
19.1040.02000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

01/14/2019

Amendment to: HB 1544

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues

Expenditures $3,500,000

Appropriations $3,500,000

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties

Cities

School Districts

Townships

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

The bill creates a mobile driver/identity credential.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 1 directs NDDOT to implement a computerized licensing system that allows a licensed motor vehicle 
operator to provide electronic proof of valid licensing on an electronic communications device. The costs associated 
with implementation of this provision are based on input from industry and other jurisdictions.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

This measure as written would not impact revenues.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

The cost estimate reflects the cost to modify our computer systems to provide the mobile functionality. We estimate 
it would cost $3.5 million for these modifications.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

The executive budget did not include the costs associated with this bill. Accordingly, NDDOT would need $3.5 million 
additional appropriation authority to implement the provisions of this bill.



Name: Glenn Jackson

Agency: NDDOT

Telephone: 328-4792

Date Prepared: 01/16/2019



19.1040.01000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

01/14/2019

Bill/Resolution No.: HB 1544

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues

Expenditures $3,500,000

Appropriations $3,500,000

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties

Cities

School Districts

Townships

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

The bill creates a mobile driver/identity credential.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 1 directs NDDOT to implement a computerized licensing system that allows a licensed motor vehicle 
operator to provide electronic proof of valid licensing on an electronic communications device. The costs associated 
with implementation of this provision are based on input from industry and other jurisdictions.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

This measure as written would not impact revenues.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

The cost estimate reflects the cost to modify our computer systems to provide the mobile functionality. We estimate 
it would cost $3.5 million for these modifications.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

The executive budget did not include the costs associated with this bill. Accordingly, NDDOT would need $3.5 million 
additional appropriation authority to implement the provisions of this bill.



Name: Glenn Jackson

Agency: NDDOT

Telephone: 328-4792

Date Prepared: 01/16/2019
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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
A BILL relating to electronic operators’ licenses; and relating to the renewal of operators’ 
licenses. 
 

Minutes:                                                 Attachment 1-2 

 
Vice Chairman Rick C. Becker opened the hearing on HB 1544. 
 
Representative Sebastian Ertelt, District 26, introduced HB 1544.  Written testimony was 
provided.  See attachment #1.   
 
Representative Kading:  If you have your license on your phone and get pulled over, are 
you obligated to give the officer your phone?   
 
Rep. Ertelt:  I don’t know the answer to that.  
 
Representative Grueneich:  I like the concept, but how did it get such a crazy fiscal note? 
 
Rep. Ertelt:  I am not sure, but I will tell you that I am not too concerned about it. There are 
currently 650,000-700,000 license holders in the state. If you divide that into the cost, it is 
fairly minimal for savings well into the future.   
 
5:15 
Glenn Jackson, North Dakota Department of Transportation, Driver’s License Division, 
spoke to support HB 1544 and provided written testimony.  See attachment # 2. 
 
Glenn Jackson:  In response to Representative Kading’s question, #1 nobody wants to have 
law enforcement have to touch someone’s smart phone.  One idea of what might happen is 
when an officer pulls up to a vehicle, they use a Bluetooth system to ping the vehicle.  If 
someone is in the car that has a mobile driver’s license, it will ping their driver’s license to 
ask if they will share their information.  They may select yes.  The two will connect, and the 
two share information.    The other way may be a QR code on a card.  When the officer walks 
up to the window, the driver scans that, and it does the same thing, which is share the 
information with law enforcement.  There will never be anyone taking, touching, or holding a 
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smart phone back to a vehicle to look through it. Privacy and security is far too important; we 
won’t do that.  
 
Representative Paur:  This biennium I have received more calls about problems with the 
driver’s license system than I ever have.  Has something changed in the last few years? 
 
Glenn Jackson:  Not that I am aware of.  
 
Representative Nelson:  Are we looking at eliminating the driver’s license like we carry now 
and just having it in electronic form?   
 
Glenn Jackson:  Currently, we are looking at just adding this, but not getting away from the 
physical card.  There has to be a certain point in time that we have a higher level of 
confidence in the connectivity at all times, or the system has to be designed in some way.  
We were going to pilot one in about two months, but then this bill came up.  When you are 
offline, their concept shows the last time it was validated.   
 
Representative Jones:  There is a section that talks about someone going to a school to 
take a test.  Is this where the director will adopt the rules to actually get it figured out, so 
people can do it close to their own location? 
 
Glenn Jackson:  This summer we are looking at putting in a RFP to upgrade our digital 
driver’s license system.  It is not the mainframe; not the platform we are on, it is just the actual 
system used to process photos and information so we can issue the credentials.   As part of 
the RFP update we are going to roll the testing process into the RFP.  As part of the testing 
process, we want to adapt the same rules as other people are using, which allow people to 
take a proctored test away from a driver’s license office.  Right now we are thinking 
classroom, drivers’ education classes and things like that. They would be able to take the 
written knowledge test in a proctored manner at the school.  Then get their certificate of 
completion and bring it in to us.  We could then use it, so they don’t have to take a test every 
time.  That will be something we are going to do that is not part of this bill.  
 
Vice Chairman Rick C. Becker:  You indicated that you are going to do a pilot program on 
this.  If this bill is passed, would a pilot program be part of the roll-out?  
 
Glenn Jackson:  We were going to do a pilot, but the group that was going to do the pilot 
with us would want to bid our RFP 4 and actual system.  If they did the pilot and had access 
to our system, they would gain some knowledge of our system.  But if we did it now and there 
was a year’s gap, before we did it and the RFP, then there wouldn’t be enough connectivity 
for anyone to think that was improper.  With the bill as it came out, and if we have to do the 
RFP this year because the bill passes, they didn’t want to participate because they wouldn’t 
be able to bid.  We will just go straight to the RFP process.   
 
Vice Chairman Rick C. Becker: If you were going to figure out how to roll out a pilot program, 
then that would, in theory, make the subsequent roll-out of the entire program less expensive.  
If we had done it with the pilot program with your existing budget, would it make the fiscal 
note be 30% less.  
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Glenn Jackson:  The pilot was going to be free. We were trying to work with South Dakota 
and Manitoba to get them to join us.  It would be three different jurisdictions trying to do 
different various inoperability tests to make sure that it didn’t just work in North Dakota, but 
everywhere else.  We were looking at that as a learning exercise.  As far as costs are 
concerned, that will be system upgrades, system modifications and things we have to do.  I 
put $3.5 million in the fiscal note, but I also put in a note that it could be $2.5 million.  We are 
not exactly sure what it will cost.  If we had a pilot working and try to leverage that, I don’t 
think it would reduce the cost of the modifications that we’d have to make to implement the 
final product.  
 
Representative Kading:  Within this bill I don’t see any constraints of privacy.  What would 
stop law enforcement from picking a system that allows pinging a phone?   
 
Glenn Jackson:  That is a difficult question to answer.  If someone wants to violate 
someone’s privacy, it doesn’t matter how many rules we put in the books, it will still happen. 
We have the driver privacy protection Act, which is part of Chapter 33.  We have more privacy 
rules and restrictions.  Our program of implementing the individual driver’s license is only 
going to provide a different means of showing the information.  It will not go outside of the 
rules of privacy that we currently have.  Law enforcement through the CGIS program can 
access our data base.  I get a report every Monday that tell me which law enforcement agents 
have accessed it how many times this past week.  If we see someone apparently beginning 
to abuse it, we can go back and ask why.  We have kicked a couple of people out because 
they have.  There will be robust reporting with the program. We will see if there is a way to 
add checks and balances into it.  The important piece is that as an owner of the phone, and 
I am driving down the road and doing nothing wrong, even if someone pings me, I don’t have 
to give permission to get my information.   
 
Representative Kading:  Does that need to be in the bill that we need to say yes? 
 
Glenn Jackson:  I’m not sure it would need to be in the bill.  It would be something in the 
implementation process, working with law enforcement, marketing it to people to let them 
know.  If you get a mobile DL they will have to come in to get the technology on their phone.  
They will be advised of the rules and regulations. 
 
Representative Jones:  Will the ping alert the driver, and the driver must give the affirmation 
that it is ok to send the information? 
 
Glenn Jackson:  That is correct. 
 
There was no further testimony in support of HB 1544. 
 
There was no testimony in opposition to HB 1544.  
 
The hearing on HB 1544 was closed.    
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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
A BILL relating to electronic operators’ licenses; and relating to the renewal of operators’ 
licenses. 
 
 

Minutes:                                                  

 
Chairman Ruby brought HB 1544 back before the committee. 
 
Vice Chairman Rick C. Becker reviewed the hearing information, since Chairman Ruby was 
in another hearing at the time of the hearing.  
 
Chairman Ruby:  Was there any discussion about using the electronic driver’s license for 
an ID when voting?   
 
Vice Chairman Rick C. Becker:  No discussion was brought, but I don’t think that would be 
a problem since this would be a valid ID.  
 
Review of Glen Jackson’s testimony. 
 
Chairman Ruby:  It doesn’t look like they are going to charge for this service.  Maybe they 
should because people who want this will probably pay to have it.  
 
Representative Owens:  Mr. Jackson did mention that the more people who used the 
electronic DL would eventually see less traffic and lose FTEs.   
 
Representative Weisz:  Did we approve a full new driver’s license system in another 
session? 
 
Chairman Ruby:  I don’t remember that.  Should we hold this and ask Glenn Jackson to 
come back and give us some more information? 
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Representative Owens:  I have to admit with the amount of information that is provided to 
them, scanned documents for real ID, I am concerned about cyber security.  You can do a 
lot with a person’s name and birthday. 
 
Chairman Ruby:  There are a lot of Apps that you can put on your phone that require your 
personal information.  So, people are already exposed the way it is now.   
 
Representative Owens:  That is not the government doing it.  
 
Representative Kading:  I would agree with Representative Owens.  I think there are Fourth 
Amendment issues here.  I know it is going this direction, but from the outset we have to be 
very careful to make sure we are protecting people and making sure that law enforcement 
can’t just get your information on a whim.   
 
Vice Chairman Rick C. Becker:  Mr. Jackson testified that would not be a pull for the data; 
it would be a push.  Would your concerns be eliminated if it said in the bill that the data would 
have to be pushed?  That would mean you would have to go on your phone and say, “Yes, 
send data.” 
 
Representative Owens:  I believe they did say that.  It would be better, if it were actually in 
the bill.  
 
Representative Kading:  It would for me.  
 
Chairman Ruby:  We will hold the bill and get Glenn back to answer a few more questions.  
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Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
A bill relating to electronic operator’s licenses; and relating to the renewal of operator’s 
licenses. 
 

Minutes:                                                 Attachment 1 

 
Chairman Ruby brought HB 1544 back before the committee. 
 
Representative Kading provided amendments for HB 1544.  See attachment #1. This 
addresses concerns about Fourth Amendment rights. 
 
Chairman Ruby:  Department of Transportation seems to be okay with this overall.  There 
is a large fiscal note, which would be for the modification of the computer system.  
 
Representative Kading moved the amendments for HB 1544.  It doesn’t mean that I will 
support the bill, but if it goes to the floor, I think that we should at least protect our rights.  
Vice Chairman Rick C. Becker seconded the motion.  
 
Representative Hanson:  Is the information on a driver’s license public information? 
 
Representative Kading:  In part it is, but when an officer comes up to you, you don’t have 
to tell them who you are.  That is constitutional law. 
 
Representative Hanson:  If that is the law today, then how would it not apply if the license 
is in physical form or electronic form?   
 
Representative Kading:  I think that it would create a new gray area in the law.  If you were 
to litigate it, attorneys could argue that this is a different form of communication.  
 
Chairman Ruby:  You can say that you don’t have to show your license, but law enforcement 
will detain you until they determine who you are.  
 
Representative Kading:  Under constitutional law you have the right to leave the scene if 
there is no cause.  
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A voice vote was taken on the amendment.  The motion carried. 
 
Representative Paulson:  We should add into the amendment that the information needs 
to be pushed when officer requests the information. 
 
Representative Kading:  The amendment does that.  
 
Vice Chairman Rick C. Becker:  I agree.  It does that. 
 
Representative Grueneich:  I am going to resist the bill. The amendment makes it better, 
but the $3.5 million is my biggest concern.  It seems like every bill we get from the Department 
of Transportation has an upgrade.  
 
Representative Jones:  I’m confused about what we gain here.  When I get pulled over, 
they already know who I am.   
 
Representative Weisz:  Is this $3.5 million for a whole rewrite for the driver’s license system, 
or does it just do what is in this bill? 
 
Representative Kading:  If we pass this bill, they don’t have to spend the whole appropriation.  
Appropriations would have to approve the system in some for or the other.   How would they get the 
$3.5 million? 
 
Chairman Ruby:  It would get put in their budget and line itemed for this purpose.  
 
Representative Weisz:  I think that they might just be using this for a rewrite of the driver’s license 
system.  
 
Representative Grueneich moved a DO NOT PASS as amended on HB 1544. 
Representative Paulson seconded the motion. 
A roll call vote was taken:  Aye  10  Nay  4  Absent  0 
The motion carried.  
Representative Jones will carry HB 1544. 
 
 
 
 
 
 











2019 TESTIMONY 

HB 1544 

 














	House Transportation Committee
	Testimony



