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Date of Hearing:  April 27, 2022 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Chris Holden, Chair 

AB 2388 (Villapudua) – As Introduced February 17, 2022 

Policy Committee: Transportation    Vote: 10 - 0 

      

      

Urgency:  No State Mandated Local Program:  Yes Reimbursable:  No 

SUMMARY: 

This bill, effective July 1, 2023, extends the provisional driver’s license (PDL) program, which 

currently applies to any qualified person under 18 years of age, to any qualified person under 21 

years of age. 

The bill requires a driving school that offers PDL instruction to accept installment payments for 

the instruction. The bill also authorizes the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) to charge a 

fee, up to $1, for each driver education or driver training certificate of completion furnished by 

the department and issued to a person who has demonstrated satisfactory completion of a 

certified driver education and driver training course. 

FISCAL EFFECT: 

One-time costs in the low to mid hundreds of thousands of dollars (Motor Vehicle Account 

(MVA)) to DMV to make changes—mainly revision of forms, publications and other content— 

to accommodate the requirements of this bill. DMV estimates these one-time costs to be “in 

excess of” $300,000.   

Any ongoing costs to DMV to process and review applications for PDLs should be offset, 

partially at least, by a reduction in applications for standard driver’s licenses (DLs).  In any case, 

DMV’s $39 fee charged to each applicant for a new DL or new PDL should cover these ongoing 

costs. 

Ongoing revenue of an unknown amount, but potentially in excess of $1 million annually, from 

the $1 fee on each driver education or driver training certificate of completion furnished by the 

department MVA, should DMV choose to exercise the fee authority provided by this bill. 

DMV notes it is completely rebuilding its information technology (IT) systems, a process DMV 

refers to as the “Enterprise Modernization Project – the Digital eXperience Platform (DXP).”  

DMV anticipates the project to last through fiscal year 2025-26.   DMV contends the changes 

called for by this bill will require DMV to both modify its existing IT systems (which DMV 

refers to as its “core legacy systems”) as a temporary solution and to incorporate the 

requirements of this bill into the DXP as a permanent solution.  DMV contends doing so will 

cost “multiple millions of dollars.” 

DMV was not able to specify how much of its costs it attributes to modifying its core legacy 

systems and how much it attributes to incorporating the requirements of this bill into the DXP. 
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DMV warned, however, that expanding the DXP project would be a change in project scope, 

which would be costly and jeopardize on-time completion of the project. 

Were the author to delay implementation of this bill until mid-2027, DMV would experience 

neither the costs to modify its core legacy systems nor the expansion in scope of the DXP 

project.  DMV would still face costs to modify the then-completed DXP, whatever those costs 

may be.  DMV should be able to fully recover these costs within a few years, should it impose 

the $1 fee on each driver education or driver training certificate, as allowed by this bill. 

COMMENTS: 

1) Purpose. The author contends extension of the PDL (which the author refers to as the 

Graduated Driver License Program) to drivers under 21 years of age would save lives and 

reduce injury.  According to the author:  

California loses far too many teens and young adults from preventable 

car crashes. Unintentional injury is the leading cause of death for 

Californians through age 19, and traffic related crashes involving 

young novice drivers is the leading cause of unintentional injury 

deaths and hospitalizations for our youth. 

 

45 percent of eligible drivers are waiting until they turn 18 to get their 

license, primarily because of the costs associated with driving. This 

means they miss out on the benefits of the Graduated Driver License 

Program (GDL) that is currently capped at age 18. These drivers who 

wait are 40 to 60 percent more likely to be involved in a fatal car crash 

compared to their 16-17 year old peers who went through GDL. 

Expanding GDL to 18-20 year olds has the opportunity to save 250-

500 young lives each year and thousands of others who are 

hospitalized due to severe crash injury. 

2) Background. Existing law authorizes DMV to issue a DL to a person who is 18 years of age 

or older who meets certain criteria.  In contrast, the law does not allow DMV to issue a DL to 

a person who is 16 or 17 years of age.  Rather, DMV may issue a PDL to a person 16 or 17 

years of age who has met the following criteria: 

 Has held an instructional permit issued by DMV for at least six months. 

 Has completed driver education and training offered by a secondary school or licensed 

driving instructor.  

 Has completed at least six hours of behind-the-wheel instruction by a driving school or 

licensed driving instructor.  

 Has completed 50 hours of supervised driving practice.  

 Has passed an examination required by DMV.  

Drivers with a PDL are subject to certain restrictions to their driving privilege, with some 

exceptions. Existing law specifies that a law enforcement officer must not stop a vehicle for 
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the sole purpose of determining whether a driver is in violation of PDL driving restrictions. 

However, if a driver with a PDL is found to have violated the restrictions, they are subject to 

various penalties, including fines, community service and suspension of their driving 

privilege. DMV may issue the person with a valid PDL a DL, upon the person turning 18 

years of age, if the person is otherwise qualified for a DL. 

The California 2015-2019 Strategic Highway Safety Plan recommends extending 

California’s PDL requirements to individuals up to the age of 20. Caltrans prepared the 

report in consultation with the California Emergency Medical Services Authority, the Office 

of Traffic Safety, California Department of Public Health, the California Highway Patrol and 

DMV. Nonetheless, none of the administrative agencies currently supports the bill.  

3) Related Legislation.  

a) AB 1267 (Rivas) and AB 3067 (Medina), both of the 2019-20 Legislative Session, and 

SB 571 (Newman) this session, are substantially similar to this bill. AB 1267 was held on 

this committee’s Suspense File, AB 3067 died in Assembly Transportation Committee 

and SB 571 died in Senate Transportation Committee.  

 

b) AB 63 (Frazier), of the 2017-18 Legislative Session, was substantially similar to this bill. 

AB 63 was vetoed by the Governor, who stated: 

 

The provisions of this bill create a burden on a segment of adult 

Californians that are no longer seen as a minor in the eyes of the 

law. Eighteen year olds are eligible to enlist in the military, vote in 

national, state, and local elections, enter into contracts, and buy 

their own car. I believe adults should not be subject to the same 

driving restrictions presently applied to minors.  

c) SB 1223 (Huff), of the 2015-16 Legislative Session, also would have required a person 

under 21 years of age to obtain a PDL before qualifying for a DL.  SB 1223 was held on 

the Senate Appropriations Committee Suspense File. 

 

d) AB 235 (Frazier), of the 2015-16 Legislative Session, would have extended the driving 

restrictions on a PDL from just the first 12 months of licensure to the entire duration of 

the PDL.  AB 235 was held on the Senate Appropriations Committee Suspense File. 

 

e) AB 1801 (Frazier), of the 2013-14 Legislative Session, was identical to AB 235 and and 

was held on this committee’s Suspense File. 

 

Analysis Prepared by: Jay Dickenson / APPR. / (916) 319-2081


