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I. BACKGROUND

i
A. The SAFE System _ } 5
The Special Adjudication For Enforcement (SAFE) project was designed_to examine : é
the effectiveness of a special adjudication/referral/rehabilitation system for ;
dealing with traffic offenders. Although the 'system has much in-common with the :
administrative adjudication approach in that it eliminates-a formal courtroom . !

appearance, it also is unique in that a para-judicial (magisterial) system is ;
employed. Specifically, traffic citations are adjudicated by a magistrate in an i
informal hearing in which defeaudants cen conveniently and quickly present their '
cases including any extenuating circumstances. Magistrates are authorized to

accept guilty pleas, dismiss the charges, or, where there are questions of evi-

dential fact or where a defendant wishes to contest a case further, to refer.

cases for formal court hearing. Additional features of the Seattle SAFL system

include magistrate referral to a Driver Improvement Anaiyst (DIA) for diagnosis

and/or counselling or direct referral to one of several driver improvement

programs. The overall system design and its operational procedure is fully de-

e me e e baes oe

__scribed in the SAFE Final Report (Morehead, 1976) ana a brief overview is provid-

ed for the readers' convenience in Appendix I. - -

B. Evaluation of SA/E

An integral part of the SAFE program was an evaluation of its effectiveness and
efficiency. Analytic comparisons were made between the special adjudication
system and the traditional systems of formal courtroom appearance and bond for-
feiture. Within the SAFE system, comparisons were made between direct magistrate .
referral and predesignated (random) referral of drivers to various driver im-
provement treatments as well as between differing degrees of DIA involvement in
the referral process. Evaluation of the system also included - comparisons of the
relative effectiveness of different driver rehabilitation programs in reducing
citation and accident recidivism.

Among the major rehabilitation alternatives utilized in the SAFE program were
three versions of the National Safety Council's Defensive Driving Course (0DC):
The standard eight-hour classroom Driver Improvement Program (DIP), a programmed
ledrning version of the DDC course (PL1) consisting of a tape-recorded lecture

- series and student workbook augmented by -four hours of classroom instruction, and

a seccnd Programmed Learning course (PL2) consisting of the same recorded mater-

ials and self instruction workbook plus a one-hour classrocm meeting primarily for
testing purposes. Finally, "No Treatment" Control yroups were included to permit
evaluation of the relative effectiveness of the three DDC courses. Although there
were other Department of Licensing! Driver Improvement programs utilized in the
treatment program (e.g., First Group Interview and Narrative Driving) further de-
tailed evaluation of these programs is beyond the scope of the present report and
the reader is referred to the original project report for the effectiveness assess-

ment of these agency effor’ . ; :

10n July 1, 1977 the name of the Department of Motor Vehicles was changed
to the Department of Licensing.






Hithin the Predesignated (random assignment) Referral branch of the SAFE system
(See Figure 1) drivers were referred to one of :the DDC courses or a Control group
through one of tiwree possible routes: (1) Predesignated (random) referral with-
out DIA involvement; (2) predesignated referral with DIA counselling but no deci-
sion-making by the DIA as to the appropriateness of the assigned rehabilitation
alternative; (3) Predesignated referral to a DIA for diasnosis and subsequent
referral to the adjudged best treatment program. Thus, there were 12 comparison
groups defined by the four treatment groups (p1P, PL1, PL2 and Control) and by
the three alternative referral routes (Predesignated-No DIA, Predesignated-DIA
counsel, Predesignated-DIA diagnose). .

A complete description of the evaluation design, the predesignation and assignment
procedures, and dependent measures can be found in the evaluation section of the
SAFE Final Report (Morehead, 1976). A brief summary is preseated in Appendix L.
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I1. PURPQOSE

The initial evaluation of the SAFE project suggested a substantial reduction in
both accident and violation recidivism for those offenders who attended the
Defensive Driving Course (either DIP or PL versions) as compared to those who
were,assigned to the Control group. Treatment groups showed an approximate 40%
reduction in rec1d1v1sm on both post-treatment performance measures. The ex-
tremely promising results of this initial evaluation prompted the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration to contract with the Research Division of
the Washington State Department of Licensing to further explore the specific
effectiveness of the various 0DC rehabilitation efforts.

Specific among the research questions addrassed in the present investigation is
the potential impact of the "exceptions' made to predesignated treatment group
assignments. The origina] evaluation design incorporated predesignated random
assignment to all major comparison groups. However, during the actual operation.
of the SAFE system some exceptions were inade from this random assignment scheme,
i.e., some offenders were excluded from their predesignated group based on de--
cisions by the magistrates or the DIA's that the predes1gnated ti-eatment was
grossly inappropriate and could not inm all good conscience be complied with. To-
the extent that this deviation from the assignment plan introduced any systematic
bias in the number and/or type of offender that was excluded and/or the treatment
programs from which they were excepted, the randomness of subject assignment (and
therefore the validity of between-group comparisons) may have been compromised.

In addition to the predesignated drivers who wer: excepted from their assigned
treatment program (and either received no further treatment or were reassigned to
a treatment program other than that for which they were originally predesignated
there were others who:

a. Failed to appear for any of the1r schedu]ed treatment;

Began their treatment program but d1d not succes<fu11y comp]ete the
entire prcogram;

c. Appeared for and completed the assigned treatment program.

The control .group would obviously consist of drivers who would have fallen into
each of these classifications had they been assigned to a treatment program rather
than to the No Treatment Control group. Hopefully, the random assignment process
would assure that they vere represented in proportions equivalent to those found
in the treatment groups. However, since it was impossible to identify from with-
in the Control group those individuals who would have been excépted or would have
"failed-to-appear” or."faiied-to-complete" had they entered a treatment program,
it becomes necessary to either, (1) attempt to make the necessary statistical
adjustments to the Control group's performance means which would compensate for
the various component contributions or (2) define the treatment group as ail of
the drivers predetermined to become members of that treatment group without re-
gard to the specific treatment conditions they subsequently experienced. It is
this latter option which was selected for the present evaluation.







Finally, sequential programming constraints precluded definitive evaluation
comparisons between the two versions of Programmed Learning at the time of the
initial project analycis. That is, since the PLZ program replaced the PLI
program midway through the project, recidivism comparisons using equivalent
tracking intervals could not be made immediately following the project termi-
nation. At the time that the data were collected for the present eya1uation,
sufficient time had elapsed since program termination to permit equivalent one-
year tracking intervals to be used for both these trrczatment programs. Thus,

the present report will also include a re-examination of the relative effective-
ness of each of the Programmed Learning versions of the DOC course. .

III. METHOD

A. The Data Base

The data base used for this supplementary evaluation consisted of three major
components: The Master Data File collected during the operational phase of the
SAFE program, a data file created for the “Exceptions" cases since many were
excluded from the initial SAFE data filo, and the current 5 year driving records
for both the SAFE and Exception subjects. The data file used for. statistical
analysis was composed of the SAFE and Exception records merged onto a single
file with each subject's driving record appended to his base record. A record

description is included as Appendix II.

Driving records were extracted from the Department of Licensing's Oriver Records
system in December, 1977 and consisted of up to 20 accidents and/or citations.
Each accident and/or citation was coded in a field containing the date Jf occur-
rence and the type of citation issued. The first 10 of these fields contained
data for up to 10 accident/violation incidents that occurred prior io the SAFE
entry offense date. The second 10 fields contained up to 10 incidents that
occurred subsequent to the SAFE entry offense date. [If there were fewer than
10 prior or 10 subsequent incicents the unnecessary fields were blark. Thus,
the driving record portion of the data base contained a virtually complete {5

year) driving history.

Initial examination of the data base revealed a substantial missiqg data problem

with regard to the completion status of subjects who had been assigned toa noc

treatment group. In order to obtain thesc completion data 2 manual search of
the Evergraen Safety Council's SAFE Project records was conducted, and roughly
957 of the missing data was recovered. The data base was then updated with com-
pletion codes indicating successful course completion or failure to complete.
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B. Study Grdup Selection

There were six types of defendants identified in the master data file: Excep-
ticns, SAFE Mandatories, SAFE Walk-ins, Court Mandatories, Court Walk-ins and
Bond Forfeitures. The initial step in defining the study groups was to select
only SAFE Mandatory and Exception subjects. Next, subjects were selected for
further analysis if they met one of two conditions: (1) they were members of
the Exception (from predesignated assignment) group Or (2) they had been pro-
cessed through the system via one of the predesignated referral routes (left-
hand portion of Figure 1). Thus, the subjects =elected for analysis were the
SAFE Mandatory defendants who had been randomly -assigned to a referral -and
treatment (or Control) group including those .defendants excepted from their
predesignated assignment. ' ’

v C. Evaluation Design

Table 1 depicts predesignation group (rows) and assignment/comp]etion’(co]dmns)
for subjects included in the present analysis. The variable PREDESIG in Table 1
includes both predesignated referral route and treatment group—assignment. For
the No DIA (rows 1, 2, 3, 4) and DIA Counseling (rows 11, 12, 13, 18) referral

b routes predesignation codes indicated both route and treatment group assignment.
The code for the DIA Diagnosis route, however, indicated diagnosis only. The
purpose of this component of the system was Lo allow the DIA's to.determine the
most appropriate treatment for individiual defendants. If the diagnostic inter-
view indicated eligibility foi a Department of ticensing Driver Improvement’
program the defendant was assigned to that program. The remaining defendants
should have been randomly assigned to 2 DOC or Control group. Even though the
DIA Diagnosis predesignation code did not indicate DDC or Controi assignment,
these treatment group assignments are broken down in Table 1 for purposes of
later analvsis. Tha DIA Diagnesis condition (row 28) in Table T includes those
: ¢ybjects assigned to a Departiment of Licensing program and these excepted from

' any formal treatment program. The remaining subjects who were assigned to a

: DL or Control group are represented in rows 21, 22, 23 and 24 of Table 1.

Tre variable STATUS in Table 1 indicates Treatment group assignment and comple-
tion status. Cclumns 1 and 2 represent completion of predesignated,treatment
and faijure-to-comylete, respectively, and the Control group is represented in
Column 3. Columns 4 andg 5 indicate exceptions from predesignated assignment.
Subjects excepted but assigned to another treatment (Column 4) include those
assigned to a DCC course other than the one predesignated or a DOL treatment.
Column 5 represents axception-subjects not assigned to any treatment-group_and
includes 150;predesignated~DIP or PL-subjects who were assigned -to the Control
b group. Column 6 includes subjects for whom a treatment assignment could not be
§ , determined from the existing records. .It should be noted that the majority of
: these subjects were predesjgnated'for Control group assignment ,- but the DIA's
v and/or magistrates jndicated a group assignment code (Action-Reason code) other
v than those used to indicate Control group assignment. The reasons for the sub-
stantial number of subjects predesignated but not assigned to Control groups
remains obscure. Finally, column 7 represents treatment group assignment but
unknown completion status. B C
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TABLE 1

PREDESIGNATION GROUP AND ASSIGNMENT-COMPLETION STATUS
(Sample sizes and percentages are indicated in each cell)

- STATUS
COUNT I

ROW PCT TASSIGNED ASSIGNED ASSIGHED EXCPTION EXCFY

I-CQMPLTE -FTC

-CONTROL OTHR TRT NO TRY UNKNOKN QNKNOHN

10N STATUS  ASS-CHPL

1 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 6.1 7.1
PREDESIG  ~==--=>-l-w----c= Tommmmon T-eummmn- I-=mmmm=- I-osnmmm- I-owmvm=- I--=mm=-- 1
: 1. 1 408 I 6% I ¢ I 106 I 43 I 171 17I
NO DIA DIP I 62.5 1 9.8 I 00 I 159 I 6.6 I 2.6 1 2.6 1
B T-ewmmae- D D [--emm=m- Tomemmmn- I---emm=- I-m=mm=-- 1
2. I 16 I 1 I o1 s71 58 1 101 9 1
NO DIA PL1 I «.7 1 10.2 I .00 I 371 I 1741 3.0 1 2.7 1
B | R T~omemmm- P IR P CRMIREE 1
3. 1 19 1 52 1 o1 57 1 2 1 6 I 11
NO DIA PL2 I 617 I 16.9 1 0.0 I 185 1 0.6 I 1.9 1 0.3 I
B Towwomnmmn S SR T~mmmmmo O SELSEEE I-emmm=m- 1
4. I 0 1 o I 23 I 12 I 16 I 434 I 0o I
NG OIA CONTROL I 0.0 I 0.0 I 360 X 1.7 1 2.3 1 62.0 1 0.0 I
B I-emmmme= Jowmmmno- [-cnemmo= [--memm=- T I-cmvmmm- 1
11. 1 375 1 69 I o 1 4 I 2% 1. 31 131
COUNSEL DIP I 6.3 1 8.9 I. 0.0 I 59 I 304 I &9 I 1.7 I
B Jomemnmn= P IR I-wemmmm- Temomommm R T-emmmmm- i
12. 1 1176 T 39 I o r 3 1 114 I 221 6 I
COUNSEL PL1 ] 4s.5 1 101 1 0.0 I 7.8 1 295 I 5.7 I 1.6 1
B R O e | I-cemem== D 1
13, I 165 1 46 I o1 15 1 74 1 1011 11
COUNSEL PL2 I 53.4 1 1.2 T 0.0 I 69 I 239 I 3.2 1 0.3 I
B PR Townimmm- I-wemmnm- I-emmmm-n- Tmemmmmn- Joeemmoo- 1
19, 1 0 I o I 207 1 19 I ¢ I 505 I o 1
COUNSEL CONTROL I ©0.0 I o.¢ I 282 I 2.6 I 0.5 I 68.7 I 0.0 I
, ' B Tewmmomon I-=n-m=-- R R Tmcmmmnm- I-c-emn=- 1
21, I 626 1 120 I 0 1 0 I 0 I o 1 -27 1
DIA DIAG DIP I et.0o I 155 1 0.0 I o0 I 0.0 I 0.0 1 3.5 1
I ) Tmeoemmm- Toemmmmo- I-ovenem- I-eemmo- I-emmmmo- 1
22. 1 292 1 5% I 0 I o I 0 I 0o I 5 1
DIA DIAG PL1 I 3.4 I 1s.1 1 0.0 I ©00 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 1.6 1
B Joemomnn=- I--eommn- I-ccmmmm- I-o-mmmm- I-o-on-m-- I-emmmmm- 1
' : 23, 1 303 I 83 I 0 I 0o I 0 I 0o I 5 1
DA DIAG PL2 I 77.5 1 21.2 1 ©0.0 I 00 I 0.0 I 0.0 1 1.3 1
s S Tmo-emmm- I-ewmmm=- I--wemmn- S R I--cmmm-- 1
2. 1 oI 0 1 &3 I 0 I o I 705 I o 1
DIA DIAG CONTROL I 0.0 I 0.0 I 38.6 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 6l.4 I 0.0 I
B Tiommmmn- I-wmmmmm- T Joemmmmn 1-e-e-mm- 1--mmmmm- 1
28. I 267 I 3 1 o 1 o1 1 827 I 318 1 17 I
DIA DIAG - I 161 1 2.1 1 00 I 55 I 5001 19.2 1 7.1 1
B SRR SRR P TR I---memm- Toommmmee I-wmmmm=- 1

COLUMN 2968 592 888 - 431 1376 2965, 201

TOTAL 34.8 6.9 10.4 5.1 16.1 26¢.2 2.4

For analysis of the overall system the total prede

RO
JOTAL

1148
13.5

1654
19.4

8519
160.0

signated groups (row totals in

Table 1) were used and comparisons were made as a~functj0n of predesignation
group and assignment vs non-assignment to the prede
group. Analyses of DOC effectiveness included only

1; those subjects actually assigned to a treatmen

jects assigned to DIP, PL1 or

PL2 only those for wh

signated treatment

or Control

Columns 1, 2 and 3 of Table.

t or Control group, and for sub-

om completion status data was
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available. Additionally, subjects referred via the DIA Diagnosis route aqd
assigned to a DOL treatment were exciuded from the analyses of DOC effective-
nRess.

Dependent Variables

The two general classes of dependent variables were those measuring group com-
position and recidivism. Group composition variables consisted of descriptive
demographic characteristics (age, sex, race, education, income), exposure to
risk, prior driving record and the SAFE entry offense. Recidivism was measured '

by the percentage of drivers involved in one or more accidents or receiving one ;
or more citations subsequent to their SAFE appearance date.

The recidivism tracking interval was one calendar year following the SAFE appear-
ance date. The last defendants in the SAFE project appeared in June, 1976, and-
a one-year tracking interval for chese subjects concluded in June, 1977. The
data file used in this research was created on December 15, 1977, and thus allow-
ed six months for reports of citations and accidents to be submitted to the
Department of Licensing and entered on the driver record system.

D. Subjects

The traffic offenders in the SAFE system were Seattle residents who received an
infraction citation for: (1) charges arising from an accident, (2) driving with-
out a valid operator's license on person, (3) speeding in excess of 15 MPH over
the posted limit, or (4) a charge that was the fourth infrartion in 2 yearsor the
third charge in 1 year, while operating a motor vehicle within the Seattle city
limits during the time period June, 1974 to June, 1976. :

Driving witnout a valid operator's license on person was dropped as a mandatory-
appearance catagory early in the program primarily because neither the magis-
trates nor the analysts could justify to themselves or to the defendants the need
to attend a rehabilitation program based on only this citation on their record.
Three additional infractions, failure to yield right-of-way, following too close
and negligent driving were ad1ed to the mandatory SAFE appearance citation cri-
teria when the no valid license on person charge was deleted.

E. Analysis

The SAFE data file complied by the Department of Licensing's Informaticn Systems
Division was processed and analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS), a set of computer programs developed by Nie et al {1975). The
major analytic techniques used were multiple regression and Chi-square. For
multiple regression analyses dummy variables were created representing predesig-
nated referral routes and treatment group assignments as well as assignment and
completion status. Analyses of group composition were treated as one-way ANOVA's






using dummy variables to represent particular predesignation and status condi-
tions. Recidivism analyses proceeded similarly with the inclusicn of a second
step in which the group composition variables of age, sex, exposure and prior
driving recerd were entered into the regression equation. Nie et al (1975,

Pp 373-376) describe this type of analysis.  The control groups were pooled a-
cross all referral routes to provide a single referrence group for the various
conparisons. : , . : o

The dependent variables examined in many of the analyses were dichotomous e.g.,
recidivism. It should be noted that even though the use of a dichotomous de-

pendent variable -violates the statistical assumptions of the multiple regression

model, there appears to be adequate justification for this practice. Empirical

tests have documented the robustness of the ANOVA using dichotomous dependent

variables when sample sizes are large, e.g., greater than. 40 (Lunney, 1970; also

see Shultz & 0'Day, 1972). "Cohen and Cohen (1975, p. 230) also suggest that the

central limit theorum and some nonreferenced empirical studies justify.using v

regression techniques with dichotomous dependent variables.

A .05 significance level (one-tailed) was used for comparisons of recidivism.
However, a more conservative level of .00] (two-tailed) was used for qroup
composition comparisons. The reason for this somewhat unorthodox procedure is
due to the fixed sample size used for both types of comparisons. Normally an
investigator would determine the size of an effect considered to be practically
significant, then select a significance level and power for the test. Fixing
these three parameters then determines the required value of the remaining para-
meter, sample size. In the present investigation, however, the same sample size
is used both for recidivism comparisons, in which a relatively small differeiice
would be practically significant, and for group composition comparisons, in
which only fairly large differences would have any practical significance.

IV. RESULTS

A. SAFE System Impact - Predesignated Referral

Examination of the predesignated referral component. of the SAFE system consists
of first, a description of the composition of the total subject sample and com-. ..
parisons among various predesignation conditions, and second, a determination of
the impact of the predesignation/referral system on recidivism. For these
analyses the entire sample of 8,519 subjects was used, and compariscns were. made
between the total predesignation groups represented by the row totals in Table 1.

Group Composition .

The mean age of SAFE defendants in the predesignated/referral component was 31.97

years; males accounted for 74% of the sample; subjects reported driving a mean of
189.73 miles per week; their driving records showed means of 0.82 accidents and
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2.97 citations prior to entry into the SAFE system; the mean reported education
lgve] was 12.45 years of school; the race of most defendants was Caucasian (85.4%)
with Blacks accounting for 6.3% and other races 5.3%; most defendants reported a

yearly income of $8,000 or less (60.4%); the majority of defendants were cited for
speeding (41.1%), with 25.7% cited as the result of an accident, 14.5% were multi-
Ple offenders and the remaining 18.7% received one of the other SAFE entry offenses.

Tables Al - A9 in Appendix 111 summarize these data.

An examination of these group composition measures as a function ¢f predesig-
nation referral group revealed a number of significant deviations from random
assignment relative to the composition of the pooled control groups. The
analysis of group composition was a one-way ANOVA (set up as a dummy variable
regression). There were 10 comparison groups defined by the three predesignated
referral routes (No DIA, DIA Counsel and DIA Diagnosis) and three treatment
groups (DIP, PL1, PL2) and the DIA Diagnose group. The composition of these 10
groups was assessed relative to the pooled control group. In the following com-
parisons the critical F values at a .0C1 significance level are 2.96 for df=
(lo%Sg?B)zand 10.83 for df=(1,8508). The group composition data is summarized
in Table 2. : b

1. Age - There was no age difference among predesignated treatment groups com-
pared to the pooled Control group, F(10,8508)=2.46.

2. Sex - The percentage of males did vary among groups, F{10,8508)=5.72, how-
ever, this was mostly due to an overrepresentation of males in the DIA '
Diagnose group, F(1,8508)=21.53.  None of the DDC treatment groups individ-
ually differed from the combined control group.

3. Exposure to Risk - Mean number of miles driven per week showed anloverall
difference, F(10,8508)=3.12, but none of the individual group differences
reached the .001 level of significance.

4. Prior Driving Record - The mean number of prior accidents varied signifi-
cantly across predesignation groups, F(10,8508)=9.92. Both the CIP Counsel
and PLY Counsel groups had significantly more prior accidents than did the
composite control group, F's(1,8508) of 13.81 and 32.69 respectively, as
also did the DIA Diagnose group, F(1,8508)=60.61. Prior citations similarly
differed among groups, F(10,8508)=46.40. The DIP and PL1 conditions within
both the No DIA and DIA Counsel referral routes showed more prior citations
than the control group, all four F's(1,8508)>14.14. The PL2 Diagnose group

" had fewer prior citations, F(1,8508)=16.29, and the DIA Diagnose group had
more prior citations than the control group, F(1,8508)=309.12. ~

5. Education - The mean education ievel did ndt_dfffer among groups, F(10,8223)
=2.10.

6. Income - The distribution of income levels differed ambng groupé.x2(48)=
105.89. .
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7. Race - Racial'groups were equivalently represented in predesignation groups,
x2(48)=54.36,:p=.24. ‘

" 8. SAFE Entry Offense - The SAFE entry offenses were not equivalently distri-
Examination of Table A9
in Appendix III, however, revealed no consistant patterns with respect to

predesignation route or group. '

buted across predesignation groups, x?(84)=536.68.

" TABL

E2

GROUP COMPOSITION SUMMARY FOR THE
TOTAL PREDESIGNATION GROUPS

RO DIA DIA COUNSEL DIA DIAGNOSIS POOLED

OIP | PLY | PL2 pDIp | PLY | PL2 DIP | PLY | PL2 | DIAGNOSE CONTROL

Sample Size 653 | 334 308 777 | 3871 309 773 350¢ 391 1,654 2,563
X Age 31.7 |30.5| 32.3 32.7 1 30.5] 33.4 32.41 31.3} 29.8 2320 32.2
=% Males 74 77 76 74 75 75 - 68} .69 - 66 79 73
*X Miles/Week 174 | 172 182 1611 192} 157 1531 15821 161 186 175
*X Prior Accidents 0.80 [0.88(0.74 0.88|1.06] 0.82 0.75] 0.85} 0.60 0.99 0.70
*R Prior Citatfons 2.99 13.441 2.68 3.07 3.60| 2.79 2.281 2.58} 1.90 4.10 2.52
% Education 13.0 112.6 13.0 12.8112.6} 13.0 12.6) 12.8{ 12.9 13.0 13.0
*% <$8,000 58 70 57 59 66 52 " 65 63 64 58 60
% Caucasian 85 | 83 90 84 83 87 68 86 86 84 €5

*Significant overall differences at the .001 significance level.

Additional comparisons were made between subjects assigned to treatment vs those

not assigned. Surprisingly, the only difference that -emerged from these compari-

~sons was an age difference, F(1,8517)=6137, showing that subjects assigned were
on the average Z.55 years younger than subjects not assigned.

Recidivism

Accident and citation recidivism were examined as a’ function of predesignation
group (relative to the pooled control group) controlling for the effects of age,
sex, exposure, prior accidents and prior citations. These variables were select-
ed based on the existence of theoretical and empirical reasons to expect that
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they might influence subsequent driving performance. -
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1. Accident Recidivism - The overall predesignation/referral system had no
detectable impact on accident recidivism. Table 3 summarizes these data
for individual predesignation route by grcup concitions. The effect of
predesignation group was not significant, F(10,8508)<1 wh1]e the gomblned
effec!. of predesignation group and the five group composition variables
was significant, F(15,8503)=15.80. However, this effect was e?t1re1y at-
tributable to the variables of prior accidents, age and sex, F's(1,8503) ..
of 89.23, 63.27 and 17.47 respectively (all predesignation F's <1.1).

TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE ACCIDENT RECIDIVISM FOR PREDESIGNATION _ - i
ROUTE AND TREATMENT .GROUPS : Cod

. TRTGROUP
MEAN I :
COUNT I DIP. PLY PL2 CCHTROL  DIA DIAG ROW
I TOTAL
1 11 2 1 31 4 1 1
RCUTE ceccmeun T I- mmcmmenn | CET Towmmmeeone S - I
1 I 15161 17.66I 15901  15.00 I 0.6 I  15.664
NO DIA I 653 I 313 I 308 I 700 I 0 I 1955
3 ST Tommmeoee ) SRS ) S ) CE .
2 I 15,06 1  14.99 1 12.62 1 14.69 I 0.0 I  14.58
COUNSEL I 777 1 387 1 399 I 735 1 0 I 2208
S G Tmmmmmeoos Temmemmnnen p ST [emiommncnn I
31 13,451 13141 13.81 T  14.25 I 16.08 I  14.67
OIA DIAG, I 773 1 350 1 3191 7 1148 I 1656 I 4316
: 3 ST R Tmemmmmeeen ) S p T Immemmmemne I
COLUMN TOTAL 14,53 15.22 164.09 16.56 16.08 1%.87
: 2203 1071 - 1008 2583 1654 8519

2. Citation Recidivism = The system had a significant impact on,cjtgtions,
F(10,8508)=4.76. The combined predesignation and group gompqs1t1on'eff¢ct
also was significant, F(15,8503)=86.12. Table 4 shows citation recidivism.
With group composition effects partialled out,there'rem§1pgd a s3gn1f1cant
impact of DIP for both the No DIA and DIA Diagnose cond?t1pn§, f s(1,8503)
of 5.60 and 3.31 respectively, relative to a critical F of 2.7¢{ at a one-

. taiied .05 significance level. The differences between these groups and Y
the adjusted control group recidivism lTevel of 43.12% were 4.79% and 3.45%
respectively. Additiorally, the impact of PL1-varied with referral route..
Within the No DIA condition PL] increased recidivism by 5.48% wh1!e it
significantly reduced recidivism by 5.01% in the DIA Counsel condition, F
(1,8503)=3.93. No differences were found for any of the PL2 groups.
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TABLE 4

PERCENTAGE CITATION RECIDIVISM FOR PREDESIGNATION
ROUTE AND TREATMENT GROUPS

TRTGROUP

MEAN I o :
COUNT I OIF PLL PLZ CONTROL ~ DIA DIAG = ROW
I : TOTAL
I 11 21 31 ¢ 1 5 I
ROUTE -1 e ¢ B e (. 1
1 I 39511 5,401 42,861 44,291 0.0 I  43.86
HO DIA I 653 I 334 1 308 I 700 I 0 I 1995
B Tewemmmnon-n e SRR | S I
2 I 42211 42.66 1 43,06 I  42.86 I 0.0 I  62.62
COUNSEL 1 777 1 387 I 399 I 735 I 0o I 2208
B Tommmemee Ieewmmmmnm- Tomommmmnn T I
3 I 37001 42.00I  39.64 1  40.24 I  48.13 1  42.77
DIA DIAG 1 773 1 350 I 391 .I 1148 I 1654 I 4316
T e Ioemmeemnn- e Iemeommemm- 1
COLUMN TCTAL 39.58 45.47 41.67 42.08 48.13 42.99
2203 1071 1008 2583 1656 8519

B. Impact of The Defensive Lriving Course

An examination of the effectiveness of the POC course is based on only those
subjects assigned to a DDC or Control group and only those for vihom completion
status was known. These inclusion criteria resulted in a sample of 4,147 sub-
jects. The analysis of this DDC sample proceeded in two steps: First, an
examination of the group composition of the treatment groups relative to the
control and second, a determination of NDC impact on recidivism.

Group Composition

Any differential composition of the treatment and. Control groups should be re-
lated to the extent to which subjects were differentially excluded from group
assignment. -Tabie 5 shows the exception rates for predesignated referral rdute
and treatment group. The STATUS UNKNOWN subjects were included in the calcula--
tion of these exception rates. :

As shown in Table 5 subjects were selected out -of the treatment groups to a much
greater extent than from the Control group. The relatively lower exception rate
for ‘the PL2 group-is probably related to the fact that exceptions generally were
gower later in the program; during the time period after PL2 was substituted for

L]- - - .

12

Ve







: ?‘:‘“%“M*E;*%ﬂ»mmﬁ«ﬁm‘?fvw*«%%sﬂwrrﬂwxwwrasww»z&mw S

TABLE §

EXCEPTION RATES (PROPORTIONS) AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR
PREDESIGNATED REFERRAL ROUTES AND TREATMENT GROUP ASSIGNMENTS

(The DIA Diagncse route cannot be broken down by -
treatment group, see text)

TRTGROUP.

MEAN I :
COUNT I OIP PLL PL2 CONTROL  DIA DIAG rON
1 ' TOTAL
b 11 2 1 31 4 1 5 I
ROUTE —eeccaee ) S b O — Tommmaoee Imemmmmeees Immmmermens 1
B 11 0.23 1 0.36 1 6.19 I 0.064 1 0.0 I 0.17
NO DIA 3 653 - I 336 I 308 1 700 I 0 I 19%
B T el ST ) S Tecmmmmmens 1.
2 1 0.36 1 0.37 I 0.29 I 0.03 1 0.0 I 0.26
COUNSEL : 1 777 I 387 I 309 I 735 1 0 I 2208
LD T R, b R rrn Iececrccma ) T TP . Jewiccacaan I . -
30t I 1 1 1 I 0.21
DIA DIAG by 773 1 350 I 391 I 1148 I 1654 I 4316
S S Tt S I-mmremmees S g O I {
COLUMN TOTAL . 0.21
- 2203 1071 1008 2583 1656 8519

Exception rates also varied as a function of referral route. Involvement of
BIA's in the referral process tended to increase exception rates. Also, it
should be noted that the lack of a treatment group breakdown for the predes-
ignated DIA Diagnosis group is due to the fact that assignment to a DDC or
Control group was made after NIA Diagnosis determined ineligibility for any
of the Department of Licensing's programs. Thus, the predesignation code did
not indicate treatment group assignment for the DIA Diagnosis subjects.

The reasons given by the magistrates and DIA's for granting exceptions are
shown in Table 6. The most common reasons were a previous DDC course and a
time conflict in attending the course. As indicated in Table 6 the distri-
butions of reasons for the treatment and Control groups were quite different,
which contributed to a significant overall difference in distributions, xf
(80)=425.59. = A3 examination of the Control group indicates a lack of valid
reasons for exclusion. Clearly, an age, medical or language probiem shou!d’
not have resulted in exclusion from the Contrcl group.- Also it wes surprising
to find that a time conflict was given as a reason for exclusion from PL2 as
frequentiy as for DIP since PL2 required only one scheduled hour of classroom
time as compared to eight hours for DIP. K :
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TABLE 6

. REASONS GIVEN FOR GRANTING EXCEPTIONS FROM
PREDESIGNATED TREATMENT GROUP ASSIGNMENTS

EXCo0E

COUNT I - . . . ..

RG4 PCT ILEAVING PREV LOC REFUSED CODD DRI DMV PROG NOT SEWT AGE HEDI OVERSIGH NOT STAT CANGUAGE TIME coON  BOM

ITomN ' oee V RECORD PENDING TO OIX CAL PROD Y FORGOT €D PRCB FLICT  ° TOFAL
1 1.1 RS SRR N BT ¢ s.t 6.1 7.k 0 6.1 9.1 101 - 13X
PRECESTIG  -~e-es=n Jeamenennn Taococoes PEETRIRE O I- 4 1 femeanoen R Lmmmneenn Iecuwnnnn b4

R ¢ T 16 1 16 1 17 3 PR ¢ o I 15 1 31 15 1 31 3 T 11e

KO OIA OIP I $.9 I 150 I 13.6 I 34.4 I 2.5 I 0.0 I 12,7 T 2.3 I 127 I 2.5 1 195 I 7.¢
elevosmnen femecomen ) LT SR ) SEREETT ST fmmanoeon Teeomaeon Jameooone O 1

- 2. 1 [ wor. 12 ? 1 11 et w0 3 2 ! 13 1 @ 1 91 68

NO DIA PLL t 5.9 r 250 1 1.5 1 10.3 I 1.5 J 6.0 § 1.7 I 2.9 I 19.1 @I S.9 I 1%.2 I e
£2 SETTET T Jeencenne SRR | SEEEETEN Ioescenen Tewemeene I- 1- -f-- 1 B I

s. I 11 6 1 W1 5 1 o1 oI s 1 [ ¢ 11 a1 18 1 s6

NO DIA PL2 1 ‘t;8 I 16.7 I 35.7 I 8.9 I 9.0 1 6.0 t &9 I 0.6 I 1.8 ' 7.1 I 25% 1 3.4
3 T | ELEEEES [ERRTSPEE Ieen-c-e- Teemeoons S Tecmeeene ) CEETERES [ EEEEP R Toman-nse fomoeme- 1

a1 o1 e 1 11 o I o1 0 I 1u I 21 6 1 2 1 [ 4 2%

MOOIA CONTROL I 0.0 I 6.0 I 4.2 I 0.6 I ©0.0 I ©.0 I 4.8 I &3 I 33.3 I 6.3 &I ¢o0 I 1.5
B e Teeoomone FETPES RS Jrvoenenn | RSP I--o--oe- fevorene- Iemacocue | CEEEEEES O Jeommmnsn 1

1. 1 21 1 a6 1 W I 17 1 11 t 16 1 6 1 y 1 s 1 72 1 228

CCUNSIL 01P I 9.3 I 204 I 13.3 T 7% 1 31 I 69 I 71 I 1.8 1 113 1 55 I 3.9 1 13.7
B Teveocana ) SET R Lerovmeon Toemonooo Ievoweous Jocevecen Tomeaonae Jememecen L-mmeeec- b R b

12.- 1 PR I ¢ 19 1 9 1 s 1 e 1 21 . 81 [ Tl s t it 9

COUNSEL PLY . I 1%.6 I 19.6 1 9.3 ¢ 5.2 I 8. I 2.1 1 &2 1. .00 I 7221 5.2 1 216 1 5.9
B3 SR TR Tereecome | CTETEETH | S Tommmeuen R [ I-wemnoen I-weomnas ) O | CEEEEEES 1

13, I s 1 1 s 1 s 1 11 11 1n 1 o 1 11 6 I 27 1 87

COUNSEL PL2 T 9.2 f 276 I 5.7t S.7 @ 1t.i I 1.1 1 126 I 0.0 X 1.1 I 46 1 310 I 5.3
B T-emvenae Jeommmean feeacanae R [-eemmce- Imememuen levamcnen H I -1 1

s, 1 1 I 1 1 o1 11 [ 24 s 1 11 T 1 111 e 1 1 3 25

COUNSEL COMTXOL ¢ 4.0 I 4,0 I 0.0 § .6 I 0.0 I 180 I 6.0 I €0 I 4.0 I 16.0 I a0 1 1.5
B3 CET TP } SETEE R |  CEEEEPN Tevoncen- Temommome } SEEE P Jemoameon 1- 1 «l 1

28, 1 127 1 s 1 sz 1 % t 3% 1 13 X a7 1 15 1 LI ¢ 35 01 277 1 947

0IA 0IAG 1 13.6 1 230 I 6.5 1 6.0 I 38 i 16 I S5¢ 1 1.6 I o3 I 37 I 293 1 57.%
L ST e femeenmnn I-aeeroaslocnacnen | EECE T | | S | O | SEETLTCE ¢

COLLIN 182 Se7 144 133 56 22 126 27 ‘00 69 LYY 1848

TOTAL 11.0 2a 8.7 a.1 3.6 1.3 7.5 1.6 6.1 6.2 26.9  100.0

The analysis of group composition for subjects assigned to treatment was a one-
way ANOVA (set up as a dummy variable regression) comparing the nine groups

defined by three predesignated referral routes and three treatment groups (nIP,
PLY, PL2) relative to the pooled Control group. The critical F values at p<.001

for the following comparisons are 3.10 for df=(9,4137) and 10.83 for df=(1,4137).

Table 7 summarizes group composition of the DDC treatment and Control groups.

Tale s
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TABLE 7

GROUP COMPOSITION SUMMARY FOR SUBJECTS ASSIGNED TO
DDC TREATMENT AND CONTROL GRCUPS

(Stgnificant overall differences are
{ndicated by an asterisk}

| NO DIA -~ pIACOUNSEL | o | | pooL
DIp| PLI | PLz | ©IP| PLI| Fiz | DIP | PL1 | PLZ | CONTROL |
Sample Size a2| 00| zaz | aaa] 215| 200 | 7a6| 35 386 | ess ;
X Age 30.7] 29.3| 1.6 32.2| 29.7] 31.5 | 32.4]31.3|29.8 | 30.8 ;
" £ Males 74| 76| 76 23] 13 n 69| 69| 67 75
R Miles/Week 78| 166| 183 158] 193] 143 | s3l s3afaer | 174
R Prior Accidents | 0.73]0.85]0.71 0.84|1.00} 0.72 | 0.75]0.84 |0.60 | 0.83
eX Prior Citations |2.90}3.13}2.69 2.6413.36| 2.43 | 2.32}2.58 (1.1 | 2.97
R Education 13.0{12.6 [ 13.0 12.7112.9{ 13.0 | 12.6{12.8 [12.9 | 12.8
% <$2,000 58| 68| 58 60{ 67| s8.| 66| 63| 68 65
% Caucasian | 85| 86| 91 gs| 83| 87 sa| 8| 87| a4

Age - The mean age of subjects assigned to treatment or Control! groups did
not differ, F{9,4137)=1.98. , .

Sex - There were no differences in the proportion of males in treatment
groups relative to the Control, F(9,4137)=2.32.

.Exposure to Risk - The mean number of miles driven per week did not vary

among groups, F(9,4137)=2.12.

Prior Driving Record - The mean number of prior accidents did not vary

significantly among groups assigned to treatment, F(9,4137)=2.74. This ,
result was somewhat surprising since this measure did vary among the in- '
tact predesignation groups. Apparently, one effect of the exceptions was

to reduce the .bias in this measure among groups.  In contrast, the mean

number of prior citations did vary among groups, F(9,4137)=8.24. This

overall difference was mainly due to fewer prior citations in the DIP Diag-

nose and PLZ2 Diagnose groups, F's{7,4137) of 21.96 and 38.64 respectively.

Education - No significant differences Were found in mean grade level,
F(9,4077)=1.70.

Income - The proportion of subjects reporting income 6f less than $8,000
did not differ between groups, F(9,3773)=1.85.
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Race - There were no significant differences in the proportion of Caucasian
subjects between groups, F(1,4137)=1.37.
SAFE Entry Offense - Tables 8a and &b show the distribution of entry offenses
for treatment groups pooled across referral routes and for routes pooled a-
cross treatment groups. Table 8a shows that the Contrnl group had fewer sub-
jects with accident-associated citations and more multiple offenders than did
~th¢ bbC groups. Also, none of the Control subjects had Negligent Driving,
Fqll-tonxeld or Follow-too-Close citations. These patterns led to a signi-
ficant difference in entry offense distributions, x*(21)=382.09. The differ-"
ences between referral route were also significant, x?(14)=61.92, as shown in
table 8b... In general, there were more accident-associated citations and fewer
multiple offenders in the DIA Diagnose route. '
TABLE 8a,b
_DISTRIBUTION OF SAFE ENTRY OFFENSES BY
TREATMENT GROUP (a) and REFERRAL ROUTE (b)
FOR THE DDC TREATMENT ARND CONTROL GROUPS
ENTOFF
a. COUNT I
ROW PCT IACCIDENT SPEEOING MULTIPLE LICENSE NEG DRIV FAIL TO FOLLUW THO CR ROW
I YIELD TOOCLOSE MORE VIO TOTAL
I 1.1 .1 3.1 4.1 5.2 6.1 7.1 8.1
TRTGROUP  ~=====-- I-wem-n-m- Tewmmmmm- [vmmemmn- T-mmmmme- I--mmmmmm I-ommmm- - J-wmmmme~ I
1. 1 5318 I 672 I 190 1 9 I 68 1 75 I 37 I 73 I 1662
p1P I 32.4 @ 0.4 I 1]1.4 I 0.5 I 4.1 I 4.5 1 2.2 1 4.4 1 40.1
B e Temmmamm- | T O | I-wmmmmen S S
2. 1 215 I 325 1 111 I ? 1 20 I 17 1 7 1 6 1 760
PLY I 26.3 I 2.8 @I 4.6 1 1.2 I 2.6 I 2.2 1 0.9 1 7.4 1 18.3
N O O b Temmmme- Temmem-m- ) I-memmmm- I-mmeemon 1
3. 1 52 1 350 I 66 1 1 I 35 I 75 1 31 I 27 I 837
PL2 I 30.1 I ¢41.8 1 7.9 1 0.). I 4.2 1 9.0 I 3.7 I 3.2 1 20.2
e b O I-mmmemee e O Immmmm——- e I-mmmmme- I
6, 1 217 1 35 I 177 I a6 I 0 -I 0 I 0o I 92 I 8468
CONTROL I 26,4 I 640.1 I 19.9 I 5.2 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 10.4 I 21.%
B e GRL RS ) I---~---- O ) R Jemmmmem- O 1
COLUNMN 1222 1703 544 €5 123 167 75 248 4147
TOTAL <9.5 41.1 13.1 1.6 3.0 4.0 1.8 6.0 100.0
b. COUNT I ‘
ROW PCT IACCIDENT SPEEDING MULTIPLE LICENSE- NEG DRIV FAIL TO FOLLCHW TWO OR ROA
I © YIELD TOOCLOSE. HORE VIO TOTAL
I 1.1 2.1 3.1 4.1 5.1 6.1 7.1 8.1
ROUTE ———————- O ) I-=mmnem- I--=-m—o- I-~----=- e D I-wmmeme- I
1. I 307 I 460 I 186 1 25 1 32 I 37 1 18 1 87 - I 1152
NO DIA I 26,6 1 39.9 I 16.1 I 2.2 I 2.8 I 3.2 I 1.6 I 7.6 I 27.0
_ N R ) S S I--m-e- I--m--- Pt St Tl b O 1
2. 1 92 1 445 1 175 I 15 1 21 I 40 1 21 I 56 1 1075
COUNSEL I 27.2 I 4l.4 I 16,3 1 1.6 1 2.9 1 3.7 1 2.0 I 5.2 1 25.9
S Iommmmmom  CERERE Temeemmee D O e p S I-emwnmc-  CEEP TR I
3. 1 623 I 798 1 183 1 25 X 60 I %0 I %6 I 105 I 1920
DIA DIAG I 32.4 I 41.6 1 9.5 I 1.3 1 3.1. 1 6.7 1.9 I 5.5 1 46.3
B Irmrenmn- Immemmeme I-cevmmm- I-emmmmnn | SO, Lmmemmm T-cmmemmn 1
COLUMN 1222 1703 544 65 12¥ 167 75 248 4lae7
TOTAL = 29.5 4.1 13.1 1.6 3.0 4.0 1.8 6.0 100.0

BN e ST LK I b WS 33t R et ¥ s 4 e T

R R R T R R O N D TS R SIS Ay

awlssid







T i e
I Ry DT

Recidivism

The accident and citation recidivism percentages for subjects assigned tc a
DDC group were examined as a function ¢¥ predesignation group and completion
status relative to the pooled Control subjects who had been assijned to that
condition. The effects of age, sex, =xposure to risk, prior accidents and
prior citations were controiled for ir these analyses since Tables Al-to A5
in Appendix LI show that differences exist between the Control subjects and
those subjects who completed treatment. These differences were due to the
fact that subjects failing to complete trecatment were younger, more likely to
ve male, had more prior accidents and substantially more prior citations than
those who completed treatment.

1. Accident Recidivism - The nine predesignation route and treatment groups
* when compared to the pooled Control greup had no effect on subsequent
accidents, F(9,4137)<1. Table 9 summarizes these data.

TABLE 9

PERCENTAGE ACCIDENT RECIDIVISM-AS A FUNCTICN
OF PREDESIGNATED REFERRAL ROUTE AND GROUP
ASSIGNMENT FOR THE DDC SAMFLE

TRTGROUP
MEAN Y , ,
COUNT I DIP FLY PL2 CONTROL ROV
I TOTAL
I 11 2 1 3 1 ¢ 1
ROUTE —ececee- | SR ) (R ) (R Teemcmcuen- X
1 I 13.987 17.00T 17.771 12,61 I  15.02
NO DIA I 472 1 200 I 292 I 238 I 1152
N SN SR S Toommcmmeae 1
2 I 16.221 17.671 11.96 I  18.36 I  16.09
COUNSEL X w444 1 215 I 209 X 207 1 1075
D ] Jeconcrnce D Ieeomemema= I
3 I 13.67 1 13.33 1 13.990 T 16.70 I 164.38
DIA DIAG -1 746 1 345 I 386 1 443 1T 192n
R Ieewmemcc e P el P g I
COLUMN TOTAL 14.44 15.53 14.58 15.99 15.¢0
1662 760 837 889 Q9147

Controlling for the effects of group composition did not change this result.
The combined effect, although significant, F(14,4]32)=8.35, Was at§r1outab1e
to age and prior accidents, F's(1,4132) of 22.61 and 53.95 respectively.
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These data were also examined broken down by completion status. Of the 18
groups defined by predes®gnation and completion status, the DIP-Diagnose-
Complete and PL1-Diagnose-Complate conditions produced a reduction in acci-
dents, F's(1,4128) of 3.27 and 2.77 respectively. These differences,
however, were eliminated when group composition was controlled for, F's
(1,4123) of 1.24 and 2.14, respectively, as compared.to a critical F of 2.71.
The combined effect of predesignation-completion status and group Composi-
tion was significant, F(23,4123)=5.52, but au1in,age and prior accidents
accounted for this effect, F's{1,4123).¢¥ :.09 and 55.09.

linen the effects of treatment and completior status were examin2d pooled a-
cross referral route (see Table 10) a teundency favoring.a reduction for '
the DIP-Complete subjects was observed, £(1,4140)=2.39. However, this d]f-
ference was obscured when group composition was entered into the regression
equation, F<l. The combined effect was significant, F(11,4135)=10.83, and
attributable to age and prior accidents.

TABLE 10
PRECENT ACCIDENT RECIDIVISM AS A FUNCTION

OF TREATMENT GROUP AND COMPLETION
STATUS FOR THE DDC SAMPLE

STATUS
MEAN I
COUNT I ASSIGNEN  ASSIGMED  ASSIGNED R04
I -COMPLTE  -#TC ~COMTROL TOTAL
1 1 I 2 I 31
TRTGROUP  =e-mwevee Jemmenemn- I-mmmemmnen J-omamenman 1
: - 1 I 13.63 I 18.97 0.0 I 16.44
p1p 1 1409 T 253 I 0o I 1662
B e I-vmmmmmme- b i I
2 1 14.04 I 23.02 I 0.0 I. 15.53
PLL 1 636 1 126 I o I 769
B et e Jummmmmm——- I
31 14.59 I 16.53 1 0.0 X 14.58
PL2 1 658 1 179 1 o I 837
B Jewmamaceon b 1
4 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 15.99 I 15.99
CONTROL I o I oI 888 I 888
B T D I-eemeeem- 1
. COLUtIN TOTAL 13.96 18.46 15.99 15.00

2701 555 886 - . 4l47

An analysis of Uays to Failure indicated that the mean number of days from
the SAFE appearance dateé to the occurrence 0f a subsequent accident was
unrelated to treatment group or group composition, F(14,607)<1. Thus, the
hypothesis that treatment might delay the occurrence of subsequent accideénts
was not supported by the data. The mean number of days for the Control group
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was 171.0 and treatment group means varied from +10 days to -20 days.

Citation Recidivism - There was an overall effect of referral route and
treatment group, .F(9,4137)=2.30 as compared to-a critical F of 1.88. The
only significant group effect was a 6.97% difference in the DIP Diagnose
condition,'F(],4I37}=8.]3.' This difference, however, was reduced to a non-
significant 2.85% when group composition was contrnlled for. :The combined
effect of predesignation group and ¢roup composition was significant, F
(14.4132ﬁ40371,fand was due to age, sex and prior citations, F's(1,4132)

of 210.44, 78.78 and 80.03.- Table 'IT sumnarizes these data. ;

 TABLE 11

PERCENTAGE CITATION RECIOIVISH AS A FUNCTION"r
OF PREDESIGNATED REFERRAL .ROUTE AND
GROUP ASSIGNMENT FOR THEVDDcrsAMPLE

TRIGROUP
ME -
COUNT I pIp pLY PL2 CONTROL RO
- ax : TOTAL
1 1 1 2 1 31 1
ROUTE eceei Iooommeoo. Tommmmecaes TP, ) SR, I
1 I 40.061 53001 41741 44.54 I 43.58
HO DIA 1 472 1 200 1 242 I 233 1 11s2
i CEE Towommeoaos Tomemeoeoa. ) S, I
I 39861 43.261 4115 1 47.83 T 42.33
COUNSEL I 446 T 215 1 209 I 207 I 1075
s ST Temommenoe I-emmmennos S . 1
PI37.40T @741 39.90 1 42.66 I 39,99
- DIA pIaG 1 746 1 345 I 386 1 443 I 1920
. B3 ST | SO S CISEIRA Lemmeiolll
CULUMN TOTAL 38.61 45.13 40.76 44.37 41.55
2662 760 837 683 4147

treatment had been completed also decreased citations for the No DIA and
Diagnose routes, F*'s(1,4128) of 3.22 and 5.67. Finally, the PL1-Complete
treatment condition reduced citations only for the DIA Diagnose route, F
(1,4128)=2.97. ' ‘ o :

When these,differences were assessed controlling for group composition, only
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decrease, F's(1,4123) of 4.24 and 3.37. The percentage difference in
citations was 5.69% for No DIA group and 4.45% for the Diagnose group
relative to an adjusted Control group recidivism percentage of 43.87%.
The combined effect of predesignation-completion status and group compo-
sition was s1gn1f1cant F(23,4123)=26.26 and the individual variables

of age, sex and prior citations significantly influenced citation recidi-~

vism, F s(1,4123) of 190.26, 77.16 and 67.83 respect1ve1y

. When treatmenf group and completion status were pooled across referral

route (see Taole 12), both the DIP and PLZ subjects who completed treats

ment showed a decrease in citation recidivism, F's(1,4140) of 16.91 and
7.40. Contrclling for group composition eliminated the PL2 effect, F
(1,84135)=1.24, while a 4.65% effect of DIP for subjects complet1ng treat-
ment remaintd F(1,4135)=5.48.

TABLE 12-

PERCENT CITAT ION RECIDIVISM AS A FUNCTION
OF TREATMENT GROUP AND COMPLETION
- STATUS FOR THE DDC SAMPLE

STATUS
MEAN I -
COUNT I ASSIGHED ASSIGHED ASSICHED ROW
I -COMPLTE -F1C ~CONTROL TOTAL
1 1 I [ § 3 I
TRTIGROUP  =wvev-e- Iccmaccunne Ismmmemmnee Jecomcraaan I
: 1 I 35.77 1 55.73 I 0.0 I I8.81
DIP I 1409 I 253 I 0 I " 1662
mlemememenan I--memeemns Jeoosmmenne I ’
2 I 41.17 I . 65.08 I 0.0 I 45.13
PL1 I 634 1 126 1 oI . 760
- “l-=mcmmceas I-weroeemue lewomencienl :
o 31 37.5¢ 1 52.51 I 0.0 I 40.74
pL2 -1 655 1 L1791 0 I £37
L S LRl L Lt R et Iemmoomeman I
- 4 1 0.0 1 0.0 I 464.37 X 44.37
CONTROL M 0 I 0 I 88e I 883
B A I el I~-memocaee I
COLUNMN TOTAL 37.47 56.81 46.37 41.55

2701 558 868 4147

A significant impact on Days to Failure was found, F(14,1708)=4.50. The -

occurrence of subsequent citations was s1gn1f1cant1y delayed for all three

treatment groups within the DIA Diagnosis route and for the PL1-Counsel

group, all four F's(1,1708)>4.00. Age was the only group composition vari-

able that influenced this effect, F(i,1708)=23. 69 Table 13 summarizes
these data. ,
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TABLE 13

MEAN DAYS TO FAILU_R_E
(Citation Recidivism)

TRTGROUP T

HEAN I .
COUNT' I DIP ) ‘PLI T T pPL2 CONTROL ROW
1 TOTAL
. I 1 I 2 1 3 1 4 I
ROUTE = eevenew- Jemcovecnacevonnrennn e et I-memeacee- I
’ 1 I 162,891 141,06 I 134,38 1 126.90 I 137.41
NO DIA T 189 I 106 I 101 I 106" I 502
I ) G it Jeecccoeno- R it I
2 I 143.891 164.11 I 139.93 I 122.644 1 162.6)
COUNSEL I 177 I 9y 1 86 I 99 I 455
: : slecmenenen- Jeeomoncnn" P e St D I
. 3 I 155.621 163.92 Y 162.25 I 149.75 X 156.99
OIA DIAG I 279 1 DT § 156 I 189 I 766
. [ QST ) CRSUTITOUTIES R, emm—— | CUCRNRPPIPIS IR
COLUMN TOTAL 148.59 156.9%1 148.36 136.74 147.49
- - 645 343 341 .39 .. .. 1723 ° o
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = T 2424

Finally, it may be of some interest to estimate what control group recidi-
vism would be for Control subjects who would have completed treatment vs
those who would not have completed. . This-was done by pooling treatment
group completers and non-complieters, calculating weighted mean recidivism
and solving for the X and Y values in the formuias: Rpooled.X=Rcompl and
Rpooled.Y=Rf7c. The “pooled" control recidivism value muitiplied by X and

Y yields estimated "Control-Cumpiete" and "Contrbl—Fail-to-Complete“ recidi-
vism values. These estimates are shown in Table 14.

TABLE 14

OBSERVED TREATMINT GROUP RECIDIVISM AND
ESTIMATED CONTROL GROUP RECIDXVXSM

ACCIDENTS _ CITATIONS
v Completed  Failed to Completed Failed to
Treatment vCompletc Treatment Complete
=DIP 13.6j 18.97 35.77 55.73
“PLI 14.04 23.02 i 4117 - 65.08
“PL2 14.59 14.53 37.54 52.51
‘Control 15.15 20.04 . 40.78 61.83
7/
21






V. DISCUSSION

The SAFE evaluation design was predicated upon the basic assumption that the
Predesignation scheme for assigning traffic offenders to the varinus Treatment

‘and Control groups would produce subject samples whose demographic and prior

performance characteristics Would not differ one from another more than that
which could be .attributable to chance variations. - Recoanizing that- there often

"~ 1s some degree of incompatibility between the procedure, and methods employed

1N an operaticnal dynamic social process (e.g., the judicial system) and the
often restrictive. and confining réquirements of scientific evaluation method-
©Ology, it is reasonable to expect that certain compromises must be made by both
sides. In retrospect, it would appear that the compromises and trade-offs made

-~ in the process of implementing and operating the SAFE system were successful in
. Producing a system-which was, by&in:large;"fair;'équitable and acceptable to the

defcndants and the judiciary while still preserving the essence of the critical
Procedure of random assignment to Treatment groups.

In the comparisons of group composition no differences between Control and
total predesignation/referral groups were detected for the measures of age, sex
(for the DOC groups), exposure to risk (none of the individual groups differed

from the Control); educa*ion or-race. In contrast, however, prior driving re-

cord measures ‘showed significant deviatiOns’from“equiVa]ent assignment for the

DIP and PLI groups within both the No- DIA route and especially the DJA Counsel

referral route. Additionally, the. income. and SAFE entry .offense distributions

indicated some degree of non-randomness as a result of the assignment process.

Thus, while there were a few significant cepartures, the majority of the group

compositionmeasures indicated equivalent representation in the predesignation/
referral groups.

Relatively little systematic bias was detected between those subjects. actually
assigned to their predesignated treatment group relative to those predesignated
for treatment but not so assigned. ‘A tendénicy to more frequently assign come-
what younger subjects to treatment Programs was found while none of the other
descriptive measures differed significantly. Finally, comparisons for the sub-
Ject sample actually assigned to DDC treatment and Control groups showed differ-
ences only in the number of prior citaticas and particular SAFE entry offenses.

It would appear that, with certain qualifications, the predesignated random
assignment process in the SAFE system produced relatively comparabje subject
samples. The only group composition differencesrof predictive or theoretical

“importance for recidivism were the measures of prior driving performance. These

differences were, of course, controlied for in the multiple regression analyses
of recidivism. '

Statistical analysis of system impact on the total predesignated/referral groups
(regardless of actual treatment they subsequently experienced or their ultimato

treatment completion status) indicated that specific Referral Route-DDC Treatment

combinations'were'significantly effective in reducing citation recidivism in the
year following the SAFE system expocure. The drivers predesignated for assign-

ment to the DIPiprogram via either the Ho DIA contact ¢ the DIA Diagnosis routes
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showed a significant positive effect whereas those predesignated for DIA
Counseling followad by participation in the PL1 program also revealed a
significant reduction in subsequent citation recidivism.

The impact of the various DDC programs was assessed for those drivers who
actually participated in those programs. The only significant effect to
emerge from these analyses was a reduction in the proportion of drivers
receiving post-treatment traffic citations who had been assigned to,-and
“CompTeted, the DIP course, having been assigned to that program either with--
out any DIA intervention or through the DIA Diagnosis route. DIA Counsel-
ing preceeding DIP participation did not appear to enhance post-treatment

. driver performance. i

~ The present evaluation- failed to detect -any- statistically significant re-.
ductions in the proportions of drivers experiencing accidents which could
be attributed to their specific DOC treatment condition within the SAFE
System. There were, however, a few individual group comparisons for sub-
Jects cenipleting given treatment programs (e.q., PL?-Counsel and PLI1-
Diagnose) which revealed accident recidivism reductions on the order of 3
percentum. When made relative to an adjusted Control group recidivism rate
of 14.33% a difference of this magnitude (if reliable) translates to a .
potantial accident reduction of approximately 21%. This raises.an.issue
which would appear to warrant some additional discussion; whether the pres-
ent evaluation_ had sufficient statistical power to detect a potentially cost-
effective accident reduction effect. The required minimum sample size to
detect a 20% reduction relative to a .15 accident probability with a power
of .75 ‘is roughly 1,500 subjects per group *tor a two sample comparison. The
sample sizes of the present groups (those that completed treatment). ranged
from 200 to 600 and the Control group sample size was 888. Thus, the sample
Sizes in the present evaluation were insufficient to detect modest although -
practically significant reductions in accident recidivism. All that can-be
validly concluded is that the treatments were ineffective in producing acci-
dent reductions on the order of 25% or more, since the evaluation did have
sufficient power to detect accident reductions of this size. Clearly, then,
a definitive conclusion regarding lesser accident recidivism impact is un-
warranted. ’ - ‘

Parenthetically, it should be noted that sample sizes and statistical power
for the comparisons of citation recidivism were much more sensitive since
relatively large Control group citation probability levels of roughly 45%
resuit in much smaller required-sample sizes. Differences on the order of
10% could be shown to be statistically significant with the given level of
citation recidivism.

A major issue examined in the present evaluation concerned selection bias a-
mong the treatment groups resulting ‘from the exceptions made to predesignated
assignment. A related and equally important issue is the possibility of bias
* due to "self-selection" among subjects who fail-to-appear or fail-to-cocmplete
~and those who successfully complete their assigned treatment program. Speci-
fically, it seems reasonable to expect that subjects completing treatment may

be less likely to have subsequent accidents and/or citations than those whe

do not complete regardless of any treatment received; this hypothesis being
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derived from notions of "social compliance” such that those subjects who comply
with their "court order" to attend the DDC course may also be more likely to
comply with traffic laws than would non-compliers.

Numerous methodological techniques are.available to deal with this problem of
self-selection bias: (1) comparing the intact Treatment and Control groups
regardless of completion status, (2) using multiple regression techniques to
control ‘for group composition differences which are related to the hypothesis-=
ed social compliance effect, (3)-estimating-Control group recidivism rates for
"completers" and “non-completers", and (4) actually determining which members
of the Control group would have completed treatment by requiring appearance of .
a "placebo treatment”. Although the present evaluation incorporated the first
three of these techniques, it is the .authors' opinion that these techniques are
less than optimal, the fourth alternative providing the greatest methodological

Precision and control. (However, sece Peck, 1976, for a dissenting argument.) - - -

It is suggested that future evaluation efforts may profitably incorporate a
“placebo treatment" Control group in addition to the standard "no_treatment"
control. ) ’

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Contrary toc earlier published -findings- that -the Natioral .Safety Council's

Defensive Criving Program (DIP) produced reductions. of nearly 40% in both ac-

cident and citation rocidivism for traffic offenders processed through the
SAFE adjudication/referral/rehabilitation system (Morehead, 1976), the pres-
ent analyses suggest that if there truly are any real differences attribu-
table to the treatment program they are substantially less than the impressive
improvement figures reported previously.

When the appropriate statistical adjustments were applied in order to equal-
ize the composition of the various Treatment and Control groups (e.g., prior
driving record, aga, sex, exposure) and the treatment groups were operation-
ally defined as including all subjects (including completers, non-completers
and exceptions) only the drivers predesignated for assignment to the DIP
program via the No DIA and DIA Diagnostic referral routes and the PL1 drivers
with DIA Counseling showed a significant improvement in citation free driving
performance over the ensuing year. Even in these cases the differences were
on the order of 5% (an improvement of about 12%, relative to the recidivism
rate of the Control group).

Even when attempting to assess the maximum potential impact of an optimized
operational system (one in which only those who would successfully complete
the assigned treatment program could be identified and assigned to the pro-
gram) the results are no more encouraging with the DIP-No DIA and DIP-Diagnose
conditions showing citation recidivism improvements of 13% and 10% respective-
ly. None of the treatment groups achieved an accident recidivism rate which
was significantly (statistically) better than that of thre Control group, even
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though there were certain combinations of referral and treatment resulting in
relative improvements of approximately 21%.

Aithough the findings of this investigation are considerably less encouraging
than those reported previously, there remains sufficient evidence to continue
Ppursuing the development and refinement of this form of referral/rehabilitation
effgrt for future application in the driver improvement area. The differences

_between the initial evaluation and *this one should in.no- way be construed-to

reflact on the credibility or validity of other sub-system or component evalu-

“aticas performed on the SAFE program or the effectiveness conclusions drawn.

Qne of the major purposes of this evaluation was to assess the relative effect-
lveness of the three versions .of the Defensive Driving Course. The data show
that the DIP version -produced the greatest impact, and it probably holds the
most promise for future driver improvement programs. However, in considering
the cost of implementing and operating such programs the cost-benefit potential
of the programmed learning version of the course {PL1 and PL2) should not be
overlooked. The instructor costs of DIP per student are substantially more
than ti= programmed learning versions, ard especially the PL2 version, which,
after ine initial start-up costs of equipment purchase, would appear to be a
relatively inexpensive program t0 operate and maintain. .

The present study found evidénce of a citation reduction which is attributable
to certain treatment conditions when the potentially confounding variables of
group composition were controlled for. Also, evidence suggestive of a recrease
in accidents was .found but insufficient sample sizes resulted in a less than
optimal test of potential accident reduction effects. Based on the aviilable
data it is recogmended that those programs and procedures showing the greatest
promise for future effective driver rehabilitation be implemented and further
evaluation conducted in a research environment permitting more precise control
over evaluation design requirements.
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APPENDICES

A summary of the SAFE Final Report

SAFE "AU/AA" Record Description

Tables Al through A9 Summarize -group compo-
sition for the entire pradesignation sample
and individual assignment-completion status
conditions

» Tables A10 and A1l Summarize accident and

citation recidivism for the same samplc
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APPENDIX I

TECHNICAL SUMMARY OF THE
SAFE FINAL REPORT

Project Objectives

The Seattle SAFE project was organized to demonstrate and assess the value’

of a noncriminal treffic offenders' adjudication and improvement process:

Evaluated were techniques and sanctions designed to improve decerrence and

reduce traffic violator recidivism, The project was structured to operate -

as a subsystem of the Seattle Municipal Court, integrated directly with the
. driver licensing and control programs of the Washington State Department.

of Motor Vehicles. .

The specific objectives of the project were as follows:

1. To unburden the regular court by transferring less serious traffic
infractions to a new driver adjudication/improvemert system.

2. To identify and treat problem drivers at an earlier time in their : : :
driving experience. : : : : :

3. To demonstrate a reduction in traffic violator recidivism, as a
result of swift adjudication and subsequent prompt referral to -
driver improvement programs, '

4. To evaluate the cost effectiveness of the driver adjudication/
improvement system to identify those elements best suited for
inclusion in an expanded comprehensive statewide plan.

5. To determine those types of driver improvement activities which
are most enhanced by the application of special adjudication/
improvement processes, techniques and sanctions. :

6. To generate and evaluate Tocal public awareness of the SAFE program
and to enhance public support for overall project goals through a
public education effort. '

7. To promote national interest in developing improved driver adjudi-
cation/improvement methods by demonstrating program effectiveness.

8. To ultimately reduce the number of accidents caused by drivers
in metropolitan Seattle.

Basic_Program Design

SAFE was designed and implementedAto permit rigorous evaluation of program
effectiveness. A schematic representation of the comparison groups established
by this program design s shown in figure i. The evaluation approach involved:
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Comparisbn of alternative ways to handle traffic cases,

Random assignment to experimen'al treatmént and controlwconditions
where appropriate and consistert with equal justice; and

Measurement of impacts in mdltiple domains related to project goals.

The effects of the overall program and its adjudication, sanction and
rehabilitation components were evaluated with respect to administrative
efficiency and the future behavior of drivers, and the attitudes of drivers
and other people involved in the program.

1.

The major criteria of program effectiveness were:

Efficient administration, based on processing volume and time;
case dispositions and referrals and operating costs; .

Fairness to defendant;

Recidivism among defendants, including violations and accidents
incurred after a SAFE appearance;

The attitudes of defendants toward the program; and

The attitudes of the general public; law enforcement and
adjudication personrel.

Three case-processing alternatives were compared:

1.

ne

Rail forfeiture:

The project's experimental/control design involved two aiternative

modes of adjudication, with which the outcomes of informal magistrate
adjudication could be compared. Five percent of the SAFE-relevant .~

of fenses represent the traditional case-processing method of permitting
+he defendant to assume guilt and pay his ticket. This "forfeit" option
requires only that the defendant forfeit his bail (amount of fine) and
have. the case closed, primarily via the mails. If, however, the defen-
dant rejects the option and wishes to contest .the citation, he may

request a court date or appear at his convenience for a magistrate

hearing.

Municipal Court Trials:

The second major comparison group consisted of a randomly determined
ten percent of the SAFE-offense cases, which were required to be heard
in formal municipal court proceedings. These cases were adjudicated
per the normal process of the courts for adjudication, disposition and
follow-up referral. Offenders could be referred to driver improvement
rehabilitation through this route, as well as via magistrate hearings.
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3. SAFE Hearings:

(1) Within the SAFE process there were two major referral methods
for offenders: (a) actions based on magistrate decisions and
(b) actions based on predesignated referrals. The former
involved magistrates' referrals to rehabilitation, diagnosis
or no action at.their discretion. Thée latter involves pre~
determined assignments to DIA action {counseling, diagnosis
or none) and rehabilitation (or honej to which magistrates may
take exception only with good cause. -

(2) Defendants appearing mandatorily and voluntarily were differen-
tiated. Only (one-third of) those cited for offenses requiring
a8 mandatory appearance were included in the experimental versus
control evaluation within SAFE. »

(3) Offenders could be referred to either a rehabilitation program
or a no action control group. Thus, rehabilitation effective-
ness could be evaluated by comparing programs against each other
and by comparing those offenders who receive a particular kind
of rehabilitation with those who did not. The major rehabilitaticn
programs shown -in figure 1 are: (a) DIP--Driver Improvement
Program--a lecture class based on the National Safety Council's
Defensive Driving Course; (b) PL--Programmed Learning--a self-
instruction form of the Defensive Priving Course using tape
cassettes; and (c)} FGI--First Group Interview--a Department of
Motor Vehicles Program for drivers diagnosed as over-aggressive.
Of fenders were randomly referred to GIP, PL or a DIP/PL control
group (see part Il of the figure). One-third of those who vere
diagnosed to qualify for FGI were assigned to the FGI control
group.

Adjudication outcomes were thus compared for SAFE versus court
versus forfeit processes, with equivalent (same types of traffic
offenses) populations of defendants.

Following is a brief review of .hat actually occured when a defendant entered
the SAFE system as a result of receiving a citation for a traffic offense

that was "SAFE-relevant." (A review of Figure 1 will assist the reader |
in follewing through the procedure and placing the program results in their ] |
proper perspective.) ' » C |

1. The driver was cited by the Seattle Police for one of the previously |
described SAFE-relevant offenses. ' S ,

* 2. The driver was ordered to appear for adjudication by means of a
' computerized bail notice, which encouraged the defendant to call
for an appointment. :
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3. When the defendant appeared, he was assigned on a "first-come-
first-served" basis to one of the three magistrates. The
magistrate reviewed the facts of the case with the defendan* ‘
and rendered a finding. The magistrate may then: S §

(a) Refer to court on the basis of insufficient fact to
render undisputed judgment of quilt or innocence.

{b) Not find the defendant guilty (verdlcts of not guilty, :
stricken or dismissed). - ' . .

et o e evemm

{c) Find the defendant gquilty upor admission of guilt. : P
Guilty verdicts were fallowed by fines, .zvied in : . '
part oir in toto or suspended. Jail cannot be impnsed
as a sanction because of the decriminalization of the
traff1c offenses

4. At this point, the process of random referral by predesignation came
into play. The magistrate was instructed, by a predesignation code
written on a casa control sheet and magistrate card, that a quilty
offender should be referred specifically to one of the following
post-adjudication actiors:

(a) Direct sentence, without driver analyst involvement, to a
- Driver Improvement Program or no-action control groups

(b) Counseling with a driver analyst, to be followed automarﬁcally,
with no analyst-decision making, by referral to thc same options
as above;

(c) Diagnostic interview with a Driver Inprovement Anal,st.

5. The Driver Improvement Analyst, following his d1agnost1c interview,
made one -of three general decisions concerning the course of action
that was best suited to the offender:

(a) The offender's operator's license should be suspended;

(b) The offender was qualified for a specialized Department
of Motor Vehicles rehabilitation program or sanction:

(c) The uffender was not aualified for Department of Motor
Vehicles programs.

When decision (b) or (c) was made, the specific referral made
by the aralyst was -then guided by the predesignated assignment
procedure. If the person was qualified for a DMV program, he
was either sent to that program (e.g., First Croup Interview)
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‘or was held out aSwaiconurol comparison case without receiving .

the rehabilitation. i Two-thirds of the cases were referred to

the program, while one-third served as controls. In this

manner. control groups were comprised for each DMV rehabilita-

tion option, exceptirg the set of three “other sanctions." If

the person was not qualified for a DMV program, -the analyst
randomly assigned the offender to the Driver Improvement Program,
Progrémmed Learning or DIP/PL control, with one-third of the eligible
cases enterjng each group.

The remaining two-thirds of the offender population continued through
the system by a process similar to that just-described, but without
predesign%ted assignments and control groups. ~The basic-difference
was that after a determination of guilt, the follow-up actions were’
based upan the magistrate's best judgment, rather than by random
assignment. Tinis portion of the system represents SAFE activities
that wo?ld probably be followad after the experimental evaluation
project’ had terminated and represents two kinds of offenders: (3)
those ﬁhose appearance under a SAFE-relevant citation was mandatory
or (by defendants who appear voluntarily to have their cases heard
by a hagistrate (walk-ins). Walk-ins were not included for impact
evalyation with mandatory cases subject to predesignateu adjudication
follbw-up. A1l walk-ins were referred to rehabilitation, analyst
diadnosis or no action at the magistrate's discretion. Following
diajjnusis of the cases he analyzed, the analyst made one of three
begt-judgment decisions:

1. Recommend license suspension;
2. Refer to an appropriate rehabiiitation program; of
3. Take no further action.

Referra's to DMV rehabilitation programs were made for offenders
with specific drivirg problems, and no cases were held ocut for
control comparisons. ’

The foregoing represents tne basic design for assessing the effectiveness of
SAFE adjudication and rehabilitation. Cutcomes of the various treatments,
and information to which they may Le related, were measured in several ways.
The principal data collection measures were a case data controi sheet and
DMV and TVB records. The control cheet provided information pertinent to

- case| background, defendant characteristics, adjudication, DIA actions,

rehabilitation referrals and case updates (rehabilitation completion,

fine payment). Recidivism data were collected through the State driver
records. (Details of the evaluation information managsment system are
available in the SAFE Detailed Plan, August, 1974.) Additional data were
secured to relate to project objectives of “reducing accidents and viotations,”
“unburdening the courts" and "implementing acceptable programs." The basic







! experimental/control design was supplemented with more general "before-

| , after" comparisons of accidents and violations. - To this end, monthly
traffic statistics were provided by the Seattle Traffic Engineering

' Department. Records of casoflow and dispositions in the regular

; municipal court were obtained through Monthly Court Activity Summaries.

e) Significant Results

\ Case Processing: Volume and Speed

During 21 months of .operation, SAFE processed 41,660 minor traffic
cases, of which 65% involved mandatory appearances; 36% were speeding

\ - - . ..cases and 28% were multiple offenders, having three citations in one
\ year or four in two years. The caseload averaged 101 per day or 505
4 - per week. Most of the defendants were men (72%), white (83%), relatively
B young (65% tetween the ages of 18 and 34) with low-to-moderate incomes
(88% earned less than $15,000). Voluntary defendants included more

\ B women and people with better driving records.
3

. It took an average of 52 minutes to process. a SAFE case, excluding
\ any time spent in rehabilitation programs. The defendant spent
. about six mirutes with the magistrate and eleven minutes with the
v CIA. Half of "the defendants had to wait less than half an hour for

i their hearing; 86% saw a magistrate within an hour. The times the

t DIA spent eitiner counseling offenders or diagnosing their driving
i problens did not differ substantially.
\ ,
Case Dispositions
\

Eighty-nine percent of the cases were judged guilty, exclusive of
approximately 3.5% of the cases which were referred tc court for
formal trial. ‘Offenders were fined an average of $20, of which $10
\ was'typically suspended. For offenders assigned to rehabilitation
and also fined, -.the amounts suspended were higher. TJwenty percent
: of the defendants were referred to some form of rehzbilitation; of
Lo these, 5,989 (73%) were assigned to Defensive Driving Courses, 1,543
i (19%) were sent to First Group Interview and 668 (&%) were referred
i to other DMV programs. DIA's recommended driver license suspensions
S \ for less than .3% of the defendants. The exception rate on predesig-
| nsted referrals was approximately 16%.

fase Processing Costs
A :

Bhsed on established volumes, it cost $13.22 to process a SAFE case.
This estimate includes only costs associated with diréct defendant
processing, excluding enforcement costs and some ancillary office
maragement costs. Comparable costs. for formal court trial and bail
forfeiture was $40 and $9, respectively. The diagnostic-rehabilitation
component of S\FE accounted for 61% of the-administrative cost. Adding

\ . ¢
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costs incurred by the defendant (fine and txme) and subtract1ng savings
due to recidivism prevention produced a net societal economic cost of
$17.35 per case. :

A

Adjudication Efficiency . :

‘Equality in Adjudication

i
The impact of SAFE on the efficiency of court 6perafions was one of
permitting the courts to maintain a manageabie court docket in the

- face of a 25% increase in total court trials. Except for a significant

increase in the fine-based court revenues, ther@ was no consistent or
reliable improvement or decrement in court perfbrmance during the SATC
program period. A comparison {across quarters)'!of the proportion of
cases heard by the courts which were ncn- traff.ﬂ related and the number

-of cases awaiting trial for various lengths of time showed similar case-
" load characteristics at the beginning and end of, the SAFE program, albeit
-with marked differences between the f1rst and sebond year of operation.

1

Defendants with different personal charactér15t1és, with few exceptions,

fared equally in their SAFE hearings. Only dr1v1ng expocure was related

to verdicts, with guilty outccmes being more commdn for people who. reported
that they typically drive fewer miles per week. Fines levied on offenders
aspeared superficially to vary with their sex, age, education and income.
However, the effects of such perscnal characterisiics were minimal or nil
wihen the influence of other factors, i.e., offans¢ committed and driving
record, were partialled out (contrclled). Thus, flor example, while men
were fined more than women, men alsc tended to havn had poorer drivirg
records and to have committed more serious offense 5, which carry higher
fines. The only characteristics related to f1nes,‘wn1ch could not ke
exp1a1ned by other logical correlates, were the dejendant's education

and income. High school graduates were fined more than people with
either less or more education. Except for offender> earning less than
$2,000 per year, thcse earning more money tended to be fined 1nss, after
fine SJSPOHSIOHS were taken into account. i -

Magisterial Consistency

SAFE employed three magistrates at any given time. What ultimately’
havpenea to the defendant generally did not depend cn which mag1stratf
heard his case (see Table 1). Different mag1strates spent different
amoun:s of time with defendants, differed in- the average number of cases
they heard in a workday, and differed in their referral patterns (i.e.,
referrals to court and to rehabilitation) but were consistent in their
verdicts, with each finding approximately 89% guilty. While magistrates
differed significantly in their fines, the magnitude of th¢ differance
(after partial fine suspensions) was on tne order of only $1. Citation
recidivism rates were equivalent for of fenders who saw different magis-
trates. .
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Driver Improvement Analyst Consistency

Offenders directed to post-adjudication driver improvement diagnosis and
rehabilitation program referral were treated essentially the same by each : :
of the three Driver Improvement Analysts in cases where the initial referral : g
(to the DIA) was at the discretion of the magistrate, and DIA's had totaily :
free choice of their actions (see Table 2). Although between-analyst variance
was minimal, strong preferences for certain types of available referral actions
were noted.

Attitudes Toward the SAFE Program

Defendants who experienced .he SAFE process were generally favorably disposed
toward the program, though their degree of satisfaction and perceptions of
convenience did not differ from those of court and forfeit defendants. Most
SAFE defendants thought their driving improved after their SAFE experience,
with the improvement being due to having Tearned something new or more about
driving. Sixty-five percent felti the magistrate wis helptul, and 66% thought
the DIA was usefuyl. Eighty percent of those who &ttended rehabilitation
programs considered those pregrams worthwhile. Defendants generaily reacted:
well to components of the adjudication system, particularly rehabilitation.
Attitude surveys of other population groups showed that SAFE was most favorably
received by the public and personnel of the host court. " There were some i
ambiguities between the program objectives and (a) attorneys' preferences;for
bail forfeiture and (b) the "harder-1ine" viewpoint of police officers t?ward

sentencing traffic offenders. /
Impact on Subsequent Driver Performance : /

/

Although not all of the SAFE adjudication-sanctioning-rehabilitation dombi-
nations were equally effective in improving traffic offenders’ subsequent
driving behavior, none resulted in significantly poorer driver performance
than those associated with the formal court or bail forfeiture procedures.
Rather, several were found to significantly enhance performance relating )
to preventing and/or delaying subsegquent accident and/or citation involve-
ment. !

When all of the various SAFE system components were combined and’ the composite

effect compared with those of the formal court hearing and the bail forfeiture

System, the SAFE system revealed a small, but significant, reduction in the

proportion of defendants committing future moving traffic violations relative

to the bail forfeiture procedure, but no differences in the proportion of |
drivers subsequently involved in traffic accidents (see Table 3). The ' |
SAFE system significantly delayed the commission of subsequant violations |
and accidents over that experienced by the defendants attending formal court

hearings and also significantly delayed violations over those recidivists

who had been permitted to forfeit baj} (see Table 4). '







J
TABLE 2 | )
- Summary of Major Referrals by the Three DIAs:
Percentage of Offenders to Whom Different Actions Were Applied
Driver Improvement Analyst /
Action [} 12 £
. Recommend License Suspension 2.4 2.6 2.1
‘Refer to FGI Rehabilitation 26.8 25.8 28.5
Refer to DIP Rehabilitation - 18.0 12.6 16.9
Refer to PL Rehabilitaion 1.8 2.1 1.2 ;
Take No Action : 48.6 52.6  46.7 /
l‘)"
/
/
/e /
/ /
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TABLE 3.

Percent of Traffic Offenders Recidivating

Violations 7 Accidents
: Formal Court 361 10.0
- Bail Forfeiture 40.5% 11.3
} SAFE 35.1 11.8

*Significantly higher than the other two case-
processing procedures.

P o TABLE 4

Mean time to Recidivism (in days)

E . Violations Accidents
: Forinal Court 125 141*
= ] IBail Forfeiture 125 185
oo - |SAFE 150 184

i *Signiticantly different from the other two
H case-processing procedures.
1 .

' While scme of the positive impact of the program could be attributable +o
| the! informal magistrate hearings, the major benefits accrued. from specific
‘rehabilitation programs (see Table 5). Both forms of the National Safety
.Couricil's Defensive Driving Course were effect re in reducing violation
and accident recidivism (accident recidivism reductions from roughly 17.%%

to 1D.5%; violation recidivism reduction from approximately 51% to 30%).
UMV'S Farrative Oriving Program was also successful in reducing violation

Co. B recidivism from 527 to 36%, but had no significant impact on accident
; racidivism reduction. o
. Not all rehabilitation programs or punitive sanctions were effective,

however., DMV's First Group Interview Program had no impact on either
; viclation or accident. recidivism (Table 5) and when magistrates assigned
/ offenders to the Defensive Driving Course, the potential benefits of that
/ proyram were totally negated. The magnitude of the monetary fine imposed

39
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had no consistently reliable relationship to recidivism rate. An insufficient
number of driver license suspensions were invoked to permit meaningful eval-
uation of that countermeasure. The contribution to the effectiveness of the
SAFE system attributable to the Driver Improvement Analysts was generally
small but significantly positive. - ‘

TABLE §

Violation and Accident Recidivism Rates

Recidivism Rate (%)
Citationz ’ Accidents
Treatment  Control Treatment Control
Group Group Group Group
Defensive Driving , : .
(Lecture Course) 29.1 51.2 10.9 17.4
Defensive DriVing . . _
(Prog. Learning Course) 30.6 51.2 10.2 17.4
Narrative Driving Course 36.4 51.6 152 16.1
First Group Interview 50.8 0.0 C18 14T
‘ \ N
\ L
. RO N
Conclusion : ) \ ; VoY
- . \ \ ; Ly y

Although not ali comporents and combinations' of domponents wereitqually
effective in improving traffic case adjudicagion efficiency andieffective-
ness, there were certain subsystems which revealed considerable promise ‘as
a strong nucleus for the develooment of an optimal driver control vystenm.
Time and money constraints preciuded the performance of a detailed analysis
of each of the system elements which were available.for assessment in this
complex system, but the.grouping of elements into system components did
permit an adequate and meaningful evaluation of the major features consti-
tuting the SAFE system. . The data gererated by the SAFE procram should
provide a sound basis for developing new and improved adjudication-sarction-
rehabilitation procedures supericr to those which have ‘traditionally been
in effect for many, many years. ‘ : .

40
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POSITION
1
3
5
7
9
21
23

33
42

53
55

61

67

70
72
74

-2
-4
-5

-8
- 20
- 22
- 32

- 4

- 52

- 85

APPENDIX II

SAFE "AU/AA" RECORD DESCRIPTION

TYPE

(2) BIN
(2) BIN
(2) BIN
(2) BIN
(12) A/N
(2) A/N
(10) BIM
(9) N

(1) N

(2) A/N

“(6) N

(6) N

(3) N

(2) BIN

(2) BIN

(32) AN

DESCRIPTION

Block Length
Binary "0000" Constant

Record Length

Binary "0000" Constant
P.I.C. Driver License Number
Type Record “AU" Constant
Zeros

Case # Assidned by Seattle Vioiationé Bureau

DMV Computer Time Stamp
XX = Year (74)

XXX ="Day (Feb 2 - 034)

XX = Hour (Military) f
XX = Minute (Military) f
XX = Seconds (Miiitary)

SAFE 1D "S1" and Exception -Reason Code
Date School Started ?
}Year
HMonth
Day _
Date School Completed
Year
Month
Day
Completion grade of PL school
"FTA" if failed to appear
Reccrd Length '
Binary "00C0" Constant
P.I.C. Driver License Number

LA

b i)

e Y
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POSITION

86 - 87

88 - 93

93 - 106
107 - 117

118 - 119

120 - 122

123 - 125
126 - 128
129 - 131

132 - 133

134

135 - 136

SAFE "AU/AA" RECORD DESCRIPTION (Cont'd)

TYPE

(2) A/mn
(6) N

(4) N

(9) W
(1} N

(2) AN

3
\

A
\

DESCRIPTION

Type Record "AA" Constant
Administration Date in SAFE

XX = Year (74)

XX = Month (Jan 07)

XX = Day (Jan 2 - 02)
Administration Time in SAFE

XX = Hours Military

XX = Minutes Wil{tary )
Case # Assigned by Seattie Violations Bureau
DMV Computer Time Stamp

"

XX = Year (74)
XXX = Day (Feb 2 - 034)
XX = Hour (Military)

XX = Minute (Military)
XX = Seconds (Military)

SAFE ID "SI" Constant

Total miles driven Business/PrivateweekIy

Total Private miles driven weekly

Total Business miles driven veekly

Percent of miles Business/Pleasure driven
in Seattle

Education Code Conpleted

01 - 12 = High School
Cl - C4 = College
G5 - G8 = Graduate School
Income Code
1 = Below $3,000 4 = $15,000-20,000 -

[

2 = $3,001 - $8,000 5
3 - $8,001 - $15,000

Number of Appearances in SAFE including
this time 1

Above $20,000

- 42
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SAFE “AU/AA" RECORD DESCRIPTION (Cont'd)

POSITION TYPE DESCRIPTION
137 (1) N Person Code | , : §
’ 1 = Caucasian ' 7 ‘
= Black -
Native American
Oriental

N
|

. 3
. | 4
: - 5 ‘VOther\-
. 138 (1) n . Judge Code
: p

u

“ﬁone Selen 4
?orbett _ .
1bwne
thnson i

- Yanick 7 l_ _

139 - 141 , (3) A/N : Pre Designated Code (Direct Sentencing)

4z (1) N Magistrate Code o

P = None Seen
1 = Vercimak

4
5
6
7

. 2 = 'awrence
7 3 - s.acher
- 143 - 153 h (1) n _ Adjudication Time/Date In:
‘ 5 position time = XXXXX (24 hrs Military
time with M)
6 position date = YR/MO/DY
154 (1) N Type of SAFE
1 = SAFE, Mandatory
2 - SAFE, Walk-In-
3 - -COURT, Mandatory
4 - COURT, Walk-In
4 5 - FORFEIT
155 - 156 (2) N Cffense Entry Recode
157 - 167 (1) N Vio]ation Time/Date
5 position time = XXXXX (24 hrs Military

S
o
time with "M") -
} b
e Y e Sl ,&_xiéi

6 position date = YR/MO/DY
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43
853

SAFE “AU/AA" RECORD DESCRIPTION (Cont'd) .
POSITION . IYPE DESCRIPTION
163 V(1) A Accident Involvement this violation
\ \ N="No/ Y= Yes
169, . Loo(1) A If Accident, was there Property Damage
| '\\., N=to/ Y= Yes ‘
270 Vo) A If Accident, were there injuries g .
H \: N="No/ Y= VYes E
171 : (1) A If Accident, were there fatalities ﬂ
ti =No/ Y= Yes u &
172 - 173 - (2) AN DMV Violation Code Violation #1 !
174 \ 1(]) A Driver's Plea \
\ N'= ot Guilty / G - Guilty \
175 @(1) A - Judgament ‘ \
~., G = Guilty - : | \
o PR i = Not Guilty |
176 \ (1) A DMV\D\spos1t1on Code for V1olat10n # | 1
\\ ; \ Di= Deferred \
S = Total Fine Suspended . i
: T 5 Traffic School i
1\ X 4 Dismissed R f
\ W =‘Harning ' _ i K
i C = Community Serv1ce E
x B]anﬁ = Other _ E
177 - 181 (5). A/N Same Format as 172/176 for Violation #2 v
182 - 186 (5) AN Same Format as 172/176 for Violation #3
187 - 191 (s) AN Seme Format as 172/176 for Violation #4
192 - 194 (?) “A/N Dollar F'ne Paid K
195 - 197 (3) Ni Doller Fine Suspended i
193 (lx A Direc’ Seﬁtence Code K
\ 1.% ‘Magistraté [ - Improvement Program %
\ I . , P = Program Learning i
B 1 ¢ = control ‘\
\ Judge i D = Defensive Driving Course B Y
i 10 = Other ' ,
\ - o = None- \‘g
Ve b b
\ . )
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POSITION

199

204
206
.. 203
’ -~ 209

220 -

225

231

234
275
316

203

205

207

219

224

230

233

274
315
475

SAFE "AU/AA" RECORD DESCRIPTION

TYPE

(5) N

(2) A/N
(2) A/N

(1) A

(1) N

(5) N

(6) N

(3) AN

(45) A/N
(45) A/N
(150) PROG N

(Cont'd)

DESCRIPTION

Magistrate Out Time/Date
5 position time - XXXXX (24 hrs time
plus Military (M)
2 positior. Action Code
2 position Reason Code
Driver Improvement Analyst Code
D.I.A. In Time/Date
5 position time - XXXXX (24 hr, time) plus
Military (%)
6 position Date - XX
XX
XX
D.1.A. Out Time/Date
5 position Time - XXXXX (24 hrs time) plus.
Military (M)
Date Driver was scheduled to go to Driver
Improvement Program. .

Year (74)
Month (Jan 01)
Day (Jan 2 - 02)

XX = Year (74)

XX = Month (Jan - 01)

XX - Day {(Jan 2 - 02)
Time Pay Allowed

gop = Mo

190 = Yes

Comment Relative to Magistrate
Comment Relating to D.I.A..

DMV Driver'é Record

A. Prior Driving Record.
- 10 fields consisting of date andviolation
type/accident.

45
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DEAL T R S e
SAFE “"AU/AA" RECORD DESCRIPTION (Cont'd) 4
POSITION TYPE DESCRIPTION §
- most recent incident in right-hand field. %
- if greater th.n 10, include the 10 most %
recent incidents only. . %
- include only incidents that precede the §
SAFE entry offense date (i.e.,"Violation i
Time/Date" in position 157-167 on AU/AA -1
~record). : (
-~ Each Field is 8 characters.
Position _ '
1 - 4 - Julian date.
5 -6 - Citation type (6= nocitation).
7 - Accident
1 - yes
2 - no-
8 - Disposition
B. Subsequent Driving Record.
- Date and violation type/accident of
first 10 incidents after SAFE entry
of fense date.
476 - 478 (3) PROG N - Driver age-at SAFE appearance date.
479 (1) PROG N Driver Sex. _
480 (1) PROG N Rehabilitation Route Code (Based on Action-
Reason Codes). .
451 - 482 (2) PROG N Rehabilitation Assignment Code (Based ¢n
Action-Reason Codes and Direct Sentence Code}.
: 46 '
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A2
A3

A4

A5

A6

A7

A8
A9

-A10

AN

A
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Tibles Al through A9 summarize group compos1t1on for the
sample and for individual assignment-completion status conditions.
~and A1l summarize accident and citation recidivism for the same sample.

APPENDIX 111

Mean age as a function of predes1gnat1on and status group

entire prede51gnat1on
Tables Al0

Proportion males as a function of predesignation and stutus group

‘Mean number of miles reported driven per week as a function of

predesignation and status group

and status -

- Mean number of prior acc1den*s as a function of prede51gnat1on

group

Mean number of prior citations as a funct1on of predes1gnat10n

‘ and status

group

Mean reported highest grade completed as a function of predes~
ignation and status group '

Distribution of reported yearly income in $1,000's for oredesxg-
nation groups

Racial distribution for predesignation groups

SAFE entry

Percentage
and status

Percentage
and status

offense distribution for predesignation groups

accident recidivism as a function of predes1gnat1on
group : . .

citation recidivism as a function of predesign§tion
group _ _

47

S e

e s TP






o Lhiid

VA
p— .
TABLE Al
: MEAN AGE AS A FUNCTION OF PREDESIGNATION
i
’ AND STATUS GROUP
______ STATUS _
HIAN T : - : :
. COUNY I ASSIGMED  ASSIGHED. ASSIGNED EXCPTION EXCPTION  STATUS ASS-CMPL ROW
I -CCMPLTE  -FTC ~CONTROL ~ OTHR TRT  NO TRT  UNKNOWN  UNKNOWN TOTAL
o , 1 11 21 31 4 1 5 1 6 I 71
N PREDESIG  =--==--~ O Toemmoooe-- O R s O ot O o I
3 , 1 I 3551 26111 0.0 I 366431 30.70 T 3526 I 29.29I  31.68
g NO DIA DIP I 408 1 66 I 0 I 104 I 43 1 17 1 17 1 653
- B O e e O e Temmmmeooee O I
i 2 1 30331 24121 0.0 I 32,981 31.951 38.90 I 25.11 1  30.54
- NO'DIA PL1 1 166 I % I o 1 57 1 58 I 10 1 9 1 334
: B fe-mme- S LORTRT LR s Toemoommoe- N O 1
31 32621 27.87 1% 0.0 T 34.791 26.n0 I 42.831 19.001  32.3¢
NO DIA PL2Z 1 190 1 52 I 0 1 57 1 2 6 I 1o 308
B O Iremomnooes I-mmmoeen- I---m=mnoee O O 1
: 41 0.0 1I 0.0° I T31.381  26.08 T  32.69 1 2.24 1 0.0- I --31.85
NO DIA CONTROL I 0 I ¢ I 238 I 12 1 16 I 43¢ 1 0o I 700
B R o O Teomocomoon G Iomommeonen [mmmmemmann e I :
11 I 33.281  26.59 I 0.0 I 27.481 36.19I 3508 I 35311  32.7%
COUNSEL DIP 1 375 I 69 1 0 I 46 I 23 I 381 131 777
S O o e O o Temmooenon- O e I-
12 I 30,901 26411 0.0. I 26,601 . 33.06 I  30.00I 32,001  30.52
COUNSEL PL1 I 176 1 39 1 o I 36 I 116 I 21 6 I 387
Ty B O i I-emm—omciefomomomnann O O o
K 13 1 2.90T 26.18 I 0.0 I 31.531 38.03I 29.401  48.00 I  33.37
! COUNSEL PL2 1 165 I 4 I 0 I 15 I 7% 1 101 11 306
. B I--memnnnan Iememmomoe- O Ieommmeomen e O I
. 16 1 0.0 I 0.0 T 36.23 1 3,321 22.26 I  33.32 I 0.0 T  32.41
T . COUNSEL CONTROL I o0 I 0 1 207 I 19 1 I 505 I 01 738
. B i o Twmmmnonee- T--mmmenoe I--wooenees I-mmemmaca- N O 1
i 21 I 33.56I 26621 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I  32.26 I  32.42
— DIA DIAG DIP 1 626 I 1o I 0 I 0 I o I 0 I 27 1 773
i S S o Tocoonmacns L R o I=mmmemeon R O 1
i 22 1 32321 6.7 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I  31.20 I  31.29
—— DIA DIAG PL1 I 292 1 53 1 0 I 0 I 0 I oI 5 1 350
Sy S O R Tommmmmmnnn I-m-oeosen- O I-mmoommos I
| 23 1 30371 27.57 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I  32.801  29.31
ol DIA DIAG PL2 I 03 1 83 I 0 1 o 1 0 I 0 I 5 1 391
B O I-meomve-e O o O I---oomooe- 1 _
2% 1 0.0 1 0.0 I  30.65 1T 0.0 I 0.0 I 33.28I 0.0 I  32.34
DIA DIAG CONTROL I 0 1 0 I 443 I 0o I 0 I 705 T 0 I 1143
s B T-memmooeee e e e Temmmcmenen DR St I ’
8- 1 27,631 23011 0.0 I 29.101 33,251 35951 28.35 I  32.08
OIA DIAG 1 267 1 3% 1 0 I 91 1 827 I 318 I 117 T 1654
B e e I-mecoeomoalmocomaemen Iememommom- o I
COLUMN TOTAL 31.84" 26.08 30.85 32.02 33.47 33.57 29.60 31.97
de 2968 592 888 431 1374 2065 201 8519
\‘ .
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TABLE A2

PROPORTION MALES AS A FUNCTION OF

PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP

STATUS

MEAN I
COUNT I ASSIGHED

ROW
TOTAL

ASSIGHED . EXCPTION EXCPTION STATUS - - - ASS-CHPL

ASSIGNED
~-FTC

UNKKOLN

UNKHOWN

~CONIROL NQ TRT

T ~COMPLTE

1

7 1

N St

OTHR (RT

I

6

I

5

1

I

I 3

2
B et T S SR

1

1

1

V

PREDESIG

0.74
653

1 0.76 I
1 171

0.71
17

0.88 I
64 I

I

0.72 [

NO DIA DIP

40p

~ © 4
~ & i~ ~ o
Ll O i =d
om om o~
e e Rl R R ]
L} 1] 1 1
0 Vo ] :
_59-01,"00
IR IS .
-3 1~ I o
3 ] ]
1 ] ]
] ] ]
[} ) )
' ) J .
bt e g e b
1 [] 1 '
1o [ [
t~NO 1 00~
[ I 1M
1o (3N -] [ B~ 4
[ i 1
[} ) 1]
1 ' 1
] i ] .
] ) ] .
ol R R N N e Rl e}
[ [ ]
[ o 1o
1 I~ O 1 OO
[N I [
1o o P o
| 3 t
| ' ]
3 . (]
' ] [}
¥ 1 '
S
13 + 1]
[ (4 [ ]
1D~ 1™~ 1 QW
.. 1 L )
1 O P o o
o ] t
1 ) ]
i ) ' .
1 . ¢ .
1 ] 1 i
P b et bt bk
' » 1
! T L [ 3
oo I i N
1 - 1. t -
o Vo ¢ S
] i 1
’ 1 ]
' ) i
] t 1
’ ] '
e et et
' [} ]
el o :
1 QT 1 O t OO
[ S I - B
"o LI = B I ~
) ] ]
] 1 ]
[} ] 1
] ] )
1 | t
P et
' [ 1
(g 1 ' .
IO ' MNO OO
[ T TN S
1O~ 1 OmMm O
[} i |
] : 1
[} [} 1
] ] '
t ’ 1
e et
' 1 [l
o~ " g J
o
x
~ o~ £
<
-4 - o
oo a (&)
< < <
- [l >
[=] Qo (=]
[=] [+] [=]
z < X

T

T T S T TR {

—I---~------I---f;

0.74

0.87 1.
38

0.74 I

0.74 1

72 I

[}

-
4

1

0.92 1

461
B D ST B LT S G s G LT LS

I 777

13-

I

T

69 236

COUMSEL DIP

0.75
187

0.67 1

‘.80 I

1

0.0

0.79 1

0.72 1

I

12

I

114
R T L LT T e L GOTCT LR

COUNSEL PLI

0.60 1 1.001I 0.75
308

10

.86

0.70 1 06.75 1

13

I

1

1
T T B e C il ot CEETREETS SREPYIEPRES SRS P EPTEES

44

165 1

I

COUNSEL PL2

0.75
735 .

I
I

0.0
4]

R

o2
~ N

=3
o1

"

w3

[
vy

1
1
B T T et LT e TES EE T S e O it |

COUNSEL CCHIROL

0.68
773

.59 1
27 I

0
B ST

DIA DIAG DIP

B T LTI

v
-

0.69
350

[N -3

L]

DIA DIAG PL1

T T T LT L L P COREETTEENS SETELTPREES

0.66
39

I
I

B S S e e T B |

DIA DIAG PL2

0 I 0.71
0 I 1148

"0

0.74 I
463

24

DIA OIAG CONTROL I

I

e T T B T

0.87 I 0.79
1654

0.77 I

.76

0.9y I

.69

267
T S e s T SEREEIS G R ¢

28

117 I

I

318

34

DIA DIAG

0.72
2968

c.74
8519

<0l

0.72_
2065

0.76
1374

0.77

431

0.75
668

COLUMN TOTAL

B I







TABLE A3 | /

MEAN NUMBER OF MILES REPORTED DRIVEN PER WEEK AS A
FUNCTION OF PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP

STATUS
v HMEAN I
COUNT I ASSIGNED  ASSIGNED ~ ASSIGHSD EXCPYION  EXCPTION - STATUS ASS-CHAL rROW
I -COMPLYE  -FTC -CONTROL  OTHR .TRT  NO TRT UNKNCKN UNKKNOKN TOTAL .
I 11 2 I 301 4 X 5 I 6 1 71 :
. PREDESIG  -======- Iomccmoccen Tewammncn R ST R b S e D s D 1 : .
1 I 177.97 1 17%.69 1 0.0 I 167.38 % 163.42 1 160.26¢ 1 156.71 1 173.93 : :
NO DIA - OIP b 408 I 64 I o I 106 I 43 1 17 1 17 I 653 ;
B R O Ieemmmoncen b N e B T b4 :
. 2 I 171.16 I 138.06 I 0.0 I 155.21 I 227.74 I 122.00 1 120.89 I 172.07
NO DIA PLL 1 166 I 36 I 0 1, 57 I 58 I 16 1 9 I 334 .
B S I-mmeeoeeen ) ) e ) CTTSEEET ) SRR  CTTTR I
3 I 186.291 178.83 1 0.0 I 174.58 1 425.00 1 165.83 1 0.0 I 182.19
NO DA PL2 I 190 I 52 1 LI 57 I 2 1 6 1 i1 308
B S ) ) el GLEC TP | | CSTEP PR ) EE TR 1 .
4 1 0.0 I 6.0 I 161.76 1 269.17 I 141.881 175.381 0.0 I 171.59
NO DIA CONTROL X 0o I- 0 I 238/ 1 12 I 16 I 435 I o I 700 -
B O I---=-- mmmmememoonmn b R ) T O ettt 1
- 11 I 155.42 1 i73.62 1 0.0 .I_. 202.50 I  .156.57.1 . 188.76 1 127.69 I . 160.73 . _
COUNSEL D1IP 1 375 I 69 1 /0 1 a6 I 236 I 38 I 13 1 777
B R it SO DL N ST L TP ) ) GRS D T J-wmomm=en=I
- 32 1 203.6Y I  142:821 , 0.0 I 181.33 I 188.40 I ~ 262.95°1 . 125.00 I 192.29
COUNSEL PL1 b¢ 176 1 9 1 01 30 1 114 I 22 1 6 I 387
: B S R ) R ) RPN ) T ) TR Jeeommmema- 1
. .13 1 166.61 1 139,02 I 0.0 I 232.67 I 181.50 I  126.50 1 500.00 I 157.49
COUNSEL PLZ b 165 I a4 ¥ (VR ¢ 15 I 74 X 10 1 1 1 309
B T i Ietevmmama-  CETTET PR Jemmmmmnme- T s ) T b R e I
16 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 206.00 I 189.47 I 1645.00I 172.381I 0.0 I 182.14%
COUNSEL CTONTROL I 0o I 0 I 207 I 19 1 6 1 505 I 0 I 735
S CERTI R G e S L Ll D T s | i ) T Te-mmmmm—en 1
21 I 150.12 I 16£.40 I s.¢ I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 170.67 I 153.37
DIA DIAG DIP 1 €26 - I. 120 1 oI 0. 17 [ ¢ o I 27 1 773
B SO EEP RPN b T I-memmmmeee e I-eomomo e ) T Jemmmmmem— I
22 I 155.3% I 137.151I 6.0 I 6.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 115.60 I 152.01
DIA DIAG PL1 b 292 1 $3 I 0 I 6 I 0o 1 0 I s I 350
B e ) COTEER j SRS ) CEEEEP R G e Temmmmmme- ) LT EERT N b
7 23 I 153.60°I 186.43 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 202.00 I 161.19
. DIA DIAG PL2 I 303 1 83 1 [ ¢ ¢ I 0 I o I 5 1 391
clvermmemmmilacocoonnan I-vwemmcomu ) CETTEE R T Jemmmmmmnne | I
26 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 164,771 0.0 I 0.0 I 178.06 I 0.0 I 172.9%
DIA DIAG CONTROL I I ¢ oI 463 I o I [ ¢ 705 I - 0 I 1148
B L S CEEET T b S D  CE e ) CIRT T Iemmemmem—- b
28 I 237.511 96.03 I 0.0 I 156:04 I 166.11 I  193.17 I 236.72 I 186.09
DIA DIAG I 267 1 36 1 0 I 91 I 827 I 318 I 117 I 1656
B S I--m-meemee e I--memommee I-mmemmeme D T I-=wwmoeme- b
COLUMN TOTAL . 159.58 160.17 173.58 175.55 . 169.36 73.62 202.74 172.58
2968 592 888 431 1374 2065 : 201 £519
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TABLE A4

MEAN NUMBER OF PRIOR ACCIDENTS AS A FUNCTION
OF PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP

STATUS
MEAN I
COUNY I ASSICHLD
1 -COHPLTE
1 1
PREDESIG  --=m=--- b T
1 I 0.6y
NO DIA OIP I 408
B R
2 1 0.85
NO DIA PL1 X 166
B R L
30X 0.68
NO DIA PL2 1 190
. B S
4 1 0.0
NO DIA- CONTROL I 0
B R b
11 1 0.05
COUNSEL DIP - 1 375
wlemmmr— .
. 12 1 1.01
COUNSEL FL1 1 176
_I ..........
: 13 1 0.7
COUNSEL PL2 1 165
B R
14 0.0
COUMSEL CONTRO:. [
. R
22 1 .73
OIA DIAG DIP 1 236
-I ...........
22 1 5.86
DIA DIAG PLY I 292
B R
23 I 0.60
DIA DIAG PL2 . I 303
. -I __________
26 I 0.0
DIA DIAG COMTROL I 4]
~lecemmca e
28 1 0.99
DIA DIAG 1 267
S R R
COLUMN TOTAL 0.6
2968

AGSIGHED

-F1C

ASSIGHID
~CONTROL

P bt Bt bt b bt B b bt b D bt bt 2 bt G bt bt D bt b bk bt Bt G 4 bt (=] bt B bt et e bk A b4 b bt b

EXCPTION

OTHR TRY

EXCPTION
NO TRT

4t It bt bt b b bt gt B P b Bd b P P b et b4t 8 4 b e

P bt et Pt bt e e e e P

STATUS " "ASS-CM't ROW
UNKHCWN  UNKHOWH TOTAL
6 1 71 :
----------- I--=e-cw-as=1
1.12 1 0.53 1 0.80
17 1 17 I 653
---------- [--====e---1
0.30 I 0.11 I 0.83
10 I -9 1 134
---------- I-~=====~=-1 :
0.33 1 1.00 I 0.74
6 I 1 1 308
---------- O e §
0.61 1 0.0 I 0.72
4361 -0 700
---------- O s ¢
1.00 I 0.38 1 0.88
8 I 13 I 777
""" RSO ettt SU
1.09 1 0.50 I 1.06
22 1 6 1 387
---------- e atd ¢
1.0 1 0.0 I 0.82
100 7 1 X 309
---------- R e ¢
0.62 1 0.0 I 0.72
505 I 0 I 735
PP . G —— I .......... I .
0.0 1 0.70 I 0.75
0 I 27 1 773
---------- I--wmemmea-1
0.0 I. 1.20 I 0.85
0 I 5 I 350
---------- I-=ec=w----X
0.0 I 0.80 I 0.60
0 I 5 1 391
---------- J T g ¢
0.60 I 0.0 I 0.68
705 I 0 I 1148
---------- b § )
0.63. 1 1.02 1 0.99
318 1 17 1 16564
---------- I--wemmen-=I
0.63 0.03 0.82
2065 201 8519







TABLE AS

MEAN NUMBER OF PRIOR CITATIONS AS°A FUNCTION
OF PREDESIGI!ATION AND STATUS GROUP

U \
\
\
i
STATUS
- HEAN T
COUNT I ASSIGNED  ASSIGNED
I -COHPLTE -FTC
X 11 B ¢
PREDESIG o ~--1 e |
o 1z 2.66 1 4.55 I
NG GIA DIP. I 408 I Te4 I
B B LR C) CEUTEEE 1
2 1 3.06 I 3.50 I
NO DIA PL1 I 166 I % 1
S O 1
3 1 2.36 1 3.92 1
NO DIA PL2 1 190 I 52 1
' S R et b I
R | 0.0 I 0.0 I
NO DIA CONTROL I 0 I 0.1
. mimmm———— p SRR, ¢
D S 2.47 1 3.55 I
COUNSEL DIP I 375 1 69 I
' S T 1
12 1 3111 4.49 T_
COUNSEL PL1 I 176 I 39 1
B T T I
13 1 2.30 1 2.89 1
COUNSEL PL2 I 165 I 46 - 1
S e I
16 1 0.0 I 0.0 I
COUNSEL COMTROL I 0 I 0 I
S N [-memmmnmnn 1
21 1 2121 3.32 1-
DIA DIAG DIF I 626 I 126 I
BT SETST R ) 1
22 1 2.44 I 3.36 I
DIA DIAG PL1 1 292 1 53 I
: S N LT I-mmmmemmne 1
23 1 1.69 I 2.69 1
DIA DIAG PL2 I 303 I 83 I
S Ivvmmmmmee- 1
24 1 0.0 1 0.0 I
DIA DIAG CONTROL I 0 I 0 I
e e I
28 1 5.47 I 5.51 I
DIA DIAG 1 267 1 3% 1
S O ol I-mmmmmeone I
COLUNN -TOTAL 2.66 3.65
2968 592

ASSIGNED

EXCPTION  EXCPTION  STATUS ASS-CHPL ROW

-CONTROL  QTHR TRY NO TRT. UNKNOMN ~ UNKNO:N TOTAL
3 1. 4 I 5 I 6 I 71
- I-—eocnnnns b O O b .
8.0 I 3.00 I 4.16 I 3.06 .1 2.47 1 2.99
I | 106 "I 43 I 17 ¢ 17 1 653
---------- R e Ot =--1 —eweI ——ewsY
0.0 I 3.75 I 4.8¢ 1 1.50 I 1.33 1 3.44% )
9 1 57 I 58 I 10 I 9 I 334
------------ L ana ot e et ey CERLEEPEEES SLELTITETES §
0.0 I 2.61. 1 4.50 1 2.3 1 .. 1.001I 2.69
oI 57 I 2 1 6 1 1 I 308
---------- O i LTS R P ) B it ¢
3.21 1 5.00 I 4,941 - 218 --0.0 I- - 2.64 -
233 1 F ¢ 16 I 434 1 I 700
e e S LR L A ) SO XL 1 R CLI I LT R EED E et D S,
0.0 I 6.43 1 3.60 I 3.13 1° 2.00 1 3.07
0 I a6 I 236 I 38 1 13 1 777
R S o T T, e Ireweme = 1 o
6.0 I 4.20 1 3.91 1 4.00 I 2.17 1 3.60
[ { 30 I 114 I 22 1 6 I 387
---------- T S G B S
0.0 1 4.73 1 3.27 1 4.00 T 2.00°I 2.79
[ I ¢ 15 ¥ 7% 1 10 I 11 309
---------- e iy LGS EEEDES SR EELEEED CEELE I IS
3.66 I 4.55 1 6.75 I 2.22 1 0.0 I 2.67
207 1 19 I 4 I 505 I 0 1 735
---------- O ety GEETTLEEELS SR EEEESS CEELL LS .
0.0 - I 0.0 I 0.0 I 6.0 - I 1.37 1 2.28
0 I 0 I o I [ ¢ 27 1 773
---------- s CEEE R LR S e ettt §
0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I ¢6.¢ I 2.40 I 2.58
[ ¢ 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 1 350
---------- e e GOLEEE RS SEERIEEEELY ¢ o
0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 1.00 I 1.90
oI s I 0 I o I s I 391
---------- ) CETTEEEE S It CEEEEREETES CEETStL LIt
2.61.1 6.0 I 0.0 I 2.19 I 0.0 I 2.35 -
443 1 0 I 0 I 705 I o I 1148
---------- ) R B by GEEEEEEEETS ST L) {
0.0 I 3.52 1 3.7 1 316 1 5.91 I 4.10
o I 91 I g27 I 318 I 117 I 1656
---------- T s GEEE L S S e §
2.97 3.60 3.81 2.39 .19 2.97
888 431 1374 2065 : 201 8519
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TABLE A6

MEAN REPORTED HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED AS A
FUNCTION OF PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP

_ STATUS
MEAN I : . - - T
COUNT I ASSIGNED  ASSICNED  ASSIGHED  EXCPTION  EXCPTION  STATUS ASS-CMPL RCW
I -COMPLTE -FTC -CONTROL ~ OTHR TRT  NO TRT UNKHOWRN UNKNOWN TOTAL
1 11 2 1 371 4 X -5 I 6 -1 7 X i
PREDESIG  Sew=-ww= e Ieemmomasnn I I-—-demmann R I-mmmemman b 1
1 I 12.97 1 12.83 1 0.0 1 13.20 1 12.88 1 12.59 1 13.00 I 12.98
NO DIA DIP 1 401 1 59 I 6 I 102 I 41 1 17 T 17 I 637
B e R e R Iommommemee P I-mmmmmeene b I
2 1 12.67 1 12.22 1 0.0 I 12.79 12.72 1 13.22.1 . 12.11 I 712.65
NC DIA PL1 I 162 I 21 0 I 53 . I 57 1. 1 9 I - 322
. S E R Tmmmmomemee L ) TS CET TR S R —— 1 .
3 1 13.20 I 12.37 1 0.6 I 13.09 1 16.00 I 1331 16.00 I 12.99 |
NO-DIA PL2 . - I- 187 1 2 1 0T~ 56 I- 2 I .1 Y I 302
’ S e T-mmmmmionn ) R R Iemomoommmiemmmnn oe R I
) 4 X 0.0 I J0.0_. 1. . 12.69 1. 1 1. 51 - I 12.98 -
NO DIA CONTROL I VI ¢ c 1 228 1 1 b T I 675
R e T R et ) O T 4 = I- -1 I S
Co 11 1 12.73 1 12.40 1 0.0 I 1321 I 13.05 1 " 12.31 I 13.00 I 12.81
COUNSEL DIP I 370 1 65 I 0 1 42 1 226 1 35 I 12 1 750
D S R e Iommemmeman R bt ST R Tl T I i
12 I 12.96 T 12.44 I 0.0 I 11.63 1 12.25 1 13.05.1 12.63. 1 12.60
COUNSEL PL1 b¢ 172 I 39 I ¢ I 30 I 110 1 21 1 6 .1 378
) b R Iocmemeeee O I-mmcmmene ) L I
i 13 1 13.35 1 11.78 1 0.0 Y 13.13 1, 13,18 T 12.40 I  _16.00 I 13.05
COUNSEL PL2 b 158 1 411 01 15 I 66 1 10 I 1 I 291
B S e b R Tomwmmmemns Imemmmee e Jommmmmmems | R ¢
14 1 6.0 I 6.0 1 12.57 1 12.07 1 13.50 I 13,190 1 0.0 I 12.93
. COUNSEL CONTROL I 0 I e I 199 1 15 - 1- 4 I 4871 0 I 705 -
S O S et I-oommem Ioommommans B Ieomommmnem e I
21 1 12.65 1 12.22 1 v.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 12.46 1 12.58
DIA DIAG DIP b 601 I 115 % O ¢ [ 1 0 I 0 I 6 X 742
S C e b ) i e O R SR e I
22 1 12.89 I 12.21 1. 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 11.40 I~ "12.76
DIA DIAG PL1 1 89 1 52 1 [ ¢ 0 I 0 I e I 5 1 346
g S I--mmmmmmee O IO O I-—~mmmme e D O I
23 I 12.92 1 12.73 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 12.75 1 12.e8
DIA DIAG PL2 1 290 I 82 1 0 I’ ¢ 1 I ¢ 0 I 4 1 376
S b O O D Tt b O iy O T S 1
26 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 12.96 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 12.95 I 0.0 I 12.95
DIA DIAG CONTROL I I 0 I 433 I o I o I 665 I 1 1118
S D R R e D el Ll T, Ivmmemmonee I-vmmemmmes I )
. 28 1 12.81 1 12.27 % 0.0 I 13.00 I 13.21 1 12.71 1 s2.62 1 12.98
DIA UIAG 1 254 I 33 1 o I 88 I 804 I 303 I 110 X - ..1592
e S G et e Toommmmees I-eommeeeee b O I
COLUMN TOTAL 12.85 12.38 12.84 12.94% 13.06 12.95% 12.61 12.88
2864 570 860 411 1324 1994 191 €234
NUNBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 285
53
3 ) SR TSI
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TABLE A7

DISTRIBUTION -OF REPORTED YEARLY INCOME IN

$1,000's FOR vPRED'ESIGl'{ATIONY GROUP

INCOME

COUNT I

ROM
TOTAL

3K - 8K 8K.- 15K 15K - 20 GT 20K

ROW PCT ILT 3K

5.1

4.1 )
e e

3.1

.I

"t

PREDESIG

605
7.8

I 43 I. 3.1
X 7.1 I 5.0 I

180

29.8
T N et CETRASS
61

1
I

NO DIA DIP

312
4.9
282

.7

I

.8
2.6 I
15" I

I
I

4 1
7 I
8

2
2

7

I I
I 19.6 1

2160

32.1 .
R R Lo SL DTS CEUPETEES SEECEETES SERTERESS ¢
9

I
I
I

I 119 I
I 38.1
85

I
I

2.
3

NO DIA Pl

3

5.3 I

.9

3 EL it SCLEEEELS CEIEL S LoD ottt it S bt it ¢

G,

NO DIA CONTROL

Qe

6.6

~
-

.1

30

NO DIA PL2

620
8.0

6 I 36 I
7.4 1 5.8 I
PN SR SEPCES S

I 182 1 170 I
I 29.4 I 27.4 I
[ FEPPRINIY SRR CA - Uty S

186
30.0

I
1

&
¢

55

194- 1
7.8 I

I
‘I

I 181 I 230
33.0

S 1.

‘COUNSEL OIP

.

I 25.9°1
T T T S R T et )

87

1
T T T

COUNSEL PL1

I

I

.1
) SR S ST N STTIEERS SISERSI

COUNSEL PL2

199 71
30.1

I

14,

COUNSEL CONTROL 1

I

S D e e §

-
i

196
268.0
S e SRR S C e G e |

DIA DIAG DIP

B O Y B

o 32
4

I

11
3.6 1
S EECEESS STTRIES SEERIEES ¢

I 105
I

Q2.

DIA DIAG PLL

" 1065

5.4 I 13.8

57 I
e e B 3 ¢

317
29.8

24,

DIA DIAG CONTROL I

DIA DIAG

S N S L rCTS CETEERETS SRR

7720
100.0

376
4.9

2393 2114 56
27.4 7

2271
29.4 .

COLUMN
TOTAL

31.0. .

= 0.0000

SIGNIFICAKCE

105.88501 WITH

CHI SQUARE

48 DEGREES OF FREEDOM

NUMBER OF HiSSING OBSERVATIONS

799

54







ROW
5.1

B T T SUNEES AU R TR S
131

4.1

NAT AHRC ORIENTAL OTHER
2 1
0.4 I

TABLE A8
"BLACK
%8 I
8.8 1

1.1
63 I
3 1 -1
-I---;;;--1-;---_--1-;_--_-f1-5-;7;-;Iff---u-_1

RACE
85.

I
1

1

COUNT I

RACIAL DISTRIBUTION FOR PREDESIGNATION GROUPS
ROW PCT IWHITE

NG DIA DIP

PREDESIG

bt

I 7
I 2.5

5
1.8

1
I

1
0.4

3¢ 1
12.4 I

28 I
9 I

1 2
1 s2.
B T L) LT T TRty QUARURIE Ser- S

NO DTA PLY

‘252 -
3.6

5 1
2.0 -1

2.1
0.8 I

0.1
0.0 TI. 0.
T S B B

13 . 1
7.1 1

I
I

27
%0.1.
590,
85.5

1
1
I , .

Y QU S O R ST SO

1
B ) CECTTEEES CRIENS MESRENINES S SRR |

5 SURNRNENS AN SRS S ST

4.

3
NO DIA CGHTROL I

NO'DIA ' PL2
_ COUNSEL DIP
COUNSEL PL1

Mo
L

ted

o lo]

15 .
7

6.
S SO N ORI N S S

154
87.0

I
I

13.

COUNSEL PL2

0.2452

5.6
747
10.7

391

S
10.3
6955
100.0

I

1.1

S SRR SRS JMR S SR
16 1
3.6 I
21
2.8 1
2.2

‘150
SIGNIFICANCE

T
-1
I

9
2.3
13 1
1.7
179
2.6

I
I
I
I

0.
0
0.0
6
0.8

3%

.5

I
1
I
I
1564

30

7.7
B e ttd COCTETEES SETSEPETS SERTEREE

10.3

83 1
1.1
650

I
1

I
I
1

338 -

677
I 86.4

I 87.6 . .
o et B S et

624

616
85.9 .
1 83.5
B B St oot CETINSIES S SR
5942
85.4

I
I
I

DIA DIAG CONTROL I 85.1

-I-_;-_---I__--;___I___----fl_-_-;__-I_r;;-_;-l
1

it GECRL T T e

564.35730 WITH 8 DEGREES OF- FREEDOM

14,
2%,

COUNSEL CONTROL I
8

21.
"2
TOTAL

© COLUNN

A DIAG PL1

-

DIA DIAG PL2

DIA DIAG DIP
DIA DIAG

o
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS

CHI SGUARE
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TABLE A9

SAFE ENTRY OFFENSE DISTRIBUTION

FOR PREDESIGNATION GROUPS

- ENTOFF

COUNT I

" ROW PCT TACCIDENT SPEEDING MULTIPLE LICENSE NEG DRIV FAIL TO

ROW -

g o8-
TOOCLOSE MORE VIO  TOTAL

FOLLOW

. YIELD

2.1

1.1

PREDESIG

255

1.39.6 I 16.9 1

B et CUL S I Lt SELEL IS Ch et b Cattivinted Sl i i
I
I

1
1

I 181 1
I 28

1.

NO DIA DIP

RO, S S 4

S
1.2 1 12.6 1

1

41 .

I 1
1.2 1

8
2.5

I
I

71
.1 ..21.8

1

65 I..121
20,0 1 37.2

2.

RO DIA PL1

11
3.6 _
e S B B B ey St

I

I
I 0.

I 1
26.9 1 41.2 I 10.4 )
et S e e B et ettt et

I
X

NO DIA PL2

8
3

RSTT 4

287
61

170
24.4

69
8.

18
2.6

I 102 I
I 14.6--1

.1

I
X

T -
I

NO DIA -CONTROL

6.3 I

B ot ST S i ¢

182 1
9 1

1
23.. .
T T S S e LT TE S EE it &

I
I

1.

_COUNSEL DIP

12.

41.%

24.4 _
B T et St S S G Sy St S bl Sttt

17.5-

I

COUNSEL PLL

29

S13

34
1l

I 134 -1
I 43.4

81

26.2
B S R SRSt ST

-13.

COUNSEL PL2

I

1 -

P R e S S CE L e e ity

COUNSEL CONTROL

I,
B . S nnts SECPPLELS CLERILLS

caz 1 309 1 59

21.

DIA DIAG DIP

I
B i St PRI SRl CLEEEEELS CELELL ) Colt bt Sttt S bt

10.

32.6

I

DIA DIAG PL1

i 44.0 3 ! ).
B s S S St ebd el St Sttt it

1
.3 ,
B T e et i St ettt

7
.3 I [¢]

1
42,

I
I

I 3.7

DIA DIAG PL2

538 I 112
9

1

25.3 I 46.9. : B _ ' _
e Lo Lot CELEETEES CETEEEEES i et ¢

91

o4,

DIA DIAG CONTROL I

I

1590
9.1 I 18.9

145 I
T ot SECTEEEES SERSTEELS EELETls |

I

18.6 X

1

DIA DIAG

37.64 1 23.5 1

. 8406 .
100.0

135
1.6

.556
6.6

. 268,

1220
14.5

3458
4l1.1

2157
25.7

. COLUMN
TOTAL

3.0

0.0000 .

84 DEGREES OF FREEDOM  SIGNIFICANCE =

536.66286 WITH

CHI SQUARE

113

"HUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS

ey

RRTRIILS

Py
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TABLE A10

v

PERCENTAGE ACCIDENT RECIDIVISM AS A FUNCTION
" . OF PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP

| STATUS. .
MEAN I w
COUNT I ASSIGHED
-COMPLTE
1
PREDESIG  ----=-==T-m-cr-c==s
: 1 13.48
NO DIA DIP 4«00
. 2 16.27
NO DIA -PL1 L s
) . T T 'aI--_-.:.'.':.’._-
: 3 18.95
NO BIA PLZ - 190
B e
“ 0.0
HO-DIA CONTROL o
—I ----------
11 15.47
COUNSEL DIP o 3rs
-I __________
: 12 I 15.3%
COUNSEL PL1 1 176
B
- 131 1182
COUMSEL PL2 - - I 165
—lemmrn e~
14 0.0
COUNSEL CONT20L 0
o a 12,62
DIA DiAG DIP 626
) T 22 11.99
DIA DIAG PLI I 292
. - Tl hf Sebih it
23 13.53
DIA DIAG PL2 303
, 2a 0.0
DIA OIAG CONTROL I. -~ O
o R S -
28 21.35
DIA DIAG ‘267
R .. B e T
COLLMN TOTAL 14,62

O O S R e

ASSIGHED  ASSIGNED . EXCPTION  EXCPTION  STATUS

"=FTC .
. 2

]
et bttt

[ i ) . N . sl
R b b et B et b et e b bt bt e e

et b it b et b St b e e B e bt b et e b

L
~

“NDTRT__ ~URKHOUN'

5 1.

6

HHD—!H'H‘HNKHAHH
-
I
e
—
[ ]

bt b bt
s
w
-

[ N e e e R R R TR R ]
o

ASS-CHPL
©_ UNKHONN

Lol

3e7

- 12.62
. 309

RO
© TOTAL

R TS R

653

17.66
T34 o

15:9Y

308

15.00
700

15.06
777

16.99

14.69,

735

713.'-'05" .

773

13.14
150

13.81 - -

39)

16.20
S1168 0

16.08
1e5%-

“l4.87

8519







_PERCENTAGE CITATION RECIDIVISM AS A.FUNCTION V
OF PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP ‘ i

STATUS
¢ . . MEAYN I
B : COUNT I ASSIGNED
I <~COMPLTE
I 1 I
PREDESIG weeemewelcceccvcnas I
£ ] 1 I 36.52 1
ST NO DIA DIP I 408 I
: [ SUTSINELI ;
- S 2 X 47.591
- NO DIA PLY I 166 I
— o R elevencccana I
31 37.37 1
NQ DIA PL2 - I 196 I
~leceecenee]
. 4 I 0.0 I
NO CIA CONTROL I oI
B I
11 I 17.07 1
COUNSEL DIP I 375 I
“levencoccun I
) 12 1 39.20 I
COUNSEL PL1 I 176 1
B E et I
13 1 39.39 1
COUNSEL PL2 1 165 I
B R I
14 1 0.0 I
COUNSEL CONTROL I 0 I
N R S 1
- - o D W § 34.50 I
DIA DIAG PIP I 626 1
B S it I
22 I 38.70 X
DIA DIAG PL1 | I 292 1
- . T wlewmensiesel
S k3 T 36763 1
DIA DIAG PL2 I 303 1
. ) clewacraaes]
2¢ I 0.0. I
DIA DIAG CONTROL I 0 I
L R et I
8 I 62.55 1
OIA DIAG - - -- - I 2671
* COLUMN TOTAL 39.72
2968

ASSIGHED
-FTC

5 CHEPAN AL, TE

L R e

e AR TR SRR S OSSN ST

TABLE A1l ' .

ASSIGHED  EXCPTION  EXCPTION  STATUS ASS-CHPL  ROW

~CONIROL  OTHR TRT NO fRT UNKHOWN UNIKHOLRN TOTAL ; .
301 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I ] .
----------- ) (TSRO SO R R S : E !
0.0 I 36.62 1 4419 1 47.06 I 35,29 1 39.51 . i :
0 I 106 X 43 I 17 1 17 I 653 i
---------- e GLE TR EE R REES 2 G R SRS ¢ : :
0.0 -1 57.89.F - ..55.17I . 10.00 I 33.33°1 . 52.40
S0 1 57 1 58 I 10 I 9 1 334
---------- O et GOCEEEEEEES SR TS TREEES SEEERETEETS |
v.0° I 45.61 I $0.03 1 .50.001 ~ 100.00 I 42,686 - :
0 : 57. 1. 201 6 1 11 308 : ,
---------- R A G it LEECTR LTS o : :
44,54 1 41.67 1 56.25 1 43.78 1 0.0 I 44.29 ; :
238 1 21 16 I 434 I I ¢ 700 ‘ :
---------- D i LR T L LTS G § e e | : :
0.0 I 52.17 I 46.49 [ 44.76 1 38.646 I 42.21
¢ 1 46 1 236 I 38 I 13 1 777
----------- Ol ST G B o ¢
0.0 I 43,33 1 42.93 I 27.27 1 66.67 X 62.64
[ ¢ 30 X 116 I HEI 4 6 I 387
---------- O i GLLLEEETETS CRI AR S ¢
0.0 I 53.33 1 45,95 I 50.00 I 0.0 I 43.06
0 I 15 I 74 1 10 I 1 I 309
----------- D e T, G B ) |
47.83 I 42.11 1 75.00 1 %0.59 I 0.0 I 42.86
207 1 19 1 6 1 505 I 0 I 735
............ I-_-_--__--I____m“r__-I”---_---_ul-_-m-_-_-_I
0.0 I ° 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 25.93°I 7.00
0 I [ ¢ [ § 0 I 27 1 773
---------- R et CLTTE P SRR SEC T TS 4
0.0 I 6.0 I 0.0 1 0.0 I 60.00 I 42.00
o 1 0 I 0. T 0 I 5 I 350
et ES EETE LR b I-mememmm e I--emmedeel .
0.0 I c.0 I 6.0 I 6.0 I 20.00 I 39264
0 I 01 s I [ ¢ 5 I 391
mmrme— - ——— Jrmemnee AL CL LT T EET) CTTREE. N T Ty, I
42.56 ) 0.0 I 0.0 .I . 38.72 I 0.0- I . 4D.26. .
443 I 0 I 0 I 705 I o I 1148
---------- D e S G T 4
0.0 X 47.25 1 43,53 1 61.82 I 57.26 I 48.13
0- I 91 -1 827 1 318 I 117 I 1656
femiiiians I-—-cmmends ) ST ) S ——iae b O 1
46,37 45,648  G4.54 40.73 T 4B8.26 - 42.9%
e88 431 1374 2065 201 8519
58 T
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