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The Purpose of this Report
This report details the findings of a statewide review of Missouri’s teen driving policies,
education and training, and programs and resources conducted on behalf of the Missouri
Department of Transportation (MoDOT) Traffic and Highway Safety Division by the Governors
Highway Safety Association’s (GHSA) Consulting Services Initiative (CSI). The consultants who
undertook this project – Pam Fischer, Principal of Pam Fischer Consulting, and Karen Sprattler,
Principal of the Sprattler Group, both nationally recognized traffic safety experts with more
than 50 years of combined experience at the local, state and national level – conducted
telephone interviews with representatives of more than three dozen organizations (state and
local government, non-profits, law enforcement, higher education, public health, driver
education) working to address teen driving in Missouri. They were identified with MoDOT’s
assistance and through online research. A program matrix was developed to capture key
information gleaned from these interviews. It is provided as a separate document.
The consultants also reviewed crash, citation, licensing, seat belt use, and school data as well as
policy information provided by MoDOT, the MO Office of the State Courts Administrator, the
MO Department of Revenue (DOR), the MO State Highway Patrol (SHP), and the MO
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE). State-specific demographic and
school population information were obtained from online databases readily accessible to the
public. Missouri’s 2012-2016 Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) and 2015 and 2016 Highway
Safety Plans (HSP) were also reviewed to gain a better understanding of the strategies and
tactics MoDOT and its partners are using to reduce teen crashes and the resulting injuries and
fatalities.
Following completion of this research, the consultants conducted a SWOT (Strengths,
Weakness, Opportunities, and Threats) analysis. A SWOT analysis is a strategic planning tool
designed to help an organization better understand the environment in which it is operating. By
identifying and prioritizing Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats, an organization
is better equipped to develop a plan of action that capitalizes on strengths and opportunities,
while minimizing weaknesses and threats.
The findings of the SWOT analysis were used to develop the recommendations outlined in this
report. MoDOT intends to use this report to develop, in collaboration with its partners, a
statewide teen driving action plan that addresses policy, programs, training, public outreach,
enforcement, and other issues that can positively impact the safety of Missouri’s most
vulnerable drivers.
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The State of Teen Driving
Fatal motor vehicle crashes involving teen drivers 15 to 20 years of age have declined
dramatically in the United States from 7,942 in 2004 to 3,966 in 2013 (National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration [NHTSA], 2015a). This decrease is attributed to strong graduated driver
license (GDL) laws and programs that encourage parental involvement in monitoring, coaching
and supporting their new drivers. The fact remains, however, that teen drivers have the highest
crash risk of any age group on the road and are three times more likely than drivers 20 and
older to be involved in a fatal crash (Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, 2012).
In Missouri, the Traffic and Highway Safety Division, housed within MoDOT, and its partners are
tasked with addressing teen driver safety. The state’s 2012-2016 SHSP identifies young drivers
15 to 20 years of age as high risk. Between 2009 and 2014, Missouri teen drivers 15 to 20 years
of age were involved in 705 fatal crashes and 5,554 serious injury crashes, resulting in 795
deaths and 7,571 serious injuries (see chart below). The good news is that fatalities and serious
injuries involving young Missouri drivers have fallen 27% and 44%, respectively, during this
same time period. However, teens continue to be disproportionately represented in traffic
crashes; they comprise 8.3% of Missouri licensed drivers, but account for 20.7% of crashes
resulting in serious injury or death (MoDOT, 2015a; Missouri Coalition for Roadway Safety,
2012).
Young Driver (15-20 Years of Age) Involved Crashes
2009
2010
Fatal Crashes*
139
111
Serious Injury Crashes
1,187
1,054
Fatalities
156
119
Serious Injuries
1,646
1,444

2011
128
934
151
1,252

2012 2013 2014 Total
123
109
93
703
919
780 680 5,554
135
120 114
795
1,261 1,050 918 7,571

* Fatal and serious injury crashes involved at least one driver 15-20 years of age.
Source: MoDOT
Equally troubling is the seat belt use rate for Missouri teens. Between 2011 and 2013, 71% of
13 to 19 year olds killed in motor vehicle crashes in Missouri were not wearing seat belts
(MoDOT, 2014a). (Nationally, 61% of 13-15 year olds and 55% of 16-20 years killed in a motor
vehicle crash in 2013 were unrestrained [NHTSA, 2015b].) Seat belt use for all teen drivers and
teen front seat passengers was 67% in 2014, a rate that is unchanged from the previous year.
(This compares to the 2013 national use rates of 89% for 8-15 year olds and 87% for 16-24 year
olds [NHTSA, 2015c].) Teen males are less likely than their female counterparts to buckle up
(74.8% versus 63.1%), while teens that drive pick-up trucks have the lowest seat belt use rate at
50.8% (Missouri Safety Center, 2014).
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Teen* Vehicle Occupant Fatalities,
Restrained, Unrestrained & Unknown
2011-2013
Source: MoDOT
Restrained
15
50

Unrestrained
Unknown

160

What is driving the crash and seat belt use rates for Missouri teens? It’s not uncommon for
people to point to texting and alcohol as the leading reason why teens crash. While many teens
crash because of risk-taking, most crashes occur because the novice behind the wheel doesn’t
have the skills or experience to recognize a hazard and take corrective action. That’s because
teens are inexperienced and the part of the brain that controls decision-making and judgment
is not fully developed until they reach their early to mid-twenties (Paus as cited in Shope, 2006).
This may explain why today’s teens, a generation that has grown up with car/booster seats and
seat belts and heard the messages about their lifesaving value, may not recognize the risks
associated with riding unrestrained now that they’re in the driver seat.
When it comes to why teens are crashing, research indicates that driver error is the most
prevalent reason with inadequate scanning, driving too fast for conditions and distraction
accounting for 50% of these incidents (Curry, Hafetz, Kallan, Winston & Durbin, 2011). A review
of Missouri fatal and serious injury crash data (2009-2013) for teen drivers 15-19 years of age
indicates that the top five contributing circumstances are: 1) driving too fast for conditions, 2)
distracted/inattentive, 3) failed to yield, 4) speed exceeded limit, and 5) alcohol/drugs (MoDOT,
2015b).
What is Missouri doing to address this problem? In 2001, the state enacted a Graduated Driver
Licensing (GDL) law – a three-step licensing process (permit, intermediate license, under 21 full
license) – that applies to all novice drivers under 18 years of age (the law was subsequently
amended in 2006). Missouri’s GDL law includes provisions to limit nighttime driving and
passengers during the first year of independent driving, the most dangerous time for new
drivers, and requires seat belt use by all vehicle occupants.
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In addition to enacting a GDL law, a primary texting ban that applies to all drivers 21 and
younger took effect in 2009. The state has also developed teen driving public education and
outreach materials targeted to parents and their novice drivers, and partners with law
enforcement, non-profits, universities, and public health providers to fund teen-related
education and enforcement initiatives. Additionally, driver education and behind the wheel
training is offered in a small number of school districts and through commercial providers.
While it is not possible to directly correlate any one of these activities or reforms with lower
crash rates, collectively these efforts appear to be working. Fatal crashes involving Missouri
teen drivers 15 to 20 years of age have fallen 33% from 139 in 2009 to 93 in 2014 (MoDOT,
2015b&c).
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SWOT Analysis
A SWOT analysis typically categorizes strengths and weaknesses as internal factors and
opportunities and threats as external factors. For purposes of this project, the consultants
elected not to segment the findings into internal and external categories because of the
historically collaborative structure of the MoDOT safe driving coalitions. Instead, this SWOT
analysis looks at the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats from a statewide
perspective that is shared by ALL entities working in the teen driving arena.

Strengths
Missouri has…
 Made young drivers a priority in the SHSP and HSP ensuring focus and funding
 Systems and procedures in place to collect and analyze teen crash and seat belt data
 A committed community of advocates working to prevent teen crashes and save lives
 A GDL law that addresses basic elements of a model law and/or best practice (e.g., law
includes passenger and nighttime driving restrictions, a seat belt requirement for all
vehicle occupants, supervised practice driving hours) albeit at lesser levels than
recommended Teen safe driving materials designed to promote parent/teen engagement
 A primary texting law that applies to all drivers 21 years of age and younger
 Conducted an Occupant Protection Assessment and formed a task force that is
reviewing and prioritizing the recommendations
 Identified the Department of Elementary and Secondary (DESE) as the owner of schoolbased driver education and teacher certification standards
 A law permitting municipalities and counties to pass primary enforcement ordinances
 A law permitting the establishment of commercial driving schools
 Adopted a uniform safety brand (Arrive Alive Save MO Lives) that is placed on all
outreach and educational material

Weaknesses
Missouri lacks…
 Systemic safety protections for novice drivers that are proven to reduce crash risk and
prevent injuries and fatalities (i.e., inadequate GDL provisions, no mandated driver
education and training, , no comprehensive cell phone ban for teens)
 A primary seat belt law for all motor vehicle occupants
 An all driver texting ban
 An incentive for teens to complete and school districts to offer driver education and
training
 Oversight of commercial driving schools
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MoDOT District consistency in how it addresses the teen crash problem and, in some
cases, behavioral safety expertise at the District level
Comprehensive evaluation of its teen programs to gauge impact and reach
A legislative traffic safety champion

Opportunities
Missouri should…
 Encourage counties that encompass the greatest percentage of the state’s population or
are over-involved in crashes to adopt primary ordinances to protect all motor vehicle
occupants
 Enact a primary seat belt law that covers all motor vehicle occupants in all seating
positions.
 Strengthen key provisions of its GDL law that are proven to reduce teen crash risk (i.e.,
nighttime driving and passenger restrictions)
 Identify funding sources that can be used to incentivize school districts to offer driver
education (e.g., increased seat belt, GDL or motor vehicle fines; increased permit or
driver license fees) and encourage more teachers to obtain certification as a driver
education professional
 Develop and pilot a parent education program in partnership with the school districts
currently offering driver education
 Identify and promote teen traffic safety programs that evaluation indicates are
effectively reaching key constituency groups and changing behavior and build an
evaluation component into promising programs
 Provide law enforcement and the judiciary the tools, information and training/education
needed to effectively and efficiently enforce GDL and other motor vehicle laws
 Build on the strength of MoDOT Districts and municipalities with existing seat belt
ordinances by forming a statewide coalition to ignite interest in and gain passage of a
statewide primary seat belt law

Threats
Missouri has…
 Minimal infrastructure for training driver educators and a shrinking pool of certified
driver education professionals due to attrition
 No apparent appetite in the State Legislature and little public clamor for strengthening
critical traffic safety laws, particularly the current seat belt law
 Shrinking MoDOT resources that have increased the demands placed on District staff
 114 counties, many of which are rural, and one independent city making it difficult to
reach all teens and their parents
 567 school districts, making consistency in teen safe driving programming and education
difficult
7

Strengths to Build On
Missouri is clearly committed to helping teens survive their most dangerous driving years as
evidenced by the strengths outlined in the SWOT analysis findings. The fact that young drivers
are a priority in the state’s 2012-2016 SHSP, Missouri’s Blueprint to Save More Lives, and 2016
HSP ensures not only that federal and state funds are allocated to address the teen crash
problem, but also that the impact of that investment is regularly monitored. The plan outlines
key strategies for reducing young driver crashes that leverage three – education, enforcement,
emergency medical services – of the four E’s of traffic safety along with public policy and
performance measures. The latter are particularly important, since what gets measured gets
done.
The strategies outlined in the
plan are being implemented by a
committed community of
advocates, the Missouri
Coalition for Roadway Safety,
which is made up of
representatives from both the
public and private sector. The
Coalition is segmented into
seven regions (based on
MoDOT’s engineering districts)
and each is tasked with
developing a data-driven,
evidence-based strategic plan
that directs resources toward
the emphasis and focus areas
outlined in Missouri’s Blueprint.
Segmenting the Coalition’s work by regions is essential due to the size of the state; Missouri
encompasses 69,704 square miles, is made up of 114 counties and one independent city (St.
Louis) and home to just over six million people (CUBIT, 2014).
The Coalition members’ passion for working on behalf of and with young drivers is evident.
Collectively, they are providing a tremendous public service to all who travel Missouri’s
roadways. Through MoDOT’s leadership, the impact of this work is tracked through crash data
analysis using the Statewide Traffic Records System (STARS) as well as youth seat belt use and
public awareness surveys, parent and teen focus groups, and other methodologies.
Missouri has a GDL law that includes key provisions – late night driving and passenger
restrictions, as well as mandatory seat belt use. GDL is a proven reform shown to reduce teen
crashes and the resulting injuries and deaths 20 to 40% depending upon each state’s provisions
(Shope, 2007). Missouri has developed and made available through a variety of distribution
points (i.e., online, Driver Examination Centers) RoadWise, a parent/teen safe driving guide.
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This publication describes in detail the phases and provisions of MO’s GDL law and promotes
partnership between teens and parents. It includes six lessons to help parents teach and coach
their novice drivers along with a sample supervised driving practice log and parent/teen driving
agreement. The log and agreement are helpful tools to promote parent engagement during the
learner’s stage of licensure and enforcement of the GDL restrictions and motor vehicle laws
once a teen is licensed.
The state also prohibits drivers 21 years of age and younger from texting while operating a
motor vehicle. This is critical since NHTSA data confirm that teens and distraction do not mix. In
2012, 15- to 19-year-olds accounted for the largest proportion of U.S. drivers (10%) who were
distracted at the time of a fatal crash (2014).
Missouri partnered with NHTSA to conduct an Occupant Protection Assessment in 2014. This
comprehensive and impartial review of state policies, programs and practices is a tremendous
tool that a recently formed task force is now reviewing. The information contained in the report
can be leveraged to engage elected officials, partners, stakeholders, and the public in a
discussion about the lifesaving value of seat belts. Absent a primary enforcement law, key to
that discussion should be maximizing the Missouri law that permits municipalities and counties
to pass primary enforcement ordinances.
While statewide law prohibits traffic stops based solely
on seat belt use (for non-GDL holders), local
municipalities and counties can implement an ordinance
to stop drivers based on observed belt use. To date, 45
cities or counties, including St. Louis County and Kansas
City, have primary seat belt ordinances (see the Appendix
for a listing). In addition to primary belt use ordinances,
nine Missouri municipalities currently ban texting by all
drivers. One municipality, O’Fallon, has a general
distracted driving ordinance in place that includes not
only texting, but other distractions including reading,
grooming and inputting data into a GPS device (Hands
Free Info, 2015).

Missouri municipalities with
primary all driver texting
ordinances:
Chesterfield, Ellisville, Florissant,
Kirkwood, Lake St. Louis,
O’Fallon*, St. Charles, St. John, St.
Manchester
*Has a general distracted driving law.

Source: Hands Free Info

Missouri also clearly delineates who owns school-based driver education and teacher
certification standards. While many states are struggling with this issue, Missouri’s Department
of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) is the oversight agency and has regulations in
place governing the provision of driver education and training by high schools. Concurrently,
the state permits commercial driving schools to offer training. It has been reported that this
service is used by families across the state not only to help their novice drivers gain critical skill,
but also to ensure that teens log at least 40 hours of supervised driving practice during the
permit phase as mandated by Missouri’s GDL law.
Finally, the state has adopted a uniform safety brand – Arrive Alive Save MO Lives – that is
placed on all outreach and educational materials including those being developed to ensure
9

state compliance with Title IX. (While 80.4% of the population is white, Missouri is developing
bi-lingual materials. [U.S. Census Bureau as cited in CUBIT, 2014].) Uniformity in branding
reduces clutter and allows the state to effectively engage its partners (government and law
enforcement agencies, academia, safety and public health organizations, businesses), the
media and the public in recognizing and adopting key safety messages. The savemolives.com
website is a valuable tool for housing and disseminating teen traffic safety information and has
easy brand recall thanks to its clever play on words.
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Making Further Gains in Teen Driver Safety
Despite its strengths, Missouri has room to improve. The remainder of this report details what
MoDOT and its partners can do to make further gains in teen driver safety. Twenty
recommendations that specifically speak to the weaknesses, opportunities and threats
identified through the SWOT analysis are provided along with the rationale for each based on
research, best practice, federal regulation, state data, and/or other information. The
recommendations address three key areas: policy, education and training, and programs and
resources.

Policy
Seat Belts
When it comes to enacting new or changing existing policy,
taking an incremental approach is often the best and most
effective way to ensure success. For Missouri, getting to a
primary seat belt law that covers all motor vehicle
occupants in all seating positions should be the state’s
ultimate goal. However, there is little clamor in the State
House or among Missouri drivers to change the current
law (57% of the latter prefer the current secondary law)
(MoDOT, 2015a). Thus, taking the following course of
action is recommended:

 Form a statewide Seat Belt Coalition that
develops and implements a strategic plan
that leverages best/proven practices from
other states.
 Expand the number of local primary seat
belt ordinances to encompass, at minimum, municipalities/counties with
the greatest percentage of the state’s population or those that are overinvolved in crashes.


Enact a primary seat belt law that covers all motor vehicle occupants in all
seating positions.

To gain momentum for strengthening and expanding Missouri’s seat belt provisions, taking an
incremental approach is strongly suggested. The first step is to form a statewide seat belt
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coalition that can leverage its collective assets to create a clamor for change. Since MoDOT is
prohibited from lobbying, engaging non-governmental organizations (e.g., AAA, ThinkFirst,
universities, hospitals, Chambers of Commerce, media) to help carry the water is critical.
Members of the Missouri Coalition for Roadway Safety at both the state and regional level
should be tapped along with representatives from municipalities with local seat belt ordinances
(i.e., elected officials, police, EMS, driver educators). A legislative traffic safety champion should
be recruited to shepherd bills through the state house and survivor advocates identified and
trained to speak out about the issue. Ensuring that the coalition is guided by a dynamic leader
and a well-organized administrator (ideally, these should not be the same person) will bolster
success. Safety advocates in Missouri could benefit from reviewing the strategies and tactics
recently employed by Utah. Despite a penchant for less government interference, that State
enacted a primary seat belt law that took effect earlier this year.
Missouri was among the first states to adopt a seat belt law in 1985. However, it now ranks 41 st
in the nation in seat belt use. In 2013, 67.7% of people who died in motor vehicle crashes in
Missouri were unbelted compared to the national rate of 49% (NHTSA, 2015b; MoDOT, 2015a).
The rate is even higher for teens despite a requirement that all GDL holders and their
passengers buckle up. Between 2011 and 2013, 71% or 160 of the 225 teens 13 to 19 year olds
killed in motor vehicle crashes in Missouri were not wearing seat belts (MoDOT, 2014).
Recognizing the lifesaving value of seat belts (45% reduction in the risk of fatal injury to front
seat car occupants; up to 65% for front seat occupants in SUVS, vans and pick-ups), ensuring
that teens buckle up every trip is essential (NHTSA, 2011). Why? As noted earlier in this report,
teen drivers have the highest crash risk of any age group on the road and are three times more
likely than drivers 20 and older to be involved in a fatal crash (Insurance Institute for Highway
Safety, 2012). Plus, the first two years of driving are the most dangerous for teens, with the
highest risk occurring during the first 30 to 90 days of independent driving (National Safety
Council, 2009; Mayhew, Simpson & Pak, 2003).
But many Missouri teens are not buckling up. A 2014 observational survey of teen belt use
conducted at 150 Missouri high schools found that slightly more than one-third of teen drivers
and their teen front seat passengers were not properly restrained. While teen drivers are
slightly more likely than their passengers to buckle up (69% versus 67.6%, a 1.4% increase over
the previous year), these numbers are well below the observed 2013 statewide seat belt use
rate of 80.1% (Missouri Safety Center, 2014).
Research confirms that teens who live in states with primary enforcement seat belt laws are
12% more likely to buckle up as drivers and 15% more likely to buckle up as passengers
compared to teens who reside in states with weaker secondary enforcement laws. As teens
move through the stages of GDL, those who live in primary enforcement states are more likely
to keep buckling up as compared to their secondary state counterparts (Garcia-Espana, 2012).
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Belt use by teens improves even
more when their parents buckle up
and reinforce the importance of
doing so each and every trip. Teens
decide what’s normal or expected
by observing the behaviors around
them. They will be more likely to
buckle up if their parents have
established it as routine.
Additionally, teens that view their
parents as involved (set rules and
monitor) are twice as likely to wear
a seat belt as a driver or passenger
as teens that say their parents are
uninvolved. These teens also are nearly twice as likely to believe that buckling up affects their
safety (The Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia [CHOP], 2009).
Missouri has demonstrated, through its local ordinances, that moving from secondary to
primary enforcement results in increased seat belt use. Research to assess the impact of high
visibility enforcement (HVE) of St. Louis County’s primary seat belt ordinance (the state’s first
local ordinance enacted in 2007) resulted in a 4.9% increase in belt use compared to a control
corridor. Belt use increased as much among occupants of pick-up trucks as passenger cars, and
increased the most for passengers, reaching nearly 90 percent. The researchers estimated that
as many as 900 serious injuries could be prevented and up to 70 lives and $215 million in
economic costs saved annually if Missouri upgraded to a statewide primary law and conducted
regular HVE initiatives (Nichols, Solomon, Chaffe & Preusser, 2010).
At present Missouri has four statutes addressing occupant restraint in a motor vehicle:
secondary belt use by all drivers and front seat passengers (RSMo 307.178), primary belt use for
GDL holders and their passengers (RSMoSection 302.130 & 302.178), secondary belt use for
persons younger than 18 operating or riding in a truck (RSMo 307.178), and primary belt or
child restraint use for all motor vehicle occupants less than 16 years of age (RSMo 307.179).
While seat belt citations accounted for the second most written violation filed in (24,465) and
disposed of (23,434) in Missouri courts in 2014, the current statewide occupant restraint
statutes based upon ages of drivers and passengers make it difficult to recognize who is and is
not in compliance with the law (Office of State Courts Administrator, 2015). Moving from
secondary to primary enforcement for all motor vehicle occupants regardless of age and
seating position will provide clarity for police, enabling them to better enforce seat belt use
among all age groups.
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Graduated Driver Licensing
A primary seat belt law is one of
several systemic safety protections for
novice drivers proven to reduce crash
risk and prevent injuries and fatalities.
Strong GDL laws are another.
Missouri’s GDL law has been in place
since 2001 and was strengthened to
include a passenger provision in 2006;
however, additional work is needed to
garner the full benefits of this threephase system. Again, working
incrementally is recommended.
While the evidence is undisputable
that GDL policies reduce crashes and
save lives, the move to strengthen
state provisions has slowed
dramatically across the U.S. since 2010. That trend should not deter Missouri’s teen safe driving
advocates from working toward the adoption of the following research-based best practices
outlined in the recently released report, A New Framework for GDL.

 Increase the supervised practice driving hours from 40 (including 10 at
night) to a minimum of 50 (including 10 at night) and require teens to
complete and submit a log when appearing for the road test.
 Restrict nighttime driving, at minimum, between the hours of midnight
and 5 a.m. and limit teen passengers to only one, regardless of family
affiliation, throughout the intermediate license stage.
 Increase the minimum instruction permit entry age from 15 to 16 and the
minimum intermediate licensing entry age to 16 ½.
 Strengthen the penalty provision of the law.
 Expand the charge codes to capture the specific GDL violation on the
traffic citation
Driving is a learned activity that takes practice and no matter how intelligent, level-headed,
respectful or talented a teen may be, when it comes to driving the playing field is level. To gain
skill teens must drive. Researchers point to the need for novices to log at least 1,000 to 1,500
14

miles of driving, in a variety of conditions and on all types of roadways to experience a
significant reduce in crash risk (NSC, 2009). Missouri, like 45 other states, requires young drivers
to accumulate a minimum number of hours of supervised practice driving hours prior to
licensure rather than a specific number of miles behind the wheel.
Research suggests that more hours are better than less and that 80-120 may be optimal,
although 50 is the norm in most states (Senserrick & Williams, 2014). Supervised practice
during the instruction or learner’s stage of licensure results in decreases in insurance claims and
teen deaths (Chen, Baker & Li, 2006; Trempel, 2009). Using the IIHS GDL calculator which shows
how changes to state provisions might affect collision claims and fatal crashes among young
drivers, increasing Missouri’s practice hour requirement from 40 to 50 would result in a 3% and
1% reduction, respectively, in collision claims and fatal teen crashes (IIHS, 2015).
Continuing to require GDL permit holders to log at least 10 hours of practice at night (the
standard in most states) is important because it provides teens the opportunity for supervised
practice under more challenging conditions. Missouri should also build on the requirement that
a qualified person or grandparent accompany the teen to the license office to verify completion
of the supervised practice hours. A survey of parents in five states found that some were not
aware of their state’s supervised driving hour requirement and many did not know the number
of behind the wheel practice hours their teen needed. In Maryland, parental knowledge has
improved now that parents are given a logbook when their teen obtains a permit and are
required to hand it in when their teen appears for the road test (O’Brien, Foss, Goodwin &
Masten, 2013).
The key is ensuring that the log requirement is well-publicized and easy to complete. Missouri
includes a sample log in RoadWise, its parent/teen safe driving guide. A more formal log can be
found on the MO Department of Revenue’s website. The Driver Experience Log (Form 4901) is
provided in Portable Document Format (PDF) so that it can easily be downloaded, printed or
saved on a mobile device for use in keeping track of a teen's supervised practice driving hours.
Adding information about the form, including how to access it online, should be added to the
Practice Driving Log section of RoadWise prior to its next printing (best practice would be to
replace the current sample in RoadWise with the DOR form). The state may also want to
consider exploring the use of an electronic tool or App to help families keep track of their teens’
practice hours. What would be particularly helpful for reinforcing the importance of families
making time to practice is an App that sends an alert to a parent if there are long lapses
between entries.
Driving at night is problematic for all motorists, but especially so for novices. Teens are three
times more likely to be involved in a fatal crash before midnight (NSC, 2009). Since many teenrelated activities occur after dark, fatigue and inexperience combine to impact safety. Add to
that a tendency for teen nighttime driving to include passengers, lack of seat belt use, alcohol,
and a social atmosphere and the risk is even higher.
Studies point to 9 or 10 p.m. as the optimal start time for a nighttime restriction, however,
moving Missouri from a 1 a.m. to a 9 or 10 p.m. curfew start time could be difficult if attempted
15

all at once (McCartt, Teoh, Fields, Braitman & Hellinga, 2010; Trempel, 2009). Moving the start
time back just one hour to midnight could result in a 2% reduction in fatal teen crashes; 11p.m.
would result in a 5% reduction (IIHS, 2015).
Passengers also pose a tremendous risk for teens. While teens look forward to driving with
their friends and parents may view it as the much-anticipated end to years of carpooling,
adding just one passenger increases a teen driver’s risk by 50%. Put three or more teens in the
car and the risk is nearly four times greater (NSC, 2009). Research points to the positive impact
GDL passenger restrictions have on reducing teen crashes – from 9 to 21% when a teen is
restricted from transporting any
passengers and 7 to 20% when there is a
one passenger limit (Masten, Foss &
Marshall, 2013; McCartt et al., 2010).
Missouri’s GDL currently allows a novice
driver to have one friend (under 19) in the
vehicle (in addition to family members)
during the first six months of intermediate
licensure. However, during the next six
months of that phase of GDL, the number
increases to no more than three friends
(under 19) despite the young driver still
having an elevated crash risk. Using the
IIHS GDL calculator, extending the one
passenger limit throughout the full 12month period of intermediate license
could result in a 7% reduction in fatal teen
crashes (2015).
A passenger provision that allows a teen driver to transport friends in addition to family
members is also problematic from an enforcement perspective. How does a police officer know
if a passenger is a family member, particularly if the passenger(s) is not carrying identification?
And if a passenger is a teen driver’s family member (i.e., a sibling) does that reduce the crash
risk? Missouri, like some other states, excludes family members from passenger restrictions.
Research shows, however, that a child’s risk of dying in a crash doubles when a teen is behind
the wheel (Winston, Kallan, Senserrick & Elliott, 2008). While there may be times when a
young, inexperienced driver may need to transport a sibling, there’s no reason to believe that
siblings are less likely to create distractions for the driver. Since this exemption puts more than
one child from a family at risk, limiting the number of passengers an intermediate driver may
transport to just one, regardless of his or her relationship to the driver, is an important and
proven safety measure. After all, an intermediate license holder is still a driver in training and
should NOT be considered a transportation provider.
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Critics of passenger restrictions that do not allow teens to transport multiple passengers often
point to the potential for an increase in crashes caused by forcing more young drivers onto the
road. There is no empirical evidence supporting this concern. The increased risk resulting from
more teens driving themselves is outweighed by the dramatically higher crash risk faced by
teens that drive with multiple passengers (Chen, Braver, Baker & Li, 2001).
Delaying the start of the instruction or learner’s permit phase one year would reduce the fatal
crash rate 13% (McCartt et al. 2010). While teens and parents may balk at the idea, waiting
until a teen is 16 years of age has safety advantages from a neurobiological standpoint. If
Missouri moves in this direction, continuing to require a teen to hold a permit for 182 days (6
months) should be the minimum with a goal of increasing that to 9-12 months. Research
supports increasing the holding permit to 12 months due to its impact on reducing the risk of
collision involvement during the unsupervised intermediate license stage (Gulliver, Begg,
Brookland, Ameratunga & Langley, 2013). But it is important to note that increasing the learner
phase to 12 months would raise the intermediate licensing age in Missouri, which could
potentially derail the change. However, there is strong evidence that an older intermediate
license starting age results in a safety gain (Williams, McCartt, Mayhew & Watson, 2013).
Additionally, a 12-month learner’s period allows a novice to gain supervised driving experience
in all seasons of the year.
In addition to strengthening the provisions of Missouri’s GDL law, consideration should be given
to how teens that violate the law are sanctioned. Currently, if a teen holding a learner’s permit
or intermediate license is cited for failure to obey a provision of Missouri’s GDL law, it is treated
as an infraction and no points are assessed to the driving record. This provision was inserted
into the GDL law when it was amended in 2006. No information indicating why the change was
made could be found.
Meanwhile, the fine for a GDL infraction ranges from $1 to $200, with the actual cost
determined by the judge at the time of sentencing. For purposes of this report, an inquiry was
made with the Office of the State Courts Administrator to determine the average fine assessed
for a GDL infraction. The Office was not able to provide this information. Further research to
determine the average fine that the courts are assessing GDL violators could prove helpful
along with why the penalty provision of the law was changed.
Penalties that include a meaningful financial component are shown to reduce recidivism rates
among offenders (Gordon & Glaser, 1988). How meaningful is defined varies based on the
offender’s financial position. For teens, which are often reliant on their parents for financial
support, assessing a meaningful fine that includes penalty points could impose a hardship on a
family – particularly if the family’s automobile insurance rates increase as a result of the
violation. At the same time, the cost of a crash could prove to be far more costly particularly if
the teen injures or kills himself, his/her passengers or others. Sending a strong message to a
new driver that a GDL violation is a serious offense through increased penalties may prompt
not only the teen to obey the law, but his/her parents to be more fully engaged in enforcing it.
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Another way to convey the seriousness of a GDL offense is to require a teen that is cited for a
violation to appear in court with his/her parent or guardian, as is the case in some states.
Finally, expanding the charge codes for GDL violations so that the citation indicates why the
teen driver was cited – failure to be properly restrained, driving with too many passengers,
driving after curfew, driving while texting – is recommended. Currently, only one charge code
is used when a teen is stopped and cited for violating any provision of the GDL law. This data
should be monitored and shared with law enforcement for training purposes and for planning
enforcement details. Teen safe driving advocates should have access to the information as well
for use in developing educational programs and messages directed to teens and parents.
Sharing the data with the media will also help to educate them about the teen driving problem
and the critical provisions of Missouri’s GDL law.
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Cell Phones/Texting
Systemic safety protections for novice drivers should also address distracted driving. Working
incrementally, Missouri should:

 Enact a comprehensive ban on the use of mobile communication devices
by GDL holders while operating a motor vehicle.
 Expand the number of local primary texting ordinances to encompass, at
minimum, the greatest percentage of the state’s population or
those municipalities/counties that are over involved in crashes.
 Enact an all-driver texting ban.
The risks posed by using a cell phone to make or take a call or text while driving are well
publicized and documented. Teens are more susceptible than adults to cell phone use risks in
vehicles prompting many states to
enact full bans for GDL holders
(Klauer, Guo, Simons-Morton, Ouimet
& Lee, 2014; Durbin, McGehee, Fisher
& McCartt, 2014). Currently, 38 states
and the District of Columbia (DC)
restrict teens from using mobile
electronic communication devices in
vehicles including hands-free systems
(Governors Highway Safety
Association, 2015). Including the
latter is important since “hands-free
doesn’t mean risk free due to the
effects of cognitive (mental)
distraction” (Hamilton, Arnold & Tefft,
2013). Many hands-free devices still
require some degree of manual
interaction, which often leads to visual distraction. In addition, voice-command systems may
not adequately prevent distraction as intended (Reimer, Mehler, Dobres & Coughlin, 2013).
The jury is still out, however, on the effectiveness of novice driver cell phone and texting bans.
A study of North Carolina’s young driver law, which bans the use of all electronic devices by
license holders under 18 years of age, found there was no difference in behavior after it took
effect. Researchers determined that nearly two-thirds of teens and just over one-third of
parents knew about the law, but only 22 percent of teens and 13 percent of parents indicated
that it was enforced. On the other hand, research examining the impact of hand-held cell
phone bans for all drivers found a “significant reduction in young driver fatal crashes” (Buckley,
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Chapman & Sheehan, 2014). The research suggests that consistent enforcement is essential but
clearly made more difficult when laws restrict only young drivers. Recognizing the role parents
play in influencing their teen drivers’ behavior, banning cell phone use and texting by ALL
drivers may provide an opportunity to support the establishment of rules for novice drivers that
are modeled by parents (Buckley et al., 2014).
IIHS, meanwhile, “has documented that bans on hand-held phone use reduce overall phone
use… but there’s no evidence they reduce crashes” (2014). The organization, however, notes
“there is a disconnect between the estimated crash risk associated with cell phone use and
real-world crash trends, which indicate that crashes have been declining in recent years, even
as driver phone use has increased” (IIHS, 2014). New research examining the impact of texting
bans in 48 states over an 11-year period, however, found that primarily enforced all-driver
texting laws were associated with a 3 percent reduction in fatalities, and those banning only
young drivers from texting had the greatest impact on reducing deaths among 15 to 21 year
olds (Ferdinand, Menachemi, Sen, Blackburn, Morrisey &Nelson, 2014).
As noted earlier in this section of the report, research confirms that local primary ordinances
have impacted seat belt use. Whether a local primary no texting ordinance would have the
same effect is not known, but an assumption can be made that it has the potential to prompt
some drivers to put down their phones. Studying the impact of the primary texting ordinance
currently in place in eight Missouri communities merits consideration. The findings may help
other municipalities move the needle when it comes to enacting a similar ordinance. Clearly,
focusing that effort on parts of the state with the greatest percentage of the population or in
areas with a high rate of distraction-related crashes could prove beneficial.
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Education and Training
 Conduct a formal
review of driver
education to fully
identify who is
delivering classroom
and behind the wheel
and training and how.
 Incentivize teens to
complete driver
education and training.
 Identify funding
sources that can be used to incentivize school districts to offer driver
education and more teachers to obtain certification as driver education
professionals.
 Task a state agency with developing and implementing standards for
oversight of commercial driving schools.
The provision of high school driver education and training has been on the decline in the U.S.
since the 1980s when a highly publicized study questioned its effectiveness. The findings of that
research prompted some states to stop paying for it and some insurance companies to drop
their driver education discount. Currently, 23 states require the completion of driver education
by all drivers under 18 years of age, while an additional six states require teens under 18 to
complete a pre-licensing course or drug and alcohol awareness program (Thomas, Blomberg &
Fisher, 2012). Missouri is not one of these states.
New research examining the impact of driver education in Nebraska, along with a previous
study of teens in Oregon suggests that formal training does work. In Oregon, teens that
complete an approved Department of Transportation driver education course have fewer
crashes, convictions and suspensions compared to their peers who do not opt for training
(Raymond, Johns, Golembiewski, Seifert, Nichols & Knoblauch, 2007). In Nebraska, where
researchers examined the driving records of 151,800 teens who obtained their learners permit
between 2003 and 2010, teens who did not complete driver education, but instead logged 50
hours of supervised practice driving, were 75 percent more likely to receive a ticket, 24 percent
more likely to be involved in a fatal or injury crash and 16 percent more likely to crash.
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Additionally, teens that completed formal training were less likely to be cited for an alcoholrelated violation (Shell, Newman, Cordova-Cazar & Heese, 2015).
Should driver education be a requirement for licensure in Missouri? The current and retired
driver education and training professionals interviewed for this report all stated unequivocally
that to bolster teen driver safety in Missouri, every teen should be required to complete a driver
education program. At the same time, all agreed that passing a legislative mandate along with
securing the funds necessary to pay for training would be problematic. (Legislation was
proposed several years ago, but no action was taken.) While what is provided through the
remainder of this section summarizes what the consultants were able to learn about the state
of driver education and training in Missouri, a more in-depth, technical assessment is
warranted to fully understand what is happening across the state. The MoDOT Division of
Traffic and Highway Safety and the state’s driver education and traffic safety community are
encouraged to consider conducting such a review.
According to the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (MO DESE), the
oversight agency for school-based driver education and training in Missouri, 26 out of 567
school districts are currently providing a formal
program. Collectively, these school districts had
an enrollment of 44,566 9-12th grade students
School districts currently providing
during the 2013-2014 school year, which
driver education:
represents 17% of all Missouri high school
students [MO DESE, 2014]. Actual participation
Allen Village, Brentwood, Delta, East Prairie,
rates in the driver education program for each
Francis Howell, Greenville, Jasper County,
Jefferson City, Life to Life Academy, Lindbergh
district are unknown. When (i.e., during school,
Schools, Maries County, Missouri School for
after school, summer program) and how (i.e.,
the Deaf, Nixa Public Schools, Osage County,
classroom, online, simulators) these districts are
Palmyra, Parkway, Republic, Ridgeway,
providing this training as well as what is taught
Rockwood, South Callaway County,
(i.e., curriculum, classroom or behind the wheel
Springfield, St. James, Troy, Waynesville, and
or both) and the costs of training are not known.
Wentzville.
DESE does not have oversight over these areas;
Source: DESE
rather they are under local control. The agency
does indicate in its guidelines that high school
credit may be granted for driver education classes
offered free of charge (including no charge to
students for gasoline). In lieu of a statewide driver
education assessment, MoDOT could partner with
DESE to conduct a comprehensive review of school district driver education programs to fully
understand what they entail as well as the cost and reach.

Teacher Certification
DESE does mandate that driver education be instructed by a licensed teacher who has
completed a state-approved driver education teacher certification program. Currently, two
22

universities offer approved programs – the University of Central Missouri (UCM) and Missouri
State University (MSU). Both are 12-credit hour programs that prepare a teacher to instruct in
the classroom and in-vehicle. The UCM program, provided through the Missouri Safety Center
(MSC), consists of four online courses offered over 16 weeks. Participants complete their
student teaching and in-car instruction requirement during MSC’s two-week, summer high
school driver education program. That course consists of 40-hours of classroom instruction and
eight hours of in-car training, costs $275 and can accommodate a maximum of 24 students.
MSU teacher candidates must
also complete four courses, but
they are traditional rather than
online offerings provided over
two summers. To get teachers
into the classroom sooner, MSU
provides a provisional teaching
certificate upon completion of
the first six credit hours (first
two classes). Once they’ve
completed the remaining two
courses, teachers are eligible to
conduct in-car training.
The number of teachers
pursuing driver education certification in Missouri has declined, resulting in a reduction in the
number of universities offering the program (down from four). At UCM, only one teacher was
enrolled in the 2015 program (DeLap, 2015). Meanwhile, the Missouri Driver & Safety
Education Association (MODSEA) has a membership of approximately 40 educators who
advocate for driver education and training, share resources and host an annual conference.
Professional development is a key component of that gathering, since school district in-service
training focuses on core subjects only (i.e., math and science, English). However, opportunities
to broaden driver education’s reach into core subjects – particularly math and science – should
be explored.
A longtime member of MODSEA acknowledged that schools are struggling to maintain their
driver education programs due to a lack of funding, aging equipment (i.e., simulators), and no
requirement that teens complete training. Teacher attrition due to retirement is also a concern
and with no mandate, a school may be unlikely or unable to hire a replacement, resulting in
fewer classes or elimination of the program altogether.

Incentives and Funding
What can be done to bolster teen interest in completing driver education and training? And, if
demand increases, what is needed to ensure there is an adequate number of certified
professionals to provide quality instruction? In some states, teens that complete a state23

approved driver
education and training
program may obtain a
permit at an earlier age
or graduate from the
permit to intermediate
phase of licensure
sooner. While this
incentive may appeal to
teens and some parents,
researchers caution
against reducing the
length of time spent in
the learner stage as an
incentive to complete
driver training.
In New Jersey, teens
may obtain a permit at 16 years of age if they complete a minimum of six hours of behind the
wheel training. But they cannot take the road test until they are at least 17 years of age, which
means that the minimum six month holding period is actually twelve for teens who pursue this
early bird route. Since Missouri teens may obtain an instruction permit at 15, an age that
researchers say is less than ideal (16 is preferred), this incentive is not recommended without a
corresponding increase in the licensure starting age (Mayhew, Williams & Pashley, 2015). For
example, Missouri would need to raise the current permit age from 15 to 16 with a minimum
six-month holding period and the start of the intermediate license age to 16 ½. If a teen
completed driver education, he/she may obtain a permit at 15 ½, but would have to wait until
the age of 16 ½ to take his/her driving test.
Another way to incentivize teens is to allow them to use in-vehicle driver education hours to
reduce the mandatory minimum supervised driving hours required during the permit phase of
the GDL program. Experts recommend that driver education in-vehicle hours only be reduced if
the mandatory minimum supervised driving hours are set at 120 hours or more (Mayhew et al.,
2015). Missouri requires teens to log a minimum of 40 hours, which is well below that number
and what is dictated in a number of other states.
Making scholarships available to help teens offset the cost of training is another option.
Responding to a decrease in the number of high schools offering driver education, the
Northeast Coalition for Roadway Safety began awarding scholarships to help teens obtain
training through commercial driving schools. While the 80 to 100 scholarships the Coalition is
able to provide are beneficial, far more funding is needed to have an impact not only in the
northeast region (home to just over 12,000 teens of driving age, 15-17), but across the state.
Based on the current population data, there are an estimated 78,900 15-year-olds in the state
of Missouri (Missouri Department of Health & Senior Services, 2015).
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A better solution is to identify a dedicated funding source for driver education. Florida, for
example, enacted legislation in 2002 allowing county governments to require, by ordinance,
that the court clerks collect an additional $3 for each civil traffic penalty to fund driver
education programs in public and private schools. The monies must be used for direct
educational expenses, not administration, and at least 30 percent of the student’s time in the
program must include behind the wheel training. The law, known as the Lori Slosberg Driver
Education Safety Act, was amended in 2010 to increase the fee to $5. Each year the fee brings
in approximately $15 million which funds programs in more than 60 counties (Dori Slosberg
Foundation, 2015). A similar measure in Missouri could be used to fund school-based driver
education and training, teacher certification and professional development, and/or student
scholarships.
Another option is to increase the permit, intermediate license and/or under 21 full driver
license fees, which are relatively low compared to other states. At $3.50, $7.50 and $10,
respectively, increasing the permit and intermediate license fees to $10 and the full license fee
to $15 has the potential to generate nearly $1 million in additional revenue that could be
dedicated to driver education. (Determined by multiplying the number of permit, intermediate
and full-licenses issued by DOR to 15-18 year olds as of July 1, 2015 by $6.50, $2.50 and $5,
respectively.)
Also worthy of exploration is partnering with an online driver education provider to make a
program available to all Missouri teens. For example, AAA’s evidence-based How to Drive
classroom and behind the wheel training program is now available online in Missouri. The
comprehensive program uses interactive exercises, animation, click and drag features, and
other tools to help teens learn the rules and essential elements of safe driving. Real novice
driver crash videos are also incorporated into the modules to help teens determine what the
driver did or did not do that resulted in a crash as well as evaluate other contributing factors.
While there is a cost to access the program ($19.95 for AAA members; $24.95 for nonmembers), using dedicated funds (as discussed above) to purchase the training for use in high
schools and coupling it with an insurance discount could entice teens to complete the training.
Advising parents about the discount could prompt even greater interest.
Incentives are not a new concept in Missouri. Many motorists, some of which are teens, who
enroll in a state-approved Driver Improvement Program (DIP) do so because they received a
ticket and are concerned about the point carrying violation affecting their insurance rates. As
an incentive to enroll, no penalty points are assessed to a motorist’s license if the violation
occurred in a county that has authorized the Fine Collection Center (FCC) to approve DIP, the
motorist pleads guilty and pays the fine and costs in full, and completes the program within 60
days after entering that plea. However, no motorist may attend the DIP to avoid point
assessment more than once in a 36-month period and completion of a course does not remove
the violation from the license holder’s driving record.
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Commercial Driving Schools
Missouri statute permits the establishment of commercial driving schools for the provision of
behind the wheel training, but there is no information available regarding how many teens
enroll in and complete this instruction. One long-time driving school owner (a retired high
school driver education teacher) indicated that some families enroll their novice driver in a
behind the wheel program to ensure they meet the 40-hour supervised driving practice
requirement, while others do so because they do not feel comfortable teaching their teens.
Missouri’s GDL law allows a teen holding an instruction permit to drive when accompanied in
the front seat by a licensed driver who is a qualified driving instructor. This is defined as an
instructor who has a valid driver education endorsement on a DESE-issued teaching certificate
or a driver training instructor employed by a private driver education program (MoDOT, 2014b).
While the Missouri Safety Center, through a grant from MoDOT, oversees DIP (curriculum and
instruction certification) and public school driver education programs as noted earlier, no
stateagency oversees the commercial driving schools. All that a commercial driving school must
do to operate in Missouri is register with the Secretary of State. Based upon research and
conversations with several school owners, there is nothing in statute or regulation addressing
instructor training, certification/re-certification, curriculum, vehicles and equipment, insurance,
background checks, driver licensing/records, or health/physical requirements. This raises
important questions about who is providing instruction and their qualifications. It is critical that
Missouri address these questions as well as determine how many teens are being trained by
commercial schools and the impact of that instruction.
The Novice Teen Driver Education and Training Administration Standards (Standards)
developed and endorsed by the nation’s leading driver education and traffic safety
organizations including NHTSA, AAA, GHSA, American Driver & Traffic Safety Association
(ADTSEA), Driver Education and Training Administrators (DETA), National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB), Driving School Association of the Americas (DSAA), American Association of
Motor Vehicle Administrators (AAMVA), and the National Safety Council (NSC) call for state
agency oversight and monitoring of all providers. Additionally, the Standards outline
recommended instructor qualifications and educational requirements that apply to instructors
and teachers in all public and private driver education and training programs. They call for
preparation that includes a course of study that is no less than 120 hours of preparatory time
(NHTSA, 2009). As noted above, the DESE preparation standards fall far short of that
recommendation, while no training is required for commercial instructors. Additionally, the
Standards call for continuing education and professional development hours for instructors and
an annual driving record review. Neither is currently required for instructors working in high
schools or for a commercial establishment in Missouri.
Missouri would be well-served to review the Standards as well as contact the Oregon Division
of Transportation Safety, which oversees that state’s driver education and program training, for
input and guidance. Ensuring that both public and private high schools and commercial school
instructors are adequately trained and their programs are regularly monitored and assessed are
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essential for ensuring that teens receive training that will help them build skill and become
safer drivers.

Law Enforcement Training

 Provide law enforcement and the judiciary the tools, information
and training/education needed to effectively and efficiently
enforce and adjudicate GDL and other motor vehicle laws.
GDL laws are complicated. While teens typically know at what age they may enter a state’s GDL
system and move from one stage to the next, it is common for them to be misinformed about
the restrictions. If teens – the audience directly impacted by GDL – do not fully understand the
law, imagine the
challenge for law
enforcement.
According to Missouri
law enforcement
officials, GDL
information was
provided to police
officers when the law
was enacted in 2001 and
amended in 2006.
Additionally, GDL along
with other motor vehicle
laws are addressed at
state law enforcement
training academies. A
review of the Missouri
Peace Officer Standards and Training Program (POST) determined that officers receive training
that enables them to identify driver license types (i.e., GDL, CDL, Class E) and classification,
endorsement and restriction codes, as well as identify and explain the three stages of
Missouri’s GDL program. POST training also directs officers to the MO DOR website for
information about the GDL statutes.
Ensuring that law enforcement officials understand how and why GDL works is essential. But
providing training that addresses the nuts and bolts of the law and referring them to a website
is simply not enough. Police officials must be fully aware of the risks for teens and how GDL
works to address that risk. This training must be directed not only at patrol officers, but agency
leadership. It is essential that top police officials understand the impact a strong and well27

enforced GDL law can have on reducing teen crash risk so chiefs and sheriffs can fully support
line officers taking these enforcement actions if parents or community members object.
Why is training so important? When law enforcement officials know and understand graduate
driver licensing, they are more likely to enforce the proven provisions of the law and when
teens know the law is enforced, they are more likely to comply. Stopping and citing a teen for a
GDL violation sends a strong message to a novice driver, his parents and others in the
community that law enforcement takes the law seriously. That stop also gives the officer the
opportunity to reinforce the provision the GDL holder is being cited for (i.e., nighttime driving
or passenger violation, riding unrestrained, texting) and why the teen is not only putting
him/herself at risk, but others who may be in the vehicle and on the road.
For this reason, beefing up GDL training for new recruits and current officers is strongly
recommended. The POST Program, which is responsible for licensing Missouri’s law
enforcement basic training centers, instructors and approving law enforcement training
curricula, is the obvious entity to undertake this effort. POST is encouraged to work in
collaboration with MoDOT’s Law Enforcement Liaisons (LELs) and Law Enforcement Training
Advisory Committee to identify best practices in GDL training implemented in other states such
as New York (GDL All Points Bulletin podcast) and New Jersey (GDL for Law Enforcement
training program, educational materials, pocket-sized GDL violation card which details the
various charge codes for each provision). Additionally, the LE Training Advisory Committee’s
annual conference and MoDOT funded trainings (e.g., Underage Drinking and Driving) provide
opportunities to educate police officers about GDL. To bolster law enforcement’s
understanding of GDL, MoDOT may want to consider requiring training as a pre-requisite for
receiving teen enforcement and/or education grants.
While teens, as well as parents, may view strong GDL enforcement as excessive, police officials
should regularly monitor and report through local media and municipal channels why teens are
being stopped and the impact these violations have not only their safety (i.e., fewer crashes,
reductions in speeding), but also on the safety of all roadway users. All Missouri law
enforcement agencies are encouraged to adopt such a practice.
In the event an officer does stop a teen for a passenger or nighttime driving violation,
departments must have a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) in place to address this
situation. Since driving late at night and/or with multiple passengers is risky for a novice driver,
officers should not allow the licensee once ticketed (or his/her passengers) to get back on the
road. If a department has not established clear protocols for dealing with this situation, officers
may elect not to make GDL stops. For that reason, knowing what to do with the teen driver,
along with the teen’s passengers and vehicle, are essential.
Surveying all Missouri law enforcement agencies – a task that could be undertaken by MoDOT’s
LELs and the LE Training Advisory Committee – to determine if they have formal SOPs in place
addressing GDL violations is recommended. The findings should be assessed and a plan
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developed and implemented to ensure adoption of SOPs statewide. (New Jersey can be a
source for GDL SOP best practices).
While the GDL law is complex, Missouri police officers are also faced with the challenge of
trying to identify who is in fact driving with a permit, intermediate or under 21 license. This
problem of being able to identify GDL holders is one of the most vexing problems associated
with the law not just in Missouri as noted by officials interviewed for this report, but
nationwide. While a driver may look young, operate a vehicle favored by teens or be leaving a
location frequented by young people (e.g., high school parking lot, mall, movie theater, athletic
facility), this does not guarantee that the driver is a GDL holder. This inability to determine the
driver’s age and licensing status impacts whether a GDL violation is treated as a primary or
secondary offense. And as research clearly shows, compliance rates with secondary
enforcement of motor vehicle laws are considerably lower.
Giving police the tools – in this case a means to identify a GDL permit or license holder – aids in
enforcing the proven provisions of GDL laws. Currently only one state, New Jersey, requires
teens under 21 years of age holding a permit or intermediate license to display a small, red
reflectorized decal on the front and rear license plates of the vehicle they are operating.
According to researchers at The Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia, the crash rate for 17-yearold intermediate drivers fell 9.5% during the first two years of the decal requirement compared
to the previous four years before implementation. More dramatic effects were observed for
single vehicle crashes involving older intermediate drivers with rates declining 13 percent for
18-year-olds and nearly 17 percent of 19-year-olds (Curry, Pfeiffer, Elliott & Durbin, 2015). (New
Jersey’s GDL applies to all new drivers under 21 years of age.) Statewide GDL enforcement has
also increased 13.5% since the mandate took effect (New Jersey Administrative Office of the
Courts, 2014).
Several states are considering decal legislation – Washington, Maine, New York – while it is
being discussed in California. To help advocates advance such a measure in their state, The
Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia has developed a fact sheet available that may be
downloaded (https://www.teendriversource.org/tools/support_gov /detail/235/LegislativeEducation-Fact-Sheet-Boost-Your-State-GDL-Enact-a-Decal-Provision-as-Part-of-aComprehensive-Graduated-Driver-Licensing-GDL-Program-Color-Version) and
distributed/reproduced without permission. Missouri is encouraged to review this information
and engage law enforcement officials in a discussion about the challenges they face identifying
GDL holders and its impact on enforcement of the law and what it will take to overcome them.

Judicial Training
Judges also need formal GDL training. According to an official with the Office of the State Courts
Administrator (OSCA), judges likely received some information and/or training when Missouri
enacted and subsequently amended its GDL law. However, no further outreach has been
documented.
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Working in partnership with OSCA to
include GDL education in its biannual
Judicial College Seminar conducted in
August and October is recommended.
The focus, as discussed earlier in the
law enforcement section, is to ensure
that judges are fully aware of the risks
for teens and how GDL works to
address that risk. Developing a GDL
educational webinar that is promoted
by the OSCA and accessed via its
website is another way to reach this
key constituency. (OSCA uses
webinars as a training tool.)
Additionally, including a GDL section
in the Traffic Bench Guide is also
recommended (the guide currently
includes sections on CDL, DWI and Ignition Interlocks). Developed through a MoDOT Traffic and
Highway Safety Division grant, this quick reference manual
(https://www.courts.mo.gov/page.jsp?id=590) is used by judges, prosecutors and lawyers
involved in the disposition of traffic cases.
When a teen appears in a court room charged with a GDL and/or other motor vehicle offense,
the judge is presented with a golden opportunity to not only administer the law, but also to
educate the novice driver. Missouri judges would be well-served to review the I Know
Everything (IKE) resource kit developed by the Foundation for Advancing Alcohol Responsibility
(FAAR) and the Virginia Supreme Court. Built upon information gleaned from surveys of
Virginia Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court Judges and U.S. teens and their parents, IKE
includes core messages judges can use to educate teens (e.g., stay focused 100% of the time)
and their parents (e.g., model safe driving behaviors, reinforce that driving is a privilege not a
right and exercise authority by punishing careless or bad driving behavior) along with a short
video, facts for parents and teens, and other resources.
FAAR built the kit for Virginia, the only state that requires a teen to attend a licensing ceremony
with a parent or guardian to obtain their intermediate driver license, but encourages other
states to leverage the resource. The facilitator guide is available at
http://iknoweverything.com/sites/default/files/IKE-Facilitator-Guide_0.pdf.
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Programs and Resources
 Identify and fund core teen traffic safety programs that
evaluation indicates are effectively reaching key constituency
groups and changing behavior, and build an evaluation
component into promising programs.
Teen Traffic Safety Programs
Missouri is fortunate to have a committed community of individuals and organizations working
to prevent teen crashes and save lives. Whether they are working in state, county or local
government, law enforcement, non-profit, business or other entity, many people are lending
their time and talents to
develop and implement
programs designed to
encourage teens to take
responsibility for their
safety whether they are in
the driver or passenger
seat.
The consultants tasked
with conducting this
assessment interviewed
more than 30 individuals
directly responsible for the
delivery and/or oversight
of teen safety programs in
Missouri. They also conducted online research to further understand these and other
interventions. A matrix was developed to capture key information gleaned from these
interviews. It is provided as a separate document. Two themes were identified as a result of
this research.
First, few programs were built using an evidence-based model or include formal evaluation
components. The lack of one or both is problematic. An evidence-based model (i.e., behavior
change, program theory) guides how the intervention is developed, delivered and designed and
has clearly identified and targeted behavioral objectives (e.g., always buckle up, enforce GDL)
that are built into the evaluation. The goal is to encourage the participant to try out a particular
behavior (e.g., buckle up, develop a parent-teen driving agreement) either during the program
or after they receive information about the behavior as a result of participating in the program,
and eventually adopt it. For the program providers reviewed for this assessment, most
indicated that the goal is to improve teen safety with a focus on a particular traffic safety issue
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(i.e., belt use, impaired driving, texting), but few were able to identify clear behavioral
objectives for their intervention.
Evaluation is essential because without it, it is impossible to determine whether the program is
having the intended effect. But even more importantly, evaluation should dictate what is in a
program. For example, if a program’s intent is to increase teen knowledge of the risks of not
buckling up and how seat belts protect them in a crash so they do buckle up, then this should
be addressed in the intervention as well as incorporated into the evaluation.
A pre-survey or test that gauges a participant’s current knowledge or practices prior to the start
of the program and then a post-test at the conclusion to determine if their understanding has
increased and/or their intentions have changed is a common measurement approach. This can
be a simple, low-cost way to assess if the information provided is resonating with the
participants and possibly prompting future action. It is important to note that a change in
knowledge, beliefs and intentions is a helpful metric, but not a guarantee of the desired
behavior change. Conducting an experimental study with follow-up surveys three and/or six
months after the intervention to help confirm if the behavior change was lasting is a better way
to gauge program outcome and impact.
In addition to assessing changes in knowledge and/or behavior, researchers also suggest
evaluating the process to determine if the program is being delivered as expected. Evaluation
would address attendance, quality of delivery and materials and environmental factors.
Questions could include:






How many were in attendance?
Did they stay the entire time as well as actively participate in the discussion?
Do the materials support what is presented during the program?
Was the room too hot, too cold?
Could the facilitator and participants be heard?

These results are helpful and can drive changes in delivery, which facilitates, where it is
conducted and materials, but should never be used to measure program effectiveness.
Some program providers attempt to make the linkage between participation in their program
and reductions in crashes and violations. Providers must keep in mind that crashes and
violations can be affected by a number of variables (e.g., changes in GDL laws, increased media
coverage, stepped-up enforcement, and weather) beyond the scope of their program. For this
reason, providers must be careful when drawing any conclusions about a program’s impact on
what is happening on the road. Associations can be drawn with crash data, but not causal links.
To gauge the latter, a sophisticated research design and large sample size are needed.
In addition, the crash and violation data of teens that participate in the intervention should be
compared with teens that did not receive the same intervention (a control group) to fully
understand programmatic impact. Factoring the inclusion of a control group into the program
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as it is being built reaffirms the importance of thinking about evaluation at the onset, not late in
the game, and ensures there is money in the budget for this important metric.
The second theme focuses on reach and impact. While many of the programs reviewed for this
assessment purport to have a statewide reach, the fact that they can be accessed by anyone
one in the state does
not mean they are
reaching all teens or
having an impact. And
in some cases, what is
identified as a
statewide program is
actually available only
in a limited area. To
maximize dwindling
resources (a common
theme voiced by the
District-based
coalitions), investing
in programs that are
proven to not only
have the greatest
reach, but also have
clearly identified and
measurable
behavioral objectives
should be a priority
for MoDOT and its
partners. Continuing to fund a legacy or “feel good” program because the provider assumes it is
making a difference or surveys show is liked by teens is not a good use of resources. A key
component of the upcoming MoDOT-sponsored teen stakeholder meeting planned for late
October 2015 should include this discussion.
Based on the consultants’ review, programs holding the most promise include It Only Takes One
(IOTO, formerly Battle of the Belt), Missouri Safe and Sober, and ThinkFirst for Teens. IOTO
promotes peer-to-peer-development of a school/community-based campaign to prompt
adoption of specific safe driving behaviors (seat belt use, not drinking and driving, not texting).
Both Missouri Safe and Sober and ThinkFirst are designed to increase teen awareness and
prompt good decision making. The former uses targeted videos and a pledge to encourage
middle and high school students to refrain from underage drinking, while the latter uses a
network of trained survivor advocates to engage teens in a discussion about seat belt use and
the dangers of driving distracted, impaired, fatigued and/or aggressively.
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While these programs are not formally evaluated to determine their impact on behavior
change, pre- and post- surveys can be developed for each that, at minimum, assess changes in
understanding of key safety concepts and behavioral objectives. Evaluation to determine
whether teens adopt key behaviors will require a more sophisticated approach as detailed
previously. A college or university might be interested in lending support to these efforts
through one of its undergraduate or graduate study programs.
It is recommended that IOTO become Missouri’s principal peer-to-peer, teen safe driving
program and that schools be encouraged to host Safe and Sober and ThinkFirst presentations as
part of that larger effort. Popular Missouri State Highway Patrol interventions – SIDNE, the seat
belt convincer, fatal vision goggles, Gone Too Soon (video) – could be used in a similar fashion.
IOTO is supported by high visibility enforcement and paid media, which are shown to promote
behavior change. At least six of the seven District-based Coalitions are currently supporting the
program. (The consultants were unable to conduct an interview with the St. Louis Coalition
despite repeated requests.)
Why conduct a statewide peer-to-peer program? While adults may think they are the best
teachers and role models, research confirms that giving teens some of the responsibility for
developing and delivering the message is essential for sparking greater interest, understanding
and acceptance among this age group. In this case, peer pressure - which is customarily viewed
as negative - has “practical implications for prevention and intervention among young drivers”
(Sela-Shayovitaz as cited in Henk & Fette, 2010). For teens, their peer group not only has the
power to “destroy” feelings of “safety or worth” by withholding social support, but can bolster
it as well (Varenhorst as cited in Henk et al, 2010).
Most peer-to-peer programs are school-based and designed to help teens not only identify
those things that are causing them the greatest risk on the road, but also to recognize that they
have the ability and power to address them. A school serves as a teen’s primary social hub,
making it the optimal location to reach this age group. Programs that take an educational
approach to teen driving risk typically focus on “changing knowledge and beliefs and modifying
attitudes and teaching new skills” (Juarez, Schlundt, Goldzweig & Stinson, 2006). Some peer-topeer programs employ incentives to induce teens to change their behavior. Incentive-based
initiatives, as well as ones that prompt friendly competition among teens (whether in the same
school or in schools across a county or state), can be effective.
Programs that not only engage teens, but their families, school, neighborhood, and community
may also be important for influencing and modifying behavior. The most successful take a
comprehensive approach that includes high intensity media campaigns combined with school
social programs and/or community interventions (Juarez et al., 2005).
The Team Spirit – Youth Traffic Safety Leadership Training could be re-tooled to promote
development of IOTO action plans. Offering regional trainings (at least one annually in each
MoDOT District) may prompt greater participation by schools. Another option is to provide
training for District-based Coalition members who would then work with schools in their service
area to host annual Team Spirit training events.
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Parent Education

 Develop, pilot and evaluate an evidence-based parent education
program for statewide delivery by a network of trained
facilitators.
Parents are the first line of defense when it comes to keeping their teens safe on the road.
Fortunately, they have a proven tool – graduated driver licensing. However, what is contained
in state GDL laws are minimum standards that parents should seek to exceed with their own
teens to help keep them safe during their most dangerous driving years.
But there is a catch. Today’s parents did not grow up with a multi-stage licensing system and
many held their permits just a few weeks before being granted a full driver license. So when it
comes to understanding how a state’s GDL program works, most parents are in the dark. That
appears to be the case in Missouri where 81 percent of parents say they are not familiar with
the law (Bucket Media, Inc.,
2014). The good news is this
same research uncovered that
nearly all parents (93 percent)
had either heard of or knew
some component of Missouri’s
GDL law when prompted and
many are enforcing most of the
provisions.
These findings present both an
opportunity and challenge for
Missouri’s teen safety
community. First, most parents
recognize that it is their job to
monitor their teens’ driving
behavior as evidenced by the
fact that they do enforce the
GDL provisions (with the exception of the passenger restriction) (Bucket Media, Inc., 2014).
That is important since young driver behavior experts agree that teens who perceive their
parents to be involved (authoritative) are half as likely to crash, 71 percent less likely to drive
intoxicated and 30 percent less likely to use a cell phone when driving. These same teens are
also 50 percent more likely to buckle up and recognize why doing so is important (CHOP, 2009).
The challenge lies in reaching parents in a state as large and with as many rural counties as
Missouri. Plus, parents are busy and may think they already know everything they need to
know about teen driving. Parent education, however, is essential and if done well can result in
the adoption of key behaviors shown to reduce teen-crash risk.
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As a task force spearheaded by ThinkFirst (with funding from MoDOT) works to build and pilot a
parent education program for Missouri, they must consider incorporating the following
elements or run the risk of implementing an initiative that is not only a poor use of resources,
but one that may do more harm than good:








Discusses the risks for novice teen drivers
Explains how and why GDL works to address that risk
Reviews the critical role parents play in teaching, supporting and managing their novice
drivers
Emphasizes parents and teens working together for safety
Explains the importance of and provides an opportunity to try out a Parent/Teen Driving
Agreement (PTDA)
Employs a theory-based program model that includes ongoing evaluation
Delivered by trained, educated facilitators

It is recommended that the task force consult Parent Involvement in Teen Driving, An In-Depth
Look at the Importance and the Initiatives (http://www.ghsa.org/html/files/pubs/sfteens13.pdf)
as they work to adopt Minnesota’s Point of Impact (POI) program. In particular, leveraging the
guidance regarding evaluation will ensure that this critical component is considered up front
and not after the program is built.
POI should be evaluated, at minimum, through pre- and post-surveys administered to parents
(the program’s primary audience) that link to the behavioral objective. While attending POI,
parents should also be invited to provide their name, email, and phone number for future
contact. This outreach should include a series of questions linked to the behavioral objectives
that determine adoption of key behaviors (i.e., use of a PTDA, enforcing GDL with their teen,
modeling safe driving behaviors). Findings should be reviewed to determine if the program is
achieving the desired outcomes and tweaked or retooled as needed prior to rollout on a
statewide or regional basis. This process should be ongoing after the pilot and throughout the
life of the program.
Also important is who delivers POI. Allowing only educated and trained facilitators to deliver
the intervention guarantees the program’s integrity not only in terms of content delivery, but
also evaluation. While this may increase POI construction and maintenance costs, the
development and delivery of consistent and ongoing facilitator training is strongly
recommended for ensuring a real effect on behavior change. A process should be built to solicit
feedback and collect pre- and post-surveys and parent contact information from the facilitators
to assess program delivery and impact.
The Missouri POI program is scheduled to pilot at churches and other community-based
locations beginning in the fall of 2015. The Task Force should also give consideration to
partnering with the 26 school districts currently offering driver education and training
(identified on page 22 of this report) and MODSEA. Other potential partners include school
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resource officers, nurses, counselors and principals; Parent/Teacher Organizations; community
educators at hospitals; safety and human resource officers at large businesses; insurance
agents; and commercial driving schools.
Collaborating with driver education teachers to host a teen driving night with a parent-teen
education program as the centerpiece is a common practice in states where there is no
legislative or regulatory mandate for this training (only four states currently require a parent
education program: Massachusetts, Connecticut, Virginia, and Montana). Some schools make
participation in the program mandatory – a teen must attend with a parent or guardian to park
on campus. Other schools tie it to proms or offer extra credit or incentives (e.g., gas gift cards,
in-car training discounts, premium parking space in the student lot) to bolster attendance.
Providing a booklet or resource guide that summarizes what was covered during the program
and that includes the sample driving log and Parent-Teen Driving Agreement available on the
MO DOR website may promote ongoing dialogue between parents and teens. (Consistency in
materials is discussed in the Resources section of this report.) Including in the booklet a
perforated pre- and post-survey that is collected prior to dismissal and a certificate of
participation families can tear out and present to their insurance agent or carrier to request a
discount (if applicable) can simplify check-in.
Educating the media about the need for the program and inviting local reporters to attend the
pilot can help generate awareness and create a demand for additional presentations. Resources
should also be earmarked for ongoing promotion through channels that reach parents of teens
including the MO DOR and State Highway Patrol Driver Licensing Examination web and brick
and mortar sites.

Resources

 Review all teen driving resources to ensure consistency in
messaging and branding with a strong focus on GDL.
MoDOT and its partners have invested in developing resources to educate the public about
traffic safety. An overview of resources is included in the Appendix. It is not intended to be
representative of all Missouri materials, but instead lists what was found through discussion
with MoDOT and online research.
The Missouri Coalition for Roadway Safety’s ArriveAlive SaveMoLives website is the state’s
central repository for statistics, driver safety topics, news and resources, and enforcement and
media campaign plans and materials. It features links to the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (A
Blue Print for Saving MoLives) and regional Coalition contacts (MoDOT Districts) along with
teen/young driver-related content with a strong focus on seat belt use. There is basic GDL
information on the website, including a link to a Missouri Department of Revenue (MO DOR)
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brochure entitled Missouri’s Graduated Driver License Law, Q&A Ready.Set.Go. and Road Wise:
Parent/Teen Driving Guide, but they are not easy to find, requiring multiple clicks through the
Driver Laws and News and Resources sections.
Since GDL is the most effective tool for reducing teen crash risk, giving it more prominence on
the website by creating a Teen Section under Driver Safety Topics and News and Resources is
strongly recommended. Like GDL, this section should educate parents and teens about novice
driving by following a three-step process. Since the topic is complicated, the information
provided should be clear, concise and consistent.
First, both parents and teens need to understand the risks for novice drivers, which include not
only the dangers associated
with texting, drinking, speeding
and not buckling up, but also
the developmental and
behavioral issues that drive
what happens behind the
wheel. A primer that succinctly
explains the three stages of GDL
corresponding to time and age
should come next, followed by
the various provisions or
restrictions (no driving between
midnight and 5 a.m., one
passenger for the first six
months). Finally, explaining
how these restrictions
correspond to the risks, where the dots between restriction (e.g., no driving after midnight) and
risk (crash risk goes up at night for teens) are literally connected, will help parents and teens
better understand how and why GDL works.
States typically do a good job of explaining the first two steps, but often fall short on the third.
Missouri is no exception. All three steps outlined above should be included in teen driving
materials (websites, brochures, flyers) produced and distributed by MoDOT, MO DOR, MO SHP,
and their partners.
Coupled with this GDL information should be links that take the user to a sample practice
driving log and Parent-Teen Driving Agreement (PTDA). Calling out Missouri’s minimum 40hour supervised practice driving requirement and research that points to the use of a PTDA as a
way to prompt family discussion and ongoing dialogue about safety can help increase their
usage. Both tools are included in the RoadWise: Parent/Teen Safe Driving Guide, but they do
not mirror what can be downloaded from the Teen Drivers section on the Missouri Department
of Revenue (MO DOR) website.
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Dubbed the Driver Experience Log (Form 4901), MO DOR provides it in PDF format so that it can
easily be downloaded, printed or saved on a mobile device for use in keeping track of a teens’
supervised practice driving hours. Information about the log, including how to access it online,
should be added to the Practice Driving Log section of the RoadWise guide prior to its next
printing. Best practice suggests replacing the current sample log and PTDA in RoadWise with
the DOR versions (or versions that all safety stakeholders can agree on).
In addition to the LOG and PTDA, the MO DOR teen driver web pages detail the GDL law and
the parent/guardian’s role, along with information about
abuse and loss of license, minor in possession, and other
alcohol offenses. The GDL section includes a six and a half
minute video (based on the DOR GDL Ready. Set. Go. Q&A
brochure) that discusses how the program works as well
as what teens need to do to begin the licensing process
and proceed from one stage to the next
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6zTEXDaqI8M). The
video is narrated by a female who appears to be a teen
(although she is never seen) and includes several
references to teen-related statistics interjected by an
adult male. The video ends with a comment from a
representative of the MO SHP.
Learning styles vary. Some people are visual learners,
preferring pictures and images to grasp a concept. Verbal
learners, meanwhile, prefer using words, both in speech
and writing, to gain understanding. This video
overwhelmingly favors verbal learners due to its reliance
on text-heavy PowerPoint slides and speech. Revising the format to appeal to both learning
styles will make for a more engaging presentation. At minimum, the video should be updated
to reflect more current statistics (data is from 2008). Once updated, posting a link to the video
on the SaveMolives.com site as well as making it available to driver education teachers and
other safety partners can help broaden its reach.
RoadWise is currently available in print and online, but only in English. Approximately 25,000
hard copies are distributed annually through MO DOR Driver License offices and MO State
Highway Driver License Examination sites. The DOR website makes reference to the print
version of RoadWise (in Parent/Guardian Role in MO Graduated Driver License [GDL] Law, Your
Responsibilities), but refers to it as Safe Driving – Guide to Teaching the New Driver workbook.
This discrepancy should be addressed.
RoadWise includes six lessons designed to help parents teach and coach their novice drivers.
The online version does allow the lessons to be downloaded but making them available for use
on tablets and other portable devices as fillable PDFs may increase their usage as well as reduce
future printing costs. (New York’s Division of Motor Vehicles has done this with its teen driving
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guide and can be a source of information and guidance.) As noted earlier in this report,
exploring the use of an electronic tool or App to help families keep track of their teens’ practice
hours also merits discussion. What would be particularly helpful for reinforcing the importance
of families making time to practice is an App that sends an alert to a parent if there are long
lapses between entries.
In addition to RoadWise, the MoDOT Traffic and Highway Safety Division makes an electronic
version of the brochure, Getting There, Strategies for Young Drivers, available for download and
review via its website (http://www.modot.org/safety/documents/408315.pdf). It is assumed
that it can be reproduced without permission, however, adding that notation is recommended
to encourage widespread use by safety partners, driver education teachers and others working
with teens. Additionally, the brochure makes only one reference to GDL (in the seat belt
section on one of the back panels). As noted previously, GDL is the most effective tool for
reducing teen crash. Helping teens make that connection is essential for getting their buy-in
and compliance with this lifesaving law. Therefore, revising the brochure to make the case for
GDL is strongly recommended.

Staffing

 Ensure that the individuals tasked with addressing teen driving
at the District level have behavioral safety expertise.
Resources also include people. Making sure that the right people are tasked with addressing
teen driving at the District/Coalition level is important since the countermeasures for
addressing teen driving crashes tend to be more behavioral in nature than engineering-focused.
That is not to say that engineering improvements do not benefit teens. Clearly there is a safety
gain for novice as well as all drivers when roadways are easier to navigate and more forgiving in
the event of a crash. But addressing the underlying cause of most novice driver crashes –
inexperience and brain development – that prompt some teens to engage in high risk behaviors
requires the use of education and enforcement.
Who is at table and at the helm when the Districts/Coalitions are not only reviewing teen crash
data, but developing the strategies and tactics is critical. MoDOT and its partners are
encouraged to review the District/Coalition rosters to ensure there is a balance between the
traffic safety E’s. Since changes in leadership and membership occur, allowing
Districts/Coalitions to use a portion of their grant funds to establish and sustain a coordinator
position may help ensure consistency. If that were to occur, MoDOT’s Traffic and Highway
Safety Division should provide opportunities (e.g., conference calls, webinars, bi-annual inperson meetings) for the coordinators to share best practices and resources, as well as
collaborate on statewide initiatives. Mentoring newer coordinators is also strongly
recommended. The counties the Districts/Coalitions serve may be unique, but the teen crash
problem is not.
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Conclusion
Fatal crashes involving Missouri teen drivers 15 to 20 year of age are on the decline thanks to
graduated driver licensing and the work of a committed community of public and private sector
traffic safety professionals and advocates. Missouri’s goal, however, is zero – no deaths on the
state’s roadways. Recognizing the risk for novice drivers, Missouri can and must do more to
help teen drivers survive their most dangerous driving years.
The recommendations
outlined in this report are
designed to help Missouri
formulate an action plan that
can serve as the roadmap for
moving toward zero teen
deaths. While each merits
consideration, Missouri’s teen
crash data clearly points to
the need for a primary seat
belt law – not just for teens,
but all roadway users.
Additionally, priority should
be given to strengthening the
provisions of state’s GDL law
and increasing the number of
teens who receive formal
driver education and training.
Implementing these
recommendations and the
others discussed previously,
will take leadership,
resources and patience. But
in the end, if Missouri’s teen
safe driving community stays
the course, crashes and
injuries will be prevented and
lives saved.
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