reg�strat�on documents ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Alcohol and drug related offenses by m�nors other than DUI ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Truancy ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Del�nquent conduct by a m�nor ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Notes: The data presented �n th�s table was pr�mar�ly der�ved from a 2005 survey of motor veh�cle agenc�es (31 responses were rece�ved) . The survey data was supplemented w�th a rev�ew of on-l�ne mate-
r�al . Informat�on for those states marked w�th an * was comp�led from motor veh�cle l�cens�ng documents and statues ava�lable v�a the �nternet .
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SEction 3: 
caSE Study SELEction

As stated earl�er, one of the pr�mary research object�ves for th�s study was to document the �nc�dence of 
conv�ct�ons for dr�v�ng wh�le suspended and crash �nvolvement among suspended/revoked dr�vers . As noted 
above, the purpose of the agency survey was to prov�de basel�ne �nformat�on regard�ng current State prac-
t�ces related to dr�ver mon�tor�ng, l�cense suspens�on, and dr�ver h�story data arch�ve and retr�eval pract�ces . 
Th�s basel�ne data, wh�ch was summar�zed �n Sect�on two, prov�ded a foundat�on for select�ng case study 
jur�sd�ct�ons for deta�led dr�ver h�story data analys�s �n s�x representat�ve jur�sd�ct�ons . 

Screening Process 

The un�verse of potent�al case study locat�ons was l�m�ted to the 36 jur�sd�ct�ons respond�ng to the survey . 
Each jur�sd�ct�on respond�ng to the survey was then ranked based on survey responses accord�ng to a set of 
five pr�mary cr�ter�a . Th�s rank�ng resulted �n a short l�st of 11 jur�sd�ct�ons for further cons�derat�on . Step two 
�nvolved consultat�on w�th representat�ves from AAMVA and NHTSA and cons�derat�on of a var�ety of second-
ary factors . The pr�mary screen�ng cr�ter�a and secondary factors are descr�bed below .

Primary Screening Criteria

The follow�ng are the pr�mary screen�ng cr�ter�a used to rank potent�al case study jur�sd�ct�ons: 

1 . Suspend for a variety of driving and non-driving reasons—G�ven that one of the study’s research objec-
t�ves �s to exam�ne the �nc�dence of crash �nvolvement among dr�vers suspended for d�fferent reasons 
(both dr�v�ng and non-dr�v�ng), the selected case study jur�sd�ct�ons should suspend dr�vers for non-dr�v-
�ng reasons . As noted earl�er, all of the jur�sd�ct�ons that responded to the survey reported suspend�ng 
dr�v�ng pr�v�leges for non-dr�v�ng reasons (Suspend for non-driving reasons = 1 point)

2 . One-stop access to crash data—The selected case study jur�sd�ct�ons should record at least bas�c crash 
data as part of dr�ver h�story data arch�ves . Deta�led crash data regard�ng at-fault crashes, type of crash, 
and sever�ty of crash �s preferred . Those jur�sd�ct�ons that do not record at least bas�c crash data as part 
of dr�ver h�stor�es should not be cons�dered for th�s study . (Basic data = 1 point, limited data = 2 points, 
detailed data = 3 points)

3 . Period of time data is archived—The selected case study jur�sd�ct�ons should ma�nta�n dr�ver h�story 
data for a m�n�mum of five years . A per�od of 10 years �s preferred . (5-10 years = 1 point, More tan 10 
years = 2 points)

4 . Reasonable opportunity for successful data retrieval—The selected case study jur�sd�ct�ons should 
prov�de a reasonable opportun�ty for success �n terms of data access and retr�eval . Th�s should �nclude 
cons�derat�ons related to data request processes and est�mated t�me for data retr�eval . (High—reason-
able data request procedure and short turnaround time [two weeks or less] to fulfill data request = 3 
points; Medium—reasonable data request procedure and turnaround time was less than 30 days or 
unspecified depending on request = 2 points; Low—somewhat difficult data request procedure and/or 
long turnaround time to fulfill data request = 1 point; Limited or no information provided regarding data 
request procedures = 0 points)

5 . Data “index” available—The selected case study jur�sd�ct�ons should ma�nta�n a comprehens�ve data 
cod�ng �ndex that can be made ava�lable to the research team . (1 point)
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Secondary Considerations

The follow�ng secondary factors were cons�dered pr�or to select�ng the final l�st of case study jur�sd�ct�ons . 

A . Geographic diversity—The selected case study jur�sd�ct�ons should represent a d�vers�ty of geograph�c 
locat�ons . Toward th�s end, at least one case study jur�sd�ct�on should be selected from each of AAMVA’s 
four serv�ce reg�ons . 

B . Size diversity—The selected case study jur�sd�ct�ons should represent a range of jur�sd�ct�ons �n terms 
of s�ze of l�censed dr�ver populat�on . 

C . Size of suspended driver population—The selected case study jur�sd�ct�ons should have a large enough 
pool of suspended dr�vers to support val�d sample select�on .

Short List and Final Selection of Case Study Jurisdictions

Based on the data and �nformat�on prov�ded �n response to the survey, 11 jur�sd�ct�ons were selected for short 
l�st�ng (see Table 5) . Each jur�sd�ct�on met most or all of the select�on cr�ter�a descr�bed above . In add�t�on, the 
11 jur�sd�ct�ons prov�ded a d�vers�ty of geograph�c and s�ze representat�on . 

Table 5: Short list of potential case study jurisdictions
Region I Region II Region III Region IV

New Jersey * (large) Arkansas (med�um) Kansas (med�um) Colorado (med�um)
New York (large) Flor�da (large) M�ch�gan (large) Oregon (med�um)

Pennsylvan�a (large) Tennessee (med�um) South Dakota (small)
*  New Jersey d�d not formally respond to the survey and was therefore not �ncluded �n the survey data analys�s . However, New Jersey was �ncluded 

�n the short l�st screen�ng process . The �nformat�on and data used for th�s purpose was prov�ded by members of the research team fam�l�ar w�th 
New Jersey dr�ver l�cense pol�c�es and dr�ver h�story data arch�ve and retr�eval pract�ces . 

Eleven AAMVA Region I jur�sd�ct�ons responded to the agency survey . Of those, three scored e�ght or more 
po�nts based on the cr�ter�a outl�ned above . 

1 . New York rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 8 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . 
It �s a large jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 10 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . Approx�mately four percent or 
400,000 l�censed dr�vers have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended . In New York, dr�v�ng behav�or �s mon�-
tored us�ng a comb�nat�on of both po�nt- and occurrence-based mon�tor�ng . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes 
data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons as well as deta�led crash �nvolvement data, �nclud�ng: event 
date, property damage, personal �njury, fatal�ty �nd�cator, and reference number for cross-check�ng data 
w�th other data sets . Dr�ver h�story data was last purged 14 years ago �n 1992 . Data �s ma�nta�ned on an 
Oracle database system . The process for retr�ev�ng data var�es but most often �nvolves some level of pro-
gramm�ng . The t�meframe for data del�very �s dependent on the �nformat�on that �s be�ng requested . New 
York ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

2 . Pennsylvania also rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 8 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on 
cr�ter�a . S�m�lar to New York, �t �s a large jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 8 .4 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . 
Pennsylvan�a d�d not prov�de data regard�ng the number of suspended dr�vers when respond�ng to th�s 
survey . However, prev�ous research conducted by the research team �nd�cates that �n 2004, the State had 
approx�mately 600,000 suspended dr�vers . At the t�me, th�s represented approx�mately seven percent 
of all l�censed dr�vers �n the State . In Pennsylvan�a, dr�v�ng behav�or �s mon�tored us�ng a po�nt-based 
system . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons as well as l�m�ted crash 
�nvolvement data, �nclud�ng: event date, acc�dent sever�ty, and reference number for cross-check�ng data 
w�th other data sets . Dr�ver h�story data �s ma�nta�ned �ndefin�tely us�ng a ma�nframe IBM CICS data-
base system . The process for retr�ev�ng data var�es but most often �nvolves some level of programm�ng . 
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Data requests must be made �n wr�t�ng spec�fy�ng the data elements requ�red and a deta�led explana-
t�on on how the data w�ll be used . The t�meframe for data retr�eval and del�very depends on ava�lable 
PennDOT resources and the complex�ty of the request . Pennsylvan�a ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data 
cod�ng “�ndex .”

3 . New Jersey �s the th�rd reg�on 1 jur�sd�ct�on to rece�ve a total screen�ng score of 8 out of 10 and d�d not 
meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . S�m�lar to New York and Pennsylvan�a, New Jersey �s a large jur�sd�c-
t�on . The State has approx�mately 6 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers and approx�mately 300,000 suspended dr�v-
ers at any g�ven t�me . Th�s represents about five percent of the l�censed dr�ver populat�on . New Jersey 
mon�tors dr�v�ng behav�or us�ng a po�nt-based system . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes data related to v�ola-
t�ons, suspens�ons, as well as, bas�c crash �nvolvement data (event date and fatal�ty �nd�cator) . Dr�ver h�s-
tory data �s ma�nta�ned �ndefin�tely us�ng a ma�nframe Legacy database system . The process for retr�ev-
�ng data �nvolves a mult�-staged request and vary�ng levels of programm�ng depend�ng on the complex�ty 
of the data requested . Data requests must be made �n wr�t�ng spec�fy�ng the data elements requ�red and a 
deta�led explanat�on on how the data w�ll be used . The request must first be made to the New Jersey MVC 
dr�ver control un�t wh�ch then forwards �t to the State Office of Informat�on Technology for program-
m�ng and data retr�eval . The t�meframe for data retr�eval and del�very depends on ava�lable resources, the 
complex�ty of the request and compet�ng pr�or�t�es . New Jersey ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data cod�ng 
“�ndex .” Special Note: The research team has extens�ve exper�ence work�ng w�th New Jersey MVC data 
and currently has a data request pend�ng wh�ch should sat�sfy the needs of th�s study . If NJ �s selected as 
a case study locat�on, perm�ss�on to use the data for th�s study must be obta�ned pr�or to us�ng the data . 

E�ght AAMVA Region II jur�sd�ct�ons responded to the agency survey . Of those, three scored e�ght or more 
po�nts based on the cr�ter�a outl�ned above . 

1 . Arkansas rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 8 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . 
It �s a med�um-s�ze jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 2 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . Approx�mately four per-
cent or 90,000 l�censed dr�vers have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended . In Arkansas, dr�v�ng behav�or �s 
mon�tored us�ng a po�nt-based system . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes data related to v�olat�ons and sus-
pens�ons as well as l�m�ted crash �nvolvement data, �nclud�ng: event date, fatal�ty �nd�cator, and type of 
veh�cle . Only at-fault crashes are recorded . Dr�ver h�story data �s ma�nta�ned for 15 years on a ma�nframe 
IBM IMS database system . The process for retr�ev�ng data var�es but most often �nvolves some level of 
programm�ng . The t�meframe for data del�very �s dependent on the �nformat�on that �s be�ng requested . 
Arkansas ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

2 . Florida rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 8 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . It 
�s a large jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 10 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . Accord�ng to data from prev�ous 
stud�es, approx�mately 10 percent or 1 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended . 
In Flor�da, dr�v�ng behav�or �s mon�tored us�ng an occurrence-based system . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes 
data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons as well as bas�c crash �nvolvement data (event date, fatal-
�ty �nd�cator, and at-fault �nd�cator) . Dr�ver h�story data �s ma�nta�ned for 10-75 years depend�ng on the 
offense; and “warehoused” us�ng IBM DB2 software on a local server network . The process for retr�ev-
�ng data var�es but most often �nvolves some level of programm�ng . The t�meframe for data del�very �s 
dependent on the �nformat�on requested and the s�ze of the sample . Accord�ng to the �nd�v�dual respond-
�ng to the survey, most requests for data can be fulfilled �n “a few days .” Flor�da ma�nta�ns a comprehen-
s�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

3 . Tennessee rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 10 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . 
It �s a med�um-s�ze jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 4 .4 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . Approx�mately 14 percent 
or 600,000 l�censed dr�vers have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended . Tennessee uses a po�nt-based sys-
tem to mon�tor dr�v�ng behav�or . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons 
as well as deta�led crash �nvolvement data, �nclud�ng: event date, type of crash, fatal�ty �nd�cator, bod�ly 
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�njury �nd�cator, property damage amount, at-fault, and type of veh�cle . Dr�ver h�story data �s ma�nta�ned 
for 10 years for most offenses and �ndefin�tely for DUI and act�ve suspens�ons and revocat�ons . Data 
�s stored on a ma�nframe IBM database system . Data must be requested �n wr�t�ng and the process for 
retr�ev�ng data var�es but most often �nvolves some level of programm�ng . The t�meframe for data del�v-
ery �s dependent on the �nformat�on requested, but most requests can be fulfilled w�th�n two to three 
days . Tennessee ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

Ten AAMVA Region III jur�sd�ct�ons responded to the agency survey . Of those, three scored e�ght or more 
po�nts based on the cr�ter�a outl�ned above . 

1 . Kansas rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 9 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . It 
�s a med�um-s�ze jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 2 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . Kansas d�d not prov�de data 
regard�ng the number of suspended dr�vers when respond�ng to th�s survey . However, prev�ous research 
conducted by the research team �nd�cates that �n 2004, the State had approx�mately 100,000 suspended 
dr�vers (Carneg�e, 2007) . At the t�me, th�s represented approx�mately five percent of all l�censed dr�vers 
�n the State . In Kansas, dr�v�ng behav�or �s mon�tored us�ng an occurrence-based system . Dr�ver h�story 
data �ncludes data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons as well as l�m�ted crash �nvolvement data, �nclud-
�ng: event date, crash sever�ty, and type of veh�cle . Dr�ver h�story data �s ma�nta�ned for 10 years for most 
offenses and �ndefin�tely for some . Data �s arch�ved us�ng IBM DB2 software on a local server network . 
Spec�al requests for data must be made �n wr�t�ng . The process for retr�ev�ng data var�es but most often 
�nvolves some level of programm�ng . The t�meframe for data del�very �s dependent on the complex�ty of 
the �nformat�on requested . Kansas ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

2 . Michigan rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 8 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . 
It �s a large jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 7 .2 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . M�ch�gan d�d not prov�de data 
regard�ng the number of suspended dr�vers when respond�ng to th�s survey . Dr�ver behav�or �n M�ch�gan 
�s mon�tored us�ng a comb�nat�on of both po�nt- and occurrence-based mon�tor�ng . Dr�ver h�story data 
�ncludes data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons as well as deta�led crash �nvolvement data, �nclud�ng: 
event date, number of veh�cles �nvolved, fatal�ty �nd�cator, bod�ly �njury �nd�cator, negl�gence code, alco-
hol/drug use �nd�cator, and reference number for cross-check�ng data w�th other data sets . Dr�ver h�story 
data �s ma�nta�ned for 7-10 years . Data �s stored on a ma�nframe IBM DB2 database system . Data must 
be requested �n wr�t�ng, and the process for retr�ev�ng data var�es but most often �nvolves some level 
of programm�ng . The t�meframe for data del�very �s dependent on the �nformat�on requested, but most 
requests can be fulfilled w�th�n 7-10 days . M�ch�gan ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

3 . South Dakota rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 9 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�-
ter�a . It �s a small jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 550,000 l�censed dr�vers . Approx�mately 4 percent or 
22,000 l�censed dr�vers have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended . South Dakota uses a po�nt-based system 
to mon�tor dr�v�ng behav�or . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons as 
well as l�m�ted crash �nvolvement data, �nclud�ng: event date, veh�cle type, crash number, and fatal�ty 
�nd�cator . Dr�ver h�story data for standard l�cense holders �s ma�nta�ned for 10 years . Data for CDL dr�vers 
�s saved �ndefin�tely . Data �s ma�nta�ned on an Oracle database system . The process for retr�ev�ng data 
var�es but most often �nvolves some level of programm�ng . The t�meframe for data del�very �s dependent 
on the �nformat�on that �s be�ng requested and programmer workload . South Dakota ma�nta�ns a compre-
hens�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

E�ght AAMVA Region VI jur�sd�ct�ons responded to the agency survey . Of those, two scored e�ght or more 
po�nts based on the cr�ter�a outl�ned above . These �ncluded:

1 . Colorado rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 8 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . It 
�s a med�um-s�ze jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 4 .5 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . Approx�mately 9 percent or 
400,000 l�censed dr�vers have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended . Colorado uses a po�nt-based system 



13

to mon�tor dr�v�ng behav�or . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons as 
well as l�m�ted crash �nvolvement data, �nclud�ng: event date, persons �nvolved, and other unspec�fied 
“stat�st�cal” �nformat�on . Dr�ver h�story data �s ma�nta�ned �ndefin�tely . Requests for data must be made �n 
wr�t�ng and most often �nvolve some level of programm�ng . The t�meframe for data del�very �s dependent 
on the complex�ty of the �nformat�on requested and programmer workload . Most requests can be fulfilled 
w�th�n two weeks . Colorado ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

2 . Oregon rece�ved a total screen�ng score of 8 out of 10 and d�d not meet any of the exclus�on cr�ter�a . It �s 
a med�um-s�ze jur�sd�ct�on w�th approx�mately 2 .7 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . Approx�mately 11 percent or 
300,000 l�censed dr�vers have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended . Oregon uses an occurrence-based sys-
tem to mon�tor dr�v�ng behav�or . Dr�ver h�story data �ncludes data related to v�olat�ons and suspens�ons 
as well as deta�led crash �nvolvement data, �nclud�ng: event date, type of acc�dent, fatal�ty �nvolvement, 
employment �nd�cator, and reference number for cross-check�ng data w�th other data sets . The length of 
t�me dr�ver h�story data �s ma�nta�ned depends on the type of event and ranges from five years to �ndefi-
n�tely . Data �s stored and access us�ng M�crosoft SQL database management software . Requests for data 
must be made �n wr�t�ng and most often �nvolve some level of query programm�ng . The t�meframe for 
data del�very �s dependent on the complex�ty of the �nformat�on requested but most often requests can 
be fulfilled w�th�n two to three weeks . Oregon ma�nta�ns a comprehens�ve data cod�ng “�ndex .” 

The final select�on of case-study jur�sd�ct�ons was made after consult�ng w�th representat�ves from AAMVA 
and NHTSA regard�ng the short l�st and a ser�es of follow-up telephone �nterv�ews w�th the pr�nc�pal po�nts of 
contact respons�ble for data retr�eval requests w�th�n each agency . Based on these �nterv�ews, the short l�st 
was narrowed to s�x jur�sd�ct�ons for subsequent data collect�on and analys�s (see Table 6) . 

Table 6: Final case study jurisdictions
Region I Region II Region III Region IV

New Jersey (large) Flor�da (large) Kansas (med�um) Colorado (med�um)
Tennessee (med�um) South Dakota (small)
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SEction 4:  
ovErviEw of caSE Study juriSdictionS

As noted �n the prev�ous sect�on, the research team contacted each of the 11 short l�st jur�sd�ct�ons v�a 
telephone to d�scuss data acqu�s�t�on . S�x jur�sd�ct�ons agreed to prov�de data on both suspended/revoked 
dr�vers and currently l�censed dr�vers . These were Colorado, Flor�da, Kansas, New Jersey, South Dakota, and 
Tennessee . Th�s sect�on presents a br�ef descr�pt�ve profile of each case study jur�sd�ct�on . The descr�pt�ons 
�nclude an overv�ew of selected h�ghway stat�st�cs and �nformat�on from the leg�slat�ve rev�ew of l�cense sus-
pens�on laws �n each State . Table 7 prov�des a summary of selected h�ghway stat�st�cs for the s�x case study 
jur�sd�ct�ons �ncluded �n the final data analys�s . Table 8 prov�des a qu�ck-reference overv�ew of suspens�on 
reasons by jur�sd�ct�on . 

Table 7: Selected highway statistics—Case study jurisdictions
Registered Vehicle Miles Fatality Rate 

Licensed Drivers Vehicles Traveled Population per 100,000 
State  (thousands)  (thousands)  (millions) (thousands) Traffic Fatalities Population

Colorado 3,341 1,808 47,962 4,665 606 13 .0
Flor�da 13,374 15,691 201,531 17,790 3,543 19 .9
Kansas 1,974 2,368 29,621 2,745 428 15 .6
New Jersey 5,871 6,262 73,819 8,718 748 8 .6
South Dakota 566 854 8,397 776 186 24 .0
Tennessee 4,352 4,980 70,814 5,963 1,270 21 .3

Sources: U .S . Department of Transportat�on, Nat�onal H�ghway Traffic Safety Adm�n�strat�on, Traffic Safety Facts 2005 Early Ed�t�on, Wash�ngton, 
DC: 2006, ava�lable at http://www-nrd .nhtsa .dot .gov/Pubs/TSF2005EE .PDF as of December 5, 2006; U .S . Department of Transportat�on, Federal 
H�ghway Adm�n�strat�on, H�ghway Stat�st�cs 2005, Wash�ngton, DC: 2006; U .S . Department of Commerce, U .S . Census Bureau, Stat�st�cal Abstract 
of the Un�ted States 2006 Wash�ngton, DC: 2006, ava�lable at http://www .census .gov/compend�a/statab/ as of December 26, 2006 .

Colorado

Colorado has approx�mately 4 .7 m�ll�on res�dents and 3 .3 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . There are approx�mately 1 .8 
m�ll�on reg�stered veh�cles �n the State . Colorado dr�vers log approx�mately 48 b�ll�on veh�cle m�les per year . 
In 2005, there were 606 fatal crashes on Colorado roadways . Th�s equates to a per cap�ta fatal�ty rate of 13 .0 
per 100,000 res�dents . Colorado uses a po�nt-based system to mon�tor dr�ver behav�or . L�censed dr�vers may 
have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges w�thdrawn for both dr�v�ng and non-dr�v�ng reasons (see Table 8) . Accord�ng to 
motor veh�cle agency representat�ves, at any g�ven t�me, approx�mately n�ne percent of the State’s l�censed 
dr�vers may have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended/revoked . In add�t�on, �t should be noted that the State 
of Colorado has a cond�t�onal job-related probat�onary l�cense program that allows el�g�ble dr�vers to dr�ve 
for employment, med�cal, and essent�al needs purposes dur�ng the per�od of the�r suspens�on/revocat�on 
(Carneg�e, 2007) . 
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Table 8: Reasons for driver’s license suspension/revocation in the case study jurisdictions
CO FL KS NJ* SD TN

DRIVING-RELATED REASONS FOR SUSPENSION
Dr�v�ng wh�le �ntox�cated or under the �nfluence of drugs ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Dr�v�ng wh�le suspended or revoked ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Reckless dr�v�ng ■ ■ ■

Careless dr�v�ng ■

Leav�ng the scene of an acc�dent ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Accumulat�on of po�nts or “countable” v�olat�ons/crashes ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

NON-DRIVING REASONS FOR SUSPENSION
Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a mov�ng v�olat�on ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a park�ng t�cket ■ ■

Fa�lure to pay a motor veh�cle fine, surcharge or fee ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to pay court fines, fees or surcharges ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to comply w�th a ch�ld support order ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Conv�ct�on for a drug-related offense other than DUI ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Fa�lure to ma�nta�n proper �nsurance ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Altered or unlawful use of a dr�ver’s l�cense ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

F�ct�t�ous l�cense plates, reg�strat�on, �nspect�on st�cker, etc . ■ ■

Fraudulent appl�cat�on for dr�ver’s l�cense or reg�strat�on ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Alcohol- and drug-related offenses (other than DUI) by m�nors ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Truancy ■ ■

Del�nquent conduct by a m�nor ■ ■ ■ ■ ■

Notes: The data presented �n th�s table was pr�mar�ly der�ved from a 2005 survey of motor veh�cle agenc�es (31 responses were rece�ved) . The 
survey data was supplemented w�th a rev�ew of onl�ne mater�al . Informat�on for those States marked w�th an * was comp�led from motor veh�cle 
l�cens�ng documents and statutes ava�lable v�a the Internet . The reasons l�sted �n the table may not be exhaust�ve . 

Florida

Flor�da has 17 .8 m�ll�on res�dents, 13 .3 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers, and approx�mately 15 .7 m�ll�on reg�stered 
veh�cles . It �s the largest jur�sd�ct�on �nvest�gated for th�s study . Flor�da dr�vers log more than 201 b�ll�on veh�-
cle m�les per year . In 2005, there were 3,543 fatal crashes on Flor�da roadways . Th�s equates to a per cap�ta 
fatal�ty rate of 19 .9 per 100,000 res�dents . Dr�v�ng behav�or �n Flor�da �s mon�tored us�ng an occurrence-
based system . Flor�da dr�vers may have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges w�thdrawn for both dr�v�ng and non-dr�v�ng 
reasons (see Table 8) . No data on the number of suspended dr�vers �n Flor�da was made ava�lable for th�s 
study; however, accord�ng to data from prev�ous stud�es, approx�mately 10 percent or 1-1 .3 m�ll�on l�censed 
dr�vers have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended at any g�ven t�me �n the State .

Kansas

Kansas has approx�mately 2 .7 m�ll�on res�dents and 1 .9 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers . There are approx�mately 2 .4 
m�ll�on reg�stered veh�cles �n the State . Kansas dr�vers log approx�mately 29 .6 b�ll�on veh�cle m�les per year . 
In 2005, there were 428 fatal crashes on Kansas roadways . Th�s equates to a per cap�ta fatal�ty rate of 15 .6 
per 100,000 res�dents . L�ke Flor�da, Kansas uses an occurrence-based system to mon�tor dr�ver behav�or . 
Kansas dr�vers may have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges w�thdrawn for both dr�v�ng and non-dr�v�ng reasons (see 
Table 8) . Accord�ng to State motor veh�cle agency representat�ves, any g�ven t�me, approx�mately 5 percent of 
the State’s l�censed dr�vers may have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended/revoked . Further, �t should be noted 
that the State of Kansas has restr�cted-use l�cense program that allows el�g�ble dr�vers to dr�ve for employ-
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ment, educat�on, drug treatment and med�cal purposes dur�ng the per�od of the�r suspens�on/revocat�on 
(Carneg�e, 2007) .

New Jersey

New Jersey has 8 .7 m�ll�on res�dents, 5 .9 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers, and approx�mately 6 .3 m�ll�on reg�stered 
veh�cles . New Jersey dr�vers log more than 73 .8 b�ll�on veh�cle m�les per year . W�th 748 fatal crashes �n 2005, 
New Jersey has the lowest per cap�ta fatal�ty rate (8 .6 per 100,000 res�dents) of the s�x case-study jur�sd�c-
t�ons �nvest�gated for th�s study . Dr�v�ng behav�or �n New Jersey �s mon�tored us�ng a po�nt-based system . 
As �s true �n all s�x case study jur�sd�ct�ons, New Jersey dr�vers may have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges w�thdrawn 
for both dr�v�ng and non-dr�v�ng reasons (see Table 8) . At any g�ven t�me, approx�mately five percent of the 
State’s l�censed dr�vers may have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended (Carneg�e, 2007) . 

South Dakota

South Dakota �s the smallest jur�sd�ct�on �nvest�gated for th�s study . The State has only about 776,000 res�-
dents and 566,000 l�censed dr�vers . There are approx�mately 854,000 reg�stered veh�cles �n the State . South 
Dakota dr�vers log approx�mately 8 .4 b�ll�on veh�cle m�les per year . In 2005, there were only 128 fatal crashes 
�n the State . However, g�ven �ts populat�on South Dakota has the h�ghest per cap�ta fatal�ty rate (24 .0 per 
100,000 res�dents) of the s�x jur�sd�ct�ons �ncluded �n th�s study . L�ke Colorado and New Jersey, South Dakota 
uses a po�nt-based system to mon�tor dr�ver behav�or . In South Dakota, dr�vers may have the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�-
leges w�thdrawn for both dr�v�ng and non-dr�v�ng reasons (see Table 8) . Accord�ng to motor veh�cle agency 
representat�ves, at any g�ven t�me, approx�mately four percent of the State’s l�censed dr�vers may have the�r 
dr�v�ng pr�v�leges suspended . 

Tennessee

Tennessee has approx�mately 5 .9 m�ll�on res�dents, 4 .4 m�ll�on l�censed dr�vers, and approx�mately 4 .9 m�l-
l�on reg�stered veh�cles . Dr�vers �n Tennessee log more than 70 .8 b�ll�on veh�cle m�les per year . In 2005, there 
were 1,270 fatal crashes �n the State . Th�s equates to a per cap�ta fatal�ty rate of 21 .3 per 100,000 res�dents . 
Dr�v�ng behav�or �n Tennessee �s mon�tored us�ng a po�nt-based system . The State’s dr�vers may have the�r 
dr�v�ng pr�v�leges w�thdrawn for both dr�v�ng and non-dr�v�ng reasons (see Table 8) . Accord�ng to motor 
veh�cle agency representat�ves, at any g�ven t�me, rates of l�cense suspens�on �n Tennessee range from 6-14 
percent of the State’s l�censed dr�ver populat�on . It should also be noted that the State of Tennessee has a 
restr�cted use l�cense program that allows el�g�ble dr�vers to dr�ve for employment, educat�on, drug treatment, 
and med�cal purposes dur�ng the per�od of the�r suspens�on/revocat�on (Carneg�e, 2007) .
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SEction 5:  
data anaLySiS and findingS 

In th�s sect�on we descr�be the results of our data analys�s wh�ch �ncluded several areas of �nqu�ry . After 
descr�b�ng data acqu�s�t�on, sample frame, and analys�s methods we exam�ne aggregate trends �n suspens�on 
act�v�ty by compar�ng two groups of suspended dr�vers, those whose suspens�on �s due to dr�v�ng reasons 
and those suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons . 

Data Acquisition, Sample Frame, Methods

Each of the s�x States part�c�pat�ng �n th�s study prov�ded data cover�ng the five-year t�me per�od of 2002-
2006 . The suspended/revoked dr�ver data prov�ded by each jur�sd�ct�on �ncluded the follow�ng dr�ver h�s-
tory �nformat�on: un�que dr�ver �dent�ficat�on number (not dr�ver’s l�cense number), reason for suspens�on, 
and v�olat�on h�story from t�me of suspens�on forward . V�olat�on h�story data pr�or to suspens�on was not 
prov�ded . Crash data were l�m�ted to the per�od of 2002-2006 for those States whose technology could l�nk 
dr�ver l�cense data and crash data . It �s �mportant to note that many jur�sd�ct�ons only record data for at-fault 
crashes . As a result, crash data �n th�s context �s d�fficult to analyze and �ts uses are l�m�ted �n terms of stat�s-
t�cal �nference . 

Sampling Frame

After obta�n�ng the data from each part�c�pat�ng jur�sd�ct�on, the research team created a merged dataset by 
sampl�ng randomly 20,000 dr�ver records from the un�verse of suspended/revoked dr�vers �n the data from 
each State . The random sample was obta�ned us�ng the dr�ver’s l�cense number or other record �dent�fier field 
prov�ded by the jur�sd�ct�on as a un�que �dent�fier . No other metr�c, such as demograph�c or soc�oeconom�c, 
was used to select the random sample . Care was taken to assure that dr�ver’s �dent�ficat�on numbers were 
randomly ass�gned . Th�s resulted �n a dataset conta�n�ng 120,000 suspended/revoked dr�ver’s records . 

Not all of the 120,000 sampled records were useable due to errors �n the dr�vers’ l�cense number or un�que 
�dent�fier field . D�str�but�on of the unusable data was cons�stent across all States except New Jersey wh�ch 
had �n excess of one-th�rd of the errors . The final dataset �ncluded 85,100 un�que suspended/revoked dr�ver’s 
records �nclud�ng dr�vers from all s�x States . Of these 85,100 records, 6,977 �nd�cated a suspens�on or revo-
cat�on w�thout �dent�ficat�on of the reason for the suspens�on/revocat�on . As a result, only 78,123 un�que 
suspended/revoked dr�ver’s records could be categor�zed by reason for suspens�on/revocat�on . Th�s subset of 
records was used �n the deta�led analys�s . 

Methods

G�ven that our data un�verse cons�sts of only suspended/revoked dr�vers’ records for the s�x States, we 
recode the records to create two subgroups—dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons and dr�vers suspended 
for non-dr�v�ng reasons . The recod�ng was based on the research team’s rev�ew of suspens�on reasons �n 
each of the s�x jur�sd�ct�ons and �nterpretat�on of the suspens�ons recorded for each dr�ver . Although spe-
c�fic non-dr�v�ng reasons for suspens�on d�ffer by State, the metr�c of non-dr�v�ng reasons for suspens�on 
rema�ns cons�stent across all s�x jur�sd�ct�ons . The cr�ter�on used to categor�ze dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng 
related suspens�on �ncluded all reasons related to negl�gent operat�on of a motor veh�cle . For the purpose of 
th�s study, negl�gent operat�on of a motor veh�cle �ncludes dr�vers whose suspens�on was ordered as a result 
of fa�l�ng to appear �n court or pay a fine on a traffic v�olat�on . It should be noted �t �s poss�ble that dr�vers 
suspended for fa�l�ng to appear/pay fine (arguably a compl�ance v�olat�on) are not “poor” dr�vers per se �n the 
same manner as a pers�stent or hab�tual v�olator m�ght be . However, because the suspens�on stemmed from 
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an earl�er dr�v�ng v�olat�on, �t �s cons�dered for the purpose of th�s study to be a dr�v�ng-related suspens�on . All 
dr�v�ng and non-dr�v�ng reasons �n the database are shown �n Append�x A . 

Aggregate Trends in Suspension Activity

Table 9 shows the total number of suspended dr�vers by year �n the sample populat�on and the proport�on of 
total suspended dr�vers by suspens�on type . As shown �n the table, the total number of suspended dr�vers 
decreases over the analys�s per�od from approx�mately 19,000 �n 2002 to approx�mately 14,000 from 2004-
2006 . Th�s represents a 26-percent decrease over the t�me per�od . A concurrent result of the downward trend 
�n suspens�ons over the analys�s per�od �s the �ncreas�ng proport�on of dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng rea-
sons �n the populat�on of all suspended dr�vers over the t�me per�od . In 2002, dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v-
�ng reasons represented over one quarter (27%) of all suspended dr�vers . In 2005 and 2006, they represented 
�n excess of one-th�rd (36%) of all suspended dr�vers . 

Table 9: Driving versus non-driving suspensions—2002–2006

Year
Total Suspended Driver  

Records in Sample

Suspended for  
Non-Driving Reasons

Suspended for  
Driving Reasons

Number % of total Number % of total
2002 18,984 5,054 27% 13,930 73%
2003 17,272 4,849 28% 12,423 72%
2004 14,021 4,295 31% 9,726 69%
2005 13,709 4,910 36% 8,799 64%
2006
Total

14,137
78,123

5,140 36% 8,997 64%
24,248 31% 53,875 69%

Violation recidivism, Survival Analysis, and Crash Involvement

In the follow�ng analyses, we define a recorded event w�th�n the database as a crash, mov�ng v�olat�on, con-
v�ct�on for dr�v�ng wh�le suspended, or non-dr�v�ng offense such as fa�lure to pay a court-ordered financ�al 
obl�gat�on, fa�lure to pay ch�ld support, and fa�lure to ma�nta�n cont�nuous l�ab�l�ty �nsurance . After group�ng 
the events, we exam�ned the dr�v�ng records of suspended dr�vers over the per�od of analys�s to document 
how frequently any of the four types of events occurred on each suspended dr�ver’s record . Our database 
cons�sts of 53,875 dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons of wh�ch about 42 percent (22,424) are subse-
quently conv�cted of a v�olat�on wh�le the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges are suspended . Of the 24,248 dr�vers suspended 
for non-dr�v�ng reasons, about 38 percent (9,288) are subsequently conv�cted of a v�olat�on wh�le the�r dr�v-
�ng pr�v�leges are suspended . As shown �n Table 10, the total number of events entered on suspended dr�ver 
records �s relat�vely cons�stent when compar�ng dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng versus dr�v�ng reasons . 
On average, over the five-year t�me per�od, dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons logged 2 .6 events, 
wh�le dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons logged 2 .7 events . 

Table 10: Average number of times suspended drivers observed during the period of  
suspension (2002–2006)

Type of suspended driver Average times observed in database
Suspended for non-dr�v�ng reason (N=24,248) 2 .6

Suspended for dr�v�ng reason (N=53,875) 2 .7

Look�ng at days unt�l an event occurs; Table 11 shows the mean and med�an number of days unt�l an event �s 
recorded �n the database . Dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons rece�ve a mov�ng v�olat�on w�th�n 8 months 
(254 days) compared to 11 months (340 days) for dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons . Both groups 
were �n a subsequent crash w�th�n 10 months (308 days for those suspended for dr�v�ng reasons versus 
9 .4 months or 287 days for dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons) . Dr�vers who were suspended for 
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non-dr�v�ng reasons were subsequently conv�cted of dr�v�ng wh�le suspended w�th�n 11 .7 months (355 days) 
compared to 14 .4 months for dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons . The two groups d�ffer when cons�d-
er�ng the number of days unt�l they rece�ved a mov�ng v�olat�on, a subsequent non-dr�v�ng offense, or a 
subsequent dr�v�ng wh�le suspended v�olat�on . The two groups d�d not d�ffer �n the t�me to �nvolvement �n a 
subsequent crash .

Table 11: Days to event occurrence among drivers suspended for non-driving versus driving  
reasons (2002–2006)

Drivers Suspended for  Drivers Suspended for  
Non-Driving Reasons Driving Reasons

95% Confidence 95% Confidence 
Type of Event Mean Median Interval Mean Median Interval

(293, 323)Crash 287 187 (241, 333) 308 215

Mov�ng V�olat�on 340 214 (328, 351) 254 128 (249, 259)
Non-Dr�v�ng Offense

Dr�v�ng Wh�le Suspended

270

355

160 (262, 279) 404 319 (394, 415)
258 (330, 380) 436 348 (420, 452)

Violation Recidivism

Th�s sect�on exam�nes v�olat�on rec�d�v�sm among dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons versus those 
suspended for dr�v�ng reasons . Table 12 shows both the number of events and the percentage of events 
occurr�ng after the �n�t�al dr�vers’ suspens�on dur�ng the per�od of study . As shown �n the table, mov�ng v�ola-
t�ons are comm�tted by 29 .4 percent of dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons after the�r �n�t�al suspens�on 
wh�le 14 .9 percent of those suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons comm�t a mov�ng v�olat�on after the�r �n�t�al 
suspens�on . Look�ng at non-dr�v�ng offenses, we see that 20 .7 percent of dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng 
reasons comm�t a subsequent non-dr�v�ng offense compared to 8 .8 percent of those suspended for dr�v-
�ng reasons . When cons�der�ng dr�v�ng on a suspended l�cense, 3 .4 percent of dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng 
reasons are conv�cted of th�s offense wh�le 2 .7 percent of dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons are con-
v�cted of th�s offense .

Table 12: Drivers subsequently convicted of an event during their suspension period (2002–2006)
Drivers suspended for non-driving  Drivers suspended for driving  

Type of Event

reasons (N=24,288) reasons (N=53,875)

Number of Events Percentage Number of Events Percentage
Mov�ng V�olat�on 3,613 14 .9 15,850 29 .4

Non-Dr�v�ng Offense

Dr�v�ng Wh�le Suspended

5,028

656

20 .7 4,741 8 .8

2 .7 1,832 3 .4

Survival Analysis

We further explore the v�olat�on rec�d�v�sm between the two groups, dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons 
versus dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons, through surv�val analys�s . F�gure 1 shows the surv�val 
analys�s funct�on graph�cally . In the graph, the vert�cal ax�s represents the surv�vorsh�p funct�on . The surv�-
vorsh�p funct�on shows that the group suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons cons�stently l�es above the group 
suspended for dr�v�ng reasons . Th�s �nd�cates that the rec�d�v�sm rate for dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng 
reasons �s lower through the t�me per�od than the rate for dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons . Th�s find-
�ng rema�ns true when controll�ng for the number of �nd�v�duals �n each group who never reoffend dur�ng the 
analys�s per�od . Stat�st�cally, th�s controls for the censor�ng of those who never reoffend �n the t�me per�od 
under analys�s . 
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Figure 1: Survival graph for recidivism of all types of violations and crashes
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In Table 13, we offer the stat�st�cal hazard outcomes for the surv�val analys�s . We test for the proport�onal 
hazard assumpt�on find�ng that the non-stat�st�cally s�gn�ficant result − 2 χ = .8883 Pr 2 χ = .3459 − leads to 
the conclus�on that there �s no ev�dence of an �ncreas�ng or decreas�ng trend over t�me �n the hazard rat�o . 
The var�ables used �n the analys�s are nom�nal var�ables . The first var�able, dr�v�ng reason, �s coded 1 �f the 
dr�ver’s suspens�on �s for dr�v�ng reasons . The var�able labeled rec�d�v�sm �s coded 1 �f the suspended dr�ver 
comm�ts a mov�ng v�olat�on wh�le suspended, and the final var�able �s the �nteract�on between dr�v�ng reason 
and v�olat�on rec�d�v�sm wh�ch takes on the value of 1 �f the dr�ver �s suspended for dr�v�ng reasons and has 
comm�tted a mov�ng v�olat�on wh�le suspended . The hazard rat�o on the �nteract�on �s 2 .79 mean�ng that the 
hazard for rec�d�v�sm for those dr�vers who are suspended for dr�v�ng reasons and comm�t an add�t�onal 
d r�v�ng-related offense �s 2 .79 t�mes greater than for those who are suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons or 
those who are suspended for dr�v�ng reasons but do not reoffend . 

Table 13: Hazard function for the analyzed period of suspension (2002-2006)

Variable
Dr�v�ng Reason
V�olat�on Rec�d�v�sm
Dr�v�ng Reason* Rec�d�v�sm

Parameter 
Estimate
-0 .814
1 .576
1 .026

Standard
Error
0 .019

χ 2

1906 .47

χ 2Pr> 

< .0001
Hazard Ratio

0 .443
0 .021 5806 .66 < .0001 4 .834
0 .026 1612 .34 < .0001 2 .791
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Crash Involvement

In add�t�on to v�olat�on rec�d�v�sm and t�me unt�l the reoffend�ng event, we exam�ned crash �nvolvement 
among suspended dr�vers to determ�ne �f patterns of crash �nvolvement d�ffered between dr�vers suspended 
for dr�v�ng versus non-dr�v�ng reasons . Table 14 shows that about 0 .09% of dr�vers suspended for a non-
dr�v�ng reason are �nvolved �n a crash wh�le 3 .4% of dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng-related reasons are 
�nvolved �n a crash . If we focus on only those who have been �nvolved �n any of the events after suspens�on of 
the�r dr�ver’s l�cense, we find that about 1 .9% of dr�vers suspended for a non-dr�v�ng reason are �nvolved �n a 
crash wh�le 6 .8% of dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng-related reasons are �nvolved �n a crash . 

Table 14: Suspended drivers involved in a crash during the period of 
Repeat Offenders

Number of 
Type of Suspended Driver N Events Percentage

suspension (2002-2006)
All Suspended Drivers

Number of 
N Events Percentage

Suspended for Non-Dr�v�ng Reason 9,288 176 1 .9

Suspended for Dr�v�ng Reason 22,424 1,525 6 .8

24,248 218 0 .09

53,875 1,835 3 .4
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SEction 6:  
diScuSSion, concLuSionS, and 
rEcommEndationS

There �s a commonly held bel�ef among motor veh�cle adm�n�strators, law enforcement, and the courts that 
suspended dr�vers pose a s�gn�ficant traffic safety r�sk when they cont�nue to dr�ve . As such, dr�v�ng wh�le 
suspended �s treated as a very ser�ous offense �n most jur�sd�ct�ons . Th�s bel�ef stems largely from a t�me 
when there was a d�rect relat�onsh�p between l�cense suspens�on and dr�v�ng behav�or . The real�ty today �s 
that l�cense suspens�on �s w�dely used as a sanct�on for th�ngs other than hab�tual bad dr�v�ng . In fact, several 
stud�es have found that suspens�ons for non-dr�v�ng reasons are far more common than suspens�ons ordered 
to pun�sh hab�tual bad dr�v�ng (Carneg�e, 2007) . 

Accord�ng to a survey of State motor veh�cle agenc�es and a rev�ew of State statutes conducted for th�s study, 
all 50 States and the D�str�ct of Columb�a have laws that perm�t the State motor veh�cle agency and/or the 
courts to w�thdraw dr�v�ng pr�v�leges for at least some non-dr�v�ng reasons . Common non-dr�v�ng reasons for 
suspens�on �nclude: fa�lure to comply w�th a ch�ld support order; fa�lure to ma�nta�n proper �nsurance; fa�lure 
to appear �n court to sat�sfy a summons; fraudulent appl�cat�on for dr�ver’s l�cense or veh�cle reg�strat�on 
documents; altered or unlawful use of a dr�ver’s l�cense; alcohol and drug-related offenses by m�nors other 
than DUI; conv�ct�ons for drug-related offenses other than DUI; and fa�lure to pay a motor veh�cle and/or court 
fines, fees, and surcharges . Other less common non-dr�v�ng reasons for suspens�on �nclude: truancy; fuel 
theft; del�nquent conduct by a m�nor; use of fict�t�ous l�cense plates, reg�strat�on, or �nspect�on st�cker; fa�l-
ure to appear �n court to sat�sfy a park�ng t�cket; mak�ng terror�st threats; graffit�; fa�lure to reg�ster as a sex 
offender; and attempt�ng to purchase tobacco by a m�nor . 

Our analys�s of suspended dr�ver data from s�x jur�sd�ct�ons shows that about 38 percent of dr�vers sus-
pended for non-dr�v�ng reasons and about 42 percent of dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng reasons are sub-
sequently conv�cted of a v�olat�on wh�le the�r dr�v�ng pr�v�leges are suspended . Our data shows an overall 
decrease of 26 percent �n the total number of suspended dr�vers over the analys�s per�od, w�th most the 
decl�ne occurr�ng among dr�vers who were suspended for a dr�v�ng reason . Wh�le approx�mately the same 
number of dr�vers was suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons, they account for a larger proport�on, �ncreas�ng 
from 27 percent of all suspended dr�vers �n 2002 to 36 percent of all suspended dr�vers by 2005 . 

Th�s find�ng �s �mportant because our data analys�s shows that the pattern of v�olat�on and crash �nvolvement 
among dr�vers suspended for dr�v�ng versus non-dr�v�ng reasons vary �n s�gn�ficant ways: 

■ Approximately 30 percent of drivers suspended for driving reasons commit a moving violation while 
under suspension compared to approximately 15 percent of drivers suspended for non-driving rea-
sons. 

■ Approximately 3.4 percent of drivers suspended for driving reasons are convicted of driving while 
suspended compared to 2.7 percent of drivers suspended for non-driving reasons. 

■ Less than one percent (0.09%) of drivers suspended for non-driving reasons are involved in a crash 
while their driver’s license is suspended. This compares to over three percent (3.4%) of drivers sus-
pended for driving reasons are involved in a crash while their driver’s license is suspended. 

These find�ngs are �n many ways �ntu�t�ve and prove the obv�ous–dr�vers suspended for bad dr�v�ng are 
�ndeed bad dr�vers . However, together, the find�ngs also po�nt to the conclus�on that the suspended dr�ver 
populat�on �s heterogeneous �n behav�or wh�le suspended, lead�ng to the conclus�on that safety efforts to 
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combat the problem of dr�v�ng wh�le suspended should take �nto account the d�fferences between the two 
suspended dr�v�ng groups . 

From a pol�cy prospect�ve, the find�ngs appear to support the conclus�on that not all suspended dr�vers 
behave the same and therefore can and perhaps should be treated d�fferently by motor veh�cle agenc�es, 
law enforcement, and the courts . Th�s �s not to say that suspens�ons of dr�vers for non-dr�v�ng reasons �s 
unfounded . On the contrary, we make no statement about the use of suspens�ons regardless of the reasons . 
What we find �s that when compar�ng the two groups, those who are suspended for dr�v�ng reasons versus 
those suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons, our find�ngs suggest that these two groups are not homogeneous 
�n behav�or and therefore may need d�ffer�ng pol�cy act�ons . Th�s presents a d�lemma for pol�cymakers �n the 
context of current dr�ver control and management systems and a mult�tude of Federal and State laws already 
�n place . 

L�cense suspens�on was or�g�nally �ntended as a sanct�on to address poor dr�v�ng behav�or; however, �t �s 
now (almost un�versally) used as a means to pun�sh �nd�v�duals engaged �n cr�m�nal and/or otherw�se soc�ally 
undes�rable behav�or unrelated to dr�v�ng and as a means to compel compl�ance w�th adm�n�strat�ve requ�re-
ments such as appear�ng �n court and pay�ng fines, fees, and surcharges, and �nsurance requ�rements . G�ven 
the s�gn�ficant adm�n�strat�ve burden (both court and law enforcement) assoc�ated w�th process�ng dr�vers 
found to be dr�v�ng wh�le suspended and the fact that dr�vers suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons appear 
to pose a comparat�vely lower safety r�sk (� .e ., fewer v�olat�ons and crashes wh�le suspended) compared to 
those who are suspended based on dr�v�ng reasons, the find�ngs may prov�de a foundat�on for recons�der�ng 
how motor veh�cle agenc�es, law enforcement and the courts deal w�th l�cense suspens�on for non-dr�v�ng 
reasons . 

An opt�on m�ght be to cons�der a new l�censure status that d�fferent�ates between dr�vers suspended for 
bad dr�v�ng and those suspended for financ�al or compl�ance reasons . In fact, �n many jur�sd�ct�ons there �s 
already a dual status system �n place for w�thdraw�ng dr�v�ng pr�v�leges . The ex�st�ng d�st�nct�on �s between 
l�cense suspens�on and revocat�on . Suspens�ons most often represent a temporary w�thdrawal wh�le revoca-
t�ons are a more severe and somet�mes permanent sanct�on . 

Add�t�onally, an opt�on m�ght be to stop the pract�ce of suspend�ng l�censes for th�ngs unrelated to dr�v�ng . 
Th�s would certa�nly reestabl�sh the l�nk between the sanct�on and dr�v�ng behav�or . Unfortunately, we do not 
know the relat�onsh�p �n our study between suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons and the average dr�ver (not 
suspended) . Th�s �s a l�m�tat�on of the study, however we note that prev�ous stud�es �nd�cate that those sus-
pended for non-dr�v�ng reasons may not d�ffer s�gn�ficantly from the average dr�ver (Gebers and DeYoung) . 
We would argue that much more research needs to be done before draw�ng any major conclus�ons about the 
relat�onsh�p between those suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons and the average dr�ver . 

As a potent�al pol�cy, for example, a status of “restr�cted” could be added to suspended and revoked for dr�v-
ers whose suspens�on/revocat�on �s due to non-dr�v�ng reasons . Under restr�cted status, a dr�ver could be 
l�m�ted to dr�v�ng for work, workforce tra�n�ng and med�cal purposes, s�m�lar to the restr�cted use, occupa-
t�onal or work l�cense programs �n place �n many States . The w�thdrawal of some dr�v�ng pr�v�leges would 
l�kely reta�n much of the deterrent or coerc�ve effect that the threat of l�cense suspens�on currently prov�des . 
At the same t�me �t may l�m�t the econom�c �mpact of l�cense suspens�on on those unable to pay fines (e .g ., 
work�ng poor) and �nd�gent �nd�v�duals by allow�ng dr�vers to cont�nue to dr�ve to work . Such a status would 
el�m�nate the need for dr�vers to apply for such a l�cense and rel�eve motor veh�cle agenc�es of the adm�n�s-
trat�ve burden of process�ng restr�cted-use l�cense requests �n the jur�sd�ct�ons that have them . F�nally, such 
a status may reduce the financ�al and adm�n�strat�ve burden to law enforcement and the courts of process-
�ng dr�vers found to be dr�v�ng wh�le suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons, allow�ng law enforcement and the 
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courts to concentrate l�m�ted resources on more dangerous suspended dr�vers–those dr�vers found to be 
dr�v�ng wh�le suspended for dr�v�ng reasons .

The analys�s conducted for th�s study prov�des a basel�ne for further d�scuss�on by the AAMVA suspended/
revoked dr�ver work�ng group . The research results po�nt to d�fferences between the two groups when con-
s�der�ng dr�v�ng behav�or . Overall, the analys�s prov�des �nformat�on to adm�n�strators and safety experts 
�nd�cat�ng the two groups of suspended dr�vers d�ffer on mult�ple d�mens�ons . A quest�on that rema�ns unan-
swered �s whether or not the two groups d�ffer �n r�sk-tak�ng and dr�v�ng ab�l�ty . We have shed some l�ght on 
the fact that v�olat�on rec�d�v�sm and crash �nvolvement vary between the groups and that dr�v�ng v�olat�ons 
after suspens�on are more pronounced for those suspended for dr�v�ng reasons . Dr�vers whose l�censes are 
suspended for dr�v�ng reasons are more l�kely to be conv�cted of a subsequent dr�v�ng v�olat�on, wh�le those 
suspended for non-dr�v�ng reasons are more l�kely to be conv�cted of a subsequent non-dr�v�ng v�olat�on . 
More research �s needed before draw�ng defin�t�ve conclus�ons . 

For example, the crash data used �n th�s analys�s was l�m�ted �n most �nstances to dr�vers found to be at-fault . 
What �s not known �s the �nfluence of suspended dr�vers contr�but�ng to a crash when not found at fault . It 
could be argued that the suspended dr�ver has some fault �n the crash s�nce the dr�ver was not allowed to 
legally dr�ve . An analys�s that d�fferent�ates the number of crashes �n wh�ch the two groups were �nvolved 
may lead to a better metr�c for measur�ng th�s dr�v�ng behav�or . Also, the analys�s was l�m�ted to sample data 
from s�x jur�sd�ct�ons . Th�s �s an �mprovement over stud�es that have focused on data from a s�ngle jur�sd�c-
t�on but quest�ons of representat�veness rema�n . F�nally these data do not allow a compar�son of the v�olat�on 
or crash exper�ences of suspended dr�vers for whatever reason to the general populat�on of dr�vers . What can 
be sa�d from th�s analys�s �s that the find�ngs appear to be robust across the jur�sd�ct�ons sampled . 
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appEndix:  
rEaSonS for SuSpEnSionS in caSE 
Study StatES

Driving reasons

Acc�dent
Allow�ng an Intox�cated Person to Dr�ve
Careless Dr�v�ng In Commerc�al Veh�cle
Chem�cal Test Fa�lure For Alcohol—Adm�n�strat�ve
C�rcumvent�ng/Tamper�ng W�th Ign�t�on Interrupter
Consum�ng Alcohol Beverage �n a Motor Veh�cle
Contest Rac�ng on Publ�c Trafficway
Contr�but�ng to Acc�dent Involv�ng Property Damage
Contr�but�ng to Acc�dent Result�ng �n Bod�ly Injury
Conv�ct�on for Fa�lure to Prov�de Ev�dence
Conv�ct�on Under Impl�ed Consent Law
D�splay/Represent Dr�ver’s L�cense Not Ones Own
Dr�ve on Wrong S�de of Road
Dr�ve w/Unlawful Blood Alcohol Level ( .08 g/dL or 

Above)
Dr�ve w/Unlawful Blood Alcohol Level  .02 (Under 21)
Dr�v�ng After Conv�cted as Hab�tual Offender
Dr�v�ng on S�dewalk
Dr�v�ng Under Influence of Narcot�cs
Dr�v�ng Wh�le Revoked
Dr�v�ng Wh�le Suspended
DUI—Manslaughter
DUI—Property Damage/Personal Injury
DUI—Ser�ous Bod�ly Injury
Elud�ng Pol�ce Officer
Evad�ng Arrest
Exceed�ng Speed L�m�tat�ons
Exh�b�t�on Dr�v�ng 
Fa�l to Stop, Rend A�d Injury/Death
Fa�lure to Appear �n Court—Out of State
Fa�lure to Pay F�ne After Conv�ct�on of Mov�ng 

V�olat�on
Fa�lure to Report Acc�dent
Felony by a Motor Veh�cle
Heedless, W�llful, Wanton, or Reckless Dr�v�ng

Non-Driving reasons

Court Installment Order
Court Ordered—Countermeasure Program
Court Ordered Due to a Judgment
Cr�m�nal M�sch�ef
Deface Publ�c/Pr�vate Property
Fa�lure to Appear—Non-dr�v�ng
Fa�lure to Appear—Worthless Check
Fa�lure to Complete Requ�red Alcohol Program
Fa�lure to Ma�nta�n Insurance
Fa�lure to Pass Requ�red Dr�ver’s Exam�nat�on
Fa�lure to Pay Court F�nanc�al Obl�gat�on 
Fa�lure to Pay F�ne
Fa�lure to Report to Requ�red Dr�ver’s L�cense Exam
Fa�lure to Sat�sfy Non-Mov�ng V�olat�on
Fa�lure to Subm�t Requ�red Med�cal/V�s�on Report
Felony Possess�on/Traffick�ng of a Controlled 

Substance
Immoral Act Involv�ng Motor Veh�cle
Improper Use of DL or ID Card
Inadequate V�s�on
Juven�le Alcohol Offense—M�nor
Juven�le Court Act�on
Juven�le Non-Compl�ance—School Attendance
Juven�le-Restr�cted Perm�t
Juven�le-Truancy
L�tter�ng
Med�cal-Unknown
Non-Felony Drug Possess�on/Use
Nonpayment of Ch�ld Support
Obta�n�ng Dr�ver’s L�cense by Fraud
Outstand�ng Judgment-Unpa�d Referee 
Park�ng Offenses
Petty Theft of Gasol�ne
Possess�on of Alcohol
Possess�on of Alcohol-Non-Dr�ver
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Driving reasons 

H�t/Run—Leav�ng Scene of Injury or Fatal
Illegal Transportat�on of Alcohol or Drugs
Injury Acc�dent—Fault Not Determ�ned
Involved In—Fatal Acc�dent
Involved In—Injury Acc�dent
Involved In—Property Damage Acc�dent
Juven�le Court Suspens�on—Dr�v�ng
Leav�ng the Scene of Acc�dent
Load Dropp�ng/Sh�ft�ng/Escap�ng
No Dr�ver’s L�cense
Operat�ng Contrary to Cond�t�ons Spec�fied
Pass�ng Stopped School Bus
Possess�on of Weapon—Juven�le Court
Rac�ng on Publ�c Trafficway
Refuse Subm�t Breath Test (Under 21)
Refuse Subm�t Breath/Ur�ne/Blood Test
Requ�red Ign�t�on Interlock
Speed�ng 15 Mph or More Over L�m�t 
Suspens�on for Dr�v�ng Off W�thout Pay�ng
Unl�censed Dr�ver
Unsafe Operat�on of a Motor Veh�cle
Us�ng Hand Held Cell Wh�le Dr�v�ng
Us�ng Motor Veh�cle �n Connect�on w�th Cr�me
Vandal�sm �n Veh�cle
Veh�cular Assault—Felony
Veh�cular Hom�c�de
V�olate Safety Zone 
V�olat�on of Restr�ct�on
Wrong Way on One-Way Street

Non-Driving reasons

Sell/Prov�de Alcohol to M�nor
Subject to Se�zures
Theft
Theft of Motor Veh�cle Parts
VISA Exp�rat�on







DOT HS 811 092
January 2009


