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SECTION I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Executive Summary of the Alternative Sentencing Evaluation Ploject 

provides an overview of the intent, scope, activities, and fi~dings of 

the Project. While it is recognized that many individuals may not have 

time to read beyond this summary, it must be cautioned that as with all 

summaries, individuals desiring to understand the intricacies of the 

find i ngs s'hou I d thorough 1 y rev i ew the ent ire document. 

1 • 1 BAC KGROUND 

The problems associated with drinking and driving have been well docu-

men ted over the years. The California Highway Patrol indicates that 

alcohol is the primary collision factor in highway fatalities, responsible 

for two and one half times as many fatal itiies as excess speed--the second 

leading cause of death on California roadways. In 1977, 2,626 persons 

lost their lives in California as a result of alcohol impaired drivers; 

555 in Los Angeles County alone. More people die as a result of drinking 

drivers than are killed in willful homicides. 

As a result of these tragic statistics over the past ten years California 

has developed aQ aggressive legislative and therapeutic approach to the 

drinking driver problem. Los Angeles County has been in the forefront 

" in developing treatment/education alternatives for the alcohol impalred 

driver. While it would appear obvious that benefit should accrue by 

having a wide variety of altern~tives available for discretionary use, 
'~ II 

the sheer number of providers ~nd types and levels of service available 

makes it difficult, if not impossible, to determine which alternative 
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should be imposed. Making the task even more difficult is the fact that 

research to date is inconclusive with respect to all alternatives except 

the removal of the privilege to drive. 

1.2 ALTERNATIVE SENTENCING EVALUATION PROJECT 

1.2.1 PROJECT ORGANIZATION 

As a result of the need to gain knowledge of the impact of sentencing 

alternatives a special committee of judges of the Los Angeles County 

Municipal Courts Judges· Association decided to undertake a study to 

determine the impact of local alternatives on the DUI offender. To 

accomplish this, the subcommittee solicited proposals from qualified 

firms. Following a competitive bidding process that included oral inter­

views, the firm of Capitol Research and Consulting Corporation (cRccl of 

Sacramento, California, was selected to coordinate the study. Through­

out the course of the study, CRCC worked closely with the Municipal 

Court Judges· Association Special Committee. Members of that Committee 

during the course of the study were: 

Honorable C. Bernard Kaufman, Chairman 
Burbank Municipal Court 

Honorable Leon Emerson 
Downey Municipal Court 

Honorable Thomas P. Foye 
South Bay Municipal Court 

Honorable John R. Hopson 
South Gate Municipal Court 

Honorable Kenneth E. Vassie 
Eng I e\,Iood MUll i c i pa I Court 

Honorable Juaneita Veron 
Los Angeles County Court 

" i 
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1.2.2 PROJECT GOAL 

The overall goal of the Project is to conduct a comprehen~ive analysis 

of each commonly Llsed alternative sentence in dri"ving under th~ influ~nce 

cases so as to determine the effect of such sentences on the recidivism 

rates of misdemeanants. Objectives and task activities are described in 

Section II of the Report. 

1.3 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Project findings related to each of the major Project activities are 

provided in the following subsections. 

1.3.1 LITERATURE REVIEW FINDINGS 

4ppendix B to this Report (provided under separate cover) individually 

summarizes a large number of professional research studies. Generalized 

findings resulting from the literature review are as follows: 

• Even though drunk driving has been a major target of all 
tiers of government during the past ten years a "silver 
bullet" has yet to emerge. Probably the most significant 
result to date is the identified need for a true integrated 
systems approach when attempting to develop a countermeasure 
for alcohol-related accident incidence. This essentially 
means the effective cooperation of law enforcement, judiciary, 
probation, alcohol abuse treatment service providers, public 
education and information service providers, as well as a 
core of personnel totally dedicated to the integration and 
monitoring of these various system components. 

• When evaluating the effectiveness of various sentencing 
alternatives three levels of criteria are important: (I) 
traffic safety impact of the alternative; (2) impact of 
the alternative on the abilit of the ad"udication s stem 
to efficiently process the volume of cases; and (3 impact 
on the client·s life style beyond their operation of a motor 
vehicle. If the sentencing alternative is to be considered 
at least part of an act~dent countermeasure program the order 
of the priority of the criteria is in accordance with this 
listing. Essentially, this means an alternative should be 
considered effective only when it evi~ences traffic safety 
impact without producing an inefficient court process or 
creating an undue impact on a client's activities outside 
the operation of a motor vehicle. 
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• To date the only cou~termeasure component that has been 
documented as impacting traffic safety, at least for 
multi Ie offenders, has been the mandator use of 
licensing actions licensing, suspension, and revocation). 
The positive impact of such action on judicial processing 
and a client's life style is dubious, but unknown. 

• The mixed results, associated with the research findIngs 
reviewed,suggest the need for integrating various approaches 
to permit use of the positive elements of each. One such 
approach might be the integration of licensing ac~ions such 
as enforceable license restriction with alcohol abuse educa­
tion and/or treatment. This would permit at least a facade 
of control on driving exposure while permitting the potential 
impact of alcohol abuse education/treatment to be affected. 

• The primary benefit to be derived from a reading of all of 
the abstracts that compJ;}se the "Review of Pertinent Litera­
ture" is that it will provide a basic understanding or aware­
ness of the current state-of-the-art in adjudicating the DUI 
offender. For the 144 judg~s and numerous subordinate judicial 
officers in Los Angeles County who deal with driving under 
the influence cases, such an understanding is critical. 

1.3.2 SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES/INDUCEMENT METHODS 
ASSESSMENT FINDINGS 

The findings presented here record the results of a sentencing alterna­

tives/inducement methods assessment which was conducted by the Project 

staff during the months of May and June 1980. The assessment was con­

ducted for two purposes. The first was to identify and provide a 

comprehensive analysis of currently available and commonly used alterna-

tive sentences imposed in driving under the influence cases in Los 

Angeles County. Alternative sentences, for the study's purposes, refer 

to the range of punitive and therapeutic sanctions or dispositions which 

may be applied to a drinking driver offender. The second purpose, was 

to identify and analyze the techniques used by the courts to encourage 

treatment program participation and completion. The results of the 

assessment were as follows: 
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• There are two primary methods for dealing with the 
drinking driver utilized in Los Angeles County.--the 
traditional method ~nd the rehabilitation method. 
The traditional mc7hod handles all drinking drivers-­
social drinkers, problem drinkers, and alcoholics-­
in exactly the same way. It starts with the arrest 
of the individual while driving under the iofluence 
of alcohol; flows through prosecution to the adjudi­
cation of his case; his sentencing and resultant 
license restrictions and punitive sanctions; and, in 
some cases, follow-up action to ensure that the 
individual does not drive during his period of res­
triction. In short, drinking drivers are either 
found not guilty and sent home; or are allowed to 
plead to a lesser charge for reckless driving; or 
sent to jail for a short sentence and then released. 
Under the traditional method, very little is done to 
change the behavior patterns of the problem drir.ker 
and/or alcoholic. 

The rehabilitation method for DUI defendants treats 
different kind~ of drinking drivers differently. For 
the social drinker the traditional sanctions are 
advocated since they have worked well in the past. 
For the problem drinkers pre-sentence investigations 
(to determine who is a problem drinker or an alcoholic) 
and alternative sanctions such as alcohol education 
and supervised treatment are proposed. 

• The traditional method has been the method for dealing 
with DUI offenders m~st widely used by the courts 
within Los Angeles County. Reasons identified for 
the judges' support of this method include: 

--the lack of evidence that demonstrates the effective­
ness of alcoholt~m rehabilitation efforts; 

--the inability of most drinking drivers to afford 
the combined costs of a fine, attorney's fee, and 
a comprehensive alcoholism treatment program; 

--the lack of knowledge as to \vhat rehabi Ii tation 
resources are available in the community and the 
qual ity of the programs they offer; 

--the lack of court resoU~ces to perform QUI offender 
screening, evaluation, and referral activities; and 

--the belief that many of the pre- and post-conviction 
programs were established ~~rictly for the economic 
gains they afford their owners/operators. Since it 
is difficult, if not lmpossible, to tell the sincere 
operators from those with "profit motivations" there 
is a high risk in their utilization. 
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• Of the punitive options associated with the traditional 
method the size of the fine and the length of the:_jail 
sentence were the two areas which appeared to differ 
most significantly from court to court and judge ~ 
judge. The differences ranged from the minimum sanctions 
mandated by the law ($250 and 48 hours in jail) to 
extremely heavy fines and exten~ive jail time ($1,000 
and 12 months in jail). 

• The modalities most frequently used to provide an 
introduction to the thera eutic a roaches available 
to the DUI o,ff~,nde1." are Alcohol ics Anonymous ,A.A .. 
and state approveJ traffic safety schools. Key to 
their selectior.was the fact that they were :5een as 
programs ~ith high integrity (A.A.) or were subject to 
state monitoring ~he approved traffic safety schools). 

• Two rehabilitation alternatives, the p.re- and post­
conviction drunk driving programs. have their supporters 
among the judges and other community personnel and are 
believed to be effective in modifying drinking driver 
behavior. The specific reasons given by the interviewees 
for the support of these programs included the following: 

--their ability to modify the life style and drinking 
driver behavior of the DUI offender; 

--their ability to determine the severity of an indivi­
dual's problem and to structure a treatment program 
consistent with the individual's needs; and 

--their ability to monitor the individual's progress in 
fulfilling court imposed obligations. 

• With few exceptions, the interviewees felt that incentives 
were the most valuable inducement method to obtaining DUI 
treatment program partici?atic~ and completion. The incen­
tives most frequently mentioned as havtng a significant 
impact on the offender's participation were: charge reduc­
tion, fine reductions, and avoidance of incarceration. 

• Neither the voluntary or coercive methods by themselves 
were viewed by the interviewees as being effective In' 
obtainin DUI treatment program participation and comple­
tion. Host interviewees felt that ew DUI 0 en ers wo.u CI 
ever volunteer for either punitive actions or rehabilitation 
efforts if given a real choice. Similarly, the ordering of 
an offender to cooper:ate with, or participate in, an alcohol­
ism rehabilitation program was not seen as being able to 
maintain a person'~ participation in tr~atment. However, 
when combined with the threat of extensive jail time or a 
substantial fine for failure to complete the program, the 
coercive method was seen as being quite effective. 
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PROGRAM PROVIDER SURVEY FINDINGS 

This 

ma i 1 

--...--
sect'f'Q.c.'4,,"~ummarizes the findings associated with the conduct of a 

. -"~~". 
questionnaire su'rWfy;;-'8:f--pre-:c::~nviction and post-conviction drinking 

.......... . ... 

driver programs operati'~g~-kPs A~'ge·U~sco!...!!1ty., The survey was conducted 

primari ly to obtain data to better under-stand the natu~~"orthe programs 

that are actually being offered to the individuals included in the statis­

tical sample described in Section VI of this Report. The findings result­

ing from the survey are as follows: 

• In respect to program services, all programs offered 
individual co~~sel ing, group counsel ing, and educ~. 
The majority a'lso provided family counseling and chemo­
therapy and had the capability to refer to other required 
community resoUrces. Other comments indicated that all 
responde.9J:.-shave, or have had, A.A. as a mandatory servi ce 
el,=m~t/of their program; most feel their current services' 
ar~ddequate; all but three respondents attempt to classify 
~e extent of a client's prohlem; and most have a documented 
~ set of criteria for termfnating a client. 

• In respect to the characteristics of the clients"particf­
patin in these ro rams, the vast majorit of the clients 
are male and in the 20- age group. Approximately half 
of the clients are White with the remainder split evenly 
between Blacks and Spanish speaking. Less than 10 percent 
of the clients seek additional treatment following program 
participation and over 60 p~rcent of those dropping out 
of the program do so due to poor attendance. 

• In respect to administrative characteristics of the programs 
they range in size from a low of 45 clients to a high of 
888 8lients; all offef a 12-month service Drogram and provide 
services on both weekdays and weeknights; nine programs indi­
cated that they offered classes in Spanish in addition to 
En lish; and fees ran e from a low of $0 to a high of $636 
annually. Other comments indicated that: I all programs 
had a formal training requirement and utilized, primarily, 
on the job training and formal classrooms as the training 
vehicles; (2) experience in the field was the key criteria 
utilized in staff selection; and (3) client behavior, atti­
tude, and attendance record were identified as indicators of 
program success. 
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~ In respect to the question liDo you believe yc.:u could operate 
more successfully as a pre- or post-conviction program?!! 14 
program operators preferred pre-conviction status and 5 pre­
ferred post-conviction status. Six ~dditional program opera­
tors felt both were 6f equal merit and four failed to respond 
to the question. 

1. 3. 4 STAT 1 STICAL ANALYS IS FI NO 1NGS 

The following paragraphs summ~rizp. the results of statistical analyses 

applied to the background and Department of Motor Vehicle data obtained 

on each of the four sample groups. The conclusions presented four 

major a~ialyses. These analyses concerned a.comparison of the character-
/, 

istics or persons completing treatment to those not completing treat-

ment, a compariSd(IOr the characteristics of r~r~idivists to nOI1-. \\ '. 

reCidivists, and a statistical analysis of recid,iJYi5m rates for the 

four sample groups>' The findrngs resulting fr9m these analyses are: 

• Analyses of covariance employing statistical adjustments 
for prior convictions and length of time available in 
which. to be rearrested revealed no differences between any 
of the four sample groups for eitherpf two recidivism 
.definitions. ,In the first definition, thos,e per,:sons con­
vict~d o~ either a OU1 or lesse~ alcohol-related offense 
subsequent to the index DUI arrest were considered recidi­
vists. I~ the second definition, persons convicted of a 
OUI, a lesser alcohol-related offense, or a reckless driving 
offense subsequent to the index DUI arrest we:"e considered 
rec i d i v is ts. 

'.\ 

• A com arison of the demo raphir. variables, judicial sanctions, 
and arrest histories associated with each 0 t e our sample 
~Qu s revealed many similarities and differences. All four 
groups were si'mi lar with respect to most derrtograp ic variables, 
such as: age, sex, and marital status. Both the pre- and post­
convictfon traditional sanction groups tended to receive more 
,severe judicial sanctions than either the pre- or post-convic­
~ion treatment groups. A notable exception to this tendency 
occurred in the fines imposed on the post7conviction t~eatment 
group and the post-conviction traditional sanctions groups. 
In this ca~~e, the treatment grOup reci:?ived a higher average 
fine ($255 versus $147) tha,n the traditional sanctions group. 
The two traditional sanction groups had generally higher 
numbers of traffic offenses prior to the index DUt arrest 
than did either the pre- or PQst-conviction treatment groups~~ 
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• A number of differences between persons comE1eting treatment 
£[ograms successfully and those not completing their 

• 

successfully were identified in the analyses. With r~~o~~~ms 
to those successfully completing, those who did not PI 
~ended.to be younger; better educated but had lower f~~~m:!~ 
he subject to longer jail sentences and higher fines' and ' 
ave larger number of traffic offenses prior to the? dOl", 

arr~,\it. I n ex 

Oiffe~ences be~w:e~ recidivists and non-recidivists were also 
rev~a ed. Recidivists were more likely than non-recidivists 
to e better educated but have lower incomes' have a h' h 
~lood alcohol concentration at their index A~rest; andl~€e~Ub_ 
Jec~ ~o.longer suspensions or revocations. Addltionall 
r7cldlvlsts were driving with a revoked or suspended drY~er's 
!c7n:e.at the time of the index arrest more often than non­
~ecI1Ivlsts~ ?nd recidivists generally received lower fines 
u~ anger Jail sentences, than non-recidivists. ' 
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SECTION II 

INTRODUCTION 

2. I BACKGROUND 

In the years prior to 1972, the primary controls which eould be applied to 

the drunk driver offender by the courts in Los Angeles County were fines, 

jail sentences, and suspension or revocation of the driving privilege. In 

1972 the National Hig way ra ~c h T ff · Safety Adm·ln·lstration '(,NHTSA) entered into 

a contract with Los An~eles County for the conduct of a three-year alcohol 

countermeasures program. The Los Angeles Alcohol Safety Action Project 

(ASAP), which was created by this funding, became the largest of the thirty­

five ASAPs sponsored by the NHTSA in terms of federal funds allocated ($6 

million) and population served (7 million). The goal of the project was 

t6 reduce the incidence of abusive drinking-driver behavior and involved 

a diverse range of sixteen criminal justice, public health and community 

resource agencies. 

In respect to the judiciary, the project sponsored the introduction of 

I d . k' d' "alcohol screening, referral, and monitoring pro­specia rln Ing- river 

. . t' If grams in five courts in the county. These "pre-sentence Investlga Ion 

activities pr~vided judges with more meaningful sentencing information 

on DUI offenders and spurred development of alcohol education and treat-

ment alternatives throughout the county. 

of these initial alcoholism education/ In the years following the development 

treatment efforts, numerous modalities were designed and implemented with the 

intent to reduce both the incidence of drunk driving ~nd alcohol-related 
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traffic accidents. Driver improvement courses, alcoholism education, 

individual and group counseling, and chemotherapy, among others; Were 

offered singularly, or as'~art of more comprehensive drinking driver 
I' 

treatment programs. 

While it would appear that there are obvious benefits to the court in 

([' 

having numerous educational/treatment options available for their discre-

tionary use, in addition to or separate from normal punitive actions, the 

sheer number of providers and types and levels of services available makes 

it difficult, if not impossible, to determine which alternative should be 

imposed. Making the task more difficult is the fact, that of the research 

conducted to d'lte the only countermeasure component that has been docu-

mented as having a positive impact on either traffic safety or an offender1s 

life style is the mandatory use of licensing actions (lic~nse suspension 

or revocation). Even here, only the traffic safety impact has been d~mon-

strated and only in respect to multiple DUI offenders. 

Add to this information, other data that shows th~t offenses like driving 

under the influence have dramatically increased to over 1 million a year 

and, that while they represent a victimless crime, drinking drivers repre-

sent an extreme risk to public safety. Over 25,000 highway deaths each 

year are clas,sed as llalcohol-related ll , and impairment by alcohol is the 

largest single human factor related to highway accidents of all kinds. 

Though still a misdemeanor, it is the most serious misdemeanor most courts 

handle, and the most serious traffic offense classified as a misdemeanor. 

Witn all of these facts, one can appreciate the dilemma faced by the courts. 

On one hand, they must ~eal With a very serious problem, the drunk driving 
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offender; while on the otryer hand, they have no evidence that shows that 

any of the punitive or thef'c:peutic sanctions available to them have an 
\\ 

" 

impact on all ev i at i ng th is prob 1em. 

2.2 THE ALTERNATIVE SENTENCING EVALUATION PROJECT 

The Alternative Sentencing Evalu~tion Project is an attempt by the Los 
'\ 

Angeles County Municipal Courts to provide a solution It? thei r di lemma 

by obtaining data reflecting the impact of various local sentencing alter-

natives on the DUI offender. Specifically, the objective of the project, 

which was funded through a grant awarded by the State Office of Criminal 

Justice Planning, is to conduct a comprehensive anaJysis of each commonly 

used alternative sentence in driving under the influence cases so as to 

determine the effect of such sentences on the recidivism rate of mis-

demeanants. To achieve this objective the study implemented seven task 

activities. They were: 

• the identification and categorization of the currently 
available and commonly used alternative sentences imposed 
In driving under the influence cases; 

• the identification and analysis of the techniques used 
by the courts to encourage alcohol treatment program 
participation and completion; 

• a revi'ew of the I iterature and research findings relevant 
to the task of effectively adjudicating the first time 
or mUltiple drunk drivIng offender; 

• the identification and analysis of the types, operating 
components and characteristics of the educational and 
treatment programs that have been established to serve 
the drunk driving offender; 

• the development of a methodology for determining the 
recidivism rates for each of the alternative sentences 
selected for study, including a methodology for 
collecting and analyzing the associated data;, 

• the identification and analysis of offender types and 
personal variables and factors which are relevant to 
recidivism a~rl types of sentencing; and 
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• the development of a strategy to relate the rate of 
recidivism for each type of offender to each alter­
native sentence. 

In the sections that follow the results of these activities are recorded. 
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SECTION III 

LITERATURE REVIEW SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The Alternative Sentencing Evaluation Project report entitled Review of 

Relevant Literature (under separate,cover) was prepared for the Municipal 

Court Judges
f 

Association to provide the judges with a broad overview of 

the current state-of-the-art of adjudicating DUI offenders. It contains 

abstracts on publications relevant to this evaluation and summarizes reports 

covering pertinent DUI topics including: development of sentencing strate-

gies, judicial standards and training, recidivism data and impact'evalua-

tions of various drinker classification/treatment approaches. In addition 

to the abstracts, the report contains cross reference lists which can be 

used to facilitate review of a specific author's work or subject area; .. 

3.2 PUBLICATION SELECTION METHODOLOGY 

Candidate pUblications for inclusion in the report were identified through 

telephone contacts with Federal, State of California, and Los Angeles County 

traffic safety and alcoholism program research staffs; the review of pertinent 

journals and literature; the personal knowledge of the ev~luation staff, 

and the recommendations of the Los Angeles County M~nicipal Courts Planning 

and Resaarch Office. 

Copies of the suggested reports were then obtained and read by a member of 

the evaluation staff. Any work considered highly suspect in terms of design, 

data acquisition or statistical analysis was eliminated from further consi-

derations. A few reports, as with most research conducted in the real world, 
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evidenced design shortcomings or raised questions as to the generalization 

of their findings to the Los Angeles County environme'nt. In thos'e situa­

tions, the publications were fncluded with the appropriate cautions 

recorded. 

3.3 REPORT OVERV I'EW 

The Abstracts cover a diverse number of areas all relevant to the complex 

task of effectively adjudicating the first time or mUltiple drunk driving 

offender. Even though drunk driving has been a major target of all tiers 

of government during the past ten years a " s i1ver bullet" has yet to emerge. 

Probably the most significant result to date is the identified need for a 

true integrated systems approach when attempting to develop a countermeasure 

for alcohol-related accident incidence. This essentially means the effec­

tive ~ooperation of law enforcement, j'~iciary, probatiqn, alcohol abuse 

treatment service providers, public education and information service pro­

viders as well as a core of personnel totally dedicated to the integration 

and monitoring of these varfous system compone~ts. 

When evaluating the effectiveness of various sentencing alternatives three 

levels of criteria are important: 1) traffic safety impact of the alterna­

tive; 2) impact of the alternative on the ability of the adjudication system 

to efficiently process the volume of cases; and 3) impact on the clients 

life style beyond their operation of a motor vehicle. If the sentencing 

alternative is to be considered at least part of an accident countermeasure 

program the order of the priority of the criteria is in accordance with the 

listing above. Essentially this means an alternative should be considered 

effective only when it evidences traffic safety Impact without producing an 

inefficient court process or creating an undue impact on a client's activi-
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ties outside the operation of a motor vehicle. As 3n example, long term 

jail sentences would evidence positive traffic safety impact (at least 

during the term of incarceration). but would be utterly devastating to 

judicial processing and a client's life style. Alternately, alcohol abuse 

treatment normally facilitates judicial processing, should result in an 

improvement in a cl ient's I ife style (has yet to be scientifically docu­

mented), but unfortunately has no positive impact upon traffic safety when 

subjected to a scientific evaluation. To date the only countermeasure com­

ponent that has been documented as impacting traffic safety, at least for 

multiple offenders, has been the mandatory use of lice~sing actions 

(Jicensing suspension and revocation). The positive ~~pact of such action 

on judicial processing and a client's life style is dubious, but unknown. 

These mixed results suggest the need of integrating various approaches to 

permit use of the positive elements of each. One such approach might be 

the integration of licensing actions such as an enforceable license restric­

tion with alcohol abuse education and/or treatment. This would permit at 

least a facade of control on driving exposure while permitting the potential 

impact of alcohol abuse education/treatment to be effected. 

The abstracts offered in the Review of Relevant Literature provide t~e 

reader with knowledge acquired to date, but the motivation and imagination 

to integrate these results into innovative formats will have to come from 

within. The reader must be cautic~L~d that any new approach must be submitted 

to a scientific evaluation to determine its impact on the three criteria 

li'sted earlier. Too often a program becomes institutiol1alized on the basis 

of emotion rather than fact. ThJs unfortunately results in long term main­

tenance of a program that may be detrimental to the public safety or well 
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being. Further, it I imits or el imin9.E~es the' motivation to explore other 
. ... ..• ~~. 

i nnovat i ve acci dent countermeasure mi xtur';;'s···-t.bat may have pos i t i ve impact 

on traffic safety, judicial processing and the client's life style outside 

the operation of a motor vehicle. 

3.4 REPORT UTILI ZATI ON/D I S'SEMI NATION 

As mentioned earl ier the primary benefit to be derived from a reading of all 

of the abstracts is that it will provide a basic understanding or awareness 

of the current state-of-tli.e-art in adjudicating the DUI offender. For the 

144 judges and numerous suliordinate judi'cial officers in Los Angeles County 

who deal with driving under the influence cases, such an understanding is 

critical. The wide range of alternatives available in sentencing drunk 

drivers, reSUlting from 5B 330, 38 1458 and A~ 272, makes the task of devising 

an appropriate ~entence for the defendants in these complex cases difficult. 

Understanding what sentencing alternatives are available; how the drinking 

driving problem has been approached in various environments; what success 

has been achieved with different treatment modalities/Judicial sanctions, and 

under what conditions; and why certain strategies were undertaken by the 

.various communities/researchers can pro~ide valuable input to that decision 

process. A reading, therefore, of this report ~hould be a high priority 

of each member of tli is popu I at ion. 

In addition to the judiciary, the literature review can be of value to any 

individual interested tn learning about the present status of drinking 

driving activities, and can be useful' for government officials, both at the 

County and State levels, who are interested in the state-of-the-art in this 

i'mportant field. A disseminatr'dn strategy for the report that includes those 

officials that are constantly involved in the development of legislation 
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pertaining to the drunk drive::' or are key to the distribution of funds 

associated with drunk driver programmi'ng should be considered. Also, 

copfes of the report should he provided to the County alcoholism author­

ity; the components of the local criminal justice system (Le. District 

Attorney's Office, Publ ie Defender, etc.); the universities involved 

locally in alcoho1ism research; and other traffic safety/alcoholism public 

interest organfzations. 

Improving their knowledge of the prob.lem of drinking driving can help to 

move the County toward a comprehensive solution. Certainly, it will at 

least provide a common base from which to discuss the problem and its issues. 
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SECTION IV 

SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES/INDUCEMENT METHODS 
ASSESSMENT 

4. I ASSESSMENT OVERV lEW 

This section of the report records the results of a sentencing alternatives/ 

inducement methods assessment which was conducted by the project staff during 

the months of May and June, 1980. There was a two-fold purpose to the assess-

ment. The first, was to identify and provide a comprehensive analysis of 

currently avail::Jble and commonly used alternative sentences imposed in driving 

under the influence cases in Los Angeles County. Alternative sentences, for 

the study's purposes, refers to the range of punitive and therapeutic sanc-

tions or dispositions which may be applied to a drinking-driver offender. 

The second pplpo~je, was to i'der.tify and analyze the techniques used by the (( )J 
courts to enc};;::;;rage treatment program participation and completion. These 

Ii 

techni ques,1or inducements, \'1ere seen as being either coercive or incentive. 

~? 

of pa~i ci pat i on, but is ordered to cooperate. "I ncent i ve" or reward tech-

n i ques dc!~OW for offender cho ice in whether to part i c i pa te., a 1 though the 

"c oer c i ve")techn i ques are those i n wh i ch t he off end e r does not ha ve a cho i ce 

'~ 
choicl is o~ten illusory. 

"\ '\ '~ 

h~ wLth other an~:\lYSeS detailed in this report, the assessment provides a . ~ 

de.scription of the) lternative sentences and their related inducement 
) 

methods,-not a s~ptement of their effectiveness. 
~ / 

4.2 ASSESSMENT PRO&EDURES , 
: To determine the ~rge of alternative sentences possible, the following 
,,' t'l' ))d J sources were u I I Z!e : ,'" 

. J~' / 
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• Statutory law, including the California Vehicle and 
the Hea 1 th and We 1 fa re Code (-wh i en inc I udes ,( aws 
dealing with alcohol abuse and al~oholisml. 

• Descriptive statistics on sentences in drinking 
driving cases (e.g. California Judicial Council 
reports). 

• Previous California, other stiHe, and national level 
stud i es (.I nc Iud ing the mos t recent find i ngs from 
federally sponsored research).. 

• Selected judges from the sample municipal courts! 
branches. Each was asked to validate and refine 
the list of alternative sentences identified through 
the prevfous sources. 

From these sources two listings were developed. The first listing was a 

classification scheme, reflecting sanctioning or sentencing pol icies in 

operation in Los Angeles County both before and after the passage 'of 

Senate Bill 330,--the legislation which provided a therapeutic al;>~)rnative 

to traditional sanctions fOl:' driving under the influence of alcohol. In its 

final form that listing included the following eight disposition alternatives: 

• Fine (including fine assessed and fine paid); 

• Incarceration (including days assessed and days served); 

• License Suspersion and Revocation (including length of 
wi thd rawa 1) ; 

• Formal Probation (including length and conditions); 

• Summary Probati'on (including length and conditions); 

• Treatment Under a Formal Pre-Conviction Program (including 
type and length.}; 

• Treatment Under (-"Formal Post-Conviction Program (including 
type and le,ngtht; and 

• Treatment Not Associated with a Formal Pre- or Post­
Conviction Program (jncluding type and length). 

The second listing was a classification of the inducement techniques used 
/' 

by Los Angeles County judges to encourage ~reatment program participation 

and completion. As can be seen from the Jist, which follows, inducement 

tV-2 

/) 

, 

f 
J 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 

'" I " " 

" J :: ' 

'1 I 
0, 

I ; " 

~ .,j. 
f 

'/ 
') 

I 

techniques are limited only by th' . . 
e Im~glnatlon of the sentencing judges and 

the legislators. 
(For prese:,ntation and study purposes, the various induce-

ment methods were categorized broadly as: (,I) 
voluntary, (2) incentive, and 

01 coercive.l 

• 

• Muntary (full choice}; 

• ~oercive (no choicel 

• 

(J 1. 
e2l 
(3) 

o i'rect court order, but no probat.i.on; 

Formal probation without Suspended sentence' , 
Summary, probat i on wi thout SUspended sentence; 

Incentive (ch' b 
' Olce etween court-offered alternatives) 

(I t 
Fine reduction or avoidance (amount of reduction); 

(2) l,ncarc7ration reduction or avoidance (amount of 
reductlonl; , 

(31 License action avoidance (amount or type of avoided).; action 

(4) Suspended se~tence wi th formal probat ion i r,l' lieu of other penalty; 
(51 Suspended sentence wi th summary probat ion in lieu of other penalty; 

Cha rge Reduct ion or Subst i tut ion 
(1) Plea to 

(21 Plea to 
reduced or substituted charge our d' , d ' Ismlsse ; 
OUt accepted, other charge(sl dismissed; 

Plea to arrest-related charge(s); our dismissed; and 

All arrest-related charge(s) dismissed. 

Using the Ir~ts as t' • 
a s artlng pOInt, personal interviews of individual 

dec i s jon makers who part i ci'pated in the' 
criminal justice/alcoholism rehabil-

itation processes, both before and after h 
t ,e passage of S8 330, or of know-

ledgeable ooservers of the process j,:",:,\ a 
specific sample court were conducted 

by senior project personnel to complete /) 
the sentenc~ng alternatives/induce_ 

ment methods assessment, 
The interViews, of one-to one-and-one-half-hour 

duration, were held with the follow'lng types 
of indivl,duals: If ., 
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• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

Chief Preslding~,ludge 

Judges/Commi"ssioners ''''ith a significant 
drinking-driving caseload (~rraignment/ 
sentencingl and, differing philosophies 
on sentencing 

District Attorney Staff 

Probation Department Staff, including 
at least one with pre-sentence investi­
gation responsibilities associated with 
drinking drivers 

Public Health ~nvestigators. including 
at least one;:,ttive in drinking-driver 
investigatiort'/screening, referral, 

mON i tor i n9 alid fo 1 low-up 
)f 

Operators of S8 330/38/1458 treatment 
programs 

• Former operators of pre-conviction 
drunk drivi~g programs 

• Los Angeles CJunty Alcohol ism Authority 
Staff (OAMl 

• Staff of the Ci'ty Att\.~!rney's Office. City 
of 'los Angeles 

• Alcohol-Education School Operators 

• 
• 
• 

Uni'versity Research Staff 

Court Admi n i·str,ators 

Pol ic,~, Traffic Supervi'sor/Officer 
CDrl'dking-Driver Empnasisl 

• Other Knowledgeable Observers (i .e. 
former Director/L.A. ASAP; Automobile 

" Cl UD. of Ca n forn i a, etc.). 
I 

~~umber of 
Interviews 

2 

8 

2 

3 

4 

3 

3 

2 

3 

2 

1 

5 

Each interview focused on the validation or additiona.l identification and 

descriptioll of the range of punitive,cand therapeutic sanctions ."'nd induce­

ment methods uti 1 ized i'n !-os Angeles Courts in drinking-driving cases. vJhi Ie 
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4.3 

a structured interview protocol was developed to elicit the required 

information, the decision was made to utilize the protocol only as a 

guide and to aliow the interview to be more freeform in nature. This 

provided the intervi'ewee with an o,'Jportunity to present their views/ 

thoughts on the drinking-driver process in Los Angeles County, as opposed 

to respond i ng to the areas of i'nterest of the project team. The i nforma-

tion to be secured by the interview process included: 

• Decrsron making policies. procedures, practices and 
criteria of the court and other criminal justice 
system components. 

• Sentencing alternati~es available and used, including 
selection factors. e3timated frequency of Use, and the 
interviewee's observation as to effectiveness. 

• Inducement techni'ques employed. including selection 
factors, estimated frequency of use, and the intervie:wee's 
observation as to effectiveness. 

The on-site interviewing resuited in the findings presented in. the paragraphs 

that follow. For presentation purposes, the findings are organfzed in the 

fOllowing manner: 

• A discussi'on/description of the two pr.imary methods for 
dealing with the drinking-driver, including their 
characteristics and a d~ci:.ional flowchart for each of 
the two models. 

• A discussion of currently avai,[lable and com,~only uSed 
inducements for securing offen'der participat\'ion in and 
completion of alcohol treatment programs. 

SENTENCING AL~ERNATIVES 

Since 19]2, when the Los Angeles. County Board of Supervisors concluded an 

,agreement wi th th,e Na'1:i' on a 1 Highway 1:i raffLc Safety Admin i strat ion for the 
''''-(\ 

county to b.ecome, the si'te of one d'f the thirty-five Alcohol Safety Action 

Projects In the United State.\s, Los Angeles County has had a range of varied 
\\ 

~, 

dispOSitional options and incentives available to be used with DUI offenders. 
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4.3. 1 THE TRAD I T I ONAl METHOD 

The traditional method handles all drinking-drivers--socia1 drinkers, 

problem drinkers, and alcoholics--in exactlY the same way. It starts 

with the arrest of the individual while driving under the influence of 

alcohol; flows through prosec:ution to the adjudication of his case; his 

sentencing with the resultant license restrictions and punitive sanctions; 

and, In some cases, follow-up action to ensure that the individual does not 

drive durin~ his period of restriction. In short, drinking drivers are 

either found not guilty and sent home; or are allowed to plead to a lesser 

charge of reckless driving; or sent to jail for a short sentence and then 

released. Under the traditional method, nothing is done to change the 

behavior patterns of the problem drinker and/or alcoholic. Exhibit 4.1 

depicts, graphically, the traditional method. (This Exhibit was extracted 

from;;! NHTSA pub 1 i cat i on of wh i ch. the tit lei s unknown.) For the second 

and subsequent conviction for DUI, under this traditional method, the 
1/ 

offender must be punished according to the following disposition schedule.-

• Second conviction within five years. For a second or 
subsequent DUI conviction .within five years of a prior 
DUI conviction: 

--Imprisonment for not less than 48 hours nor more 
than one year; and 

--Fine of not less than $250 nor mere than $1,000; 
ar'l'd 

--Driver's license suspension by the Department of 
Motor Vehlcles for one year and until the person 
gfves proof of a~iltty to respond to damages in 
the future 

The court may order IIsuitable treatment" in addition to the mandatory 

penalties,~1 If probation is granted in the case of 'a second conviction 

lICalifornia Vehicle Code $$23102, 13352 

2/California V:~icle Code $23102.3 (c) 
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within five years, a required condition of probation is confinement in 

jail for at least 48 hours and payment of a fine of at least $250. 31 In 

no event can the court absolve the convicted second or subsequent offender 

from the minimum penalties (48 hours in jail and $250);iI however, the court 

may strike a prior conviction for the purpose of sentencing in unusual cases 

where the interests of justice demand an exception. 51 

• Third convic.tion in seven years. For a third or subsequent 
conviction for DUI within seven years, the driver's license 
penalty is increased. Upon the third conviction, the Depart­
ment of Motor Vehicles must revoke the driver's license, and 
it cannot be reinstated for a period of three years and until 
the person gives proof of ability to respond to damages in 
the future. 

In summary, an offender convicted of a second or subsequent DUI offense 

within five years must be penalized, at a minimum, by 48 hours in jail, 
'\ 

a fine of $250, and a one-year driver's license suspe~sion. Treatment may 

be required. If the conviction is the third within seven years, a three-

year driver's license revocation is mandatory. 

There is an additIonal penalty for any DUI conviction involving a driver 

under 21 years of age. If the under-2l driver is th.e owner of the vehicle 

used dur i ng the DUI offense, the vehicle may be impounded at the owner's 

expense for one h· d 6/ to t Irty ays.-

As one might anticipate, the traditional method has been the method for 

dealing with DUI offenders m8st widely used by the courts within Los Angeles 

County. In respect to the punitive aspects of the traditional methods 

3/California Vehicle Code $ '23102 le) 

ilCal ifornia Vehicle Code $ 23102 en 
2!California Vehicle Code $ 23102 (g) 

~California Vehicle Code $ 23102 (i) 
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the size of the fine and the length of the jail sentence are the two areas 

which appear to differ most significantly from court to court and judge to 

jUdge. The differences range from the minimum sanctions mandated by the law 

($250 and 48 hours in jan) to extremely heavy fines and extensive jail time 

(~IOOO and 12 months in jail), The interview process indicated that courts/ 

judges which applied the minimum sanctions did so for two basic reasons. 

First, they did not feel that the offender was a problem drinker driver 

and that the experience associated with the arrest/conviction was significant 

enough to alter their actions in terms of drinking and driving. Second, that 

the offender's financial condition was poor and they could not afford the 

burden of the lost work/income which a heavier fine/jail time would demand. 

The major reason given for the application of "stiffer" punitive sanctions was 

the inability of the DUI offender to respond to alternative sanctions in 

previous violations/convictions. The feeling expressed during the interview 

process was that j'f a DUI offender had not responded to reasonable sanctions 

following their first or second conviction for driving under the influence 

then the court had an obligation to remove the individual from the environ-

ment where they represented a serious threat to human life. 

In respect to the therap:utic aspects of the traditional method, two modali­

ties were mentioned frequently, by the interviewees as representing the best 

of the "suitable treatment" optionsll available to the court. The two were: 

Alcoholics Anonymous and State approved traffic safety schools. Other options 

aVall~ble to the court, but not an exclusive list, included the following 

modal ities: 

1I0ptions discussed under the traditional method did not include ,Jre- and 
post~conviction programs as they are discussed as separate methods for 
dealing with the drinking-driver. 

IV-9 
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--Alcohol Rehabil itation Clinic 

--Detoxification Center 

--Defensive Driving Schools 

~-Prjvate Counselor/Therapist 

--Rap Sessions 

--Alcohol Education Programs 

I n regard to A 1coho Ii cs Anonymous there was tota I agreement that it was a 

proven alcohol rehabilitation program that could benefit a significant num-

ber of offenders. There were strong differences of opinion, however, among 

the interviewees commenting on this subject as to the appropriateness of 

mandating that all offenders attend A.A. and, when required to attend, the 

number of sessions (weekly/monthly) which should constitute the DUI offender's 

attendance. The majority felt, that minimally, an A.A. orientation program 

should be mandated, but that an offender should be allowed to substitute a 

court approved treatment program for A.A. if they found A.A. inappropriate 

for them. I n respect to the number of sess ions, the majori ty fe I t that at I', 

least twelve sessions (over a three month period) were needed to develop, in 

the individual, a self motivating interest to continue their rehabilitation. 

In regard to the State approved traffic safety schools there were two basic 

,-

comments offered. The first, that these schools offered the DUI offender 

an opportunity to see how alcohol impacted both their driving ability and 

more importantly, their lives. These were, envisioned as being most effect-

ive with the responsible individual who would recognize the potential 

associated with continued drinking and driving and would change their life 
';\) )1 

style accordingly:' The second, that there were too many o( these schools 

in the Los Angeles area and that in their desire to be cost-~ompetitive a 

number of the schools were finding ways to meet State standards while pro-
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viding less than an adequate service. Improved monitoring and evaluation 

of these schools was the proposed solution to this problem. 

4.3.2 THE REHABILITATION METHOD 

The rehabilitation method for DUI defendants treats different kinds of 

drinking ~rivers differently. For the social drinker (usually only first 

time offenders will meet this definition) the traditional sanctions are 

advocated since they have worked we~l in the past. For the problem drinkers 

pre-sentence investigations '(to determine who is a problem drinker or an 

alcoholic} and alternative sanctions such as alcohol education and super-

vised treatment are proposed. Exhibit 4.2 depicts, graphically, the 

rehabilitation method. (This exhibit was extracted from a NHTSA publication 

of which the title is unknown~) 

In California, attempts to modify the role of alcohol have receiyed consider-

able emphasis.::' The first piece of legislation in this area was implemented 

in January, 1974 and required a pre-sentunce investigation (PSI) for indivi-

duals arrested due to alcohol abuse, be routinely performed for each person 

convicted more than once (second and subsequent} of driving a vehicle under 

the influence of alcohol. For first offenders, this legislation left the 

pre-sentence investigation at the discretion of the court. 

Pre-sentence investigations as defined by the State Department of Alcohol 

and Drug Abuse (ADA) are evaluations ... of those factors which indicate the 

extent of involvement with alcohol of a person convicted of driving a motor 
~ 

vehicle under" the influence of intoxicating liquor to determi~e whether such 

a person might benefit from treatment for alcohol abuse or alcoholism. 
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The apparent legislative intent in mandating a PSI for the mUltiple offender 

convicted of driving under the influence of intoxicating liquor was to deter-

mine if it was an isolated instance or a developing or established pattern of 

alcohol abuse. If it were the latter, the next question facing the PSI 

investigator was what remedial treatment was required. The end product of 

this PSI process was the formulation and presentation to the court of a 

prevention/rehabilitation recommendation based on a determination of the 

extent of the defendant's di'inking problem. 

In 1978, this iegislation was modified, due to the lack of court resources 

and increasing court costs, to allow for the utilization of the PSI but 

strictly on a discretionary basis with the judge determining when s/he 

wanted one conducted. 

In 1975, the Cal ifornia legislature pass,ed Senate B.i II 330 (Gregorio) which 

perm; tted dr i vers convi cted of mul t i pI e dr ivi ng-under'·che- i nfl uence CDU I) 

offenses to part~cipate in a 12-month treatment program in lieu of mandatory 

suspension or revocation or their driving privileges. Prior to this legis-

lation, as discussed earlier, a second conviction within five years required 

the imposition of a 12-month IJcense suspension. A three year license revo-

c' cation was mandated when a third or subsequent DUI conviction was incurred 
" 

within a seven year time frame. 

The S6 330 legislation requi red that each program provide: (11 close and 

regular supervision of participants, (2) face-to-face interviews with par-

ticipants at least once every other calendar week, (.3) a variety of direct 

treatment services for problem drinkers/alcoholi~s or the capability of 
'J 

referring them tQ such treatment, and (4) capability of monitoring and 
{\ 
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supervising participants referred to outside agencies. Any participant. 

failing to meet program standards including re-convlction of DUI, was to 

be dismissed from the program and subject to the mandatory licensing action 

that was originally removed as a result of treatment participation. 

The original legislation enacted in January, 1976 provided for a demonstra-

tion of this treatment sentencing strategy in four of the 58 California 

counties. The demonstration ~ffort was legislatively refined and extended 

statewide effective January 1,,1978 (56 38, Gregorio, 1977). Finally, fur-

ther refinement of the concept, effective January I, 1979, was offered with 

the passage of S6 1458 (Gregorio, 1978). 

Even before the passage of this 1~:lislation, Los Angeles County was in the 

forefront in developing treatment/education alternatives for the alcohol 

impaired driver. !n 1972, the largest or tha NHTSA funded Alcohol Safety 

/ 
.. Action Projects was established in Los Angeles County. Its goal was to 

/ 

I develop effective law enforcement, judicial, tehabilitation and public 

information cou~termeasures designed to reduce alcohol related crashes. 

In conju~ction with that goal, and in the same year, the Los Angeles ASAP 

funded the los Angeles Unified ~chool District to develop alcohol court 

I) () " school classes inGtwelve J~ locations of the San Fernando Valley and 
"" ;:::, 

Downtown Traffic Court regions (the largGst traffic court in the worl}:!, 

handling over 2,000 DUI cases per month). 

During 1973 there was a large increase in the number of organizations 
" , 

(public and privatel and classes'established for the DUI and a concurrent 

increase of offenders referred from the courts fol1~ing conviction for 
',' 

DUI. Also during 1973, the ASAP re~ognized the need to develop a court 

IV-14 
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school for convicted drinking drivers who were identified as problem 

drinkers and established such schools with the objective to encourage 

the student to examine his drinking behavior and to accept a program of 

rehabilitation. These classes were designated as Level II classes and 

differed from the earlier classes (now called Level I) in that Level I 

classes were not intended for problem ~rinkers, but to teach cognitive 

data concerning alcohol use and trafftc safety. 

In 1972 the Southern California Alcohol and Traffic Education (SCATE) 

Association was formed as a professional association for both the private 

and public providers of education/treatment services. This organization 

was instrumental in developing standards, providing training seminars and 

providing legislative input for alcohol and traffic safety issues. 

During 1976 ASAP and SCATE developed an innovative approach to dealing 

wi th the i sSUe\S of the mu It i pIe DU I offender. The appr'oach became known 

as IIpre-conviction programs" and was developed whereby cl ients.) prior to 

being convicted of a multipl~ DUI, could opt for enrollment in a o!,\e year 

long extensive alcohol treatment program. In the three years that the 

aprroach formally existed in Los Angeles County over 16,OOO.:lients were 

enrolled in these pro~rams. 

It was the success of the pre-convictiorl programs in Los Angeles County 

that provided the incentive for the California legislature to adopt SB 

330. However, pressures from the Department of Motor Vehicles and the 

" 
State Attorney General(s Office resulted in enabling legislation that 

required a DUt conviction before the court could refer a drink.ing driver 

to the one year long alcohol treatment program. In exchange for partici-
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pation in these "post-conviction programs" the DUI offender is allowed to 

retain his/her driver's license. 

As a result of the early and aggressive involvement of the traffic safety 

community in Los Angeles, there now exists numerous treatment/education 

alternatives available to the courts. Most are short-term informational/ 

educational activities or specialized treatment programs. Two discussed 

~arlier, Alcoholics Anonymous and traffic safety schools, are used fairly 

frequently, but normally in conjunction with the traditional punitive 

sanc t ions. Each is we II thought of by both the courts and the cornmun i ty 

and considered "effective" by the interviewees with particular offender 

types. 

Two additional rehabilitation alternatives, the pre- and post-conviction 

programs, have their supporters among the judges and other community per-

sonnel and are seen as potential influencers of a drinking-driver's behavior. 

They are, in addition, the two most controversial alternatives in that they 

represent both significant dollar potential for their operators and require 

more commitment by their attendees. Wh.ile the pre-conviction drunk driving 

program has basically been eliminated in Los Angeles County, due to the 

passage of SB 330, there is still strong interest in this approach and a 

desire on the part of many of the interviewees to return to it. In a few 

innovatfve situations judges have actually managed to'maintain the basic 

phJ10sophy of the pre-conviction progr~m approach while operating within 

legislative mandates. 

Because the pre- and post-conviction program approaches are the two most 

important alcoholism rehabilitation alternatives (in the opinion of the 

! 
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4.3.2. I 

majority of the intervi~wees) they are discussed in summary detail, in 

respect to program types, components~['d characteristics~ in the follow-
'. 

ing paragraphs; and profiled, in respecf to individual providers, in 

Section V. 

Pre-Conviction Drunk Driver Programs 
, 

The pre-conviction drunk-driving programming field, when operational in 

Los Angeles County, was characterized by extensive diversity. One way to 

facilitate description of any di ..... ersified field is to provide a framework 

of analysis. Such a framework provides a common frame of reference within 

which program functions and operations may be discussed and allows an accur-

ate overview of the field to be presented. The framework chosen for review-

ing the pre-conviction drunk-driving programs includes the following cate-

gories: program types, program components, and program characteristics. 

Following is a discussion of each. 

PROGRAM TYPES 

There were two basic approaches to the pre-conviction drunk-driving programs. 

They were: (I)' the Deferred Prosecution Approach and (2) the Diversion 

Approach. 

(a) Deferred Prosecution Programs -- normally required that a defendant 

stipulate to a prima facie case of evidence for conviction of 

Vehicle Code 23102 or 23101, waiving, in the process, his right to 

jury trial. The case was then deferred for prosecution pending the 

defendant's enrollment ina court approved program fO~'"CproQ/lem 
,\, \L _ ! 

drinking. Once enrolled in the program the defendant underwent a 

detailed diagnostic eva~uation of his 
\' . terms of the severity of his problem; 

educational/treatment activ-ities; and 

problem; was cla1sified in 

~as referred to ~ppropriate 
/,' 

upon sucd~ss~ul completion 
\ II I) 

f · b'I' \'1 h d h' I\\? his reha I i tat I on progr}r3m, a I s case 
\ II 

dispb~ed of by further 
\ 
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plea bargaining in accordance with the equities of his case. If 

the defendant failed to complete his program to the satisfaction 
of the court, the case was disposed of by 

reSUlting in a conviction for 
court trial, normally 

the original charge. 

Diversion Programs allowed a defendant to enter a plea of 
guilty to a ch f d .• 

arge 0 rIving while under the influence of intoxi-
cating liquor. Senten' . 

. clng was continued for varying periods up 
to fifteen months. DUring the postponement of sentencing, the 

defendant attended an educational/treatment program for his \lrink­

ing problem. Since these programs were normally operated by 

agencies outside the criminal justice system, and since the defen­
dant's involvement with the traditional 

had been altered to prevent his further 
criminal justice system 

penetration of that system 
they were class i fi ed, as lid ivers'l on" 

programs. The abstract of 
conviction was withneld pending the outcome of the defendant's 
rehabil itation program. If the program was 

successfully completed 
the plea of guilty was vacated and the case d' 

Isposed of by reduc-
t i on of the cha rge to 1 ff 

a esser 0 ense, most frequently Vehicle 
Code 23103, reckless driving. 

PROGRAM COMPONENTS 

An analysis of the documentation collected during the survey phase of this 

study, describing various pre-conviction drunk-driving programs, provided 

the basis for the material presented in this section. 
While the material 

showed that each program contained 1 
at east one unique feature, either in 

terms of an opera t i'1g procedure or d' . 
a mlnlstrative control, it also indicated 

that there were t' b • 
cer aln aSlc program components which were relatively 

consistent across programs. Amo th ng ese were the following: 
Cal 

ASi ned Stipulation, Admission of Facts, and Waiver Form __ In addi­

tion to servin~ as an application to the program, this form recorded 
the defendant's ad" h f 

mission to t e . acts surrounding his case and waived 
his rights to a jury, trial. 

IV-f8 
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(b) 

(c) 

(.ft 

Orientation This program component provided the defendant with 

an overview of the program, its objectives, ana purposes. It also 

outlined the legal and personal responsibilities required by the 

Court and the program of the applicant and ended with the scheduling 

of the applicant for evaluation of his problem. 

Interview/Problem Evaluation -- This program component consisted 

of indepth probing and evaluation of the participant's current 

arrest, the circumstances surrounding it, and a review of h;s blood 

alcohol level, prior alcohol-related arrests and past driving record 

(DMV). The interviewer also reviewed the participant's drinking 

history/patterns; his employment record; his educational background; 

his economic stability; his health and medical problems; his family 

configuration and relationships and other pertinent factors which 

might mitigate or aggravate the client's (participant's) drinking 
problem. 

Education/Treatment Resources -- The primary resources utilized by 

the documented drunk-driving programs included: traffic safety 

classes; DUI schools; group therapy; Alcoh~lics Anonymous (A.A.) 

meetings; and Antabuse therapy, as required and approved by the 

participant's physician. Other resources which were utilized on 

an "as needed" basis were: individual and family counseling; occu­

pational therapy; marital counseling and community involvement 
(volunteerism). 

Case Tracking/Monitoring -- This program component monitored the 

participant on a regular basis relative to program progress, com­

pliance with program activities, adequacy of the treatment program, 

and the participant's progress on a personal level. 

Reporting Services -- This program component's primary purpose was 

to provide an informational capability for reporting to the court, 

prosecution, participant and counsel on the progress and status of 

the participant's program-related activities. 

IV-19 

l 

I 
;\~ 
'"' , :1"" ,{ , 

" 

" 

I 
I 
f 
f 

"I' 

:\ 

I 

I 

I 

In respect to these last two components, the District Attorney's Office 

played an important role in providing both a monitoring/approval capability 

and an automated client reporti .. g system. With the passage of Senate Bill 

330 the District Attorney discontinued these services as the responsibility 

for monitoring post-conviction programs was assigned to the local County 

Alcoholism Authority. 

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS 

Among the characteristics, or distinguishing traits, of the pre-conviction 

drunk-driving programs were two which most programs shared and one where 

there was considerable variation. The first of the characteristics shared 

by most of the programs was an emphasis on the rehabilitation of the mUltiple 

offender problem drinker. Their thrust was to encourage the Courts to focus 

on the mUltiple offender with a drinking problem, while making minimum pro-

visions for the first offender problem drinker. While there appeared to be 

the capabi I ity to serve the first offender drinking driver, fewacti:'ely 

pursued their participation, in their programs, with the Courts. 

The second shared characteristic concerned the pre-conviction programs' 

approach to their educational/treatment req~irements. Almost without excep-

tion the programs developed educational/treatment resources as an integral 

component of their program. With the exception of the physical required with 

Antabuse therapy, education or treatment was provided by program staff in 

program facilities. The only community treatment resource which was utilized 
I "" . 

as a supplement to their program was Alcoholics Anonymous. 

The characteristic in whfch programs varied was in their approach to fee 

schedule/payment plao d'.:fvelopment. The lack of historical data concerning 

(,""==" IV-2Q 
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program operating costs"'" and cl ient volumes forced most programs to develop 

a fee schedule/payment plan in the dark. Compounding the problem further, 

few programs had any indication as to tlie extent to which Courts would 

utilize their services. As a result, budgets and fee schedules reflected 

the best estimates of the individual program director. At the program 

level, the result was higher client fees, understaffed programs, and fee 

schedules which demanded heavy front-end payments. Payment plans provided 

faw options, except for the proven hardship case, and generally depicted a 

highly conservative utilization/revenue recovery attitude. 

4.3.2.2 Post-Conviction Drinking Driver Programs 

II 
/1 
I} 

/1 

J 

On September 26, 1978 Los Angeles became an approved county for operating 

drinking driver programs CODP). In obtaining that approvai Los Angeles 

County agreed to abide by certain statutory requirem~nts outlined in Senate 

Bill 38/1458. They were, that each. "DDP" must: 

• meet State Department of Alcohol and Drug Abuse standards; 

• provide for close and regular supervision of the person, 
including face-to-face interviews at least every other 
week regarding the person's progress; 

• not charge fees in excess of the maximum set by the Depart­
ment of Alcohol and Drug Abuse; 

• make provision for persons who cannot afford the fees in 
order to enable them to participate in the program; 

• include a vari·ety of treatment services for problem 
drinkers and alcoholics or have the capability of 
referring such. persons toappr~pri ate treatment ser­
vices and regularly and closely supervising ~uch persons 
wl1.i Ie in attendance; . 

• report periodically to the court on the performance of 
the person participating in the program; and 

• report immediately to the court on the failure of the 
person to comply with the program's rules and regulations. 
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In respect to·the courts, the statutory requirements are as follows: The 

court, upon conviction of a first or multiple offender DUI, shall determine 

whether to refer such a person to an approved program by considering any 

relevant information about the person made available from a pre-sentence 

investigation (pSl1 or other screening procedure. The court may refer persons 

only to approved programs. If an approved program does not exist in the county 

on the date of conviction of the person and if the county does not have an 

agreement to allow referral of persons to approved programs in other counties, 

the convicted DUI offender shall be subject to the provisions of Section 13352 

of the Vehicle Code. Judicial alternatives include: 

• The court may refer a person to an approved program, even 
though the person's privilege to operate a motor vehicle 
is suspended or revoked. 

• A court may refer first offenders who meet the requirements. 

• The court may require proof of ability to respond to damages 
as a condition to participation in a program. 

• The court may permit transfer of jurisdictio~ over a convicted 
person to another county for partiCipation in its prpgram .. 

• The court will forward abstracts of records indicating the 
person1s consent to participate and participation in an 
approved prpgram to the Department of Motor Vehicles within 
ten days after sentencing . 

• The court shall require periodic reports concerning the per­
formance of each person referred to and participating in a 
DOP and the immediate r~port of failure of any such person 
to comply with the program's rules and regulations. If, at 
any tfme after referral to or while partfcipating in a 
program, a particfpant fails to comply with the rules and 
regulations of the,program, the court, upon finding such 
fact, shall brnedia';~ely suspend, or order suspension or 
revocation of, the privilege of such person to operate a 
motor vehicle for the period prescrfbed by law and shall, 
within 5 days notify DMV, by amended abstract of such pro­
gram termination. 

• The court may suspend mandatory jail time, only for persons 
convicted of a second DUI offense, if they are successfully 
part i c i pat i ng in an approve_d bDP. 

)) 
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Referring, now, to the framework utilized for reviewing pre-conviction 

drunk-driving programs---program types, program components, and program 

character!stics---a brief discussion of this therapeutic alternative 

follows. 

PROGRAM TYPES 

There is only one type of post-conviction drinking driver program. It is 

a judicial sentencing strategy for drivers convicted of driving-under-the 

influence offenses that permits drivers convicted of mUltiple offenses to 

participate in a 12-month alcohol abuse treatment program in lieu of 

receiving mandatory suspension or revocation of their driving privilege. 

In order to qualify for this opportunity to retain the driver's license, 

the individual must meet the following criteria: 

• be convicted of OUI (regardless of the number or date 
of prior convictfonsl; 

• consent to participate satisfactorily for one year in 
a public or private alcohol treatment program meeting 
standa'rds set by the State alcohol ism authority; and 

• not previously h~ve been in an alcohol treatment program 
under the provisions of Senate Bill 38/1458. 

If the participant fails to comply with the rules and regulations of the 

program, the court must immediately suspend or order suspension or reV.oca-

tion of the individual's driver's license for the period prescribed by the 

law. 

PROGRAM COMPONENTS 

Similar to the pre-conviction drunk driving programs, the typical post-

conviction drinking-driver program c~~tajns Orientation, Interview/Problem 

Evaluation, Education/Treatment Res~urces, Case Tracking/Monitoring and 
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Reporting Services components. As they operate in a manner identical to 

that outl ined earl ier, and are detai led from a different focus in Section 

V, no attempt will be made to report that information here. 

The primary differences, in respect to the program components of the two 

strategies, are that the pre-conviction drunk driving programs required 

the Signed Stipulation, Admission of Facts and Waiver Form and the post­

conviction drinking driver programs do not; and that 'parti'cipation in 

post-conviction drinking driver programs requires the court to prepare a 

properly coded court abstract for OMV. Additionally, the enabling legisla­

tion for post-conviction drinking driver programs allows a program partici­

pant to transfer his/her participation to another county, under certain 

conditions and with court approval. In those situations a tr~nsfer form 

must be prepared. 

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS 

As with program components,'the 'characteristics of the pre- and post-convic­

tion program strategies are consistent. Both emphasize the rehabilitation 

of the mUltiple offender problem drinker. Both have developed uducational/ 

treatment resources as an integral component of their program. A difference 

here is that post-conviction drinking driver programs are mandated to provide 

a certain number of hours of educational/counseling services to the partici­

pant while the ,pre,"conviction drunk driving progtams were not. Also, they 

are required to provide bi-weekly face-to-face interviews regarding the 

person's p!"'ogress while the pre-conviction drunk driving program did not 

have such. a requirement. Finally, both have faced significant problems in 

developing an operating budget and in establishing a fee schedule/payment 
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plan. In each case, the reasons for the problem and the impact on the 

program and the client have been identical. 

SENTENCING ALTERNATIVES: PERCEPTIONS OF THE 
INTERVIEWEES 

Interestingly, the perceptions of the individuals interviewed, recognizing 

the diversity of their roles and responsibilities in respect to the drinking 

driver, were very consistent. The majority felt that there were two primary 

sentencing altem~tjves--the traditional method and the rehabilitation method. 

Within the traditional method they felt there were two options: punitive 

sanctions or punitfve sanctions supplemented by a suitable short-term 

educat i ona I It"'eatment program. I n respect to the rehab iIi tat i on method 

they felt that a comprehensive approach was the most appropriate and men­

tioned both the pre- and post-conviction models as examples of comprehen-

sive programs. While other rehabilitation-oriented alternatives were men­

tioned, such as: dr i ver improvement school s, purely educat i ona l'efforts, 

and private alcoholism counseling programs; none were seen as offering a 

level of ' success equal to the comprehensive treatment strategy. 

Those supporting th.e traditional method listed as reasons: 

• the lack of evidence that demonstrates the effectiveness 
of alcoholism rehabilitation efforts; 

• the inability of most drinking drivers to afford the 
combined costs of a fine, attornE::rs fee and a comp,re­
hens i've al cohol ism treatment program; 

• 'the lack of knowledge as to what rehabilitation resources 
areavailable in the community and the quality of the pro­
grams they offer; 

• the lack of court resources to perform DUI offender" 
screening, evaluation and referral ~ctivities; and 
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• the belief that many of the pre- and post-conviction pro­
grams were established strictly for the economic gains 
they afford their owners/operators. Since it is difficult, 
if not ImpOSSible, to tell the sincere operators from those 
with "profit motivations" there is a high ri~.k in their 
utilization. . 

Those supporting the rehabilitation method listed as reasons: 

• their ability to modify the life style and drinking driver 
behavior of the DUI offender; 

• their ability to determine the severity of an individual's 
prob lem and to structure a treatment pro'gram cons i stent 
with the individual's needs; and 

• their ability to monitor the individual's progress in 
fulfilling court imposed obligations. 

A few of the individuals interviewed felt that a sentencing alternative 

which allowed some flexibility to the ~ehabilitation program in customizing 
I 

treatment to unique characteristics of individual drivers or subgroups of 

drivers in th.e mUltiple offender group was the solution to the problem. 

They based this opinion on their understanding of the findings presented 

to date. Als60ffered as a suggestion was an alternative that combined 

some form of license restrictiqn, simultaneously with treatment program , 

participation. This alternative ensured that the offender would not drive, 

until they had demonstrated their sincere commitment to a rehabilitation 

effort. All of these latter suggestions have been expressed, in the form 

of recommendat ions to the S tate Leg i s I aturJ,. as a resu I t of a joi nt eva I ua-

tion prepared in December 1978 by the Departments of Motor Vehicles and 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse. 

Other key comments/perceptions offered by the interviewees included the 

following: 

• • that the pre-conviction drunk driving program approach 
was superior to the post-conviction ppilosophy. The 

, I 
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interviewees (better than 50% who expressed this opinion) 
listed more motivation for the offender, more' incentives 
(e.g. reduction in charge, no insurance record, etc.), and 
the impression of a "second chance" as their reasons for 
this opinion. 

~ :. 
Concern W~5 expressed over the inconsistencies in ~h: 
screeninq process utilized to determine program elIgI-
bility a~d participation in post-conviction programs. 
Screening sources identified included jud9:s, co~rt 
staffs, probation officers, public health. Invest~gators 
and alcoholism council personnel. Each with their ow~ 
approach and instrumentation and each wtth their.partl~u1ar 
knowledge of available resources. The group of Intervlew:es 
that expressed this concern felt that some standard or.gulde­
line had to be established to ensure an equal opportunity 
for all offenders to be considered for treatment. 

that the post-conviction drinking driver program concept 
was becoming a "class" program in that it favors the 
responsible/middle Income individual. 

that the post-conviction drinking driver program concept· 
has resulted in more cases going to trial in an attempt 
by the DUI offender to prevent the stigma associated with 
a conviction. 

that the "courts are not referring the number of DUI 
offenders needed to support th~ full contingent of Coun~y 
authorized drinking driver programs. The results of thiS 
situation as identified by the interviewees, has been less 
qualified' provider staff, ~ reduction in program standards, 
and the risk of a number of good programs going out of 
business. Increased court referrals or the elim1nati~n 
of a number of the authorized programs were the solutions 
offered to this proble@. 

that incomplete or unsatisfactory rehabilitation program 
part i c ipat i on shclU 1d resu 1 tin a list i ffll pena 1 ty, such as 
a long jail sentence. 

that the County Alcoholism Authority has n?t provide~the 
leadership mandated by SB 38/1458 in r:$~e~t.to provider 
monitoring and client tracking responSibilities. The level 
and types of servrces provi~ed by the Dis~r!ct Attorney's 
Office during the pre-convittion drunk driVing program era 
was offered as an example of the leadership required. 

that the magnitude of the drinking driver prob1em.in Los 
Angeles County dictates the need for a comprehensive 
approach to its solution. An approach that ma?y felt had 
to have the fu II. backi ng and 5 upport of the courts. 
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4.4 INDUCEMENT METHODS, 

4.4.1 

This section of the assessment results focuses on the inducement techniques 

used by Los Angeles County judges to encourage treatment program participa­

tion and completion. It basically identifies the inducement techniques 

utilized and presents the interviewees' impressions as to their effective-

ness. Supplementing the data collected through the interview process are 

the findings of various State and local studies that evaluated specific 

inducement techniques. Following are the results of our effort. 

As anticipated, the list which was developed to serve as a guide during 

the conduct of this segment of the analysis proved to be an accurate and 

complete presentation of the inducement methods utilized in Los Angeles 

County. It was anticipated because the I ist was originally developed as a 

result of a review of the literature associated with the 35 federally funded 

ASAP projects and included the methods operational at each site. Since 

that 1 ist was presented earl ier in this section, a reI isting of the methods 

does not appear necessary. Instead the perceptions of the interviewees, and 

any re~ated findings, will be presented, organized by the major categories 

of inducement methods: voluntary, incentive and coercive. 

VOLUNTARY 

Most interviewees fe!t that few DUI offenders would ever volunteer for 

either punitive a~tions or rehabilitation efforts if given a ~ choice. 

They did feel, however, that success in combattrng a persona1 drinking prob­

lem could only be achieved if the individual wanted it to happen. Therefore, 

to give. them no c~oice In participating in a rehabi1iti'ltion program, 

especially a long-term program as represeni~d by the pre- and post-conviction 

models, did not appear to be appropriate. 
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The interviewees did feel that the DUI offender often needed help in making 

the decision to volunteer for assistance wIth their problem and ~hat the 

abil ity of the court to provide a "carrot" or "stick" through the sanctions 

imposed was a valuable factor in those situations. Positl've incentives or 

sev.ere punitive actions were seen as providing the "courage" to solicit 

help. 

4.4.2 INCENTIVE 

With. few exceptions incentives were seen as the most valuable inducement 

method to obtaining DUI treatment program participation and completion. 

The incentives most frequently mentioned as having a significant impact 

on the offender's participation were: charge reduction, fine reduction 

and avoidance of incarceration. The stigma associated with a conviction 

for driving-under-the-influence, and the subsequent increase in insurance 

costs were the factors given for the offender's interest in a charge reduc-

tion. Similarly, the stigma associated with serving time in jail and the 

potential loss of salary were the reasons outlined for the offender's desire 

to avoid incarceration. Of course, the cost factor was the reason behind 

the fine reduction incentive, especially with the additional costs of attor-

ney's fees and program fees facing the individual if s/he participates in 

a program. 

Of surprise, was the fact that there were few interviewees who actually 

mentioned license action avoidance as a major influencing factor. While it 

was mentioned as a factor in certain situations (Jor example, truck drivers) 

the feeling was that it was not that significant by itself. "In California 

people know' that they have to drive to live ~nd work and are mentally ready 

to accept the problems created by driving without a license ll was a statement 

~xpressed frequently. 
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A.lso, seldom mentioned as a major factor was formal/summary probation. 

Those who did mention it felt it was more of a "bonus" type of incentive 
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as opposed to a "pivotal" type of incentive. While an offender might not 

like the demands placed on him/her by probation, it is not as high on their 

list of concerns as was the conviction, the amount of fine and the potential 
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The review of the studies available to the evaluation team indicated many 

of the Sqme results. A study performed by the Indiana University, Institute 

for Research in Public Safety of the Phoenix, Arizona ASAP indicated that 
, 
v· ,,, [ j!r. 
f; .... 
it· . 
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the incentive of earning a plea bargain with a subsequent avoidance of the 

mandatory jail time was a significant factor in obtaining participation of 
t$~;o r ~! 
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DUI offenders in a local short-term alcohol rehabilitation program. 

A second study, performed by the same organization for the U.S. Department 

of Transportation reviewed the adjudication disposition systems in operation 

in the ASAP activities of five states and found that Incentives, in general, 

were key to encouraging offenders to cooperate with requirements on their 

behavior. Five court sites it' Los Angeles County were included in the sites 

visited by the Indiana University study team. 

I 
The Review of Relevant Literature summarized in the previous section and 

contained in Appendix B provides more detailed accounting of these and 

I other pertinent evalu~~rve actiVities. 
,; 

o 

I 
4.4.3 COERCIVE 

The ordering of an offender to cooperate with, 'or participate in, an 

~i I I 

j 

. alcoholism reh.abilitCition program, by itself, was not seen as an effective 

I 
I 
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h' d However, when ~ombined with the threat of extensive induceme~t met 0 _ ,_ 

jail time or a s~bstantial fine if cooperation, or participation, were 

not achieved, th~\method was seen as being tremendously effective, In 
\ 

fact, many of the \nterviewees felt that the most powerful sentencing 
\ 

1 - \ that com'b-Ined 'incent'lves for successful completion, a ternatlve was one' 
\ 

on one side, with stiff punitive sanctions for failure or lack. of coopera-
\ 

t ion, on the othe r _ \ 
\ 
\, 

Their opinion was that \uccess 

failure represented a po~ential 
\ 
\ 

with the only other alternative 

safety of the public, 

in completing a program should be rewarded; 

risk to society that had to be countered 

for reducing the offender'. impact on the 

A county-wide policy that clearly demonstrated that the courts were pre­

pared to help an individual with a drinking-driving problem (where the 

merits of the case allowed and where they were prepared to seek assistance); 

but that failure to fulfill program requirements once initiated would r;~sult 

in action to limit the offender's impact (i.e- license actions, jail time, 

etc,), was considered by many of the interviewees, as a goal worth pursuing, 
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5. 1 

SECTION 5 

SURVEY OF PROGRAM PROVIDERS 

The purpose of this section of the report is to record the results of a 

mail questio~naire survey of pre-conviction and post-conviction drinking 

driver programs operating in Los Angeles County_ The survey was conducted 

primarily to obtain data to better understand the nature of the programs 

that are actually befng offered to the individuals included in the statis-

tical sample described tn the subsequent section. It is important to 

underscore that in no way was the survey conducted to be treated as an 

evaluation, Rather, the survey was designed to elicit profiles of the 

programs offered and to eli~it opinions of program providers. 

SURVEY PROCEDURES 

For purposes of consistency and reliability of data, it was decided to 

include only "approved',' pre:· 'and post-conviction programs in the survey. 

With respect to pre-convi'ction programs, the s,ample was thus defined by a 

memorandum from the Distri·ct Attorney's Office to all municipal court 

judges and commissioners in Los Angeles County i'n November 1977. This 

memorandum I isted some 26 programs tha,t were evaluated as acceptabl'e. 

Th.e 1 ist of post-conviction programs from which response was sol icited 

was that approved by the State Department of Alcohol and Drug Abuse and 

the Los Angeles Office of Alcoh.ol Abuse and Alcoholism as acceptable pro-

grams. The list utilized contained 45 program names. 

A six-page questionnaire was develpped and tested in the spring of 1980. 

I,n April, the questi'onnai re was mai led to all programs on the previously 
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5.1. 1 

described lists with a request by the Municipal Court for prompt response. 

It was anticipated that response from pre-conviction programs would be 

difficult to obtain as the programs had technically ceased to exist with 

the passage of Senate Bill 38, the State post-conviction mandate. On the 

other hand, it was a~ticipated that the response from post-conviction pro­

grams would be virtually unanimous. Despite this latter expectation, the 

response to the first mailing was very disappointing. 

In June a second request was sent to all nonresponding programs with a 

stronger request for participation from the Municipal Court Judges. This 

request was supported by the Office of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism and a 

number of private provtders. 

SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

As a result of the previously described procedures, a total of 30 question-

naire responses were recefved. One of the responses indicated that it was 

not an authorized pre- or post-conviction program, although their address 

1 h '1" I't ll was apparent y on t.e rna I I ng IS.- As a resu'l t, 29 usab Ie ques t i onna ires 

were returned and provide the basis of the tabulations in this analysis. 

Of the 29 questionnaires received, one represented strict~y a pre-convic-

tion program. However, ei'ght additional questionnai'res were from programs 

that are currently authorized Pos.t-conviction programs but were onc,e also DA 

approved pre-conviction programs. When contacted, these programs indicated 

that there would b,e no need to complete two sets of questionnaires as the 

answers, would b.e rdentical except for the status of the conviction question. 

.!.!This apparently resulted from the fact that the respondent was at 
- the address formerly associat!!d with a pre-conviction program. 
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Finally, a few of the respondents were post-conviction programs that repre­

sented programs with branch offices. In these cases, the respondents were 

actually responding for all of their locations collectively. The effect of 

this is to potentially inflate the number of total respondents represented 

by the 28 post-conviction questionnaires. While it is difficult to directly 

measure the magnitude of this inflation it is evident it exists to some 

degree. 

I,n compari.ng the responses., there is no discernible trend differences in 

the one pre-conviction program, the eight that were both pre- and post­

conviction, and the 20 strictly post-conviction programs. As a result of 

this, the description presented in this section combines all 29 responses 

in the presentati'on of the profi'le. 

It is believed that the profile and opinions presented provide a represen­

tative overview of available alcohol programming in Los Angeles County. As 

indicated, the raw number of questionnaires received apparently reflect 

more programs than would normally be indicated by the absolute number. 

Since the profile is designed to provi'de mostly qual itative data, i.e., 

program type, services offered, client profile, and opinion, rather than 

quantitative data it is believed the survey is fully adequate. As a final 

bit of evidence, the first question asked tends to indicate little differ­

ence in components to the sample. That question was: 

"Did this program originate as a result of 58 330/381" 

The eight programs that were pre- .and post-conviction programs of course 

answered no. Of the remaining 20 post-conviction programs, 10 answered 

that they were a result of S8 330138 and 10 said they were not. As with 

other comparisons, there seemed to be no discernible differences' among 

these subgroups. 
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5.2. I 

SURVEY RESPONSES 

In this subsection, the principal survey responses are tabulated and discussed. 

All responses are provided in summary form and at no time is a specific program 

identifie::d. This procedure is followed as several respondents requested con-

fidentiality and program identification is not necessary to the interpretation 

of the results. Responses are catalogued under the following headings: 

(J) Program Servi'ces 

CzJ Client Profile 

(31 Program Administration 

(4) Comparison of Pre-Conviction and Post­
Conviction Model 

(5l Other Comments 

PROGRAM SERVICES 

Services Offered 

In response to a questton concerning types of services offered, survey 

respondents indicated the following: 

0), All programs offered individual counseling, group counseling, 
and education. In a subsequent question relating to quantity, 
the following estimates were provided: 

Type of Service Estimated Amount 
Individual Counseling 

Education 

Group Counseling 

'6-20 hours most frequently 
mentioned. 26 sessions for 
15 mi nutes,. 

12-30 houis (15 hours average) 

Of those responding all but 2 
respondents indicated that they 
provided at least the State 
required 52 hours. The remaining 
two reported 40 and 50 hours as 
their requirements. 

Eleven programs indicated they did not offer family couqseling, 
fi'fteen indicated they did not offer chemotherapy, and 'three 
said they did not provide referral to other services~ 
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Services Adequacy 

Only two programs indicated that they did not feel their current services 

were adequate. Although the vast majority felt current services to be 

adequate, additional services thought to be desirable were: 
Number of Times 

Service Mentioned 
~--

Fam i1 y Counse ling 

Financial/Family Planning 

Chemotherapy 

Drug Testing 

Social DetoxiHcation 

Ambulatory Detoxification 

Out-Patient Medical 

I I 

3 

2 

Alcoholics Anonymous 

A number of jud!j;es on the Project Advisory Committee expressed particular 

interest with respect to determining the extent of use of the Alcoholics 

Anonymous (A.A.) Program. For this reason, and recognizing the importance 

of A.A. to alcohol ism rehabi 1 itaHon efforts the fol lowing questions were 

asked: 

" 

"ls, or has, Alcoholics Anonymous (A.A.} ever been 
a mandatory service element of your program?" 

and 

IIlf yes, how frequent attendance did you require?" 

A 11 respondents answered yes to th.e fi rst quest ion. With respect to 

frequency most programs requi'red two to four sessions per month. One 

program Indicated that e.ight sessions of A.A. were required monthly. 
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Eligibility Criteri! 

Program respondents were asked to briefly identify program eligibility 

criteria. Responses are summarize e ow. . d b I As I"n the case of other "open-

ended" questions, the total responses add to more than the number of res­

pondents as some respondents indicated mUltiple eligibility criteria. 

Responses follow: 

Elfgibflity Criteria 

Court Order/Referral 

Previous Convtctions 

Mandatory ,Program Attendance 

Total Abstinence 

Meet Program Requirements 

Voluntary 

Submit to Antabuse 

Desire to Help Self 

Submlt to In~~st igat ion/ I ntervi ew 

A.A. Attendance 

Live Nearby 

Agree to Exami~e Life Style 
if 

Sign Contract Agreement 

Do B.ook Reports 

Have Physical Check-up 

No Response 

v-6 

Number of 
Ti'mes Mentioned 

14 

5 

4 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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Classification of Severity of Clients' Problem 

All but three questionnaire respondents indicated that they attempt to 

classify the extent of a client's problem. In response to an open-ended 

question concerning' techniques used, the following were listed as classi-

fication techniques: 

ClassiffcatJon Technique 

Personal Interview/History 

Hopkins and/or MAST Tests 

Ar.:rest Records 
\ 

Employment Records 

Client's Own Evaluation 

Blood A I coho I Leve I (BALl 

Mandatory Antabuse 

Pubfic Health/Probation Reports 

Other Tests 

Dri'vfng Recor'd 

General Health 

One-an-One Counseling 

Look at Drug Patterns 

Measure of Client Services 

Number of 
Times Mentioned 

19 

7 

6 

4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

A question was asked relati've to success indicators. used. Options given 

were: client behavior, client attitude, client attendance record, absti-

nence, and other Cto;be specified}. Virtually all programs checked al) of 

the boxes provided. ReaSDns specified as other success indicators 

included: 
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Other Success Measures 

Life Style Changes 

Attendance at A.A. 

Enbanced Self Image 

Continuing Program Participation 

Congruence 

Recidivism Rate 

Payment of Tuition 

Relationsbip with Group 

Change in Drinking Pattern 

Cl ient Termination 

N,~mb~r of 
Ti mes Ment i oned 

7 

3 

2 

Programs were requested to tndicate which. of the following are sufficient 

reason Un and of itselft for terminating a client. 

Reason for Termination 

Poor Attendance 

Attendance Under the "nfl uence 

Commit New Offense 

C1 ient Request 

Program Staff Request 

Othe'r reasons i nd i cated iOnc 1 ude: 

Reason 

Poor Attitude 

Court Request 

Use of Other Drugs 

Ser i ~us_ Me d i cal P rob 1 ems 

Nonattendance at A.A. 

Violation of Contract 

Refusal to Pay (Wheh Capable) 

Not Taking Anta&use 

Prpgram tnfractions 
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Sufficient 
for Termination 

Yes No 

27 2 

23 6 

22 7 
21 8 

7 22 

Number of 
Times Ment i oned 

I) 

3 
2 

2 

2 
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5.2.2 CLIENT PROFILE 

5.2.3 

A number of questions were asked relating to client d~mographics. percent 

of clients seeking additional treatment, and reasons for dropping out of 

the program. The responses to these questions are directly comparabie to 

innumerable other analyses. Specifically with respect to the client profile: 

en The vast majority of cl ients are male. Approximately 
half were White wfth the remainder split between Blacks 
and SpanJsh speaking. 

(2) All age groups are represented in the client population. 
About 75 percent of the cl ients are in the 20-44 age 
group. 

(3) Programs estimated that somewhat less than 10 percent 
of clients sought additional treatment. The actual 
estimate ranged from 0.01 percent to 40 percent. 

C4t Reasons for clients dropp i ng out of the program were 
as follows: 

Poor Attendance 

NeW" Offepse 
i'l 

R I .If D h e ocat(on or eat 

All Other 

Attendance Under the 
Influence 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATJON 

62% 

14% 

10% 

9% 

5% 

100% 

A number of questions were asked relating to program administration. The 

resultsr~f these questions are briefly summarized. 

Program Size 

Programs were asked to indicate the~~umber of clients served last year. 

Program size ranged from a low of 45 clients to a hrgh of 888 clients. 

'The average size was approximately 260 clients. 
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Program Length 

All programs indi(;ated a l2-month program participation requirement. 

Program Hours , \ -

, 
All progr~ms offered regular services on both weekdays and weeknights. 

Four programs provided some regular service on Saturdays and four pro­

grams provided scheduled servi"ce on Sundays. A number of programs indi­

cated they would provide service on weekends by appointment or in emer-

gencies. 

Languages Offered 

Nine programs indicated they offered classes in Spanish in addition to 

English. No other language was indicated as offered in the <4 uestionnaire 

response,s. 

Fee 

Vi'rtually all programs i'ndicated that fees were set on a sliding scale. 

Fees ranged on this scale from a lOIN of $0 to. a high of $636 annually. 

Most programs indicated their top fee to be approximately ,$600. 

Staff Training 

All but three respondents stated that their program had a formal training 
(I 

requi rement. I n response to an open-ended ques~lpn the fo 11 owing types of 

training were listed: 
." Type of Training 
II 

On the Job 
Formal Orientation 
Form,a 1 C 1 as,s room 
Workshops 
A.A. Meetings 
Interview/Counsel ing Traini'ng 
Consultants 
Pattr;()ll/Administration 
Group Seminars 

V-10 

( 
I 

-
Number of 

Ti mes Men t i oned 

9 
5 
4 
3 
2 

2 
1 
1 
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Staff Experience Rating 

Respondents were asked to rate how i'mportant a number of criteria were 

with respect to staff selection. The rating scale was on the basis of 

l=very important to 6=not important. Average ratings in order of impor-

tance were as follows: 

Factor Importance R . 2/ at.!..!2[ -
Experi'ence in Field 1.5 
Specialized Training 2.0 
Educational Background 2.4 
Ethnicity 

4.2 
Age 

4.3 

Other factors 1 isted ;;'5 i'mportant with respect to staff selection' include: 

Factor 

Recoveredil..l cohol i c' 
Sensitivity 

Dedication 

Maturi ty 

Compassion 

Counsel ing Abi J ity 

Li fe Experience 

Supports A.A. 

Spanish Speaking 

COMPARISON OF PRE- AND POST-CONVICTION ,MODELS 

Number of 
Times Men t i oned 

5 

3 
2 

2 

1 

A major impetus of the entire eVclluative effort described in this report 

is to compare pre- and post"'conviction programs. For this reason and the 

great interest,'ofc the Project Advisory Committe.e memb.9rs, programs were 

asked to provide their views. Tlie specific question asked w~s as fo 

Y Low number denotes !1reatest importance .. 
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1100 you believe you could operate more successfully 
as a pre- or post-conviction program? (~uccess as 
defined here can be expressed in terms of reduced 
recidivism rates or progress in eliminating or con­
trolling? client's drinking ?roblem.) Please iden­
tify and explain your choice." 

Not unexpectedly many answers to th.is question were very lengthy and in 

many cases provocative. The overall respons.e to this question is tabu-

lated as follows: 

Type of Response 

Pre-conviction is preferred 

Post-conviction is preferred 

Both have equal ~erits or unsure 

No response to question 

Total Progr:ams in Sample 

Number of 
Responses 

14 

5 
6 

4 

Responses to thfs questiQn are summarized under the follow~ng headings: 

(I) Pre-Conviction Programs Preferr~d 

(2l Post-Conviction Programs Preferred 

(31 No Preference for Pre- or Post-ConvIction 
Programs Expressed 

Pre-Conviction Programs Preferred 

Those pr~grams indicating that they preferred pre-conviction programs 

offered the following comments. Except where quotation marks appear, 

the comments have been paraphrased: 

(n Nine programs provlded lengthy responses indicating 
they preferred pre-conviction programs because of 
greater flexibility and that they felt pre-conviction 
programs had a "larger sti'ck and better carretll ." 

Specific comments include: 

a. There is a greater incrntive to enroll and 
stay i'n pre-conviction programs. 
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b. Pre-conviction programs are more affordable. 

c. tn pre-conviction programs car insur~nce is 
not affected. 

d. Pre-conviction programs could require more 
programming; i.e., they could go beyond the 
current State mandates. 

(21 In summary, one program said since more people opted 
for the drl'nking driver proqram under pre-conviction 
more could be reached. 

(3) Five programs indicated participants in post-convic­
tlon programs are more hostile than were participaAts 
in pre-convictfon programs. A number of programs 
indicated noncompliance rates are higher and success­
fu I referra 1 rates lower Cone program sa i d the former 
was twice as high and the latter one-half}. Reasons 
given: , 
a. CIlents must pay a court fine, attorney fee, 

program fee, higher insurance CO$t, and he/she 
has a co"ft record of the offense. One program 
suggested this was a real financial burden that 
led to more drinking. 

b. One program indicated tr.at the lower socio­
economtc groups are not becoming involved 
because of costs. 

c. One program summarized the situation as 
fo II ows: 

"After a person has paid his attorney, fine and 
done his weekends,. it is very difficult to ex­
platn to him tn a one hour interview that he is 
savtng ~rs life and family, etc. by spending a 
year and $500 on a program". 

Rather, they decide to chance it without a license. 

Post-Convictton Programs Preferred 

Comments from indi'viduals preferring pos.t-conviction programs included: 

U) Post~convrction programs are preferred as they 
estab Ii sh an immed'i ate cr j sis. 

(2) Clients entering post-conviction programs are more 
highly motivated (although in many instances they 
enter more hostile). 
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(3) Post-conviction is preferred IIsimply because we had pre­
conviction and post-conviction works better.1I 

(41 One program stated that input from staff favors post­
conviction although recidivism is unknown and only a 
small number of clients actually cease drinking. 

No Preference for Pre- or Post-Conviction Programs 

Programs indicating no preference between pre- and post-conviction programs 

offered the following comments: 

(1)- "We have been equally successful with pre- and post­
convicti'on programs. 1I 

The program went on to state that in thei'r opi'nion 
success depends on the structuring of programs for 
specific needs. The respondent stated that he would 
actually prefer to be able to offer both types of 
programs. 

(2) Either program is effective as long as consistent 
procedures are followed. 

(3) Either, it really depends on the specific program. 

S.2.S OTHER RESPONSES 

The final page of the questionnaire was left for any additional suggestions 

desired by the respondent. The directions for the page were as follows: 

"Please feel free to provide any comments you believe 
will be of some benefit to the court. We are especially 
interested in any suggestions you have concerning steps 
that can be taken to help you do a better job on behalf 
of the drinking driver." 

The responses to this question were quite lengthy and generally very thought­

ful. Due to the nature of the responses, they are difficult to categorize. 

The synthesized responses are loosely provided under the following headings: 

lit Uniformity of Procedure 

(2)- Program Related 

(3) Edueation/Traini'ng Related 
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(41 Fees 

(S>- Sanct ions 

Except where indicated one respon5e fell into each response type. As 

previously, the responses a're paraphrased except where quotation marks 

appear. 

Uniformity of Procedures 

The greatest number of suggestions related to the need for greater stan-

dardization of pol icies and procedures. The following are indicative of 

the responses: 

(lL A standardized referral process is required (five 
responsesL. One program indicated it receives 
cl ients that know nothi'ng except they are supposed 
to enroll in a program. 

(2) A standardized reporting system to the courts from 
the program should be developed (five responses). 

{J1 Strive for more uniformity in all forms and pro­
cedures (two responses}. 

(41 The court should provide each client with a copy 
of his/her arrest record, Department of Motor 
Vehicle report, name of judge, and case number. 
These often missing facts are necessary to facili­
tate programs enroll ing individuals (two responses). 

(5) Eliminate excessive paperwork. 

(61 Require quarterly appearance by clients in court 
such as the Burbank and Glendale courts. 

(7) Develop a system that has less variance in jail terms, 
fines, and probation periods. 

Program Related 

A number of programs indicated desires relating to program flexibility. 

I.ne 1 uded were ~ 

ell Increase the A.A. requirement (five responses). 
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(2) Increase education requirement (two responses). 

(3) Court should remember that drinking drfver programs 
are not designed for the chronic alcoholic and 
should refer these individuals elsewhere. 

(41 There should be mor~ evaluation relating to the 
problem of drunk drivtng and the court should 
extend treatment beyond 12 months. 

C51 Suggest there be mandatory referrals for individuals 
not qualtfytng for programs; f.e., felony drunk 
drivers, mUltiple offenders, etc. 

(61 The option to continue a client that is progressing 
satfsfactorily should be available even if the client 
is rea rres ted. 

Education Related 

The following education and research suggestions were offered: 

(1) Courts need to understand programs and clients 
better (two responses). 

(2) Better educate attorneys as to cl i'ent needs and 
society wfll benefit. 

(4) 

Have more formalized trainfng opportunitfes for 
program operators. ... 

Educate judicfary to importance of treatment. One 
program complains thac individuals sent back to 
court are automatically reinstated. 

(51 Have quarterly seminars with judges and providers 
p:-esent. 

(6) Client evaluation of programs ~ould be desirable. 

(7) More usable research should be sponsored. 

Fees Re 1 a ted 

Responses pertaining to fees included: 

(J) 

(2) 

The maintenance of quality staff on current fee 
schedule is very difficult. 

Programs' need more support from judges in area of 
fees (four responses). One pvogram complained that 
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Sanct ions 

courts and probation say they are not collection 
agencies and thus offer little help. A second 
program states that clien~s who finally land jobs 
and can now pay go back to court to receiVe a 
change in program. Another program cryptically 
laments: 

"Inter provider rumors point out that it is most 
unwise to refer a client back to the court for 
nonpayment of fees." 

The following comments relating to sanctions were received: 

(1) Send clients to jail swiftly if there is program 
noncompl iance Ctwo responses). 

(2) There is a need for greater sanctions for program 
noncompliance. 

5.3 OVERALL SUMMARY OF SURVEY OF PROGRAM 
PROVIDERS 

The foregOing has provided a summary of responses to the provider survey 

questionnaire. It is believed that the information detailed provides the 

necessary background for understanding the program providers in Los Angeles 

County. Hajor points of the survey reveal the following: 

(1) The typical program provides individual and group 
counseling and education programs. The typical 
program believes its services to be adequate. 

(2) A.A. is required by all programs and is believed 
to be instrumental to program Success. 

(3) Most programs attempt to classify the severity of 
the client's problems with alcohol. Most frequently 
used methods include: personal interview, specialized 
testing, and review of arrest records. 

(4) Programs view any positive elemen.t related to a 
client's actions as a measure of success. 

(5) PObr attendance is the most frequent reason for a 
program terminating a client. 

(6) The typical client is a White, Black, or Spanish 
s?eaking male between the ages of 20~and 44. The 
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(7) 

(8) 

typical client does not seek additional treatment 
and if he is terminated, it is most likely for 
poor attendance. 

The typical program admits more than 200 clients 
annually for a 12-month program that is offered 
during the week (day or evening hours). The client 
pays a fee according to his/her abiitty ranging up 
to $600. ' 

Programs believe that experience in the field, 
specialized training and educational background 
are the most important considerations in retai~i~g 
professi'onal staff. 

Among respondents to the questionnaire, the pr6-
conviction model is preferred to the post-convic­
tion model. The principal reasons include: 

a. The programs believe they had more flexibil ity 
and greater inducements for client participation 
within the pre-conviction model, and 

b. The programs believe post-conviction clients are 
more hostile leading to lower success rates. 

00) In providing suggestions, the programs strongly support 
more uniformity in procedures. Some programs desire 
more flexibility in progra~ming and educational oppor­
tunities. A number of programs requested more support 
in collection of fees. 
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SECTION VI 

RESULTS OF THE SECOND OFFENDER 
DRINKING DRIVER SURVEY 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this section is to report the statistical results of an analysis 

of second offense driving while under the influence cases. In the survey 

second offense driving while under the influence cases were selected from 

court records. Data relating to the individual involved in the incident, 

both demographic and judicial system related, were entered on a data collec-

tion form. The case was subsequently followed through the Department of 

Motor Vehicles (DMV) to obtain driving data with the appropriate data again 

entered on the data form. 

Th".l p~' inc i pa I purpose of th i s survey was to make compar i sons between fOolr 

different groups of offenders to as~ertain whether or not different methods 

of dealing with driving while under the influence drivers produced different , 
results. A secondary purpose was to determine whether or not certain charac-

teri'stlcs of drunk drlvers made any difference with respect to outcome. The 

four groups compared were: 
, 

• Group I. Drunk drivers entered in pre-conviction driving 
programs. 

• 

• 

• 

Group I I. Drunk drivers convicted at the time pre-conviction 
programs were offered byt who received traditio;"}al sanctions. 

Group tIl. Drunk drivers entered in post-conviction driving 
programs. 

G~oup IV. Drunk drivers convicted at }he time post-convic­
tion programs were in existence but who received traditional 
sanctions. 
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Exhibit 6.1 on the following page provides additional data relating to the 

survey. The exhibit is included as a reference for readers to assist in 

understanding the comparisons discussed in this section. 

The survey that is described in this section was rigidly controlled and 

highly complex.l! Only major or significant aspects of the survey are 

described herein so as to facilitate understanding. Appendix A to this 

report, submitted under 5eparate cover, provides a more detailed review 

of the "data for those individuals having a deeper interest in the survey 

procedures and detailed results. 

6.2 COMPARISON OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FOUR SAMPLE 
GROUPS 

This subsection provides a comparison of the demographic character'istics, 

judicial sanctions, and prfor traffic and criminal records associated wittl 

each of the four sample groups (referred to as Analysis I on Exhibit 6.1). 

Such a comparison is valuable for several reasons. First, the description 

to be presented of the sample groups provides a "profile" of the DUI 

offender that may provide additional insight into the DUI problem. Second, 

the presentation of profile data for each of the four sample groups allows 

for the identification of differences and similarities between offenders 

subject to the varyfng treatments associated wi~h the four groups, i.e. 

traditional sanctions and pre- and post-conviction programs. Finally, it 

ts hoped that the simIlarities and differences identified in these comparisons 

can eventually provide useful information in the interpretation of recidivism 

analysis results. 

The analysis of characteristics'follows: 

• Age -- The average age of second offense drunk drivers in the 
surveyrijoged.from 35 to 37 years of age. 

, .~: . 

, 
,) YThe;.I':eader'lj,s 7autiorled that the samples were drawn from 

deve10ped ~Ithln the courts' on-going judicial processes 
developed randomly for this study. 
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Court Locations 
in Sample 

Los Angeles (Van Nuys, San 
Pedro, Traffic, and West 
Branches) 

Citrus 

Long Beach 

Southeast (Huntington Park 
and Southgate Branches) 

Downey 

Ma Ii bu 

Santa Honica 

~"c__ _c""_ 
ioJ8;" "* >(l 

Types of 
Cases Selected 

For a case to be 
selected the driver 
was either convicted 
of a second drunk 
driving offense or 
stipulated to the 
fact that he/she 
was guilty. 

1jIlII.l:~~":"':", 

.,; \,. 

Compari son 
Groups 

Cases were divided into 
four comparison groups. 

Group I. Drunk drivers 
entered in pre-conviction 
drunk driving programs. 

Group II. Drunk drivers 
convicted at the time pre­
conviction programs we.'e 
offered but who received 
traditional sanctions. 

Group III. Drunk drivers 
entered in post-conviction 
drunk driving programs. 

Comparisons 
Hade 

Analysis I--The character­
istics of the four groups 
were compared. 

Analysis II--An analysis 
of the characteristics of 
individuals completing 
treatment vs. those not 
completing treatment was 
made. 

Analysis I II--An analysis 
of the characteristics 
of recidivists vs. non­
recidivists was made. 

Analysis IV--A comparison 
Group IV. Drunk drivers of recidivism rates among 
convicted at the time groupS, i.e. traditional 
post-conviction programs vs. pre- and post~ 

sanctions . 

were in existence but who conviction. 1 
received __ t_r_a_d __ i_t_l.o_n_a __ I ______ ~ _____________________________ . . ----------~~~ .. ------------------~~----------------------~~--------.---

EXHIBIT 6.1 

DRINKING DRIVER SURVEY 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Education -- The average level of educational achievement was 
approximately ten years of schooling. 

Income -- The average monthly income was about $700 or less 
than $10,000 per year. 

Jail -- As would be expected individuals receiving traditional 
sanctiohs spent more time in jail on the average than did 
individuals in the pre- and post-conviction treatment groups 
(13 days vs. 5 days). 

Blood Alcohol Concentration -- The average blood alcohol 
concentration level for the second offende~s in the survey 
was in the 0.19 to 0~20 range. This level corresponds to 
that found tn other studies of the DUI offender. 

Prior Traffic Offenses -- A number uf analyses were conducted 
to compare prior traffic offenses and assignment to groups. 
These analyses included a review of: (1) all prior traffic 
offenses; (2) prior serious traffic offenses; and (3) prior 
alcohol related traffic offenses. In all cases the indiVI­
duals in the treatment groups had better-records than those 
in the traditional sanctions groups. , 

Marital Status -- About 50 percent of the offenders were 
married, 30 percent never married and 15 percent divorced. 

Occupation -- While the proportion of white collar and blue 
collar workers is about equal in the two ·treatment groups, 
blue collar workers represent a larger proportion of both 
traditional sanctions gl"OUP than do white collar workers. 
This may suggest that white collar workers are more willing 
to participate in treatment programs, or that wh(te collar 
workers are more able to afford such programs. 

Driver License Status "Drivers License Status" refers to 
the status of a sample member's driver1s license at the time 
of the index DUI offense. There are major differences between 
the two treatment sample groups and the two traditional sanc­
tions groups relative to the proportion with valid licenses 
at the time of their offense. Approximately 80 percent of the 
treatment group samples possessed valid licenses at the time 
of arrest as compared to about 60 percent of either of the two 
traditional sanctions groups. This finding may be indicative 
of a difference in the type of~persons willing to participate 
in a treatment program. 
(~/i 

P'ro'bation Type -- There were some reasonably large differences 
in assignment of probation between the four sample groups. 
Nearly all of the offenders (90 percent) in the post-conviction' 
treatment group were placed on summary probation. Conversely, 
about 62 percent of the individuals in the pre-conviction treat­
mentgroup were placed on summary probation. Formal probation 
was an, infrequent);y used option for all sar:1ple groups. . 
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• Court Ordered Program Partici ation __ . 
everyone in the two treatment P I As expected vIrtually 
order to attend a treatment samp e groups was under court 
the fact that about 75 perce~~og~a~h Of great7r !nterest is 
sanct!ons group and 43 percent ~f the pre-~onvI7tl~n traditional 
sanctions sample group were unde e post conviction traditional 
mente It would appear that th r court order to attend treat­
tation participation even for ~h~our~sd~r7dfacilitating rehabili­
in a formal pre- or post-sentenceSet~ln IVI uals not participating 

.eatment program. ' 

6.2.1 SUMMARY 

6.3 

fn sunmary the typical individual in the survey 

mid the t' 

sample groups was in his 

- Ir les and had not completed high school. There was an equal chance 

that he was married or not married at the time of his arrest and he was 

employed i'n a low paying job. 

alcohol concentration of 0.20. 

At the time of his arrest he had a blood 

At this point the reader is again referred 

elaboration and a presentation of detailed 

attributes summarized in the survey. 

COMPAR I SON OF THE I NO I V J D.uALS CQMPLET I NG 
TREATMENT 

to Appendix A for further 

statistics for each of the 

This section presents a . comparison of the demographic characteristics , 
judicial sanctions, and prior traffic and criminal records associated with 

individuals who successfully completed treatment and those who did nDt. 

A comparison of the characteristics of offenders who successfully complete 

treatment and those who do not can provl'de valuable information to both 

judges and treatment, providers. If characteristics can be identified which 

distfngufsh. between those likely t o successfully complete a treatment pro-

gram and tho~e lfkely to t • ermlnate treatment before completion, the court 

could apply differing incentives t ff d 
/; Q 0 en. ers accord i ng to the nt::\ed to insure 

/i 
pr~gram completion. 

(! At the same time, if treatment providers could identify 
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those offenders likely to terminate unsuccessfully, specially tailored pro-

grams could be applied to such offenders. 

Significant elements of the analyses are provided below: 

• Age -- The data indi(ate that individuals successfully completing 
treatment are on th~ average five years older than those who do not. 

o Pt'ior Traffic Offenses -- As rliscussed in the previous subsection a 
number of analyses were con<"1ucted to compare prior traffic offense: 
and assignment to groups. These analyses include a review of: (;) 
all prior traffrc offenses; (2) prior serious traffic offenses; and 
(3) prior alcohol related traffic offenses. Fer all of these defi­
nitions those individuals successfully completing treatment had 
significantly better driving records than those who did not. The 
table below supplies numerical data. 

% with two % wi th t\<JO or % with two or 
or more mCire serious more alcohol 
traffic offenses traffic offenses relat~d offenses 

percent of 
individuals 
successfully 50% 25% 15% 
completing 
program 

pe.·cent of 
individuals 
unsuccessfully 70% 40% 24% 
completing 

I program 

• Occupation -- In com~aring the successful and unsuccessful completions 
it is found that blue collar workers and unemployed per'30ns are less 
likely to complete programs successfully. 

6.3. I SUMMARY 

. 

I 

Appendix A provides many more comparisons between individuals succel)sfully com-

pleting treatment and those that do not. However, a review of these data indicate 
, 

that the best predictors of successful completion a,e the pifor drIving records 

(fewer prior arrests increa5es chances of suc2~ss); occupation (being gainfully 

employed in a higher paying occupation predicts a higher success rate); and 

older individuals have greater chances to successfully complete a program. 
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6.4 COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISTS AND NON-RECIDIVISTS 

In this subsection a comparison is made between the characteristics of 

recidivists and non-recidivists. The reader is cautioned that in this 

analysis a recidivist is defined as an individual who is arrested on a 

DUI or lesser alcohol-related charge subsequent to the conviction that 

placed the individual in a sample group. It must be recalled that each 

individual in the sample group had already been convicted (or stipulated 

to the fact) of at least two incidences of drunk driving prior to being 

included in the survey. 

Although recidivist/non-recidivist comparisons could have been made within 

each of the four sample groups, it was believed that an overall comparison 

would be mor~ useful for future use and certainly less cumbersome. Recidi­

vism could also have been defined on the basis of serious or total traffic 

cften?es. Again, it was believed that defining recidivists on the basis of 

alcohol related offense would be more useful for future use. The total 

number of offenders in the recidivist group was 392. There were 2,125 

offenders in the non-recidivist group. 

Significant characteristics are summarized below. 

• ~ge -- There is a tendency for the recidivist to be slightly 
younger than the non-recidivist. From a statistical standpoint 
this was not significant. 

• Blood Alcohol Concentration -- The average blood alcohol concen­
tration for recidivists is slightly higher than the blood alcohol 
concentration for non-reciditists. Although this difference may 
be indicative of some real difference, its magnitude is too 
smell for it to be of practical significance. 

• Prior Driving Records -- As in the previous analysis recidivists 
were compared to non-recidivists based upon three levels of 
pr!o~ driving records. In a~l cases the recidivists had poorer 
driVing records than non-recidivists. It is noteworthy that the 
pattern of poorer prior driving ~ecords for recidivists with 
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respect to all three offense types corresponds well with other 
studies of the DUr offender. Prior driving records h've 
repeatedly been shown to be good predictors of recidivism. 

Occupation -- Inspection of the occupation data reveals interes­
ting differences between the sample groups with respect to white 
and blue collar workers. The proportion of blue collar workers 
relative to white collar workers is noticeably larger in the 
recidivist group. That is recidivists are more likely than non­
recidivists to be blue collar workers. It is of interest that 
there are only small differences in the proportion of recidivists 
and non-recidivists unemployed. 

Driver License Status -- The data indicate that recidivists w~re 
somewhat more likely to have been driving with a suspended or 
revoked license at the time of their index arrest than non­
recidivists (34.2 percent versus 24.2 pertent). 

As ifi the prevfous lines of analysis prior driving records appear to be a 

good if not the best predictor of outcome. In this case recidivists had 

poorer driving records than did non-recidivists. Additionally, recidivists 

tended to be in the blue collar category and be slightly younger and have 

somewhat higher blood alcohol concentrations than did non-recidivists. 

RECIDIVISM ANALYSIS 

A final line of analysis was conducted to compam recidivism rates among 

sample groups. This line of analysis is of extreme importance as it attempts 

to answer the question whether or not there is any difference in outcome as 

measured by recidivism with respect to type of treatment received, i.e. 

'I traditional sanction or pre- or post-conviction treatment. 

The results of this analysis is described in some detail in Appendix A. 

As is discussed, the findings to date do not indicat~ any difference in 

recidivism between types of intervention. It is extremely important to 

underscore at this ~oint that this finding is premature as many of the 
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individuals in the post-conviction sample group were still in treatment 

at the time of the survey. For this reas0n, this line of analysis must 

be pursued in a subsequent year if funding becomes available. Thus, no 

conclusion is drawn at this time with respect to recidivism rates and types 

of intervention used. 

An alternative to the Analysis of Covariance as a method of dealing with 

recidivism data is Survival Rate Analysis~ In Survival Rate Analysis, the 

time between the index arrest and the first recidivism arrest (if a recidivist 

arrest has taken place) is plotted on a graph and statistically compared. 

This allows for the computation of recidivism rates (or non-recidivism rates) 

across time and a meaningful graphic representation of recidivism across time. 

The graphic results of Survival Rate Analysis applied to alcohol related 

recidivist arrests are presented in Exhibit 6.2. On the graph the vertical 

axis depicts the percentage of individuals surviving (not committing anothet 

alcohol related offense). The horizontal axis depicts time from the index 

arrest. As would be expected the number of individuals in the sample group 

not recidivating drops with the passage of time for all groupS (depicted by 

the downward slope of all lines). 

A number of facts should be considered in the interpretation of the results 

presented. First, the Survival Rate technique is based on relative, rather 

than absolute time. Regardless of the actual date of the index arrest, the 

period in which a recidivist arrest took place is computed in months since 

that time. In other words, the index arrest is set to "time 0" and recidi-

vism is computed in months sInce "time 011. This.is why the graphs for the 

two Ppst-conviction groups are shorter. There were simply less months after 

the index arrest in which members could be rearrested. Second, it should be 
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noted that ,the last ew pera f 'ods shown for each recidivism curve are probably 

las~ few points are in each somewhat unstable as the recidivism rat~s for the . 

Finally, despite the apparent dlffer-case~ based on relatively few persons. 

" . (articularly the pre-conviction treatment ences in the curves across time p 

and pre-conviction tra Itlona d " "I sanctions), the curves are !!2!. significantly 

different in the statistical sense. 
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APPENDIX A 

A.l INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this section of the report is to provide a detailed summary 

of the methodology and results obtained from a descriptive statistical 

analysis of second offender groups. These groups consisted of: 

1) Second offendets entered into pre-conviction programs. 

2) A comparison group of second offenders convicted during 
the same time frame as the pre-conviction group, but 
receiving traditional sanctions. 

3) Second offenders entered into post-conviction programs. 

4) A comparison group of second offenders convicted during 
the same time frame as the post-conviction group, but 
receiving traditional sanctions. 

Four major analyses were performed which compared and contrasted the second 

offenders' socio-demographic, arrc:~st" sentencing, prior driving/criminal 

history characteristics. The specific analyses included: 

1) Comparison of characteristics of the four groups. 

2) Comparison of characteristics of persons completing 
vs. not completing treatment. 

3) Comparison of characteristics of r~.cidivists and non­
recidivists. 

4) Recidivism rates for the four groups. 

A.2 SELECTION OF DATA COLLECTION SITES 
.r 

Although collection of data from all 24 judicial districts in Los Angeles 

was initially considered, this plan was abandoned due to the following 

reasons. First, th~ expense of such a large-scale d~ta collection effort 

was beyond t~e scope of the present contract. Second, the potential for a 

reduction i,\1 data quality existed as a r-esult of the less tightly controlled 

data collection procedures associated with a large data sample. 
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It was proposed that a court samp,jJng plan coiuld be developed which v.)ould 
.' 

permit adequate general izatjo~'of results to.;he entire Los Angeles Judi­

cial District. The selection of sample courts is described briefly in 

the following paragraph. 

The 24 courts in the Los Angeles Judicial District were grouped into three 

sub-groups or stratifications according to their monthly volume of Group 

IIC
II 

misdemeanor dispositions. (Group IIC 11 includes hit and run--V.C. 20002, 

driving under the influence--V.C. 23102, reckless driving--V.C. 23103, and 

driving under the inf)uence of drugs--V.C. 23105.) The three sub-groups 

were defined as follows~ 

1) Lar~e -- 1,000 or more dispOSitions/month 

2) Medium -- 150-993 dispositions/month 

3) Small -~ less than 150 dispositions/month 

To provide a balance in which large court caseloads would not be over-

represented, it was decided that only one court should be selected from 

the Illarge
ll 

sL:b-group. Three courts each were selected from "medium'l and 

l'small'l sub-group:.lgS. 

Th~ results from the random selection process were as follows: ':;::;;:'arge Court--

Los Angeles (Van Nuys, San Pedro, Traffic, and West Branches); Medium 

Courts--Citrus, Long Beach and Southeast (Huntington Park and South Gate 

Branches); Slilall Courts--Downey, Mal ibu and Santa Monica. 

A.3 SELECTION OF CASES 

Each subject selected' for participC)tion in this study was either a dr;1ver 

who had been convicted of a second or SUbsequent misdemeanor Driving Under 

the Influence offense In one of the seve~courts 1 isted above; or a driver 

who stipUlated to the fact that he/she was gt.Ji lty of 'such a'cHarge, but 

A-2 

r , 
1 
! 

I 

! 
L<:'.' 

'1 
I 
I 
i 

( 

::1; 

't 

Ii! 
I 

! 
j 
I 

jiJ 
I 1 

If! 
• ! 
I 

! 

'I L 

l f 

n 
u 

'n 
~~ 

ll~ 
1 :8 

I 
II ' , 

II 

was diverted into treatment. 

The pre-conviction treatment sample and its comparison group were 

comprised of persons with court docket dates from February I, 1978 through 

the date required to draw the needed sample. The post-conviction treatment 

and its comparison group were comprised of persons with court docket dates 

from January 1, 1979 through the date required to draw the needed sample. 

The end dates for sample selection varied as a function of both 

sample grouping and court volume. For example, comparison (traditional 

sanction) cases generally appeared more frequently in the court records 

than treatment cases. 
\\, 

A.4 COMPARISON OF SAMPLE GROUP CHARACTERiSTICS 

A.4. I INTRODUCTION 

This section provides a descriptive comparison of the socio-demographic 

characteristics, judicial sanctions, arrest iriformatfon and prior criminal/ 

traffic ~ecords associated with each of the four second offender groups. 

This information is of value in that it provides a I'profile'l of the DUI 

offender and may provide insights into the complexity of the DUI problem. 

Additionally, it is essential to identify any differences between the com­

/! 
parison groups so that any inferences d~awn about the effectiveness of 

,I 

various treatment/sanction options can correctly be interpreted. 

The characteristics of each of the four sample groups are presented in a 

tabular format in Exhibit A.l. Although a fixed sample was obtained for 

each group (Table A. I), characteristic data was not available for all subjects. 

The actual number of cases used for each charac~erjstjc grouping is supplied 

in parentheses in Exhibit A. I. 
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Characteri.stic 

Sam~le Characterisit~~ 3y 

I Pre 
J Convict~on 
I 
J 

Group 

po'~", I 
Con v i~~~~on I 
Tr'2<i tmerlt 

Pre 
Convict~on 
Traditional 
Sanctions J 

, ,~ 

Post 
Conviction 
Traditional 
Sanctions (I -----------------------------------------~~---------------~-------------

J I .1 AVERAGE AGE 

AVERAGE ilI(;HE':;T 
G R AD' E III .3 C H 0 0 1.. 

AV nHGE VA YS 
JAIL SLri:fi.NCi:;D 

AV ER AGE DAYS 
JAIL Ii'lPOSED 

AVERAGE fIN£: 
SENTENCr;U 

. AVERAGB ,fINE 
IMPOSi:.D 

,AVERAliE DAYS 
R F.: VOC.!i. 'I 1. 0i.1/ 
StJ'SPENSIOH 
SENTEi~CL.iJ 

AVERAGE DAYS 
F EVOCAT.IOi~1 
SUSPENSIUt'l 
I Ii PCSED 

A V ER 11 G E DAY S 
PROBAl'ION 
SENTENCED 

AVERAGE DAYS 
PR OB 11 'I'IO N 
I MPOSBD 

AVERlI(;E .oAC 

I 35.8 (611) 
I 
J 11.6 (3U) 
I 
J 
I $703 (73) 
j 

I 8.9 (612) 
j 

I 
~ If. 7 (612,­
I 
J 
j .il86 (61~) 

'J 
J 

J $61 (612) 
I 
J 
I 23.1 (612) 
I 
I 
J , 
j 22.5 (612) 
J 
i 
I 
J 
I 9.6 (6 i. 'J 
I 
J 
I 
~ 9.6 (612) 
I 
I , 
I C.20 (414) 
I 

J 37.0 (638) J 
, I 

, 
33.5 (673) , 35. Ii 

I 1 0 • 3 (6 1 ) J'~,. 5 
I I 
J J 
I $701 (82) I 
I ' J 
J 78.7 {6lJO) I 
J J 
, I 
J 12.9 (640) J 
I , 
J J 
I $203 (640.) I 
, I 
I I 
I $175 (640) J 
I , 
I I 
I 144. 5 (5,67) J 

J J 
I I 
I j 
I J 
I 141.0 (567) J 
I , 
I J 
I I 
I I 
I 24.4 (64() I 

" I I I 
I I 
I 24.4 (640) r 27_4 (9 73 ) 
I I 
I I 
I ,I 
I 0.19 (462)'~1 

.5 681 

5B.4 

4.8 (673) 

(27) 

(60) 

(673) 

$269 (673) 

$255 (673) 

12.1 (665) 

12.1 (665) 

27.5 (673) 

0.19 (474) 

I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
J 
J 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
J 
I 
J 
I 
I 
J 
I , 
J 
J 
I 
J 
I , 
I 
J 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
1 
I 

9.2 

$717 

.31.1 

14.2 

$169" 

$147 

68.1 

68,.' 

18.9 

18.8 

0.16 

I 
(591) 1 , 
(52) J 

I 
I 

PO} I 
J 

(592} I 
J 
I 

(592} J 

I 
I 

(592) J 
J , 

(592) J 

I 
J 

(S84) J 

I , 
J 
I 

(584) J 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(592) I 
I 
I 
I 

(592) I 
I 
J 
I 

(406) J I I 

I 
. I 
I I -----------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

NOTE: Num.;ecs HI ~ldr8I1tht:!ses are number of persolls with non-missing data 
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Char'acteriStic 

Exhibit A:l (Continued} 
Sample ChaLact~~istics By Gr.oup 

Pre 
Convictl.on 
Treatment. 

Pre 
ConViction 
Trail:. tional 
Sanctions 

Post 
ConViction 
T reo. tmf_n t 

---------------------------------------

Post 
Conv~ction 
Traditional 
Sanctions 

---------------------------~~----
P~IOR l'l"<AFFLC 
OFFENSES - ALL 

I 
j 

I 
AV,e['dye NUlil.ue[' J 
~ with 1 I 
% loT ith 2 J 
% with 3 or J 

'.97 
lt6.9 
29.6 
23.5 

I 
I , 

(6 12) I , 
I , 

2.44 
33.9 
28. 1 
38.0 more 

PRIOR TRdfFIC 
OFFENSES -
SERIOUS 

Avera~e NUill';"er 
% with 1 
,; with 2. 
% w~th 3 or 

more 

PRIOR TRAFFIC,; 
OFFENS1D -

'ALCOHOL 
RELATED 

Avera:.,je NunlDer 
% with 1 
~ with 2 
~ wi.th 3 or 

more 

P R lOR C R I iU N A L 
OFFENSES 

AveC!i~e £.iumlJer 
% WI'IH 0 
% WITH 1 
% R'ITH 2 OR 

I 
I 
j 

J 
I 
J 
I 
I 
J 
J 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
J 
J 
I 
J 
1 
J 
I 
J 
I , 
f 

1. 37 
71. 1 
22.8 
6. 1 

1.27 
78.9 
16.7 
4.4 

0.43 
82.2 
7.d 

10.0 
more J . 

I 

I 
I 
I 

. I 
J 

(612) I , 
I , 
I 
I 
J 

. J 
r 
I 

(612) I 
I 
J 
J 
~ 
I 
I , 

(612) I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 

1.70 
54.7 
28.9 
16.4 

1.49 
66.4 
23.0 
10.6 

O. 12 
96.7 
0.6 
2.7 

SEX 
~ Male 

, 
J 
I 

93.3 
6.7 

(611) I 
~ F~lDala 

I 

I 
I 

95. 1. 
4.9 

-, 
J , 

(640) I 2.46 
J 32.1 

I 
J 
I 

(673) J 3. ~1 
~ 1.6 
23 a 8 
5406 

(640) 

(640) 

(640) 

(638) 

I 30.0 
J 37.9 
I 
I 
J 
J 

I 
)'1.46 
J 66.0 
, 25.7 
I B.3 
J 
I 
J 
I 
J 
I 
J 1. 31 
I 75.3 
, 20.7 
I 4.0 
J 
I 
J , 

I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
J 
J 

(673) J 
J 
I 
I 
J 

.J 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(673) I 

I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
J 
I 

'.92 
49.2 
~9.1 
21 .. 7 

1. 70 
60.3 
23.8 
15.9 

I 0.09 
I 95.1 
J 2.5 

(6~3) , o. 12 
96.8 

1.2 
~.O I 2.4 

J , 
I 
I 94.3 
I 5 .. 7 

I 
I , 

\ J 
! ) 

(667) J 
J 97.1 

2.9 

f 
I 
I 

(592) J 

J 
I 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 

(592) I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
J 

(592) I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 

(592) I 
J 
I 
I 
J 
I 

(587) J 
I 
I 
I ------------------------- -----~----- ----------- -------------- ------ - -----J I 

I 
I 

NJTE: NUilluers ~n ~drentDeses are nllnber of persons with non-missing data 
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Exh.lbit A.1 (Continued) 
Sdmple Cha[,dcte['istics By Gcoup ./)( 

ji 

I P['e 
1 Conviction 
I T['edtmeIlt. 

I Pre 
I Con vic tion 
I 'Traditional 
I Sanctions 

I post 
I Conviction 
I Treatment 

I Post I 
Conviction I I 

I 
I J I 

Traditiona.l I 
J Sanctions 

---------------------------------------~-----------------------------)---
I 

MARITAL SrAlu~ I 
% ~d['['iea I 50.7 
% Nevar ~dLriedl 20.8 
% ·Sej?a['.:ic2d J 5.1 
% ~idowed 1 2.0 
% Divo['c;ed J 13.4 

OCCUPA'l'lON 
~ liinte Colla[' 
% Blue ":olla[' 
% Student 
% House-...ife 
% Ret.l[,Ed 
% Unemt'lojed 

DRIVER LICENSE; 
. S'J.'_~TUS 

% Valia 
% Sus.2 ended 
% Revoj(eu 
% No License 

I 
J 
I 39.9 
I 
1 
I 
J 
J 
J 
I 
J 
I 
j 
j 
J , 

30.5 
1.2 
0.6 
1.8 

18.0 

80.1 
13. B 
4.2 
1.9 

CHARGE CONVICT~D f 
OF j 

%DUI 116.7 
% Non-Alcohol J 63.2 

Related I 
% Not convictedl 7.7 
% Bench War['uutl 12.4 

PRO B.a. 'r ION r Y P B: 
% SUmllci['j 

% Formcu. 

CO URT OR DEREt) 
PROGRAH PAlfL'IC­
IPATION 

% Yes 
% No 

J 
j 
I 61.8 
I 2.7 
I 
J 
I 
I 
j 99 .. 7 
I 0 .. J 
J 
I 

(41 0) 

( 494) 

I 
J 
I SO.O 
I 2S.0 
I 4.9 
I 3.3 
f 16. 8 
I. 
1 
I 
I 

- I 

31.3 
42.S 
1.7 
0_ 4 
3.0 

(592) 

(611 J 

(490) 

{5Y4} 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

21. 1 

62.1 
28.3 

6.,1 
I 3io5 
I 
I (640) 
J 
I 69.q 
J 20.6 
I 
, 4.5 
I S.5 
I 
I' 
I 81. 1 
I 7.4 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 74.8 
I 25.2 
I 
I 

- I 
(184) I 

I 
I 
I 
J 
1 
I 

(S27) j 

I 
J 
I 
I 

• I 
J 

(628) I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 

, J 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(S98) I 
I 
I 
I 

(S99) I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

53.3 
27.2 

6 .. 2 
0.9 

12.4 

42.H 
45.0 
0.4 
0.4 
1. 1 

10.3 

7H.0 
14.0 

2 .. 9 
S .. 1 

96.1 
O.H 

1.9 
1.2 

90.0 
7.6 

1 DO. Q 
0.0 

I 
(323) J ( 217) 

I 
J 
I 
I 
J 
I 

S2~~ ... 
29. 5 '~''>'" 

6 .. 4 J 
1.4 /// 

/. 

1°·f/ 

(S42) I I Ii (504) 
I 
1 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 

(649) I 

32.7 
IlS.o 

, .. 0 
0.4 
2.0 

1H.3 

160.7 
(' 24.8 

1\ J 9 .. 5 
I ~.O 

I 
(671) I 

I 
I 50.7 
I 31 .. 1 
I 
I . 4.2 
J 14.0 
I 

(66·1) I 
I 77.3 
J 6 .. 4 
I 

(669) i 
I 
I 
J 43.0 

d 57.0 
" 

(565) 

(S92) 

(S06) 

(521 ) 

I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
j 

J 
I 
I 
J 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I , 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I , 

, I 
------------------------------~------------------------~-----------------
N)TE: Numoecs 1n parentheses are number of persons with Don-missing data 
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A.4.2 

Table A. 1 -- Group Sample Sizes 

Group 

Pre-Conviction--Treatment 

Pre-Conviction--Comparison 

Post-Conviction--Treatment 

Post-Conviction--Comparison 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN GROUP CHARACTE~ISTICS 

Sample 
Size 

612 

640 

673 

592 

Inspection of Exhibit A.l revealed the following differences in character-

istics between the four groups of second offenders: 

Age -- The pre-conviction comparison group (traditiona,l sanctions) 
-tends to be s light 1 y older than subj ects in the other· three 

groups. 

Education -- The two pre-conviction samples appeared to have 
completed a higher level of education than the two post­
conviction groups. This observation is tenuous based on 
a less than 10% response rate. 

Income -- The post-conviction comparison (traditional sanctions) 
group indicates a lower monthly income than the other three 
groups. This observation is tenuous, based on a small response 
ra teo 

Jail -- Both pre and post treatment groups had lower sentence/ 
imposed jail days than their respective comparison groups. 

~ -- The pre-conviction fines sentenced/imposed were lower than 
fines for the pre-conviction, tradi~ional sanctions group. The 
oppo~ite trend was observed for the post-conviction groups. 
The fines sentenced/imposed for post-conviction treatment were 
higher than pos~:~pnviction traditional sanctions. 

\ --- ' -
Revocation/Suspension -- The two traditional sanctions groups 

received longer revocation/suspension periods than either of 
the other two treatment groups. This is consistent with the 
incentive mottvation for completing treatment. 
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Probation -- Sentenced/imposed probation days were fewer for the 
pre-con~liction treatment group than for the pre-convic;:tion 
traditional sanctions group. The opposite was observed for 
the post-conviction group with probation longer for treatment 
than traditional sanctions. 

Blood Alcohol Concentration -- Subjects in the post-conviction 
traditional sanction group had a lower blood alcohol level than 
subjects in the other three groups. 

Prior Traffic Offenses -- Subjects in the treat~ent groups (pre 
and post-convicti.on)~ad better prior driving records than 
their respective traditional sanctions. The two pre-convic­
tion group samples, when taken together, also had better prior 
driving records than the post-conviction groups. 

Marital Status -- The pre-conviction traditional sanctions s?mple 
contained 51 igbtly more divorced subjects than the other three 
groups. The d)stribution of other marital status categories 
was similar between groups. 

Occupation -- Blue collar workers are oVer-represented in both 
traditional sanctions groups~ This may suggest that white 
collar workers are more willing or able to afford treatment 
programs. 

Unemployment status is lower i8 the post-conviction treatment 
group than in the other three groups. 

Drivers License Status -- A hi~her percentage of SUbjects in both 
treatment group samples had val fd drivers licenses at the time of 
their arrest. This finding may indicate a difference in the 
t;pe of person willi~g to participate in a treatment program. 

,/~7 

Charge of Conviction -- The majority of both the pre and post-convic­
tion treatment groups were convic,~ed of DUI. It is interesting to 
note that 69.4% of the pre-Conviciion traditional sanctions group 
were convicted of DUI while only 50% of the post-conviction tradi­
tional sanctions group are convict~d of DUI. 

Probation Type -- A significantly latger proportio~ of subjects were 
placed on summary probation in thee post-conviction treatment group 
as opposed to those in the pre-con~iction treatment group. 

Court Ordered Program Participation t- As expected virtually everyone 
in the two treatment sample groups~was under court order to attend 
a treatment program. Of greater i~terest is the fact that about 
75% of the pre-conviction traditio~al sanctions group and 43% of 
the post-conviction traditional sa~ctions sample group were under 
court order to attend treatment. It would appear that the courts 
are facilitating rehabilitation participaiion even for those indi­
viduals not participating in a formal pte- or post-sentence treatment 
program. 

A-8 

, 
tI II 

'i 

J f, ' 11-

If 

I I 

fl 

U 

n 
n 
11 

-n 
,[1 

n 
f1 
f1 
n 
n 
[I 

r I 

In summary it was observed that significant differences existed between 

and within pre and post-conviction treatment and traditional sanctions 

groups except for the characteristics of prior criminal characteristics 

and sex. These two characteristics did not vary between groups because 

of the high proportion of no criminal histories and large proportion of 

males present in the groups. 

A.5 COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS BY COMPLETION 
STATUS 

A.5.1 INTRODUCTION 

c 

This section of the report presents a comparison of the socio-demographic 

characteristics, judicial sanctions, and prior traffic/criminal ~ecords that 

differentiate SUbjects who completed the treatmentprogr3mS vs. those that 

did not. 

If characteristics can be identified which can predict successful completion, 

the court could use this informatjon in assessing the potential benefit of 
/' i/ 

treatment referrals. This information would also be helpful to program 

providers in developing programs to fit the needs of subjects with a high 

probability of not completing currently configured treatment programs. 

Three comparison groups are developed from the pre and post-conviction treat­

ment samples: 1) offenders successfully completing treatment; 2) offenders 

who did not successfully complete treatment, and 3) offenders for whom com-

pletion status was unknown. This third group is composed of/post sentence 

treatment subjects who were sti 11 en\rolled in tq~atment at the time of data 

collection. 

Table A.2 presents the total number of subjects in each of the three groups. 
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Table A.2 Completion Status/Sample Sizes 

Group 

Successful Completions 

Unsuccessful Completions 

Sqmple 
Size 

729 

"407 

146 Completion Status Unknown 

,II---'----'--_--'----_---!.---_------I 

The actual number of subjects for whom data on a specific characteristic 

was available, is indicated in parenth~ses in E~hjbit A.2 

A.5.2 SIGNIFICANT CHARACTERISTICS IN D'ISCRIM1NATING 
PERSONS SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETING VS. NOT 
COMPLETING TREATMENT 

By inspection of Exhibit A.2 it can be seen that five socio-demographic 

and prior driving record characteristi~s are sal ien~ in differentiating 

those who successfully complete treatment from those that do not. These 

characteristics are as follows: 

Age -- Subjects successfully completing treatment were, on 
~average, five years older than those who did not complete 

treatment. 

Education -- Persons who completed ~re~tment were not ~s well 
educated as those who did not. This trend is tenuous in that 
there was .less than 3% of the completion group with complete 
data. 

Income -- Those successfully completing treatment had a somewhat 
higher average monthly income. Again, these findi.ngs are 
tenuou~ due to the high rate of missi~g data. 

Prio; Traffic Off~~ses (Including Serious and Al<:?hol Related) 
all cases, moving violations and alcohol related, the successful 
compl~tiDn had less prior viorations than did those who did not 
successfully compl~te treatment. 

n 
Occupation -- White collar and employed status were more 1 ikely 

found in successful completions as opposed to unsuccessful 
completions. 
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EXhibit A.2 ' 
Chacacteristics of Individuals by Completion Status 

CHARA Cl'Lnl.:il· IC J Successful 
COID,?.letion 

Unsllccsssful 
Completion 

Completion 
Status 
Un kn 0 .... n . , 

~---~-------------~---------------------------------------------------

J 
I 
I 

I , AVERA~E 

A V EHA GE HI·GliE.Sl' 
GPo ADE IN SCrlOOL 

A.VER A liE' D1COliE 

J 
I 
j 

37.3 

.~ 9.6 

$687 

(728) 35.9 (1 £:6t. 

( 17) 11.3 (11 ) 

(56) 
~822 

n 
J1, .. , . :-~.;. "', : .. " -; :. 

AV ERAGE DAYS 
JAIL SEN1'I::NCB.>J 

AVER.liG~ DAiS 
J A,I L, :r.~1f!03J:; iJ 

I 
I 
I 
J 
I 

• I 
J , 

23.3 

1.2 

(16 ) 

{729} 47.0 (146) 

(729) 3.9 (140) 
" . .,.~ .. , 

n 
fr 

n 
O· 
[1' 

D 
TJ 

,"j 

AVERAGE FI}IE 
SENTENCED 

AV F'R~GE .FINE 
-·IMPOS.t::D 

'AVEFAGE DAYS 
R'EVOCA,TION/ 

. S U SPENS.iOd'· 
SEllTE1:fCED 

AV BRAGE DAYS 
R E VOCAT rON! 
S U SP E N S.l 0 Ii, 
II1'POSBD 

A V EF 1\ G E ,i) A Y S 
:PROBA'£!ON' 

. SENTENCED 

'A,V.ER AGE DAYS 
,~ROBATION 
IMPOSBD 

J ., 
J 
I 
J 
I 

,J 
I 
J 
J 
J 
J 
I 
J 
I 
I 
1 
4 
j , 
I 
I , ' , 
I 
I 

$158 (729) 
$262 ( 146) 

$139· (729) 
$248 ( 146) 

4.0 (72S) 
2.5 (146) 

3.5 (72S) 

17.6 (729) 

17.6 (729) 
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Exhibi t A.2 (C·.JTl tin ued) 
Characteri3tics of Individuals by Completion Status 

Characteristic 
I Successful 
I Completions , onsuCCes.3fu! 

Completions 1 Completion 
J Status 

J J Unknown , ------------------------------------------------------~--------------
PRIOR TRiii'?IC 
OFFENSES - llLL 

, 
(( !ve~~ge NUi4Ler 
'="'" '" ~ ... h 1 

I 
I 
J 
I 
J 
I 

1.96 
46.8 
30.3 
22.9 

% with 2. 
% lolitn 3 or 

m01:e 

PRIOR TRAFFIC 
OFFENSES _ 
SERIOUS 

Averaye LVUJJDer 
% with 1 
% with 2 
% wit:.h 3 or 

more 

PR lOR TRAFFIC 
OFFENSE!) 
ALCOHOL 
RELATED 

Avecaye UuffiDer 
~ with 1 
% with ~ 
~ wit:h 3 or 

more 

PRIOR CRl11.LNAL 
OFFENSES 

Average NUIDver 
~ WITH 0 
% ~HTI~, 1 
% ';lITH 2 OR 

more 

SEX 
~ Male 
~ Female 

j 

1 
I , 
I 
J 
J 
I 
J 
J 
J 

, J 
J 

1 ~ 31 
73.9 
22. () 

i4. 1, 

I 1. 21 
, 82.2 
I c:' 15.5 

.J 2.3 
I 
J 
I 
J , 
J 
J 
I 

0.29 
S7.5 
5.6. 
6.9 

I 
J 
I 

93.2 
, b.8 

, 
(729) 

j 

I 
J 

2.61 
30.5 
28.0 
41.5 

CZ29) 

(729) 

(729) 

(726) 

J 
I 
I 
f 
I 
I 
I 
f 
I 
I , , 
I 
J , 
J 
J 
J , , 
J 
I 
I , , 
J 
I 
I 
J 
r , 
I 
J , 

1. 54 
62.2 
26.8 
11.0 

1.39 
70.0 
23.8 
6.2 

0.28 
88.4 
I- 5.4 
6.2 

(407) 

(407) 

(407) 

(406) . 

J , 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
J 
J 
I 
J 
I 
1 
I 
I , , 

\...,_1 

2.50 
26.0 
3'.5 
42 .. 5 

1.59 
58.2 
30. 1 
11. 7 

J 
I , 
J , , 
J , 
I 
I 
I , 
J , 
I 
J 
I 
I , 

1.39 
71.2 
21.2 
7.6 

0.03 
97.3 

2. 1 
0.6 

A , 
I 

(145) I 
f 
J , 
J , , , 
I 

(146) I , 
I 
I , 
J 
J , 

_"""''''_c-_-::'-~_: 
{146} , 

I , 
J 
f 
I , , 

(146) ., , 
I 
I , 
r 

(143) J I 
I , 

r I 
f 

~\ I .. .....:::::, 

I 
J -----------------------------------------~----------------------------

NOTE: Numvec~ in pdrentheses are number of persons with noArmissing data .\ 
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ExhilJit A.2 (Continue1) . 
Characteristics of Individuals by Completlon status 

Characteristic • Successful 
I I Urlsuccesstul 1 Completion I, 

/ J Completion I Status 1 Comph'hon 1 1 Unknown 1 

. : ~----------------~--------------~-~ ---------------------------------- I J 

1 (q~5): (228) I (78) 1 
MARITAL SlATUS 

. ~ Marri8a 
% NeveL" ;1:irried 
% Separated 
% WidOWed 
~ Divorced 

OCCUPATION 
% White C,~liar 
% Blue Collar, 
% Student 
~ Housew-iie 
% Retired 
% Unempl.oyed 

\'j 

DR IV ER L.i:C ENS E 
STATUS 

. % Valid 
% Suspended 
% Revoi(etl 
~ No License 

: 525 148.2 157.7, 1 
• I 3" 6 I 23. 1 , I 27 • 3 , I' . 1 5. 1 I 

j 5.2 J 60.60 J 2.6 J 
1 2. 1 • 11.5 1 
1 1 2. 9 1 13. 6 1 1 

I 1 1 (106) 1 1 (5 92) 1 e 3 5) I 1 
J 45.8 I 32,.5 J ~~:~ , 
I 38.3 I 47.5 1 1 

1 o. 7 1 0_ 9 :~. ~ I 
I .. 0.5 I 0.6 I 1 • 9 1 
I 1. 7 1 0.9 1 8 • 5 1 
J 13.0 I 17.6 I' 1 

: ('109): (393) 1 (136) : 

1 1 1 1 
J 73 0 J 72.8 J 83.5 'n. 1 I 
I '8 1 '9.1 1 1 0_ 7 I 4 • 8 1 3.2 1 

' 2. 7 I 4 0 1 I Q ~- 4 , 
1 3. 1 • 1 1 

1 1 (407) 1 (145) 1 CONVICTED I (727) I 1 1 

~ 41.0 :, 7~.~ : 9~:~ : 

CHARGE 
OF 

% 
~ 

DUI , 

1/1 51.2 • 1 1 

: 6. 6 ~ 1. 5, I ~_ ~ : 

lIon - Alcuh ,-,1 
Related 

% Not Convicted 
% Bencn Wa.rrdllt 

PROBll.TItHl f'YPE. 
" SUIDILldL"},' 
.~ POL"mal 

COURT ORQERJ:;,) 
PROGRA1'1 PA.aTrC­
IPATION 
~ Yes 
~ \rfo 

I' 1.2 f 17.7 I" 1 

I (54'1i) 1 (284) 1 (134) 1 

l 97.0 'j 90.9 I ~~.~ .: 
1 3.0 1 9.1 l' I 

I I ~ (145) I 1 (715) I· (400) 1 I 
I I I 1 
I I I 100.0 I 
1 100.0" I 9~:~ : 0.0 I 
Ii., O. 0 1 ., 1 ! 
1 I 1 1 
J I _________________ _ 

;~;;~-~:~~~;;-i~-;~;~~~;~~~~-;;:-~~:~~;-~~-;~;~~~;-:ith non-1D1ssing data. 
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A.6.2 

In summary, during the analysis of variables that are meaningful fn differ-

entiating persons successfully completing treatment from those who do not, 
/<~. ~ 

~/;< fivE' characteristics emerged as sal ient: Age, Education, Income;~Prior 

Traffic Offenses and Occupation. The reader is cautioned that, due to the 

high rate of missing values for education and income, these m~y be unreliable 

trends. 

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISTS AND NON-RECIDIVISTS 

INTRODUCTION 

This section presents a descriptive c~mparisbh of the demographic character-

1\ 
istics, judiciaJ sanctions and prior traffic/criminal records withntwo g~oups 

:0 of second offenders: recidivists (those incurring an alcohol relat~d offense 

subsequent to the initial offense) and non-recidivists (no subse~uent alcohol 

related offenses). 
" " 

. 
Persons from al 1 four sample groups w~re classified as recidivists or non-

recidivists irrespective of their initial sample group membership. 

6' ') The total number of subjects in the recidivist group was 392. There were 

2,125 offenders in the non-recidivist group. Again, due to missing data, 
" 

the actual number of subje~ts by characteristic is indifat~d in parentheses 

in Exhibit A.3. 

SIGNIFICANT CHARACTERISTICS IN DIFFERENTIATJNG 
RECIDIVISTS FROM NON-RECIDIVISTS "'1 

A review of Exhibit A.3 indic~tes ten salient characteristics that differen-
. I' 

tiate recidivists from non-recidivists: 

Education -- Recidivists tend- to have completed a higher level of 
education than non-recidivists. However, due to the large 
number of missing cases, this finding may be tenuous. 
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EXrdbi t A.3 
CoruPdr-ison of Recidivl.st and NOll-recidivist Character-l.stics 

CharacterisLlC 
j Alcohol Belated 
J Trdffic Offense 
J Non-Recidivist 

Alcohol Bela,ted 
Traffic Of.fense 
Becidi vist II! 

I1 
n \ 

J 

A V EE1 .. GE 
-----------------~----------------------------------------------------

I 
I 
J 
I 
I , 

, , 
I 
J 
I 
I 
r 

[I 

n 

{I 

r/? 
rl 

II 
(I " 

fJ.. 
j 

A V ER.!. GE EIGt:!ES T 
GRADE IN SCHOOL 

A V IF. AG E INCOiH;,,\ 

ltV-EP.AGB DAYS 
JAIL S Elv7ENCED 

AVERJ.GE vtlYS 
JAIL IL'lPOSED 

J\ V BB AGE PINE 

\\ 
I: 

AVERAGE FIN:!:; I! 
1M POSEl) 'ii lt ) 

\\ il 

A V ER AGE u A Y $ 
BE VOCA I'ION! 
SUS P E l~ S ION 
S EliTENCED 

AVERAGE DA YS 
R E V0C:::~T.i ONI 
S(JSPEriSI0N 
IMPOSE,» 

A V EF AGE D Ai'S 
PROBATION 
SENTEI~C..c::j) 

,AVERAGE DAYS 
PROBATION 
I M POSED 

AVERAGE BAC 
/1_ 

\' ., 

J , 
I 
I 
J 
I 

!/j 

j 
j , 
L 
I 
J 
I 
J , 
J 
i' 
J 
I : 
j 

I 
I 
, (R 

36.'2 

9.8 

$706 

44.8 

7.6 

$187 

$165 

54.9 

53.9 

J20."4 
I 
J , 
J , , 
I 
J , 

20';,;.4 

o. 18 

(2121) 

(141 ) 

(241) 

(212~5) 

(2125) 

(2125) 

>(2125) 

(2049) 

(2049) 

/i( 
II I II 
,I 

(2125) 

( 2125) 

(1491) 

'\ J 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
r 
J , 
J 
I , . 
I 
J 
r 

I, J 
II 

'I I 
1/ J 

I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I , 
J 
I, 
J 
f 

Jij.6 

11_ ~ 

$677 

46.8' 

16.8 

$171 

$1lt9 

82.8 

Cl2.8 

19.9 

19. I 

o. 19 

(392) 

(29) 

(44) 

'(392) 

(392) 
CJ 

(392) 

(392) 

(379) 

(379) 

(392) 

('.265) 

I 
I 
J 
f 
J , 
J 
i 
I 
J 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f 
J 
I 
1 
I 
J , 
J 
r 
I 
f 
I 
I 

"' r 
I 
I 
r 
I 
I 
r 
I 
I 

---------------------------
-------------------------------------------N~TE: "Numvecs .l~ rcentheses are number of 

.0 

persons with con-missing dat~ 
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Exhl.bit A.3 (Continued) 
Comp~ri~on of Becidivlst a~~ Non-Hecidivist Characteristics 

I,i 

Characteristic A lcoh 01 Pelated 
Traffic nffensl? 
Non - Recidi vist 

, 

Alcohol Related 
Traffic Offense 
Recid i vist 

I' --------------_._------------------------------------------------------
PRICR ThAfFl.C 
OFFENS£:S - ALL 

Average ,nu;".uer 
% witH 1 
% ;:ith 2 
% with 3 or 

more 

PRIOl? TRAffIC 
OF.?EN'::;ES -
SERIOUS 

Average i'iumjer 
h with 1 
% with 2 
~ with J or 

more 

PRIOr. :r'RAFFIC 
OPFE}TSED -
ALCOHOL 
RELATED 

AveL'age NU!D.D8l: 
~ with 1 
% with 2 
% with 3 or 

more 

PRIOR CRillINAL 
OFFBJiSES 

AVel:dg~ NUIIIDer 
~ WITri 0 
% W:':'l'ii 1 
~ RI'fH 2 OR 

more 

SEX ~ 

% I1al,e 
10 Femdlle 

'\ 

fI 

I J J . ~.~ ... 
J .1 I 
J I I 
I L.43 (2125) I 2.97 (392) I 
I 35.2 125 .. 5 I 
j 28.7 /' I 24.2 I 
I 3 9 ~ 1', I 50 .. 3 I 
I J I 
I I J 
J J J 
1 I .J 
J I 
I 1.55 (2125):, 1.89 J 
J 62 .. 6 {f8 • 2 I 
j 25.9 30.4 I 
I 11.5 I 21.4 1 
J J I 
I I I 

Ii 
j I ) 
I I 1 
J J J 
j I I 
I 1.39 (212S) I 1.69 (392) I 
I 71. .. 8 J 57.4 J 
I 19. 9 I 27. 3 I 
J 7. ,3 J '5. 3,.\ I 
I \\ 1 I 
J I I 
j I I 
I I I 
' j' ~ o. , 6 (2 1 2 5') ! O. 3 £, (392) I 
I 93 .. 4 J 89':.0 J 
I 3.0 J 3.3 , 
J 3 • 6 \) l 7. 7 I 
I I I 
i I .(.) I 
I (21111, I·' (389) I 
4 9Lj.6 I 96.4 I 
I 5.4' I 3.6 , I 
J I 'I ------..... --lr--~~--""-------------------...;;lo>------ _____ tr'"-----_.:.:i ______________ _ 

NOTE: Num1bets invare~theSe.;5 are Dumber of persons with nOIl-~1issing dabt 
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() E xhi iJi t ,;A. 3 (Con tinued) 
Comparison of Recl.div1st and Hon-Recidlvist Characteristics 

Ch aracteri::;tic .. Alcohol Related 
Traffic Offense 
Non-Recidivist 

Alcohol Related 
Traffic Offense 
Recidivist 

J 
1 
I 
J 

-------------------------------~--------------------------------------

MARITAL S'fATUS 
% MaI:'J:.Led 
% Jiever.- Harrieli 
% Separated 
% P.idolCed 
~ Divorced 

OCCUPATION 
% WhitE), Collar 
% Blue Collal: 
% Student 
% Housewl.fe 
% R~tireu 
,; UlieiUl'loyed 

DR IV ER LIe ENS L 
ST ATUS, 

~ Vall.d 
% Suspenqed 
~. Revoked 
% No License 

CHARGE C'OllVICTED 
OF "-

% DUl 
~ Non"".)Alcohol 

Relat.ed 
~ Not Convicted 
% Bench (.;~rran t 

PROBATION TYPE 
% Summary 
% F'orlilal 

COURT Oi\DiHED 
PR OGRA:1 PA ilTIC­
IPATI0N 
~ Yes 

• 6'~ No o 

",I 
\{ 

J 
I 
J 
I 
I 
J 
j 

I 
I 
J 
f 
I 
j 

I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
j 

I 
J 
j 
I, 
I 
J 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
j 

I 
I 

53.0 
27.4 
5. 1 
1.8 

12.7 

37.6 
42,.0 

1., 0 
0.5 
2.2 

16.7 

71. )' 
18.9 
5.J 
ij. 1 

58.5 
28.8· 

92.d 
7.2 

I ( 
1 \~1l ) 

: ~~~81 .. 3 
.J ~8.7,c; 
" " 

I 

(1751) 

(2060) 

(2122) 

\\..;; 

(2009) 

• J 
I 
I 
I 
J 
I 

~ I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f 
I 
1 
) 

J 
J 
I 
I 
I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 
J 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

\\ J 
~, 

1\, 

44.0 
30.3 
8.6 
'.7 

, 5.4 

32.0 
48.0 

'.3 
0.0 
1.0 

17~'7 

63.4 
27.0 
7.2 
2 .. 4 

63.8 
24.5 

{f. 1 
7.6 . (/ 

92.0 
8.0 

79.9 
20.1 

l;. 

,', 
'-j 

J 
(175) . I 

J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(316) I 
I 
J 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 

(374) J 

(392) 

.--.-:. 

(289) 
o 

(374) 

o 

I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
J 

o I 

I 
I 
I 

-----------------------------------~--------------------~-------------
NOTE: .NulDDers ~n parent(le!3~S at"e number of persons .. dth" non-mj,ssing data 
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A. 7. I 

Income -- Subjects in the recidivist group have a somewhat IJ~er (/ 
monthly income level. Again, this finding is tenuous due to the 
large number of missing cases. 

Jail -- The number of jail days actually imposed is more than twice 
-as largeOfor the recidivist group than for the non-recidivist group. 

Fines -- Recidivists were subject to lower sentenced and<Jimposed fines 
than were non-recidivists. 

Re\ :ation/Suspension -- Recidivists received suspension/revocation 
--0 •• 1early a month longer than non-recidivists. 

Prior Traffic Offenses -- In all cases (total, serious and alcohol 
related), the recidivist had a significantly poorer prior record 
of traffic offenses. 

Marital Status -- Recidivists are more I ikely to be divorced, separated 
or never married than non-recidivists. 

Occupation Recidivists are more likely than non-recidivists to be 
blue collar workers. 

1 
Driver Li-:::ense Status -- It appears that reci61vists were more likely 

to have been driving with a suspended or revoked license at the time 
of their index arrest than non-recidivis~s. 

Charge Convicted Of -- Recidivists tended to be convicted of DUI for 
the index arrest more often than non-recidivists. 

In summary, significant di~ferences in the characteristics of recidivists and 

non-recidivists were observed in socio-demographic, judical sanctions and 

prior traffic records. 

),? 

Of import~nce to the judiciary would be the socio-demographic (education, 

income, marital status, and occupation)~and prior traffic offenses which 

are predictors of future recidivism. This information may be useful in 

determining the potential benefits of referrals to treatment. 

RECIDIVISM ANALYSES 

\\ 
INTRODUCTION 

;:) 

This section describes the results of sta~isticDI analyses performed to 

ide~tify any differences in recidivism rates between subjects participating 
1\ 
,1'1 
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in pre or post-conviction treatment programs and those subjects in comparison 

groups. 

)1 

Three types of recidivism measures were used in the a~alyses: alcohol related 

(DUI), serious offense (DUI or reckless driving), and tot~'LCi1!"i,~t moving viola~' 
tion). 

STATISTICAL METHODOLOGY 

The statistical technique chosen to analyze recidivism data was "analysis of 

covariance". The analysis of covariance procedure assigns a probability esti­

mate to the chance that any observed differences in recidivism rates are real 

and not due to chance. Th~ large lip" valLes are indicative that the . d '\ perceive 

differences are probably not real. In most scientific research a "p" level 

of .05 or less is consistent with actual differences being valid. 

Analysis of covariance also adjusts for basic differences in the sample groups. 

In this analysis "months of exposure" and "prior offenses" differ between samples 

and may affect the observed recidivism rates if they were not controlled fon. 

The end result of this form of analysis are "standardized" recidivism rates 

that are corrected for differences in the sample groups, and probability 

es}timates (p) that indicate statistically whether the differences are real 

or due to chance. 

A.}.3 RESULTS -- ALCOHOL RELATED REGIDIVIST OFFENSES 

By inspection of Exhibit A.4 it can be seen that the adjusted mean number of 

alcohol related recidivism arrests are relatively small between sampl~ groups. 

The observed d,~fferences betl..Jeen the four me~s wer.'~ almost certainly due to 

chance. 
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EXHIBIT A.4. o 

RESULTS OP ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR 
ALCOHOL RELATED RECIDIVIST OFfEnSES 

... -' 

--------..:---------------.~-------....,---------------------
GROuP I 

-------------------------------------------------------Pre Pre I Post ?ost J COllvi::tioll Conviction I Conviction Conviction I Treatment Traditional I Trea tmen t Tr-aditional I Sanctions I Sanctions ! -------------------------------------------------------------------------
j I I J J COVARIATE i1LANS I I f '1 . I J I J 1 I r10n ths of J I I I I Exp0.::iure to I 780.3 J alf6.9 I 464.6 J 532.9 J Rearrest J I I 1 I J I I I J Pr-ior- Al::;ohol I 1.21 J 1.49 r 1.31 I 1.70 I Bela tel rrdff~c l I J I J Offenses I I I , 
j I J I J !'lEAN NUdBi:.R at J I I I J ALCOHOL n.c.J..ATLD 1 1 I 1 I RECIDIV:LSr J 0.,,1 I 0.16 I 0.19' I 0.18 I OFFENSES j I I • I (Adjust.?} ior- i I t I I covari.:.l. tes) I I I I I ~ J I j I ------------------------------------------------------------------------

RESUL1'S Of :>I'ATlSI'.ICAL TESTS: No signific·ant differences ,between any 
of the g~oups in recidivist alcohol 
related offenses. 

t,', 

A-20 

11 

U 

n 
fJ 

n 
fl 
(I 

U 
n 
n 
rJ 

11' 
u 

" f 
I 
I 

f II 
II 
11 

RESULTS -- SERIOUS TRAFFIC RECIDIVIST OFF~NSES 

By in~pection of Exhibit A.S it can be seen that the adjusted mean differ-

ences are small and almost certainly are due to chance. 

A,7.S RESULTS -- TOTAL TRAFFIC RECIDIVIST OFFENSES 

Inspection of Exhibit A.6 indicates significant differences between the 

adjusted group mean recidivism rates. Specifically, th~ pre-conviction 

treatment group had an adjusted mean that was significantly higher (P<.OOI) 

than the other three samples. The post-conviction group had an adjusted 

mean recidivism rate significantly lower (p(.OS) than the other three 

groups. 

Two facts should be considered in the interpretation of these results. First, 

total traffic recidivist offenses are those most removed from the problem at 

hand--DUI recidivism. This suggests some caution in generalizing these result~ 

back to treatment effectiveness. Second, the signifi6antly higher mean number 

of tota! traffic recidivist arrests for the pre-conviction treatment group 

may be, at least in part, an artifact. Those persons who successfully com-

pleted pre-conviction treatment programs were generally rewarded by a convic-

tion on one or more non-alcohol related arrests approximately one year after 

the index arrest. Because of the/way in which this analysis was conducted, 

these offenses were counted as recidivists events. This, of course, biases 

results against the pre-conviction sample group. Although this possibil ity 

could not be completely investigated with the data available, supplemental 

analyses (not reported here) tend to su,ggest that this bias may account for 

the significant differences. 

In summary, no significant differences coul~ be detected in DUI and serious 

recidivism rates between the four study groups. Significant differences 
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EXHIBIT A.S 

RESUL~S OP kNALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR 
S£RIOUS TRAFFIC PECIDIVIST OFFENSES 

.. ... 

. , ------------------------------------------------,-_._----
GROUP 

---~---------------------------------------------------Pee 
Conviction 
Teedtment 

Pre 
Convictlon 
Traditional 
Sanctions 

Post 
Conviction 
Treatment 

Post 
Conviction 
Traditional 
Sanctions 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
J J I j I 

COVARIArE l11::ANS J I I I I 
~ I I I J f'lionths of 

Expo.suee to 
Rear-rest 

I I ~ I I 
j 180.3 I J 464.6 I 532.9 J 
I I I I I 
I I J I I 

P rio e See ~ 0 us· I 1 •. :H Ii I 1 • 70 I . 1. 4 6 I 1. 9 2 I 
T r a f f i c 0 f f e lJ. s e s , il I J I J 

MEAn Nur'lEER Of 
SERIous TRAffIC 
RECIDIVLsr 
OFFEnSES 

(Adjusted. for 
covarid tesj 

j \ I J I I 
1 \ I I I I 
J I \\\1 ',I I 
J 0 .2 4\ "h" O. 2 1 J O. 2 1 I O. 2 0 I 
J I \ , I I 
J 1'\ I I ) 
j I " ,~ I I '\, I 
I ,.\, I I 

-------------------------------------~,------------------_ ........... --:>-------_..:.._--\, 

RESULTS OF SrATISTICAL T(f~~S: 
-)\\' , 
\~ 

, ., 
'\ 
,\ 

r:6 .signifr~ant differences between any 
Q,Lt-h"e groups j~n r8cidivist ser~otls 

i'traffic offeuses. 
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EXHIBIT' A.6 

RESULTS OP ANALYSIS OF COVAFIAHCE FOR 
TOTAL TRAFFIC RE~IDIVIST OFFENSES 

.~ .. ~--

-------- ------ ----_____ .li.. __ 4 ____________________________ _ 

-------------------------'~-----------------------------
! PLe 
J Conviction 
J Trea tm ell t 
I 

Pre 
I 

Con victiorn 
Tradi tionial 
Sanctions' 

Post 
Conviction 
Treat:aent 

Post 
Conviction 
Teaditional 
Sanctio:1s 

------------------------------------------------------------------------
J 

COVARIATE ~EANS I 

Mon ths of 
Expo sure to 
Rearrest 

I 
J 
i 
j 

I 
Prior TotaL I 
Traf£ic Offensesl 

!'lEAN NUi1BER Of 
TOTAL T.hAFL"IC" 
RECIDIVIST 
OFFENSBS. 

(Adjusted for 
covaria tes) 

d , 
I 
I 
i 
J 

I 
J 

780.3 

1.9 tI 

1.16 
1 
I 
I 
I 

846.9 

2.44 

0.82 

464.6 

2.46 

0 .. 68 

I 
I 
I , 

·532.9 

3.21 

0 .• S1 

I 
! 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
1 
I 
J 
1 
I 
J 

J 
I 
I 
I 

------------~-----------------------------------------------------------

RESDLTS or ~rArISTIC'L TESTS: Pee-conviction treatment group bas ~ 
significantly highec mean number of total 
traffic eec~div~st aeeests than the other 
3 sample geoups {p<.OOl).Post-conviction 
traditional .sanctions groups has a signif­
cantly lower mean number u~ total traffic 
re£idivst arrests than the othee 3 sample 
groups (p<.05). 
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were detected in total recidivism rates with the pre-conviction treatment 

group having the highest rate and post-conviction traditional sanctions 

group having the lowest total recidivism rates. 
I! 

Total recidivism rate differences are questionable due to biases 

introduced by non-alcohol related convictions being given to successful 

pre-conviction completion in lieu of a conviction of DUI. 
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I .0 BACKGROUND 

Assembled here are abstracts of publications relevant to the evaluation 

of alternative sentencing strategies ·for DUI offenders. A :I:)~view of 

the abstracts will provide a broad overview of the current state-of-the­

art of adjudicating DUI offenders. tncluded are reports focusing on the 

development of sentencing strategies, judicial standards and training, 

recidivism data and impact evaluations of various approaches. Finally, 

weaknesses i~entified in each report as well as their relevancy to the 

current project, l'Alternative Sentenci,ng Evaluation Project", are noted 

on each abstract. We would recommend acquiring the original publication 

should the reader desire more information than that in the Abstract. 

Potential sources of such documents are: 

• Author and address of performing organization 
Itsted on Abstract 

• Sponsoring organization listed on Abstract 

• Library system 

~ National Technical' tnformation Ser,\lice, 
Springfield, Virginia -- 22161 

2.0 OVERVIEW OF ABSTRACTS 

The Abstracts cover a diverse number of areas all relevent to the complex 

task of effectively adjudicating the first time or mu1tiple drunk driving 

offender. Even though d~unk driving has been a major target of all tiers 

of, government during the past ten years a "silver b\Jllet li has yet to emerge. 

Probably the most signIficant result to date is the identified need for a 

true integrated systems approach when attempting t6~.\develop a countermeasure 

for alcohol-related accident incidence. This essentially means the effec­

ti've cooperation of law enforcement, judiciary, probation, alcohol abuse 

treatment service providers, public education and information service pro­

viders as well· as a·core of personnel totally dedicated t~ the .integr'atH)n-

and mon i tor i"g or thes.e va r i ous system componen ts . 

F r
-___., , , 

I,.~_) 

-1-

II 

o 

r , 

[~ 
fi tl~ 

.~ ~ 
~ [1 i · 
n 
~.J 

fl 
U 
n 
n 

II 

When evaluating the effectiveness of various sentencing alternatives 

three levels of criteria are important: I) traffic safety impact of the 

alternative; 2) impact of the alternativ~un the ability ~f the adj\Jdicati~n 
syst~m to ef~~ientl~ process the volume of ca~es; and 3) impact on the 

cl ients I ife style beyond thei r operation of a motor' vehicle~' If the 

s~ntencing alternative is to be considered at least part of an accident 

countermeasure program the order of the priority of the criteria is in 

acc9rdance with the listing above. Essential1y this means an alternative 

s~oui~ be considered effectjve only wh~n it evidences traffic safety impact 

w"ithout producing an in'efficient couri: process or creating an undue impact 

or;:':~~ client's activities outside the operation of a motor vehicle. As an 

example, long term jail sentences would evidence positive traffic safety 

impact (at teast during the term of incarceration} but would b~ utterly 

devastatIng to judicial processing and a client's life style. Alternately, 

r'~:::ohol abuse treatment normal Jy faSI1 itates judicial processing, should 
1/ \! . 

result in an improvement in a client life style (has yet to be scientifically 

documentedl, but unfortunately has no positive impact upon traffic safety 
" when subjected to a scientific evaluation. To date the=-'only countermeasure 

component that has I'been documented as impacting traffic safety, at least 

for mUltiple offenders, has been the mandatory use of licensing actions 

(Jicen£:e suspension and revocation}. The positive impact of such action 

on judicial processing and a cl ient's I ife style is"dubidus
t 

but unknown. 

These mixed results suggest the need of integrating various approaches to 

permit use of the pOSItive elements of each. One such approach might be 

the integration of licensing actions such as an enforceable license restric­

tion with alcohol abuse education and/or treatment. This would permit at 

leas~;;;,3 iacade of control on driving expoiGre~hile permitting the potential 

impact of alcohol abuse education/treatment to be effected .. 
;') 
Ii 

,~; 

The abstracts offered ~/'Sectiori 4.0 provide the reader with knowledge 

acquired to date, buVthe motivation and imagination to in~tegrate these 

results into i,nnovative formats will have to come from within. The reader 
;"'\ 

must be cautioned that any new approach must be submitted to a scientific 
'i 

evaluation to determine its impact on the three criteria listed earlier. 

Too .i)ften a gr~9r'am becomes institutionalized on the basis of emotion rather 

thanMact. This unfortunac~/ely results in long term maintenance of a program 

(i 
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that may be detrimental to the public safety or well being. Further, it 

limit~ or eliminates the motivation to explore ot~er innovative accident 

countermeasure mixtures that may have'positive impact' on traffic safety, 

judicial processing and the client!s li'fe style outside the operation of 

a motor '.Jehicle. 

3. Q USE OF ABSTRACTS AND CROSS REFERENCE'll STS 

4.0 

A r9ading of all of the abstracts will provide a basic understanding or 

awaieness of the current state-of-the-art in adjudicating the DUI offender. 

The listing in Sections 5 thru 7 are offered to facilitate review of speci­

fic author's work or subject areas. Finally the key word I isting Was developed 

upon knowledge of what was actually in the report, not necessari'ly whClt was 

offered in the abstract. Therefore, it would be nec"~"sary to acquire the 

source document should the reader not find a discu~:£ion of a certain key 
I 

word in the abstract. As wHh, most research cond~~i:ed in the rea J worl d 

they often evidence deSign shortcomings or que~;tI~nable ability t~ general­

ize. to the Los Angeles County environment. 'I-!e have, el iminated from review 

any work we considered highly suspect in terms of desfgn, data acquisition 

or statiS~ical analysis. Furthe.r we have attempted to note any shortcomings 

in the research we did abstract and offer in the ne}',t section for the 

reader ' s use. 

ABSTRACTS OF PUBLl CAT I or~s RELEVANT TO THE 
ItALTERNATIVE SENTENCI.NG EVALUATION PROJECT" 

All abstradts are presented in the~r order of review. The Abstract listings, 

as 'we II as 'the Author and Key word cross reference 1 i sts wi II permi t ready 
. " 

access to specific informa~1on contained in the abstracts. These lists are 

-offered inSect i on!,5 5.0, 6.0 and 7.0 of th i 5 document. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

'The Deterrent Effect of Penalties on Drink/Drivers 
Report Date: 

1976 

Contract or Grant No: 
ABSTRACT #1 

~~~~~~----------------------------------~------~---. ______________ ~~N~/=A~~ ____________ ~ 
Author( s) : Type of Report: 'Ross Homel 
New South Wales Bureau of Grime Statistics & Research Conf. Proceedings 
Den, of the Attornev General C',nd of JustiC'~'-______ -I Period Report Covered: 
Publication Source:. / 

Presentation to Conference of Australia and New Zealand r-~N~A ___________ ~ ____ , ____ 
Association for the Advancement of SCience,Hobart, Study Work Element 
Tasmania Application: 

Sponsor-'lng Agency Name and Address: Work Element No. 1 

Australia Department of Motor Transport 

Abstract: 

'An analysis of reconviction rates for drivet:s having a drink/drive conviction 
demonstrated the effectiveness of fines and license disqualification. Severe fines 
and periods of' 3 to 12 m:onths of 'licens,e disqualification were considered o{ltimal. 
A positive correlation was f.~und between the perceived severity of the penalty 'and 
subseqvent reconviction rates for those offenders who had comnitted initial offenses 
of middle range severity but no correlation was found for those offenders whose 
initial offenses was judged most or least serious type. Jail terms, for even first 
offenders, were not~demonstrated as a d~terrent to reconviction. In fact offenders 
imprisoned six months or longer eVidenced the highest' reconviction rate of any of 
the offender samples. 

\1 

Potential Value/Application for Study: ' 

This report offers an experiment~lly well controlled study of the effects of fine, 
license controls,and jail terms 'on reconviction rates of ,.a variety of types of 
drunk driving offenders. ,. , . ~., ", 

. , 

) Study Team Reviewer: 
Wa1:cer R. McDonald 
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LlTERAT,URE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 
Alcohol and High'W'ay Safety 1978: A Review of the State of 
Knowledge 

ABSTRACT #2 

Author(s) : 
Ralph Jones £ Kent 'Joscelyn 

~~--~~~~--~~~~~==~----------I Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Highway Safety Research Institute 
University of Michigan 
Huron Parkway & Baxter Road 

Rei>0rt Date: 
January 1978 

Contract or Grant No: 
DOT-HS-80 3 714 

Type of Report: 

Final 
Period Report Covered: 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

I-~Ann~~Ar~b~o~r~,~M~i~C~h=i&~an~~4~8~1~0~9~~'~~~ __________________ ----1 k El N 3 
Ivor ement o. Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

US DOT, National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis~ration 
400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washj,ngton, .D. C. 20590 

Abstract: 
Tl.,;> ort rovides the most recent overview, and analysis of the state-of-the-art of 
··~~o~~l-related traffic safety problem identification, program development and counter-

d i Further it offers recommendations for future countermeasure responses. 
measure es gn.. l' 1 t f alcohol in . S ecifically, the report suggests:(l) the proportiona 1nvo vemen 0 " 

a~cidents will remain· the same over the next five years; (2~ the targets of alcohol 
., h ld be expanded· (3) existing countermeasures should be eva.luated 

countermeasures s ou, h ld b aluated before 
to serve as guides for future efforts; (4) future programs s ou e ev .. 1 h 1 
full scale implementation; (5) need for'better customizing countermeasure~ to ~ co ~ 
related target group~ possessing true high risk; (6) need to explore the ey e emen s 

'. of PI&E activities alld their relationship to behavior modification; and (7) need to 
further deve16P.tectino1ogy to support countermeasure systems. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: . 
An up-to-date overview of the state-of-the-art of alcohol-related 

. activities wi~hwell defined guidelines for future countermeasu~e 
traffic safety 
efforts. 

~-----------------------------"'----~--------------------~lr~D~a~t~e~o~f~R~e=v~i~e~w~:--------~--! 
Study Tea~ Reviewer: 3-9-80 
vJalter R. McDonald 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

'An Interim Evaluation of the New York State Drinking Driver 
Program 

ABST~CT #3 
Author(s) : 

Division of Research and Development 

Report Date: 
December 1978 
Contract or Grant No: 

N/A 

Type of Report: 
Interim 

~~~~~--~----~~~--~----~~~-------------------------f Period Report Covered: Performing Org&lization Name and Address: Three years 
New York Department of Motor Vehicles 
Swan Street Bui1ding t South Mall ' Study Work Element 
Albany, New York Application: 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Work Element No. 1 

: Performing Organization 

Abstract: 

A drinking drivei'<\program (DDP) ·was developed to offer both education and rehabilitation 
se~ices to driver~ convicted of alcohol-related traffic offenses. The 16-hour program 
is p~ovided to drivers over a seven week time frame. In a majority of cases a' condi­
tivnal driver's license was offered to program participants. The license permitted 
driving to, from and during course of employment, to and from DDP sessions and for a 
specified 3 hour time block to attend to personal necessities. the Evaluation compared 
the accident and conviction rates eighteen months prior and following program participa­
tion to those evidenced by the gc::neral driving population who ha.d at least one conviction 
during the first eighteen month' period. The initial conviction rate of'the DDP group 
(1.68) was reduced to .37 during the eighteen month period ~ubsequent to program parti­
cipation. This compared to a reduction in the conviction rate of the general driving 
sUbpopulation of 1.28 to a rate of .42 during the follow-up period. Similarly the 
accident rate for the DDP group was reduced from .66 to .28. A sample of the total 
driving population (not limited to those with one conviction) was reduced from .17 to 
.14 during the follow-up period. "fW'" t 

! • 

rr. N CJ RS 

DEC 10 1982 

A C QUi S Dr ION S 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

The results"'though alarming are highly suspect due to numerous deficiencies in the 
experimental design. The design was 'not scientific nor did it possess even the basic 
rudiments of a good quasi-experimental design. The results from the before-after 
comparati,re appro.ach Cfo easily be explained by the statistical phenomena of regression. 
to the mean rather than ~, 1 program impact. The results do suggest the potential use 
of a new DUI counterm~asure--the conditional or restricted license. We would recommend 
that this concept only be pursued if the restrictions can be made enforceable and if 
the State Department of Motor Vehicles is actively involved. 

Study Team Reviewer: 
Walter R. McDonald 

c 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 
Driver Record Evaluation of a Drinking Driver Rehabilitation 
Program 

ABSTRACT #4 . 

Report Date: 
September, 1976 

Contract or Grant No: 
FH-11-7547 

Author(s): Type of Report: 
David F. Preusser, Robert G. Ulmer & James R. Adams Journal Report 
Dunlop & Associates, Inc. 
~ ______________________________________________________ .~ __ ~ Period Report Covered: 

, Publication Source:. --, "_ N/A 
Journal of Safety Research 
1976, 8 (3), 98-105 Study Work Element 

Application: 

Sponsoring Agency Name alld Address: 
Nassau County Alcohol Safety Action Project-­
National Kighway Traffic Safety Administration 

Abstract: 

Work Element No. 1 

A scientific evaluation of the traffic safety impact of a rehabilitation cou.ntermeasure 
was conducted as part of the Nassau County Alcohol Safety Action project. The counter­
measure involved at least 13 ther.apeutic group meetings, eleven of which involved 
group discussions of individual driving problems and alcohol/traffic safety related 
didactic topics (Judging hazards, problem drinking, stress, etc.). Drivers participating 
in, the rehabilitation countermeasure were able to avoid loss of their driv~ng privilege. 
For the purposes of the Evaluation, drivers were randomly assigned to treatment 
(N=2,805) or to, 'nontreatment (N=2,660) control groups. Drivers in the treatment group 
either participated or received the mandated suspension or revocation. Those in the 
nontreatment control group typically received a fine and a sixth day license suspension. 

No statistical difference betwsen the two groups was evidenced for drunk driving 
recidivism. However, the treatment group did evidence increased accident involvement. 
The latter effect was attrib'uted to increased driving e;Kposure for the group of 
drivers particip~~ing in the rehabilitation countermeasure program as opposed to 
receiving a licensing a~tion. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

This article illustrates the proper mannsr in which any countermeasure program should 
be evaluated. 'Through the cooperation of the courts and DMV it ~ermitted a non ~reat­
ment control, random assignment of participants and maintenance of the in~egrity of 
the experimental design (specifically the random assigI'.ment) by including'program 
reports and non volunteers in the Final Analysis •. In respect to its findings, it 
offered no evidence' of the rehabilitation countermeasures success in impacting 
traffic safety. 

Study Team Reviewer: 
Walter R. McDonald 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 

'Law Science and Accidents: The British Road Safety Act of 1967 
Report Date: 

1973 

ABSTRACT #5 Contract or Grant No: 

~~~~---~----------~ __ ~~~ ______ ~~~~ __ ~ ___ ~~~N/~'A~~ _______________ ~ 
Author(s): H. Laurence~oss, Professor of Sociology and Law Type of Report: 

University af Denver Journal Article 
Denver, Colorado 

r-~~----------------------~--~_~.~_~_------------------------J Period Report Covered: 
Publication Source: ,', 

Journal of Legal Studies, 1973, 2, 1-78 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Council on Law-Related Studies; American, Bar' 'Foundation, 
National Science Foundation 

Abstract: 

N/A 
Study Work Elemen~ 
Application: 

Work Element Nos. 1 
and 2. 

The British Road Act of 1967 created two drunk driving offenses: (1) driving or attemptin 
to drive or (2) being in charge of ,a motor vehicle on, a road or in a public place--with 
a BAL of .08 or greater. Failure to submit to a test resulted in a fine and the first 
offense resulted in an automatic license disqualification (from Road Traffic Act of 1962) 
An unsuccessful attempt was made to include the use of random road blocks in the 1967 
Act. Law Enforcement's chemical test program was upgraded and a massive PI&E campaign 
conducted before the Act was officially effective. The principal objective of the legal 
change was to raise the motorist perception of the risk of being identified and convicted 
should they drive with a BAL 'of .08 or greater. A new quasi-experimental technique 
(time series analysis) was used to analyze a variety of different data. The legislation 
was found to have a statistically.signif~cant inpact on traffic accidents. However, 
the impact of the Act was no~ permanent. Accident level returned as the driving public 
percept~on of risk changed. Law enforcement could not maintain a perceived high level 
of impaired dr'iving nor did the courts evidence a high levC::>of conviction (primarily 
due to the reduction of their discretion in processing such cases). 

~f~'b~t~e=n=t~i'a~1~v~a~1~u~el/7Ap~p~1~i~c~a~t~i-o-n~fo-r~S~t-u~d~y-:----------------------~----------------------l 

A classic illustration of deterrence theory; the interaction of the legislative process 
and countermeasure development and the use of quasi-experimenta~,techniques in counter­
measure evaluations.' 

/.' 
'I 

Study Team Reviewer: 
Walter R. McDonald 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
'\ 

[ Utle and Subtitle: \ Report Date: 
qomp~rative Analysis of Alcohol Highway saf~ty Judicial December, 1978 

~
tandardS and Existing Professional Standards Contract or Grant No: 

Volume II: Analysis of Standards and Codes ABSTRACT #6 DOT HS 804 129 

Author(s): Type of Report: 

I Final Report Donald M. McIntyre 
~~~~~~ ______ ~ __ ~ __ ~ ______ ~~~ __________ . ____ ~ ________ ~ Period Report Covered: 
I Performing Organization Name and Address: 5/77' - 12/78 
American Bar Association 
Chicago, Illinois 60637 and Study Work Element 
Institute for Research in Public Safety Application: 
Bloomington, Indiaria 47405 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
washin~on, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

~Y'ork Element Nos. 1, 2 
& 3 

The contract required an examination of all existim;r professional standards and model 
codes which in some way related to the processing of ~inking-driving cases through the 
courts. The objective was to determine whether existing professional standards and codes 
adequately and appropriately respond to the realities of drinking-driving case processing 
and, if not, to recommend what might be done. A technical analysis annd comparison of 
existing standards and codes was prepared by American Bar Foundation staff. A 13-member 
Study Team, consisting primarily of representati ves of standards-producing national 
organizations, met se"eral times throughout the course of the contract to monitor the 
creation of the technical 'llnalysis, assess the adequacy of existing standards in view of 
real-world needs, plan and conduct a Conference on Natio.nal Standards for Drinking-Driv­
ing Cases (held in Chicago on October 13-14, 1978), and prepare recommendations for 
future activity in the area of development of standards and codes. 

In the technical analysis and comparison it was found that standards do not focus on par­
ticular crimes. Relevant uniform codes and model statutes do, however, offer substantiv2 
definition for specific crimes including drinking-driving offenses. To a large extent, 
the many starldards on criminal justice, by their general application, do address the 
adjudication of drinking-driving cases. It is concluded in this review that standards 
concentrate on problems commonly arising in the adjudication of all crimes; they do not 
as a rule address drinking-driving specifically nor do they identify or deal with prob­
lems unique to th~t offense despite their general applicability. The special issue which 
differentiate a dl:'il1king-driving case are not dealt with anywhere. Existing standards 
and codes do not deal adequately and appropriately with judicial processing of drinking­
drj;ving cases. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

The Analysis examines existing pro:Eessional standards and codes relating to ' the disposi­
tion of drinking-driving cases, including diversion, sentencing, and probation. The 
state-of-the-art in drinking-driving sanctions as reflected in National guidelines, al­
though limited, is presented. 

Study Team Reviewer: 
James A.o. Palmer IDa te of Review: 

March 14, 1980 

-9- .' 

1"· 

fl 

'1 L 
I f 

I r { . 
l. 

U 
~ 
H 

~ H fl i 

~ ~ ! J~ 1 

I IT~ aJ 

n 
n 
u 
11 

U 
11 
f( 

t 

r I 

II 
I r 

LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 
• Report Date: 

~~luation and System Description of ASAP Judicial Systems July, 1977 
Contract or Grant No: 
DOT as 803 468 

Volume I: Technical Report ABSTRACT #7 

Author(s): Type of Report: 
James A. Palmer, Raymond J. Ripberger, David T. Skelton, and Final Report 
Gary J. Scrimgeour 
r-~~~~==~==~~~~~~----~~~----------------------~ Period Report Covered: 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 6/74 _ 7/77 
Institute for Research in Public Safety 
Indiana University Study Work Element 
400 East Seventh Street Application: 
Bloominrttn" TnrH "'".. 47405 
rw~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--------~--------------------~ Work Element No. 3 Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 
This s~udy, is a descri~tion and evaluation of the adjudicati ve-disposi tion systems in 
operatl.on 1n 1975 in fl.ve states and communities with federally funded drinking-driver 
control program~ ca17ed Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAP). The five sites selected 
had,~dergone sl.gnifl.cant change in the legal or judicial system or had developed inno­
vatl.ve approaches for handling drinking-driving cases. Case studies were conducted for 
Puer:o Rico; Phoenix, A:izona; Los Angeles County, California; Hennepin County, Minne­
sota, and Id,aho: Th~ fl.nal technical report consists of a summary and analysis of the 
case-study fl.ndl.ngs wl.th final conclusions and policy recommendations. 

The study resulted in several observations regarding sapctioning practices in drinking­
driving cases: . 

1. The full range of 'statutory penalties is applied so rarely as to make them irrelevant 
except in terms of general deterrence. 

2. The factors which cause court systems to disregard statutory sanctions can be identi-
fied: They include judi~ial perception that sanctions are ineffective ~r teo harsh. 

3. A maJor determinant of court action is the availability of support resources. 
4. Court procedures for sentenCing can be routinized and standardized. 
5. Court systems are ingenious in inventing methods for encouraging offenders to cooper­

ate with requirements on their behavior. 
6. License suspension or revocation is not routinely used where the perception is it 

will cause difficulties in achieving transportation to and from work. 
7. Classification of offenders into drinker types can be done by almost anyone in the 

court system. 
8. Inconsistency is an inherent and expectable characteristic of the court system. 
9., The monitoring of referrals and follow-up to determine compliance with court disposi­

tions are often major weaknesses of court referral svstems. 
Potential Value/Application for Study: 

1. The study provides insight into the dynamics of judicial decisionmaking in the dispo­
sition of drinking-driving cases. 

2. A data collection and analysis procedure for development of a process description of . 
a drinking-driver adjudication and referral system is provided. 

St~dy Team Reviewer: Date of Review: 
\\ James A. Palmer March., 14, 1980 

~~~----------------~--------------------~--------~------
-10- = 



I <, . 
'ir •. ..,~ 

[ 
r 
I 

[ 

r-

f 
i'l 
I ' 

I , 

.. -

LITERATURE REVlEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

Evalhation and System Description of ASAP Judicial Systems . Report Date: 
July, 1977 

Volume II: Puerto Rico Case Study ABSTRACT #8 
Contract or Grant No: 

DOT HS 803 469 
Author(s) : Type of Report: 

James A. Palmer, Raymond J. Ripberger, David T. Skelton and Final Report 
Gary J. Scrimgeour Period Report Covered: 
Performing Organiz~--N-am'--e--an--d-A-d-d-r-e-s-s--:------------------~ 6/74 _ 7/77 

Institute for Research in Public Safety ~S-t-U-d-Y--W-o-r-k--E-l-e-m-e-n--t------~ 
Indiana University Application: 400 East Seventh Street 
Bloomington, Indiana 47405 
Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

Work Element No. 3 

The overall study is a description and evaluation of the adjudicative-disposition systems 
in operation in 1975 in five states and communities with federally funded drinking-dr,iver 
control programs called Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAP). The five sites s:lected 
had undergone Significant change in the legal or judicial system or had developed ~nova­
tive approaches for handling drinking-driving cases. Case studies were conducte~ for 
Puerto Rico; Phoenix, Arizona; Los Angeles County, California; Hennepin. County, Minne­
sota; and Idaho. A final technical report consists of a summary and analysis of the 
case-study findings with final conclusions and policy recommendations., 

The primary objective of the Puerto Rico ASAP study was·to assess the impact of (1~ the 
statutory adoption of the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin:istration I s opera.t~onal 
definition of a probl,em drinker as the legal definition for court dispc.'sition purposes 
and (2) a mandated presentence investigation and drinker-type classification of all con­
victed drinking-driving offenders. The study found that the Puerto Rico ASAP successful­
ly created, implemented, and tested a viable system of drinking-driver. control through 
legislati ve enactment in 197-3, where no such system had previously ex~sted.. However, 
additional legislation in J975, although theoretically desirable, will probably prove to 
be counter productive. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

1. The study demonstrates the impact of a comprehensive statut~rily prescribed drinking­
driver sanctioning system. 

2. A data collection and analysis procedure for development of a process description of 
a drinking-driver adjudication and referral system is provided. 

Study Team Reviewer: 

IDa te of Review: 
Jt,am~e~s~A~.~p~a~l~m~e~r~ ________ ~ ____________ ~~M~a~r~c~h~1~4~.,~1~9~8~0~ ________ ~ ~-----------------~Ir 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

• 
?v4luation and System Description of ASAP Judicial Systems 

Volume III: Idaho Case Study 
ABSTRACT #9 

Author(s): 

J~m~s A. Palmer, Raymond J. Ripberger, David T. Skelton and 
Gary J. Scrimgeour 

. Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Institute for Research in Public Safety 
Indiana University 
400 East Seventh Street 
Bloomington, Indiana 47405 
Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Nation~l Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Washj.Jigton, D.C. 20590 
~.~ 

Abstract: 

J 

Report Date: 

July, 1977 
Contract or Grant No: 

DOT HS 803 470 

Type of Report: 
Final Report 

Period Report Covered! 
6/74 - 7/77 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element No. 3 

The overall study is a description and evaluation of the adjudicative-disposition systems 
in operation in 1975 in five states and communities with federally funded drinking-dl::iver 
control programs called Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAP). The five sites selected 
had undergone significant change in the legal or judicial system or had developed innova­
tive ,approaches for handling drinking-driv.ing cases. Case studies were conducted fer 
Puerto Rico; Phoenix, Arizona; Los Angeles ~ounty, California; Hennepin County, Minne­
sota; and Idaho. A final technical report consists of a summary and analysis of the 
case-study findin9's with fi:1al <~onclusions and policy recommendations., 

The objec.:tive :9£ the. Idaho case study was to examine the operation of a state-wide ASAP 
system with,~ progressive jud.~cial system structure (Idaho has a unified, state-wide 
court system'!l.~d ce,ntrally adAtinistered pre-sentence. investigation) and the impact of 
stringent drinking-driver control laws (i.e., .08% BAC presumptive limit and mandatory 
penalties) on that system. The study found that the magistrate courts continued to have 
wi~'deiy varying practices in tha handling of drinking-driving cases, despite court unifi­
c<;ltion. Inadequate. pre-sentence investigation resources were t.hinly ~pread over a large 
jurisdiction. This created :~anagement problems, and uneven results since many courts did 
not have access to the :j..nvestigators. The widespread use of withheld judgments and 
inadequate records, as well as general relUctance to convic'l: on a drinking-driving charge 
at BAC levels below .15%, all combined to thwart the intent of dtinking-driving laws. 

~-------------~-------------------------~.I~!----------l Potential Value/Application for Study: 

1. The study demonstrates the.~pact of mandator~ DUI sanctions on judiCial decision­making. 

2. A data collection and analYSis procedure for development of a process description of 
a drinking-driver adjudication and referral system is provided. 

~.------------------~:~I --------------------------------------------~~~~~~~~~~--------_1 Study Team Reviewer: I Date of Review: 
James A. Palmer March 14, 1980 
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LITERATURE REVIEW F0RM 
Title and Subtitle: 

• 
~~luation and System Description of ASAP Judicial Systems 

Report Date: 

July, 1977 
Volume IV: Hennepin County, Minnesota Case Study Contract or Grant No: 

DOT HS 803 471 ABSTRACT #10 
Author(s): Type of Report: 

James A. Palmer, Raymond J. Ripberger, David T. Skelton and 
Gary J. Scrimgeour Final Report 
r-~~~--~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~ ______ ~ __ ~ ______________ ~ ________ ~ Period Report Covered: 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 6/74 _ 7/77 
Institute for Research in Public Safety Ii! 

Indiana University ~. Study Work Element 
400 East Seventh Street Application: 
Bloomington, Indiana 47405 Work Element No. 3 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Admin~stration 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

The overall study is a description and evaluation of the adjudicative-disposition systems 
in operation in 1975 in five states and communities with federally funded drinking-driver 
control programs called Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAP). The five sites sele~ted 
had undergone significant change in the legal or judicial system or had developed innova­
tive approaches for handling drinking-driving cases. Case studies were conducted for 
Puerto Rico; Phoenix, Arizona; Los Angeles County, California; Hennepin County, Minne­
sota; and Idaho. A final technical report consists of a summary and analysis of the 
case-study findings with final conclusions and policy recommendations •. 

The study of th~ Hennepin County ASAP examines the impact of Minnesota's progressive DWI 
legislation (.10% BAC as a per se violation, prearrest breath testing and implied consent 
laws )/on tne adjudica~ion and' processing' of DWI cases by th(! Hennepin County Municipal 
Court. The study concludes that this legislation has had little discernible impact on the adjudication of OWl cases. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

1. A data collection and analysis procedure for development of a process description of 
a drinking-driver adjudication and referral system is provided. 

/; 

)\ 

Study Team Reviewer: 
Date of Review: 

March 14, 1980 
James A. Palmer 

-13-

-<, -"::'-."Iff' ..... ,,~"'_ ....... __ 

Ii-

" 

B --"-'~~' ...... .... . 
~ 

LITERATURE REVIEW FORM n Title and Subtitle: 
Report Date: 

JTI J 

U 
n 
f] 

n t.J .~ II 

• 
~v~luation and System Description of ASAP Judicial Systems 

Volume V: Phoenix, Arizona Case Study 
ABSTRACT #11 

Author(s): 
James A. Palmer, Raymond J. Ripberger, David T. Skelton and 
Gary J. Scrimgeour 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Institute for Research in Public Safety 
India~a University 
400 Ealst Seventh Street 
Bloomington, Indiana 47405 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

July, 1977 
Contract or Grant No: 

DOT HS 803 472 

Type of Report: 
Final Report 

Period Report Covered: 
6/74 - 7/77 

Study Wo~k ,EJement 
Appl~ca:don: 

\ 

Wor1{: Element ~\o. 3 
il 

,\ The overall study is "a description and evaluation of the adjudicative;;'dj.sposition systems 
in operation in 1975 in five states and communities with federally funded ,'lrinking-dr.iver 
control programs called Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAP). The five ,sites selected 
had undergone significant change in the legal or judicial system or had de~\eloped innova­
tive approaches for handling drinking-driving cases. Case studies. !!!e-r~ conducted for 
Puerto Rico; Phoenix, Arizona; Los Angeles County, California; Heml~pin. County, Minne­
sota; and Idaho. A final technical report consists of a summary and M.alysis of the 
case-study findings with final conclusions and policy recomnendations~ 

The primary objective of the Phoenix case study was to document and assess the efforts of 
the Phoenix drinking-driver control system to manage an exceptionally lar',re volume of 
drinking-dr1ving cases and to-provide an inducement for DWI offenders to participate in 
appropriate alcohol therapy. The study describe~ and evaluated a special prosecution­
based program called PACT. PACT is a comprehensive plea-bargaining program designed to 
provide an expedient, uniform, and fair'Iltethod of classifying and'diverting DWI offenders 
into a short~term alcohol rehabilitat.ion program with the incentive of earning a plea 
bargain which avoided a mandatory jail sentence. The PACT concept was found to be effec­
tive and transferrable tc.. 'lny system requiring a routine, high-volume but . discriminating 
referral mechanism. 

P.otential Valuel Application for Study: 

n 2. ~~I ,;; 

The study demonstrates an innovative prosec::utorial and judicial r~sponse to mandatory 
sanctions by development of a diversion-like disposition procedure. 

A data collection and analysis prqcedure for development of (i' process description of 
a drinking,..driver adjudication and referral system is provided. 

fOi 

f1 
Study Team Reviewer: -

, Date of Review: 
James A. Palmer March 14, 1980 L-__ ~ __ ~ _____ ~==~~~~~~~~I'~~ ______ ~ _______________ ~ __ .. _ 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title arId, Subtitle: 
• 

Evaluation and System Description of ASAP Judicial Systems 

Volume VI: Los Angele~ County, California Case Study 
ABSTRACT #12 

Author( ~;) : 
James A. Palmer, Raymond J. Ripberger, D~vid T. Skelton and 
Gary J. Scrimgeour 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Insti tutEI for Research in Public Safety 
Indiana University 
400 East Seventh Street 
Bloomington, Indiana 47405 

SponsolC'ing Agency NamE:! and Address: 
u.s. DeIlartment of Transportation 
Na,tional Highway Traffic Safety Admini·stration 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstrjact: 

Report Date: 

~~J~u=I~Ly~,~19~7~7~ ______ ~~ __ " __ 
Contract or Grant No',: 

DOT HS 803 473 ! 
,j 

Type of Report: 
Final Report 

Period Report Covered: 
6/74 - 7/77 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element No. 3 

The overall study is a description and evaluation of the adjudicative-disposition systems 
in operation in 1975 in five states and communities with federally funded drinking-dr~ve!-" 
contro,l programs callE:!d Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAP). The five sites selected 
had wldergonesignificant change in the legal or judicial system or had developed innova­
tive approaches for handling drinking-driving cases. Case studies were conducted for 
Puerto Rico; Phoenix, Arizona; Los Angeles County, California; Hennepin County, Minne-

. sota; and Idaho. A final technical report consists of a sununary and analysis of the 
case··study findings with final conclusions and policy recommendations •. 

The primary objective of this case study was to examine ASAP-funded investigation, refer­
ral" and monitoring systems in five courts in Los 'Angeles County. The comparative analy­
sis found that the quick, inexpensive presentencing ~creening and referral procedure pro­
vided by public health investigation staff in the Los Angeles Downtown Traffic Court was 
superior to other methods, particularly in its efficiency. Services provided by the pro­
ba1~ion department, which involved extensive investigations, particularly in the Pomona 
Mwnicipal Court, were inappropriate for DUI screening and referral, but provided effec­
tive long-term personal supervision and compliance monitoring. The Van Nuys Municipal 
CClurt rec,'!ived postsentencing imrestigation, referral and monitoring support from volun­
t~er counselors with the local alcoholism council. The volunteer approach was found to 
bJe an efficient, inexpensive procedure despite a high staff turn~ver rate. 

II 

Potent,ial Value/Application for'S tudy: 

1. 

2. 

The study provides a 
drii"er screening and 
incl,uding Citrus and 

historical perspective by describing and evaluating drinking­
referral programs in five L<:'s Angeles County courts in 1975, 
Downtown Traffic. 

A data collection and analysis procedure for .. development of a procesll description 
of a.drinking-driver adjudication and referral system is provided. 

" " 

" '\ 

I~ 

Study Team Reviewer: \\ 
" James A. Palmer I Date of Review! 

March 14, 1980 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 
• ~omparative Analysis of Alcohol Highway Safety Judicial 

Standards and Existing Professional Standards 

Volume I: Technical Report ABSTRACT #13 
Author(s): 

Gary J •. Scrimgeour, James A. palm~~, H. Lynn Edwards, 
Stephen Goldspie~. and A. B. Logan . 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
u.s. Department of Transportation 
N~tional Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

Report Date: 

December, 1978 

Contract or Grant No: 

DOT HS 804 128 
Type of Report: 

Final Report 

Period Report Covered: 
5/77 - 12i78 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element Nos. 1, 2 
& 3 

The cont~act. required an examinaticn of all existing professional standards and model 
codes wh~ch ~n ~ome. way related to the processing of drinking-driving cases through the 
cOllrts. The obJect~ve was to d.~termine whether existing pl:ofessional standards and c'odes 
~d~qp.~telY and appropriately respon~ .. to the realities of arinking-dri ving case processing 
an~, ~f n9t , to recommend what might be done.. A technical analysis and comparison of 
ex~st~ng standards and codes was prepared by American Bar Foundation s':aff. A 13-member 
StUdy. Te~m, consisting primarily of representatives of standardsw'p"toducing national 
organ7zat~ons, met several times throughout the course of the contract to monitor the 
creat~on of the technical ~nalysis, assess the adequacy of existing standards in view o~ 
-:-eal-world nee~s: plan and conduct a Conference on Natiqnal Standards for Drinking-Driv: 
~ng Cases (~eldj) in ChicagCi on October 13-14, 1978), and prepare recommendations for 
future acti·v~ ty ~n the area of. development of standard~ and cOdes. 

The m&jor recommendations of the contract Study Team were: (1) new or supplemental stan­
~ards for dr~nking~driving cases should .be developed where existing standards are silent, 
~nad~quate, ~nappl~.cable, or, conflicting; (2) stanr.lards-producing organizations should 
e~~~e and l.IIIprove, if necessary, existing standards and codes in their area of respon­
s7b71~ty; (3) there should be a new, comprehensive set of criminal justice standards spe­
C~f~~ ~o, th~ of,fense ~f, drinking-driving; (4) the American Bar Association should take 
the ~~l.t~a~~ve ~n ,Pr.ov~dl.ng leadership in planning, carrying out and., completing the stan­
dards ~ett~ng proJect; (5) the U.S. Department of Justice and U£'S. Department of Health 
Educat~o~, ,and Welfare should take primary ;,resp6nsibil~}:yfor l~~dership in this effort; 
~nd (6) Jo~nt DOJ, DHEW .and DOT funding should be provided for a~veloping drinkifig-driv­
l.ng ~tandard~. The Study Team considered the creation of a model code or llJliform a t 
d~al~ng speC~fical1Y(~iwith. drinking-driving case adjudication to be inappropriate at th~S 
t~me. !~r' 

1,'1 

Po\tentiaX Value/Application for Study: 

The report affirms the need for research into the effecti.veness of drinking-driving sanc­
tions and provide a background perspective on the current state of professional standard,S 
and codes applicable to dri~ing-driving pases. 

Study Team Reviewer: 1 Da te of Review: I.' 

I March 14, 1980 ./ James A. Palmer 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle~ 
Alcohol Countermeasures; s.olid rock and shi£t:f,.ng sand 

ABSTRACT #14 

Author(s): 
Gerald J. Driessen and Joseph A. Bryk 

Report Date: 

1973 
Contract or Grant No: 

N/A 
Type of Report: 

Journal article 

Research Depa~tment 
~hl~I'~~'~&"~~.o~n~aal~S~a&f~et~)¥r-bCGo~u~n~c~i.l ____ . __________________________________ ~Period Report Covered: 

Performing Organization Name 3nd Address: N/A. 
Journal of Safety Research 
September 1973, 5 (3), pp. 108-129 Study Work Element 

Application: 

~ _____________________ ------~~~----------~------------------~ Work Element Nos. 1 and 2 
Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

N/A 

Abstract: 
This article provides an extensive assessment of the alcohol traffic safety problem 
as it existed in the early seventies, an overview of activities of the eight alcohol 
safety action projects (ASAPs) that were in existence at the time the article was 
written, an analysis of the impact of the 1967 Road Safety Act in England, a method­
ology for evaluating the impact of an alcohol related public information campaign 
and a description of activities and results to date within the drunk driver counter­
measure approaches of: law enforcement, public education and rehabilitation. 
Finally, it of!ers an exhaustive list (over 100) of alcohol-related traffic safety 
countermeasures. 

r-----~--------~~~~.~------------------------.----------------------------------------Potential Value/Application for Study: 

This arti~lewill quickly provide the reader an overview of the type of cohntermeasures 
that might be employed in a traffic safety program targeting the drinking driver. The 
statistical/analytical data is so~ewhat historical but ~h~ countermeasure d:s7r~ptions 
are still valid and germane to"ctirrent alcohol related ij:r;affic safety actiVl.tl.es. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
S-t-u-d-y--T-e-a-m-R-e-v-i-e-w-e-r-:---------------------------"--------\t-"=D"""a-t-e--O-=f:'-'·'"::R:"'"e-V-:.i:"'"e-.w-:-------! 

Walter R. McDonald 3-16-80 " ' ! 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: Report Date: 
A Customizep Approach to the Drinking Driver (Senate Concurrent 
Resolution '44--Harmer) 1975 

ABSTRACT-#15 
Author(s): 

r=--~------:~--~--~ Contractor Grant No: 

N/A 

Type of Report: 

William V. Epperson, Richard M •. Harano & Raymond C. Peck Final Report 

Performing Organization Name and Add:t~ess: 
Research & Development Section 
Department of Motor 'Vehicles 
2415 1st Avenue 
Sacramento, Ca. 
Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Same as Performing Organization 

Abstract: 

Period Report Covered: 

-,,~~~~~~----------~ Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element No. 2 

T!n.~s project analyzed the ability to accurately classify different types of drinking 
dF~vers for the purposes of tailoring rehabilitative treatment countermeasures. 
Included in the classifications strategies were blood alcohol content (BAC), frequency 
of prior DUI convictions and various test instruments (Michigan Alcoholism Screening 
Test, long and short versions of the Mortimer Filkins questionnaire). In addition 
to these analyses an exhaustive review of other studies pertinent to this area was 
c~nducted (i.e. analytical studies from the Alcohol Safety Action Projects and a 
predictive model developed by the University of S0uthern California). In general no 
scientifically valid evidence could be found to substantiate the use of the screening 
devices or the use of customized alcohol abuse treatment countermeasures. Other studv 
results did support the traffic safety impact of using punitive sanctions like licens~ 
suspension or revocation. Finally, the report recommended that the use of a Medical 
Advisory Board was inefficient and unnecessary. 

Potential Value/Applic.!!~ion for Sttidy: 
This study provides a comprehensive and valid overview of the lack of success in 
developing drinker-type screening devices and the traffic saiety effecti¥eness of 
tailoring alcohol abuse treatment countermeasures to varied target groups. 

Study Team Reviewer 
Walter R. McDonald -18- I 

D1t,f of Review: 
_ j! March 16, 1980 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: The Effectiveness of License Suspension 
or Revocation for Drivers Convicted of Multiple Driving­
Uuder-the-Influence Offenses (An interim report for the 
evaluation of SB 330--Gregorio) ABSTRACT #16 

Author(s): Roger E. Hagen 

Report Date: 
Sept. 1977 

Contract or Grant No: 

OTS-05770l 
Type of Report: 

Interim 

Period Report Covered: ~~p-e-r~f~o-rm~i-n-g-=o-r'-g-an~i=z=a=t~~·=on~N~am=e:-a~n:d~A~d~d~r~e~s;s~:------------------~ N/A 

Research and Development Section ~S~t-u-d~y~W~o-r~k~E~l~e~m=e~n~t-------; 
Department of Motor Vehicles Application: 
2415 1st Avenue 
Sacramento Ca Work Element Nos. 1 and 2 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Office of Traffic Safety Ii 
7000 Franklin Blvd., Suite 330 
Sacramento, Ca. 

Abstract: 

licensing actions in the form of.a l2-month license suspension or a 
~~:=~~ revocation plus fines and! or j ail sentence~ we~e ~~"::: :d~~r mj~:':t 
effective traffic safety.counterm~~~~~~sa~~a~O~~~C~iO~~ ~Uring the follow-up 
sentences. The fr:q~enc~;~%of :~t~r for the multiple DUI offenders not receivi~g 
period were at a m1n~um • gr t f licensing action was found to exist 
the licensing action. The positive impa~ 4~ months on subsequent DUI r~conviction. 
for 48 months on ~c!!:n~i!::~i:;m:~~i~~S had differential effects on varied 
The report sugges d lorina other countermeasures for DUI 
age groups. The report reco~e~d~h e~e of :lcohol abuse treatment

9 
discretionary 

convicted drivers. It sug~es eli e ~ t ictions other health approaches or license suspension/revocat10n, cense res r , 
combinations thereof. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

~\ The proj e~~, utilized a quasi-experimental d~:i~ :~:a:~a!is!~t~!t~~I~i:~~: in 
(statistical techniques. The researchers

r
::ul togaccount for such. Finally, they 

,J their design and were ext!.'aordinaril~ ~~ i existing data The value of the report 
were careful ~:. to g~nera1ize bieyoin ht : t: the effective·ness of license suspension/ is that it prov1des some clear ns g n 
revocation actions for drivers convicted of DUI offenses. 

Study Team Reviewelr
d
: 

Walter E;. McDona 
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1 Date of Review: 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FOru1 

~~~'---~~~~--------------------------------------r-~----______________ ~ Title and Subtitle: Report Date: 
An Evaluation of Alcohol Abuse Treatment As An Alternative 

December 1978 to Drivers License Suspension or Revocation (Final Report to 

~------------------------~ the Legislature in Accord with SB 38--Gregorio) 

Author(s) : ABSTRACT #T7 

Roger E. Hagen,. Ricky L. Williams, Edward J. McConnell, 
and Charles W. Fleming 

Performing Organ.ization Name and Addr~ss: 
Research & Development Section Department of Alcohol and 
Department of Motor Vehicles Drug Programs 
2415 1st Avenue 111 Capitol Mall 

• Sacramento ..c.a Sacramento Ca. 
f::Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

Above and Office of Traffic Safety 
7000 Franklin Blvd, Suite 330 
Sacramento. Ca. 

Abstract: 

OTS-05770l 

Type of Report: 

Final Report 

Period Report Covered: 

N/A 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element Nos. 1 and 
2 

The traffic safety countermeasure strategy of offering a dri1(.er convicted of multiple 
DUI offenses an opportunity to participate in a l2-month alcbhol abuse treatment program 
was found to be no more effective than the simple imposition of the mandated license 
suspension or revocation. The treatment/licensing action was tested in four comparison 
counties. The legislation did not 'permit a scientific evaluation involving hands-off 
control groups or random assignment. A quasi-experimental approach using time series 
analYSis, ~nalysis of covariance techniques, survival rate analysis, and the employment 
of license controls in four comparison counties was adapted. The comparison county 
drivers, receiving licensing action, evidenced approximately 50% fewer accidents and 
convictions than those drivers involved in alcohol abuse treatment. The impact on 
traffic safety was only analyzed while the drivers were in the treatment program or under 
licensing actions. The reduced driving exposure of these drivers and/or licensing action 
was felt to be the principal component of the positive impact on traffic safety. Addi­
tional analyses were conducted to determine the impact of the two countermeasures on 
indices of lifestyle change. No differential impact was found between the tl;"eatment 
partiCipant and license contro~groups after a 8-month follow-up. The report made 
numerous program recommendations and discussed the implications of the report on first 
offender program efforts. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 
Though quasi-experimental the evaluation continued to support the use of license controls 
as opposed to other countermeasures wh.en seeking impact on a multiple nUI offender's 
subsequent driving record. The amount one can generalize these results to rural settings 
or the new DDP programs is open to question. The reports offer numerous meaningful pro­
gram recommendations, including revisions and alternatives. Tltis effort again stresses 
the need to conduct a controlled Scientific evaluation (randomized treatment assignment 
and a no-treatliient control group) before any definitive statements can be made about the 
validity of using alcohol abuse treatment as an alcohol-related traffic safety counter-measure. 

~~~~=---~--~------------________________ ~1 __________ -+--.. ______ ~~~~ _______________ ___ 
Study Team Reviewer: Date of Review: 

tvalter R. McDonald March 16, 1980 
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LlTERATURA REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 
-Epidemilogical Aspects of Alcohol in Driver Crashes and 
Citations 

ABSTRACT #18 

Report Date: 

1973 
Contract or Grant No: 

N/A 

Author(s): Paul M. Hurst Type of Report: 
Institute for Research Journal article 
State College, Pennsylvania 

r-~~~--~--~--~--~--~------~~~------------------------~ Period Report Covered: 
Performing Organization Name and Address: 

Journal of Safety Research 
September 1973, 5 (3), pp. 130=148 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

r-~----~--~----~~----~~~----------------------------~ Work Element Nos. 1, .2 
Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: and 4 , 

National Institute of Mental Health and Office of 
Naval Research 

Abstract: 
,- Using a Bayesian statistical approach, the_author analyzed existing data bases to 

assess the relationship of BAC level and other alcohol abuse/accident predictors 
and the effectiveness of various BAC levels as prediction tools given a perfect or 
complete level of enforcement. The study provides indices of the relative proba­
bility of types of accident involvement (accidents, responsible accients, accident 
by drinker type) for specific BAC levels., The author recommends that an absolute 
(illegal per se) rather than a presumptive BAC level be specified to facilitate 
enfi"orcement of the DUI statutes. Further he states the level should be .10% rather 
than ~he level of .08 currently being sought in some states. He feels the potential 
increment of impact on accidents (3%) is not sufficient to offset the expense of 
lowering the levels. Activities directed to lowering the BAC level could be more 
effectively spent developing tools to increase the current level of enforc~ng 
the .10% laws (illegal per se, pre-arrest breath testing or even random raid 
blocks). Attention toward educating the general driving public as to the (irelation­
ship of consumption rates and BAC levels was also recommended. Finally, be 
reco!l1mends the u.se of countermeasures for drivers convicted of DUL 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 
An indepth reading of 'this publication is essential should' the development of a 
pre-sentence or pre-screening device be planned for use by a ~pmponent of the 
adjudication system. It provides a comprehensive picture of t~e relationship of 
BAC and other predictors of alcohol abuse. Further it provides concrete valid 
evidence of the futil'ity of lowering the presumptive or illegal per se BAC level 
of .10 to something lower. 

Study Team Reviewer: Date of Review: 
Walter R. MCDci~~=1~d~ ____________________________ r~ ______ ~ __ 3_-_l_6_-_8_0 ______ ~. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 
An Analysis. Qf Court School Programs Located in Los Angeles 
County: 1975 

ABSTRACT #19 
Author(s): 

Nabila N. Beshai 

Report Date: 
April· 1976 

Contract or Grant No: 

NIA 
Type of Report: 

N/A 

r-u:~~~==~==~~~~~~~--~~~----------------------~ Period Report Covered: Performing Organization Name and Address: 

I 

I 

Alcohol Safety Action Project N/A 
County of Los Angeles Study Work Element 
Los Angeles, Ca. Application: 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
National Highway Traffic Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Washin~ton, D.C. 20590 

Work Element Nos. 1 and 
3 

Ab~tract: The effectiveness of eight Los Angeles County court schools for convicted 
'drunk drivers was analyzed by determining the incidence of DUI rearrest and changes of 
knowledge about drinking and driving after attending court schools. A profile of CiJurt 
school students, an assessment of attitude/life style c'p.ange and a comparison between 
Level I and Level II school attendees were also offered. In general the principal result 
of the study (see cautions of validity and usefulness noted below) are as follows: (1) 
statistical evidence showing reduced DUI recidivism for class I & II attendees; (2) 
limited.evidence of knowledge improvement after school attendance; (3) a student profile 
of a.Wh1te marr~ed male functioning as an unskilled/skilled worker with a high school 
education; (4) a rearrest rate ,of 6.3% and an accident rate of 4.8% during a nine-month 
follow-up period; (5) existence of a positive attitude toward the course and an increased 
awareness of alcohol, abuse problems; (6) existence of posit:ive life style impacts one yea:r 
after school complet1on; (7)''?-Jmrt school students had significantly more _prior offenses 
[6 year record] than comparison school [identified from a different time frame but did 
not receive treatment] while evidencing a lower DUI recidivism level during the 9-month 
follow up period; (8) existence of differences between level I and II students; (9) varia, 
tion in recidivism rates varied across schools. In addition to th::ts des.criptive and 
statistical detail the report offered a number,of significant recommendations which in 
many cases go well oeyond the analyzed data: (1) new forms of behavior modification 
approaches, ~hould be studied for potential application in the court school settings; (2) 
need to identify or broaden the number of treatment modalities available for referral 
after court school 'attendance; (3) need for ongoing program evaluation; (4) need for an 
ongoing training program for court personnel to improve their ability to accurately scree 
DUl offenders for p'roper class I or II school placement; (5) need to develop standards 
for court schools; and (~) continue to update student profiles and modify course content 
should major deviations be noted. . 

Potential Value/Application for Study: Numerous deficiencies existed in the experimental 
design. All evidence of program effectiveness should be considered highly suspect while 
the descT.iptive data is of more use with the program recommendat.ion being worthy of con­
sideration--even today. The. report itself listed the following deficiencies in its text 
but did not bring up the issues elsewhere in the report: (1) P?tentially improper com­
parison group since it was identified in a different time frame [difference in prior 
offense history reinforces this and it is doubtful the statistical technique employed 
would adequately account for group differences]; (2) limited. information on students; 
(3) very small sampl~ sizes [COUld easily produce spurio~zc~results]; (4) short follow-up 
time period; and (5) lack of quality and high rates of missing data in completing the 
pre- post-questionnaires. A final deficiency in the experimental design, unnoted by 
the author, is that he failed to include program drop outs in the court ~chool groups 

St~py Team Reviewer: I Date of Review: (over 
Walter R. McDonald ... !~.March 21, 1980 
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when comparing their recidivism rates to those of the comparison group. As an 
illustration they purport to comp~re Groups A and R in the illustration~ hQwev~r1 
when they do the analysis they remove the shaded portion of Group B while ieaving 
drivers like those in Group A. Unfortunately these are drivers with the PQtentially 
more aberrant behavior pattern and their removal from one group and not the other 
highly biases the recidivist analyses in favor of the group subjected to the removal 
process--Group B in the illustration below. 

GrouE A GrouE B . , 

Comparison Group Court School Group 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

Survey of Drunk Driver Diversion Programs in Los Angeles 
County 

ABSTRACT #20 
Author(s): Nabila N. Beshai and John R.· McGuire 

Report Date: 
May 1977 

Contract or Grant No: 
N/A 

Type of Report: 

Final 
~=-~--~--~----~--~~~----~~~----__________________ ~ Period Report Covered: 

Performing Organization Name and Address: N/A 
Office of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 
Department of Health Services' Study Work Element 
County of Los Angeles Application: 
Los An~eles. California 
Sponsor:f.ng Agency Name and Address: Work Element Nos. 1 

and 3 . 

Abstract: The report described char~cteristics of 27 DUI diversion programs in Los 
"Angeles County. These programs deferred sentencing for one year to permit involvement 
in alcohol abuse treatment. In addition to providiog an overview of these programs the 
survey attempted to relate existing program format, content and resources to those 
required by SB 330 (Legislation creating a l2-month alcohol abuse treatment program for 
drivers convicted of ,·multiple' DUI offenses). Principal characteristics detected in the 
survey were as follows: (1) monthly program intake ranged.between 1-50 with about half 
of the programs processing between 10-19 clients 'per month; (2) overall the programs 
reported 12.4% of their clients were terminated prior to completion with 2.4% evidencing 
subsequent DUI arrests; (3) all but one'of the programs' offered an educational component 
(range of 12-182 hours); (4) 'all but one program offered small groups (86% of programs 
met SB 330 requirements by offering between 15-118 hours of small group sessions); (5) 
92(--,of the programs required a 30' minute bi-weekly interview consistent with SB 330;. 
(6ronly 4 of the 27 programs were profit making; (7) less than 23 of the prog:rams '. 
reported that all of their clients received a presentence investigation; (8) 20 of the 
programs used a test (half used the MAST) to determine severity of the alcohol problem; 
(9) all but 10 of the programs required an explicit contract with their clients; (10) 
about half of the programs planned a follow-up of their succ~ssful clients--six of these 
were going to follow up their non-successes as ';;;;~ll;Cll) a majority of the programs used 
both full and part time staff; and (12) £or 25 6'£ the programs charging a fee the maxi!llum 
vIas found 'to vary between $350 and'$825--most programs used a sliding scale.' i/ 

. Major conclusions of the report were that: (1) the majority of the diversion 
programs did or could! meet SB ('330 requirement::!; (2) rate$ of termination or DUI subse­
quent arrest at the time of th'e survey were/premature to establish program effectiveness­
such is necessary later; (3) the focUs ,of the programs varied from t~e client's drinking 
problem to stopping drinking and driving; (4) little policy existed for handling excused/ 
unexcused program absence, pr~gram partiCipation while under the influence or non-com­
plian~e with program policy; and (5) programs seldom focus o~ alcoholism and drug abuse 
Potential Value/Application for Study: ;;,' <; (over) 

The report provides a historic descx:iptive overview of fhe drunk driver diversion 
programs exi~ting prior to drunk driver programs now regulated by' the Department of 
Alcohol and Drug Problems. (Sa 330, 38, 1458 and AB 272). The reader will find the 
descriptive information of value but is cautioned in using the program termination 
or DUI re-arrest ''rates offered in the report. 

S,tudy Team Reviewer:' 
Walter R. McDonald 
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at the same time. Finally, the report provides numerous recommendations for 
the existing approach to the requirements of SB 330. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Tit;le and Subtitle: Report: Date: 
A Comparison of Demographic and Psy~hosocial Characteristics June 1979 
of DWI Drivers', Control Drivers, and A1-coholics ~C~o-n-t-r-a-c-t-o-r~G-r-a-n-t-N-o-:----l 

AB,$TRAC'L #2 i OA-Q256-7-Al 
Author(s): Type of Report: 

Herbert Moskowitz, Judy\Walker and Christopher Gomberg Final 
~~~ __ ~_~ _________ ~'~ _______________________ ~~ ______ ~ Period Report Covered: 

Performing Organization Name and Address: N/A 
Alcohol Research Center 
University of California, Los Angeles Study Work Element 
Suite 414, 10995 Le Conte Avenue Application: 

~~L=o~s~~An~g~e~l~e~s~,~~~\C=A~.~ ______ ~~~ _________________________ ~ Work Element Nos. 3 and 
Sponsoring Ag.ency Name and Addres!';! R '1,4,-

Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
111 Capital Mall . 
Sacramento, CA. 

Abstract: This report identifies social and personal demographic characteristics of 
"drivers convicted of DUI.· Their characteristics are related to thost.'\ evidenced by a 
randomly selected group of drivers from the total population and thos~ of alcoholics. 
The data was obtained from an exhaustive literature review. In genera~ the nUl driver 
was found to 'be an alcohol abuser with behavioral trends toward that of\the alcoholic. 
Specifically the DUI driver was found: (1) to be divorced, separated or \'V'idowed more 
often than the average driver but less often than an alcoholic; (2) to ev~dence an 
unemployment rate between 9 to 18%; (3) to have lower level occupations th~~ average 
drivers but higher: than alcbhi>lics; (4) to have a lower annual salary than ~yerage 
drivers but' one' sinUlar to d~at of the alcoholic; (5) to have a BAC between ~~f18-. 28 
at the time of arrest; (6) to drink more frequently and in greater quantities,\ than 
the average driver but in smaller quantities than the alco~olic; (7) to drinkl:.\princi­
pally to ,reduce tension as opposed to social relaxation being reported as a reason for 
the average driver; (8) to evidence more £~nancial, marital, and health problems than 
average driver but fewer than alcoholic; (9) to evidence more prior con~act with alcohol 
abuse treatment se~ices than average driver but less contact than alcoholic; (ID) to 
evidence a MAST (Michigan Alcoholism Screening Test) score higher than the average 
driver (4.22/4.77 to 2.46/2.01 respectively) but lower than the alcoholic (6.54/6.73); 
. (11) drove more often after drinking than the average driver; (12) to possess more 
prior arrests than the average driver {alcohol an4'f nonalcohol; (13) to possess a proven 
driving record than either the average driver or the alcoholic; (14) to have an age 
between 30 to 45 years; and (15) to be over-represented by members of varied nunority 
groups. 

A major conclusion of the report is that th~ DUI driver is ~nly a small 
component of the total population of drivers who drink and then drive. The probability 
of being identified as a DUI the first time a driver operated a motor vehicle after 
drinking was judged extremely low. Fin,ally,., programs· targeting only the DUI driver (over 

\-1 ~ 0 

~-----------~'--~--~~!'~--~--~~------~~-------------------------------~'~~<~-----l Potential Value/Application for Study: " 
The repor:t offers an extensive overview of DUI driver characteristics appropriate for 
developing countermeasures directed toward DUI drivers. The authors make an important 

s. point that these characteristics may not represent the overall drinking driver popula­
tion and may not be appropriate for use in counte~easure development activities 
directed toward the total drinking driver propJem. co c 

Study Team Reviewer: 
Walte:.,R. McDonald 
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\i. • ctin the overall problem of drinking 
were given' little chance of mt,~,~nJ.ngfullYh ~mdPa,~ mg ent of a much broadel;' p:t:0gr;am 

. " h ecommended t e eve:Lop , ' 
and dr~v~ng. The aut ors r. ':drinkin drivers) rather than the nUl subgroup. 
targeting the total populat~on ( gd b for nUl drivers are not representa-' h t ristics liste a ove k It is possible the c arac e ul i This possib'ility must be ta en 
tive of those of the drinking driver pop at o~d be developed. Altertlate target 

'f more broad based program wou 
into account ~ . a ., bailable for such an effort. group character~st~cs may not e av 
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LlTERA~ REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

~Implementation of ~6wer MQtivation ~raining as a ttehabilita­
tion Countermeasure for nWIs, 

Report Date: 
February, 1976 

Contract or Grant No: 

if 
ABSTRACT #22 

DOT-HS-350-3-707 
r-~~---~~ ___ ~ __________________ ~ ____________________ . ___________________ ~-=~~~~~_~~~ _________ ~ 

Author(s): Type of Report: 
Boyatzis, R.E. 

~j 
Final 

~------------------~<~j~---~ ~~~~~--~----~------~-------------,~----------______ ~~ Period Report Covered: . Performing Organization Name and Address: Jtme,1973-Dec., 1975 
J '" I 

McBex: and Company 

1 

iif - :.~ 

137 Newbury Street 
Boston, Mas·s. 02116 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element No. 1 

m 

I ij ";1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
H 
B 
I 
I 
H 

D 

no 
" 

I I, 

t 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Washington,1>.c. 20590 

Abstract: 

'The objectives of the project were: Ca} to generate the interest and commitment of 
ASAPs and treatment agencies in utilizing Power Motivation Training (.PMI') with DWls; 
Cb) to train,counselors and staff from .the ASAP and treatment agencies to conduct PMI' 
with DWls' Ccl to assist int~e design and imPlementation of a research design to 
evaluate the impact of PMI' with OWls; and Cd) to prOvide on-going technical assistance 
to staff trained in PMI'. 

II 

During the first year of the project five ASAP.s were involved. Organizational problems 
led to four ,of the ASAPs Irot-using PMT with OWls folloWing training of staff. None of 
the ASAPs implemented an 'e.:v:aluation design. ' 

\,< 

During the second(sear of ~fo~ project, efforts wer~ made to establish organizational 
I commitment of ASAPs and tT~atment agenci'es i~I1:y:~l\red in the project to the use of PMI' 

:'c-Lwith. DWls, and to help tl'~se' agencies plan {(or its implementation. Eight ASAP sites 
"--were involved in the training and all are currently utilizing PMT with DWIs. AD. 

evaluation design was established 'and implemented in all of ):he ASAPs as. a part of 
the Short-Term Rehabilitation Evaluation Project. -, I 

, \~~-

~~~~~~~~~~~~---~~=-~----------------------------------------------------Potential Value/Application for Study: 

The study which includ~s a brief description and rationale for pm as well as documenting 
its implemeii1!41tion in the STR study is relevant: for two reasons~. First PMI' represents 
an attempt to develop. a treatment modality specifically for D{~Is which was based on 
sound learning principals. Second, despi.te being one of the most scientifically 
based DW!. treatm~nt modalities ever implemented, PMT failed to dect:.ease recidivism rates 
in the STR study evaluation. In fact, PMI' appe~red t'o result in an increased recidivism 
rate with respect to control groups. A modifieq version pf PMI' has been implemented 'in 

' . , A the Sacramento County Comprehensive DUl Project and is currently being eva~uated. The 
results of that evaluat;f..on may prQvideadditional useful information. , 

St\,1dyTea!l\ Rev~ewer: Date of Review.: 
David Struck~-Johnson .~ il March 22, 1980 

~------~'~·~"~·--~----------------------------------------'~------------~----~'~I ~~~_~" ____________ ~ .. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: Report Date: 

The Short Term Rehabilitation Study - VolUme III: Site 
Noyemhel;'~ 19.78 

Contract or Grant No: 

DOT-HS-6-01366 

S~ecific Analyses of Effectiveness # 3 
ABSTRACT 2, 

Author(s)~ Type of Report: 
Struckman-Johnson, .•• an D I d Ellings tad, V. S . Final 

Period Report Covered: 
Performing Organization Name and Address: 

o °t of South Dakota, Human Factors Laboratory, Un~vers~ y 
Vermillion, SD 57069 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
U') Department of Transportation 
N~~ional Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20509 

7/76 - 11/78 

Study ~b~k Element 
Application: 

Work Element Nos. 1, 2 
and 3 

Abstract: r ort covering the National Highway Traffic 
'This report is Volume III of a fOU~ ;,olum:eh:~ilitation (STR) Study. This volume of 
Safety Administration (~TSA) Shor 0 :~to each of the 11 sites participating in the

o the report deals with analyses sp~c~f~,~ 10 d to fourteen experimental designs conf~g­
STR Study. Two types of analyses we:e app ~e f analyses was designed to assess the 
ured within the eleven sites. The f~rhstb~elOtOtOon modalities for court r~ferred problem 
effectiveness of var~ous s dOd to assess the interact on 0 v o hort term re a ~ ,~ a ~ • i f arious 
drinkers. The second set of analyses was es~gne 

client characteristi~s and traatment effect. 

1 did not rovide a great deal of evidence for Analyses of treatment effect general y 0 Pt this generalization was treatment 
positive treatm~nt impact. A n07a~le ex~~~t~~~ s~rious problem drinkers. Analyses 
employed at the New Orleans, oLou~s~ana s~ 10fe status impacts. While the life status 
revealed both positive traff~c safety an ~ 00d traffic safety impact appeared 

d to diminish across the follow-up per~ '_ 
impact ~eemef the entire 18 month follol'l-up period. to cont~nue ,or 

. 0 aracteristics did not yield;information which 
Analyses of intera:tionobetwee~lcl~ent ChThere was some evidence to suggest ~hat treat-
was of use in draw~ng fIrm con: us~ofnsd> 0 ki g problem severity for one modal~ty (Power s a funct~on 0 r~n n ment effectiveness wa b, umb of the STR sites. 
Motivati~n Training) employed y a n er 

I?L-:--=--::--;-~~~~:------~-~-l 
Potential Value/Application for Study: of much shorter duration than those in 
Many of the sites conducted treatm~n~/r:~!~= to those in the C.alifornia pr~grams. 0 It 
California for popula~lions who were :.twhich was most similar to those ava~lable ~n 
is noteworthy, however, that the progr 0tOve effect. The New Orleans Serious 
California was the only,program to show ; ~~:~p~og~ams evaluated and dealt with a 
Problem ,Drinker Design was ~he longest 0 itO e impact with respect to traffic safety 
niultiple offender group. It showed a pos ~v riod. In addition to its s,uccess, the 
meas~res for the entire 18 month follow-up pe et apart froin othel:' S!l'R treatment 

o P blem Drinker program was s - th 
New Orleans Ser~ous r~ 0 ulfi aSi part of treatment for six mon s. programs by the inclus~on of d~s ram 

I Date' of Review: Study Team Reviewer: 
David Struckman-Johnson 
~-

__ ~,L, !!M~ar£c~h!....:2::.!4::.t. .• .:...1::;9~8~0~ ___ _ 
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LITERA':t'URE REVIEW FOR}! 
'Iitle and S ubtitle:-:::----------------------r-::R~e-p-o-r-:-t-:::D-a-t-e-:-_____ --. 
The Short Term Rehabilitation Study -'Volume IV: Program 
Level Analyses of Effectiveness 

ABSTRACT #24 Author(s): 
Struckman-Johnson, D.L. and Ellingst:ad, v.S. 

I. 

Performing Organization Nanie and Address: 
Human Factors Laboratory, University of South Dakota, 
Vermillion, SD 57069 

Contract or Grant No: 
DOT-HS-6-01366 

Type of Report: 
Final 

Period Report Covered: 
7/76 - ll/78 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

r-~--~---:---~~---~--:-77~---___ ~-----_________ ~ Work Element No. 1 Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: P" 

U.S. Department of Transportation I 
National Highw'ay Traffic Safety Administration 
Washington .JL.C o 20590 =:I 
Abstract:' ,,- I 

This report is Volume IV of a four volume report covering the Nat'ion~l Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NRTSA) Short Term Rehabilitation (STR) study." This volume of 
the report deals specifically with analyses on the program (across site) level. Eight 
quasi-experimental designs were developed which combined data from the 11 sites parti­
Cipating in the STR study. Within these eight quasi-experimental deSigns, ~~o types 
of analyses were conducted. The first set.cof analyses were designed to aSSess the 
effectiveness of several type~s ,of short term rehabilitation for court referred drinking 
drivers. The second set of analyses were designed to assess the interaction of client 
characteristics and treatment effect. Analyses of treatment effectiveness did not 
produce any strong evidence of treatment impact. There was some eVidence of positive 
treatment effect for alcohol safety scnools (~hort educational modalities) and some 
evidence of negative treatment effect for Power Motivation Training (group therapy 
developed specifically for the STR study). There was also minimal evidence of positive trea~\nent effect for s'ingle modality treatment assignments (a variety of group therapies). 
Analyses assessing the interaction of treatment effectiveness and client characteristics 
identified a number of interactions but no clear patterns which would allow for a 
description of either a person likely to benefit from renabilitation or a person likely i 
to be harmed by rehabilitation. In general, however, significant client type by treat~ 
ment effect interactions tended to identify types of persons for whom treatment produced negative consequences. 

~'Poten~ial Value/Application for Stud7: 
The study dealt primarily With. treatment programs of shorter duration than those being 
evaluated in the Alternative Sentencing Evaluation Project. The population studied was 
n.ot eQ,tirely comp~rable to those indiViduals eligible for SB 38 'type programs in Cali­
fornia--not all were second offenders. There appears to be several relevant findings, 
however, despite the 9.ifferences in programd and populations. The strongest evidence 

' for treatment effect present'ed 1;n the study is for 'a negative one. Power Mbtivation 
'!rain:!ng Ca group ther~py developed. speCifically for the STR study) tended t~ in?rease I 
recidivism rates for those who part~cipated compared to a control group. Th~s f~nding I 

tends to contradict the tneory that treatment cannot hurt anyone. The finding of 'I 
differential effect as a functiqn of ciient's characteristics may suggest that tailoring I treatment programs is'important • .f 

~-------------------------------~,~------------------~----------------------Study Team ReViewer: Date of Revie~V': I 
David Struckman-Jo{lnson March 24, 1980 __ l 

Q~-~~~~--------~--------~---~ -------------~--------~-
f, 
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Title and Subtitle: Report Date: 

. One model for the evaluation of ASAP rehabilitation effort October, 1974 

Contract or Grant No: 

ABSTRACT #25 DOT/NHTSA Internal 
~---~~~-----~----------------------------------~----~----~~--~--.------~ Author(s): Type of Report: 

1 J L d R · R E NRTSA technical report Nicho s, . . an e~s " • 
~. ________________ ~--~~~--__ ~~~------------------------~Period Report Covered: 

P~rforming Organization Name and Address: N/A 
U.S. Department of Transportation, NHTSA, Offic~ of Driver and~~~~ __________________ -4 

Pedestrian Programs, Washington, D.C. and University of South Study Work Element 
Dakota, Human Factors Laboratory, South Dakota Application: 

Work Element Nos. 1 and 3 
~ ______ ~ __ ~~--~~-----------------------i 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
WpQnin~rnn D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

'The relative effectiveness of ASAP modalities was inferred from recidivism defined as 
re-arrest for DWI after entry into a rehabilitation modality. 

The first phase of this investigation employed a principal components analysis to 
examine the organizationa.l characteristics of 44 alcohol safety schools and 32 group 
therapies employed by 27 ASAP sites. Alcohol safety schools were then gr~uped, through 
hierarchical clustering analysis, into organizationally homogeneous types of schools. 

In the second phase of the study, recidivism rates for yarious drinker and school types 
were examined. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: . 
There were consistent tlends reported in the study indicating that persons class~~ied ~s 
problem drinkers who were plat.~d in ,large class s::l.ze alc~hol sa~ety sc~ool with d~dachc 
orientation had a, higher recidivism rate than problem dr~nkers placed ~n smaller more 
interaction oriented schools. Although recidivism rates were significantly different 
at one follow-up point, the authors caution against any firm cot1~lusions for several 
reasons: the significant difference was absent at the end of fol~ow-u~, there was no con­
trol group data available, and drinker classification was not w:ll d:f~ned. Nevertheless, 
in the absence of any evidence for positive effect for large d~dact~c. group tfeatments, 
it might be reasonable t9 consider other available alternatives. 

I---------~ _,~ ".~ .. _____________ .....:.. ______________ ...:.'._--jr-;:--=-::-:-;:;-;::;-:":::;-:=:-----l 
Study Team Reviewer: I Date of Review: 
David Struckman-Johnson ~~rch 28, 1980 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

. Short term rehab.ilitation for persons convicted of driving 
while intoxicated 

ABSTRACT #26 
Author(s) : 
Boyatzis, R.E. 

Report Date: 
October, 1976 

Contract or Grant No: 

DOT-HS-S-012S3 
Type of Report: 
Final 

r-D:~:=~==-n==~~~~=-~~~~~~----------------------~ Period Report Covered: Performing Organization Name and Address: 
McBe~ and Company ~7~/~7~5~-~4~!~7~6 __________ . ____ 
137 N~wbury Street Study Work Element 
Boston, ~J.assachusetts 02116 Application: 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: Work Element Nos. 1 and 3 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
!!,at;ional Highway T;-~~!~c Safe't:y AdministZ'ation 
.....lIl:a'ln;n~rnn ~n r.' '/110::;411 

Abstract: 

The objectives of the project were to develop a classification system for assessin~ 
persons convicted of driving while intoxicated, identify short-term rehabilitatiO'(l 

== 

(STR) objectives for these people, review available treatment programs, and make 
recommendations of programs which. can be used to help DWIs reach. STR objectives. 
A classification system was designed which included assessmen,Sof the client ,'s 
adaptability to inner conflict/stress, assessment of the forces affecting ,the client 
regarding drinking from his sociocultural environment, and the severity of the client's 
problem with alcohol. Using the classiEication system, a set of STR objectives are 
identified for a client. These objectives represent desirable changes in the client's 
behavipr and the impact of his sociocultural environment. STR programs are recommended 
which should help a OWl to reach these objectives. These programs include some elements 
of treatment modalities which have been shown to be effective and appear relevant for 
use with DWls. Research, development, and evaluation needs for continued work in this. 
area are described. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

The classification system and rehabilitation goal setting described in this report 
requires too much time (over one hour) to he of use to the courts directly. Such a 
procedure could well be a mandated part of rehabilitation subsequent to referral to a 
program, however. The procedures described in the report are the most objective known 
to the reviewer. They had not, at the time of the report, however, been completely 
field tested. Unfortunately, the reviewer is not aware of the c.urrent status of the 
procedures. The review of available rehabilitation programs stresses behaviorally 
oriented therapies. It is unforturlately too general and brief to be of major use. 

I: 
~----~--------------------------------~~------------------_r~------------------------I Study Team Reviewer: '>\ I Date of Review: 
~D_a_v_i_d __ S_t_r_u_c_km_a_n_-_J_o_h_n_s_o_n ________ ~~·~rj ______________________ ~_M_a_r_.c_h __ 2_9~, __ 1_9_8_0 ________ ~ 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 

SB 330 Demonstration Project Evaluation -- Life 
Style Analysis 

ABSTRACT #27 
AuthorCs) : 

Walter R. McDonald, John R. McIntire, 
David Struckman-Johnson, Vernon S. Ellingstad, and 
Shirley T. Hagen 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Mott-McDonald Associates, Inc. 
P.O. Box 834 
Carmichael, CA 95608 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs 
111 Capital Mall 
Sacramento, CA 

Abstrav)t: 

R~port Date: 
Ifanuary 1979 

~/ir--------~----~---­Oontract or Grant No: 

OA-038-6 

Type of Report: 

Final Report 

Period Report Covered: 

N/A 
Study Work Element 
Application 

Work Element Nos. 1, 
"IL1 3 .and 4 

For this study, change3 in a driver's life style were assessed using the Life ActiVities 
Battery (LAI). The LAI was previously developed for the U.S. Department of Transporta­
tion and employed in a national study of short term rehabilitation for drunk drivers. 
The LAI consists of both self-administered questionnaires and a structured interview. 
The LAI was administered to DUls in four demonstration counties selected by ADP through 
a competitive bid process (Kern, Ventura, Yuba and Santa Clara) and to suspended ur 
revoked drivers in comparison.counties within three weeks of their DUI conviction. A 
follow-up interview using the same instrumentation was conducted eight months later. 
Covariance analytical procedures were employed to statistically control for prior 
between-group differences. 

Briefly, the rESults indicated the following: (1) there was overall improvement for 
both the demonstration and c9mparison counties especially in the areas of quantity/ 
frequency of drinking, physical health problems, current drinking problems, current 
drinking and driving problems, anxiety, depression, and tension factors and (2) only 
one factor (emotional control) .vas' significantly different (p< .05) between change 
scores of the demonstration and comparison counties. The factor score for the 
demonstration counties de(:reased (indicating decreased emotional control) by 16 
points from initial to eight-month follow-up; the comparison group score on this 
factor increased by 19 points. In respect to the former finding, tthe authors indi­
cata that it must be viewed with. caution as it may well be due to the test-retest 
phenomena whereby an initial exposure to a test tends to facilitate the second taking. 
In respect to the latter finding, the authors point out that while, on initial in­
spection, it would appear that treatment had a negative effect on emotional contrul, 
it too, could be the result of other explanations. / 

Taken at fac~' value, however, the results of th.e analyses were not encouraging with 
respect to the apparent capacity of SB 330 treatment programs to affect the behavior 

~ . of DUl clients referred by the courts. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 
This study, while inconclusive in terms of judging the full and complete impact of 
treatment program participation on license suspension/revocation or a driver's life 
style, does suggest that long term treatment programs are no less effective than tra­
ditional sentences (including license suspension) in changing behaviors associated 
,dth drinking ind driving. It also clearly demonstrat~,:.; that furth.er scientific 
evaluation is needed before definitive statements can be made about. the validity of 
using alcohol abuse treatment as an alcohol-related traffic safety countermeasure. 

Study Team Reviewer: Date of Review: 
Walter R. McDonald March 31, 1980 
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Title and Subtitle: 
LITERATURE REVIEW FO~~ 

. Interim analysis of STR performance 
an& effectiveness 

Report Date: 
June, 1977 

Author(s): 
ABSTRACT #28 Contract or Grant No: 

DOT-HS-6-0l366 
Type of Report: Ellingstad, V.S. and Struckman-Johnson, D.L. Interim 

r-HPp;eir~f~oirmmIin~gg-oorrgg;an~izzaatt1~'o~n~N~am~e~a~n~d~A~d~d~r:e~s~s~:~----------------~ Period Rep~rt Covered: 
uman Factors Laboratory, Department of Psycholo 7/76 _ 6/77 

University of South Dakota gy 
Vermillion, South Dakota 57069 Study Work Element 

Application: 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
U. S: De)partment of Transportation 

W
Nat10nal Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
ashington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

~~;Rrresent report describes the status of the NHTSA Short 
as of May, 1977, and summarizes th . 

eleven participating ASAP' e pr.ogress of data proJ ects. 

Work Element No. 1 

Term Rehabilitation Study 
collection efforts by the 

The development of criterion measures em 10 ed . 
alcohol rehabilitation modal~tie d p Y 1n analyses of the effectiveness of STR 

f ... s are ocumented and" 'I d 
sa ety outcome criteria, measures of client d i k' 1nc u e measures of: direct traffic 
employed in previous evaluations of NIAAA r n 1ng behavior comparable to criteria 
analytically derivea scales of client b h t:eatmen~ programs, and a set of factor 
number of life adjustment dimensions. e aV10r des1gned to assess adjustment in a 

The report also.provides a summary 
programs, and presents demographic 
and no-treatment conditions at the 

of a~ternative STR rehabilitation countermeasure 
~~~!~!e;T~fs~~!:~ts referred to alternative treatment 

The results of interim assessmerits of STR treatm t 
program level deSigns are also presented P l,ex: e~fectiveness Within seven separate 
treatment effectiveness only for al h 1· fre 1m1nary results indicate evidence of 

(,first siX-month follow-up ~eriod h co 0 sa e~y schools. These results cover only the 
must ,await 12 and 18 month foJ] ow' _Upowedvetr, an

ll 
more definitive effectiveness analyses 

- a a co ection. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

The results presented in this report are effecti . 
the interim .report,at 12 months of"follow-u andvely superceded by those presented in 
STR Study referenced elsewhere in thi i P the four volum~. final report of the 
t h h s rev eWe The primary r 1 . o s ow t at the effect of rehabilit ti e evance of th1s study is 
months of follow-up. while the POSi~iV~ne~~~~~ti~:nmeasured adequately with only six 
persisted after six months it dimi i h d 1 tified for alcohol safety schools 
effect for 'Power'Motivatio~ Trainin: ~h~Ch ~ter in the foll~w-up period. The negative 
identified in this report. s reported in subsequent reports was not 

1 
Date of Review: 
April 1, 1980 

Davi Struckman-Johnson 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: Report Date: 

. Interim analysis of STR effectiveness January 1978 

Contract or Grant No: 

ABSTRACT #29 . OOT-HS-li-O 1366 
Type of Report: 
Interim 

Author(s): 
Struckman-Johnson, D.L. and El1ingstad, V.S. 

r-:-~~~--~----~--~--~----~~~------------------------~ Period Report Covered: 
Performing Organization Name and Address: 7/76 - 12/77 
Ruman Factors Laboratory 
University of South Dakota Study Work Element 
Vermillion, South Dakota 57069 Application: 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

Work Element Nos. land 4 

The report describes the status of the NHTSA Short Term Rehabilitation (STR) Study as 
of December, 1977. At this point in time, initial data collection, six month follow-up 
st_a ~dllection and twelve month follow-up data collection had been completed. The 
report summarizes the progress of data collection at the eleven participating ASAP 
projects and includes analyses of treatment effect after twelve months. 

Outcome measures considered as indicative of treatment program effects include: (1) 
indices of accident.and arrest recidivism reflective of the accomplishment of direct 
traffic safety objectives; (2) ·direct measures of drinking/alcohol ingestion comparable 
to criteria employed in NIAAA assessments of treatment programs, and (3) two sets of 
factor analytically derived scales designed to assess client status in a number of life 
adjustment dimensions. 

Site reported characteristtcs of STR treatment programs are used to configure a number 
of quasi-experimental program level designs which pool data from the several STR sites. 
Designs permitting assessment of the effects of alcohol safety schools, PMT~ and a 
variety of structural treatment variations are reported. 

The result.s of interim STR effectiveness analyses within eight separate program level 
designs show no consistent evidence of treatment effect for any of the treatment 
groupings considered. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 
Although no consistent treatment effects were found, there were both positive and nega­
tive treatment effects reported. A positive effect (or at leasu'~ evidence for one) 
was found for the shortest modality evaluated--Alcohol Safety Schools. Seme evidence 
for a negative treatment effect was found f,or the longest modality eva1uated--the 32 hour 
Power MOtivation Therapy program. This result could suggest that short term schools 
were an effective and efficient method for rehabilitation. All analyses in this report 
were based on data pooled from the 11 STR sites, however. The analysis of individual 
site data provides a somewhat different picture of treatment effectiveness. (See the 
short term rehabilitation study - Volume III: site specific analyses of treatment 
effect. ) 

Study Team Reviewer: 
David Struckman-Johnson 

Date of Review: 
April 1, 1980 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
r-!T~i~t]1~e~a~n~d-SStiubbttiitt11e;;:--!S~umm~:a~ry~~~~f:tAS~AP~~R~e~s~u~l~t~S~f:o:=r~~~-------~R~e-p-o-r-t~D~a-t-e-:--------~1~ 

Application to State and Local Programs--Volume 1-- 1976 
ASAP Findings; Volume II--ASAP Costs 

ABSTRACT #30 
Author{s): Thomas E. Hawkins, Gary J. Scrimgeour, 

Richard F. Krenek & Charles B. Dreyer 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
South West Research Institute 
San Antonio, Texas 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
U.S.Department of Transportation 
400 Seven'th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

.Abstract: 

Contract or Grant No: 
DOT-HS-5-01150 

Type of Report: 
Final 

Period Report Covered: 
1970-1975 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Elzment Nos. 1, 
2 and 3 

These doc~ents overview the federally sponsored ASAPs (Alcohol Safety Action Projects) 
that w:re.~m~lemented in 35 sites throughout the United States in the early seventies. 
The pr~nc~pa~ cou~te:m:asures inc~uded in each ASAP system were: program management, 
l~w enforcement, Jud~c~al, probat~on, rehabilitation and public jnformation and educa­
t~on. The reports documented the numerous "positives" acquired from the ASAP effort 
even tho~gh its ultimate goal of reducing the number of alcohol-related fatalities was 
not real~zed. In general th:re was a tremendous increase in knowledge of what works 
or.do:s not.work when operat~ng a system of accident countermeasures targeting the 
dr~nk:n~ dr:ver. Some of the most significant knowledge advancements include: 1) 
ident~f1cat~on of the.need for a separate organizational entity to be responsible for 
the d~y-to-~ay operat~on of the countermeasure system; 2) the arrest rate of the 
drink~ng dr~ver can be accelerated by improving law enforcement training, identifica­
tion technology and motivation to make an arrest; 3) the active involvement and support 
of the judiciary is criti~al to the success of the countermeasure system; 4) the 
nature of the pre-sentenc1ng!prooation subsystem shall dictate the structure of the 
rehabilitation component of the countermeasure system; 5) public educatj.on can change 
k~owledge and attitudes toward drinking and driving; 6) public information and educa­
t~on does ~ result in meaningful behavioral change of the drinking driver' and 7) 
a self sustain:i.ng accident countermeasure system targeting the drinking dri;er can 
be developed and implemented. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

A review of these te~hnical renorts will expedite the design of a potentially 
successfu~ countermeasure :0 a~oid many of the pitfalls encountered by the early 
ASIAJ? syst:rm designers. T~~s report can be of value in finalizing the organizational 
structure,and program des~gn'of the Los Angeles County Drinking Driver Program (DDP). 

Study Terun Reviewer: Date of Review: 
Walter R. McDonald May 4, 1980 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle,: 

Guidelines for Planning and Developing Post­
Conviction Drinking Driver Programs (DDP) 

ABS.TRACT #31 
Author(s} : 

Walter R. McDonald 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 

Mott-McDonald Associates, Inc. 
P.O. Box 834 
Carmichael, CA 95608 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Department of Alcohol and Drug Abuse Programs 
III Capitol Mall 
Sacramento, CA 

Abstract: 

Report Date: 
November 1977 

Contract or Grant No.: 
OA-038-6 

Type of Report: 
Final 

Period Report Covered: 
N/A 

Study Work Element 
p"pplication: 

Work Element Nos. 1, 2 
and 3 

This report provides an extensive overview of various procedures and alternatives 
available to the design, implementation and monitoring of alcohol abuse treatment 
for the multiple DUI offender. Statutory requirements for such programs ~re out­
lined for each component of the service delivery system (DADP f DMV, County,. Courts, 
and DDP). Task by task descriptions are documented for conducting a commun~ty needs 
assessment, DDP system design, resource planning allocation, and the development of an 
implementation plan. Procedures for both county and stateleve:l re,:iew of DDP fo:mat 
and fiscal controls are described._-Finally ntmlerous philosophical ~ssues not hav~ng 
a "optimal" standardized solution are overvie~V'ed (e.g. state versus local contro~, 
required start up costs, fee schedule, estimation of cl~ent v~lumes, modes of :l~ent 
fee collection, staff acquisition, staff training, cor.t~ngenc~es for progra~ f~sc~l 
failure, conflict of interest, ethics, client rights, model of presentence ~nvest~-
gation).. 

\~ Potential Val~Application for Study: 
This document should be considered essential to an;'piknner charged with the design 
of an alcohol abuse program for DUI offenders. It is ,;:ailored to respond to the 
unique needs of California. Finally, it is general enough to be use,ful,in the 
design of any alcohol abuse service delivery system, not just those based upon SB 
330 or SB 38 legislation or program procedure. " 

I----------~-~----------------------------------~\ ,~-----~~---~.~~---------------~ Study Team Reviewer: "Date of Review: 
W'· It R M D aId Ma~)",4, 1980 a er • c on " .... "") 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 

Evaluation of the SB 38 Drinking Driver Pr0gram 

ABSTRACT #32 
AuthorCs) : 

/ Santa Clara County, County Executive's Office of 
'/ il Management and Budget/Walter R. McDonald 
·1 

~~~forming Organization Name and Address: 

))county Executive's Office of Management & Budget 
.' Santa Clara County 

Santa Clara, CA 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

County Executive's Office of Management & Budget 
Santa Clara County 
Santa Clara, CA 

\\ 

Report Date: 
September 1978 

Contract or Grant No: 
N/A 

Type of Report 
Final 

Period Report Covered: 
1978 

Study Work Element 
Application 

Work Element Nos. 1 and 3 

Abstract: This report overviews the results of an administrative evaluation of the 
Santa Clara SB 330 program. The results were used to assess the efficacy of contin­
uing the County's contract with its original SB 330 service provider, Adm~nistration 
330, Inc. Principal strengths of the Santa Clara program were identified as: 1) their 
ability to timely implement the program; 2) establishment of a system capable of 
efficiently 'expediting the necessary client flow; and 3) implementation of a functional 
sliding fee program. Weaknesses in the program's organization included! 1) overlap 
and duplication of effort in screening and conducting client intake beca~e of 4 
potential program intake routes; 2} insufficient program monitoring following imple­
mentation; 3} lack of adequate fiscal controls/monitoring to protect'~gainst excess 
profits of profit making organization operating the DDP (Administration 330, Inc.); and 
4) questionable financial practices of Administration 330, Inc. resulted in excessive 
financial costs. Client surveys suggested a need for IDoreDDP locations to better 
serve the population in need, a desire for more vocational and individual counseling 
and a general satisfaction with the sliding fee structure, class scheduling practices 
and availability of Spanish. translation. The Santa Clara program was found in general 
compliance with all legislative mandates and DDP program guidelines. ·The only major 
exception was the apparent excessive profit margin for Administration 330, Inc. The 
report recommended non renewal of the County's contract-with Administration 330, Inc. 
and offered two alternatives for providing DDP services. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

Provides a good example of an'administrative evaluation of a California based DDP 
program. It is the type of effort that should be conducted periodically by a 
County of their DDP service ielivery system since it can result in meaningful 
programmatic recommendations -and policy guidec:.ines. This particular study also 
documen.ts a number of pitfalls in DDP development and monitoring. 

Study Team Reviewer: Date of Rev.iew: 
Walter R. McDonald May 4, 1980 
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LITERATL~ REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 

DUI Client Characteristics and Interim Analysis, 
of the Random Assignment Process 

ABSTRACT #33 

Author(s): 
Raymond E. Reis, Jr. 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
enUI Proj ect 
Office of Alcoholism 
County of Sacramento Health Department 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
NHTSA 
U.S. Departme~t of Transportation 
400 Seventh St., SW 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

Report Date: 

December 1979 

Contract or Grant No: 

DOT-HS-6-01414 

Type of Report: 
Interim 

Period Report Covered: 
9/77 - 7/79 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element Nos. 1, 
2 and 4 

Abstract: This is the first report on the Comprehensive Driving Under the Influence 
(GDUI) project being conducted in Sacramento County. The project is easily the most 
significant current evaluation effort of alternatives of alcohol abuse treatment/ 
education countermeasures for the drinking driver. Finally it will provide a scienti­
fic evaluation of the traffic safety and life style 'impact of each of the counter­
;easures. The interim results addressed in this report provide an administrative 
evaluation of the first and multiple offender profiles and an assessment of the 
random assignment strategy necessary to the conduct of the scientific evaluation to 
be reported upon later. The profile of the first offender popUlation was as follows: 

• Young, median age 28 years, 37 percent between 18 and 24 years of age. 

• Mostly Caucasian males, 20 percent female. 

• Usually unmarried (~ever marrted, divorced, or separated). 31 percent 
currently married. 
~ 

• 39 percent recei~7ed education beyond high ~Shool. 

• 67 percent had "blue collar" occupations. 

• Median family income was $709.71 per month.: 

• More than one per80n lived off the family income in 47 percent of the cases. 

• 27 percent were unemployed when they volunteered. 

• 78 percent represented themselves in Court. 

• Median BAC was .18. 

• 20.3 percent were diagnosed social drinkers, 61.0 percent excessive 
drinkers, and 15.6 percent severe problem drinkers. (over) 

Potential Value/Application for Study:, , 
'This report provides essential information to the development. implementation, 
conduct and funding for judicial training in adjudicating all alcohol-related 
offenses. 

Study Team Reviewer: 
Walter R. McDonald 

-36-

'rr: 

jU 

'n j' , 
" 

, ' , 

n 
rl 

n 
II 

lJ 
n 
ij ;.t, 

n i 

~j 

~
' 

,
f,' 
~. 

, n 
n 
(1 

, IT 
fl 
r " 
I : 

~ 

In con~rast, the pr~fi~e of the multiple offender population evidenced the 
follow1ng character1st1cs: 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Young but slightly older than first offenders median age 33 years, 
22 percent under 25 years of age. ' 

Mostly Caucasian males, 10 percent female. 

Usually unmarried (never married, divorced, or separated). 34 percent 
currently married. 

37 percent received education beyond high 'school. 

72 percent had "blue collar" occupations. 

Median family income was $8'48.09 pe'r month. 

More than one person lived off the family income in 52 percent of the cases. 

25 percent were unemploye~ when they volunteered. 

41 percent represented themselves in court. 

Median BAC was .20. 

• 9 percent were diagnosed as social dr~nkers. 61 6 
~ . percent excessive drinkers, 

and 37.5 percent severe problem drinkers. 

No bias was detected in the random assignment of first offenders. Similar results 
were found for groups within the two multiple offender samples--those processed 
through SB 38 methodology and those processed under a post-conviction pre:'sentencing 
procedure. Howev7r, a difference was detected between the t't-lO procedures 't-lhich may 
preclude the comb1nation of the two samples when conducting the scientific evaluation • 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

Sentencing Alcohol-related Cases: Options Via 
Judicial Education 

ABSTRACT #34 
Author(s): 

Gary J. Scrimgeour 

Performing Organization and Address: 
Author 
P.O. Box 464 
Bloomington, Indiana 47401 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
National Center for Alcohol Education 
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 

Abstract: 

Report Date: 

1974 

Contract or Grant No: 
N/A 

Type of Report: 
Final 

Period Report Covered: 
N/A 

Study \-Tork Element 
Application: 

Work Element Nos. I and 2 

This report does not limit itself to the drinking driver, but addresses the 
overall problem faced by the judiciary in adjudicating all alcohol-related offenses. 
Recognizing the traditional la.ck of conununication between members of the alcohol 
abuse treatment conununity and the judiciary the author addresses methods of judical 
education/training and organi2:ations who may fund such activities. Speci~ically, 
the report overviews th.e structure of varied judicial formats and the potential 
relationship with referral mechanisms to alcohol-abuse treatment. Further it 
describes existing programs for judicial education and identifies techniques for 
developing subject matter for judicial training and the iriteraction between such 
training and varied audiences!,! Finally, it outlines modes of acquiring funding for 
judicial training as well as identifying over 75 sources for potential funding. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 

This report provides essential information to the development, implementation, 
conduct and funding for judicial training in adjudicating all alcohol-related 
offenses. 

Study Team Reviewer: 
l.J'alter R. McDonald 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FO&~ 
Title and Subtitle: 

Review of ASAP Diagnosis, Referral and Rehabilitation 
Efforts: 1972-1976 

"Author( s) : 
ABSTRACT #35 

Mushill, E.F., Olshan, M.D., Struckman-Johnson, D.L. 

Report Date: 

October. 1978 
Contract or Grant No: 

DOT-HS-6-0l366 

Type of Report: 

Final 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Human Factors Laboratory 
University of South Dakota 
Vermillion, SD 

Period Report cover~d: 
1972-1976 

Study Work Element . 
Application: 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address'. W k El N 2 d 3 
or emant os. an Office of Driver and Pedestrian Programs, NHTSA 

U.S. Dept. of Transportation 

Abstract: I I 

This volume focuses on the diagnosis, referral and rehabilitation systems of the NHTSA 
Alcohol SCl.fety Action Projects (ASAPs) during the 1972-76 period. Included in the 
report are: 1) a description of each of the three subsystems as they operated at the 
35 ASAPs; 2) client flow data for each of the sites; 3) a review of the project level 
evaluation of these systems; 4) profiles of clients in drinker diagnosis categories 
by site (where data were available) and across sites; 5) program level an~lyses 
assessing the validity of standard diagnostic instruments, diagnostic mechanisms, 
and diagnostic screening procedures; and 6) an evaluation of rehabilitation effective­
ness conducted at the program level for non-problem drinkers, mid-range problem drinkers 
and problem drinkers. 

Included in the profiles that are presented are demograph:Lc, pre-sentence investigation, 
and arrest history data. Also, presented are recolrunendations for the implementation 
of an objective diagnostic screening pro'cedure. 

Potenti~) Value/Application for Study: 

This is perhaps the most definitive account of the diagnostic and referral functions 
of the 35 ASAPs which is available •. '. 

The relevance to 
(( tive context for 

within a variety 

the Alternative Sentencing Evaluation Project is to provide a compara­
the operation of court supervised diagnostic and referral functions 
of socio-legal settings. 
(:) 

I 
I 
I 1.$~t;:u:::d~y~T;r;:ea:m:-:;;R::e::v:;i-:e::w::e::r:-::-----------------------tI-=n:"'a-t:-"e--O-=f-R=-e-v'7i-e-w-:-------; Vernon Ellingstad 5-5-80 1 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

r-:-Title and Subtitle: Re~ort Date: I 
Program Level Evaluation of ASAP Diagnosis, Referral and ,,'''' September 1976 I 
Rehabilitation Efforts: Volume I, Description of ASAP \ ~C~o-n~t-r-a-c~t~o-r--G~r-a-n--t-N~o-:--~ 
Diagnosis, Referral and Rehabilitation Functions , 

" ABSTRACT # 3,6 
Author(s): 
Timothy J. Springer 

Performing Or&..anization Name and Address: 
Human Facfors i.aboratory 
Department of Psychology 
University of South, Dakota 
Vermillion, South Dakota 57069 

DOT-HS-191-3-759 
Type o,f Report:. 
Final 

Period Report Covered: 

Ju~ 1973 - June 1976 
Study Work Element 
Application: 

(.' 

r-~S~p~'o-n-s-o-r~i~n-g~A~g-e-n-c-Y~N~a-m-e--a-n~d-A~d~d-r-e-s-s-:--------------------------~ Work Element Nos. 1 and 2 

Office of Driver and Pedestrian Programs 
U.S. Department of Transportation, NHTSA 
400 Seventh Street. s.W.~ Washingto~, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

This study describes the organiza.tion and operationa1. characteristics of the Federally 
sponsored Alcohol Safety Action Projects (ASAPs) that were implemented in 35 sites 
throughout the United States in the early seventies. The characteristics of the diag­
nosis/referral/rehabilitation activities at each site were summarized using four 
categories: judicial mechanisms, diagnostic procedures, rehabilitation referral pro­
cedures, ~nd rehabilitation modalities. 

The project descriptions for each site we,re formulated after careful review of the 
information available from each of them. Tlds included proj ectclpplications to NHTSA, 
project status reports and descriptive materials, formal evaluation results, and 
NHTSA on-site trip reports. 

Poteniial Value/Application for Study: 

This is another refe~ence document which 
and rehab;i.litative systems configured to 
at the 3S\ASAPs. 

describes alternative diagnosis/referral 
accommodate to varying socio •• le~fl systems 

( 

I ~--~~----~------------------------------------~~--~~--------------1 Study Team Revielver: Date of Review: I 

Vernon Ellingstad 5-5-80 ! 
'------------------------____________________ -.::.-:c __ ...1.-______________ ~~,. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

Program Level Evaluation of ASAP. Diagnosis, Referral and 
Rehabilitation Efforts: Volume II, Analyses of ASAP 
Diagnosis and Referral Activity 

.ABSTRACT #37 
Author(s): 
David L. Struckman-Johnson and Edward F. Mushill 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Ruman Factors Laboratory 
Department of Psychology 
University of South, Dakota 

Report Date: 
September 1976 

Contract or Grant No: 

DOT-HS-191-3-759 
Type of Report: 
Final Report 

Period Report Covered: 

July 1973 - June 1976 
Study Work Element 
Application: 

Vermillion S'outh Dakota 57069 
r-~S~p~o=n~s~o~r~i~n~g~A~g~e~n~c~y~N~am~e~a~n~d~A~d~d~r-e-s-s-:--------------------------~Work Element Nos. 2 and 

Office of Driver and Pedestr-ian Programs 3 

,.!. 

U.S. Department of Transpqrtation, NHTSA 
400 Seventh Street, S.W'., ·Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

This is another study that focu~.s, on ,the 4iagnpsis referral and rehabilitation systems 
of the NHl'SA Alcohol Safety Action Projects. In addition to including a description 
of the subsystems as theY'operated at the 35 ASAPs, the study includes key site­
specific client flow data. 

Profiles of clients in drinker diagnosis and rehabilita~ion modality categories are 
presented for demographic and arrest history variables; along with analyses designed 
to assess th~ validity of several types of diagnostic systems employed by the ASAPs. 
Results of the latter analyses ~ndicate that the cr1ter~a reconnnended by NHTSA for 
drinker diagnosis is the most valid of the systems analyzed. 

Other analyses concerned the validity of standardized diagnostic tests utilized in the 
ASAP diagnostic procedures. The results of the analyses support only the use of the 
Mortimer-Filkins Questionnaire and Interview together. The Mortimer-Filkins Question­
naire alone was found to have less predictive validity thall when administered in 
conjunction with the Interview. 

,Poteniial Value/App1.ication for Study: 

Not directly applicable to specifics of the Alternative Sentencing Eva+uation Project 
since its emphasis is on diagnosis. 

I 

I 
I 

""',1 ~-'I 
~S~t~u-d~y--T~e-a-m-,~R~e-v~i-e-w-e-r-·:--------------~--------------------------~D~a-t-e---o~f~R-e-v~i-e-w-:----------! 

Vernon S. Ellingstad 5-5-80 _____ l 
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LITERATURE REVIE\V' FORM 

1 Title and Subtitle: 
Program Level Evaluation of ASAP Diagnosis, Referral and 
RehabilitatiouEfforts: Volume III. Evaluation of 
Rehabilitation Effectiveness 

'Author(s) : 
Vernon S. E11ingstad & Timothy J. Springer 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Human Factors Laboratory 
Department of Psychology 
University of South Dakota 

ABSTRACT #38 

Report Date: 
September, 1976 

Contract or Grant No: 

DOT-HS-19l-3·-759 
Type of Report: 

Final 

Period Report Covered: 
July 1973 - June 1976 

Study Work Element 
Applica.tion: 

Verm±llion Southp~a~k~o~t~a~~5~7~0~6~9 ________________________________ -1 
Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: Work Element No.5 

Office of Driver and Pedestrian Programs 
U.S. Depa~tment of Transportation, NHTSA 
400 Seventh Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20590 

Abstract: 

This report provides the results of various analyses which were conducted in respect 
to the rehabilitation components of the 35 NHTSA funded Alcohol Safety Action Pro­
jects. The period of the analysis is the 1972--74 period of operations. Include~ in 
the report are smmnarized project initiated analyses of treatment program :ff:c~~veness 
and program level (across project) analyses of total treatment system and ~nd~v~dual 
treatment modality effectiveness based upon rearrest recidivism (for alco~ol related 
offenses) data reported by the projects. 

During the 1972-74 period addressed by this report, a total ~f 140,540 c~u:t referred 
clients were exposed to a variety of ASAP supported or coord~nated rehab~l~tati.on 
programs, at a cost to the ASAPs. of $5,346,502. The most extensively used treatment 
alternatives were ~~AP initiated alcohol safety schools, although substantial use was 
also made of community alcohol rehabilitation resources. 

Evaluation of ASAP rehabilitation system effectiveness was hampered, at both p~:ogram 
and proj ect levels, b~!! a lack of adequate experimental designs which provided no­
treatment groups whose performance could be compared to that of treatment groups •. 
Some indications of program effectiven~ss were found, particularly for problem dr~nkers. 

Potential VCl.lue/ Application for Study: 
Good overview of ASAP quasi-experimental treatment effectiveness results. Also includes 
critical stmnnaries of project initiated effectivel~ess evaluations. 

Study Team Reviewer: 
Vernon S. Ellingstad 
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I Date of Review: 
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LITE~~TURE REVIEW FORM 
~T~l'-~~~~--~--------~~-----------______ -.~~~~ ____________ ~ 

it e and Subtitle: Report Date: I 
Program Level Evaluation of ASAP Diagnosis, Referral ana September 1976 
Rehabilitation Efforts: Volume IV, Development of th.e Short 
Term Rehabilitation (STRl S'tudy Contract or Grant No: 

ABSTRACT #39 
Author(s): 
VeL non S. Ellingstad 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 

Human Factors Laboratory 
Department of Psychology 
Univeristy of South Dakota 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 

Office of Driver and Pedestrian Programs 
U.S. Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

...L..1:ifi <::QU"'T1_rh ~t-"'I"Qt- ~ ..Iv W.'l~fdTUr1:onD . C 2059.0 
Abstract: 

DOT-HS-19l-3-759 
Type of Report: 

Final 

Period Report Covered: 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element No. 2 

This study discusses the development, implementation and final status of the Short Term 
Rehabilitation (STR) S'tudy initiated by the NHTSA in 1974. Experj.mental designs 
~m~loyed b~ each of the 11 ASAP/STR sites for the assignment of mid-range problem 
dr~nker dr~vers to STR treatment or control groups are described. Also discussed are: 
the results of ~reliminary efforts to consolidate the individual site designs into a 
set of program level design; the STR data system which incorporates initial client 
intake data as well as 6, 12 and 18 month client follow-up interview and record check 
data; and the status of preliminary analyses which were designed to provide a set of 
life change criteria for use in assessing the effectiveness of STR rehabilitation 
modalities. 

These latter ana~yses were applied to the Life Activities Interview (LAI) to yield 
five status factors including: Alcohol U~e, IncomeiEmployment, SOCialization/Social 
Activity, Family/~farital S't&tus, and Physical Health Factors. Similar scales are also 
presented for the Current Status Questionnaire (CSQ) and the Personality Assessment 
Survey (PAS) instruments. ~ 

Potendal Value/Application for Study: 

This study provides one of the more comprehensive discussion$ of drinking driver 
classification/diagnosis strategies and presents an effective set of instrumentation 
which can be utilized in evaluating treatment modality impact on the life status of 
DUIs. 

"":':\, 

l Study Team Reviewer: 'ic} I Date of ReView: 
I /)Walter R. McDcnald 5-5-80 
~----.~--------------.----------------~------------~,.~----------------------
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORH 
Title and Subtitle: 

Interim Analysis of STR Performance and Effectiveness I 
Report Date: 

-.Setttember 1977 
Contract or Grant No: 

ABSTRACT #40 DOT-HS-6-01366 
Author(s): 
Ellingstad, V.S. and Struckman-Johnson, D~L. 

Type of Report: 

Interim 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
Period Report Covered: 
7/76 - 6/77 

Human Factors Laboratory 
University of South Dakota 
Vermillion, SD 57069 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Office of Driver and Pedestrian Programs 
U.S. Department of Transportation, NHTSA 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element No. 2 

400 Seventh S.treet, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20590 
~========:========================================h:=================~ 

Abstract: 

This report describes the status of the NHTSA Short Term Rehabilitation Study as of 
May, 1977 and summarizes the progress of data collection efforts by the eleven par-. 
ticipating ASAP projects. 

The development of criterion measures employed in analyses of the effectiveness of STR 
alcohol rehabilitation modalities are documented and i~clude measures of: direct 
traffic safety outcome criteria, measures of client drinking behavior comparable to 
criteria employed in previous evaluations of NIAAA treatment programs, and a se~ of 
factor analytically derived scales of client behavior designed to assess adjustment 
in a number of life adjustment dimensions. ~' 

The report also provides a summary of alternative SIR rehabilitation countermeasure 
programs, and presents demographic profiles of clients referred to alternative treat­
ment and no-treatment conditions. Additionally, the results of interim assessments 
of STR treatment effectiveness within seven separate program level designs are presented. 
The findings associated with these preliminary results indicate evidence of treatment 
effectiveness only for alcohol safety schools. The results, however, cover only the 
iirst six-month follow-up period. 

I 
~~~~~~-,~~~~~--~~--------------------------------_______ J Potential Value/Application for Study: I 

The coverage of outcome criteria in th~s report is extensive, as is the description 
oft treatment,countermeasures. The final reports of this study (this was an early 
iri~1;:erim report). provide more defip.itive results of treatment effectiveness analyses. 

~~~~~----------------------------~----~· __ ~ _______ r 
Study Team Reviewer~ lDate ,0£ Revie\,,: ! 

'--_________________ V_e_r_n_o_n_E_l-'-.l_i_n..;;g;...s_t_a_d ____________ -:-_5._-_5 ..... -_8_0_· ________ .....(,.,.~?~ 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 
Title and Subtitle: 

South Dakota: ASAP Analytic Study No, 5/6 - 1977 
An AnalYSis of Alcohol Rehabili.tc:::tion Efforts 

ABSTRACT #41 
Author(s): 
Krause, P.B. and Olshan, M.D. 

Report Date: 

Contract or Grant No: 

DO'T'-H~-~~-ln416 
Type of Report: 

Final 
r-~~~~~~~--~--~--~-~~=~~~-.-________________________ ~ Period Report Covered: 

Performing Organization Name and Addre~s: 7/76 _ 9/77 
Human Factors Laboratory 
University of South Dakota Study Work Element 
Vermillion, SD 57069 Application: 

Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Office of Driver and Pedestrian Programs 
U.S. Dept. of Transportation, NHTSA 
400 Seventh Street, S.W., Waship..:&ton, D.C. 20590 
Abstract: 

Work Element Nos. 1 
and 2 

This study examines the efficacy of problem drinker driver rehabilitation as a viable 
~ddit~on, or alternative, to traditional court punitive sanctions for driving while 
1ntox1cated. Two groups of clients were analyzed in a control group versus treatment 
group experimental design. The first group were regular, South Dakota ASAP clients 
who were randomly assigned to treatment or control after January, 1974. The second 
group was a· subset of South Dakota ASAP clients who became part of the NHTSA Short 
Term Rehabilitation Study. . 

t 

The treatment outcome measures were the traditional DWI recidiVism, analyzed with a 
survival rate methodology, and the recently developed questionnaire/:i.nterview scale 
scores measuring certain aspects of life activity (LAI/CSQ/PSA). 

The recidivism comparisons were based on cohorts of clients formed quarterly with a 
follow-up period of 15 quarters. No evidence was found to suggest that rehabilitation 
made any difference in post-treatment drunk driving behavior. 

An evaluation of the questionnaire/interview scale scores found that most of the 
scales were not good discriminators of drinking status and therefore not likely to 
reflect change in post-treatment behavior. Follow-up comparisons between treatment 
and' control groups showed no differences. 

I1pP.o~t~e~n~t~·1~·a~11lVJ.a~1~u~e~/~A~p~p~1~i~c~a~t~i~o=n~f~o=r~S~t~U~d~y~:-------------------------------------------------1 
This is a ca~efully conducted treatment effectiveness study which examined a limited 
set of rehabilitation modalities used in South. Dakota. 

I 
I 
I 

I 
~S~tu~d~y~T:e~a:m~R~e:v~i:e:w:e=r~:~----------------------------------------il~D~a-t~e--o-f~=R-e-v~i-e-w-:-----------; 

Vernon Ellingstad 5-5-80: 
~--------------------------------------~----~-----------------" 
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LITERATURE REVIEW FORM 

Title and Subtitle: 
Alcohol Safety Action Projects 1977 Interim Assessments of 
Drinker Diagnosis, Referral and Renabilitation - Analytic 
Study Number 5/6 ABSTRACT #42 

'Author(s) : 

Spiegel, D.K. and StrucKman.,...Johnson, D.L. 

Report Date: 
July 1978 

Contract or Grant No: 
DOT-HS-6-D1366 

Type of Report: 

Interim Report 
L-~--~----------~--~~~----~~77------------------------1 PerJod Report Covered: 

Performing Organization Name and Address: 
H~n Factors Laboratory 
Department of Psychology 
University of Soutn Dakota 
Vermillion, S·outli. Dakota 57069 
Sponsoring Agency Name and Address: 
Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safe.ty Adminis·tration 
Office of Driver and Pedestrian Programs, Washington, D.C. 

Abstract: 

Study Work Element 
Application: 

Work Element No. 4 

This report contains individual summaries and critiques O,t Analytic Studies Number 5/6, 
"An Analysis of Drinker Diagnosis, Referral, and Renabilitation Activ5_ty" submitted ,to 
the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration by each of ten Alcohol Safety Action 
Projects (ASAPs). An An~lytic Study 5 and 6 or 5/6 has beEm submitted by each ASAP 
annually since 1972. The studi~s critiqued in th~s report are the final 5/6 studies 
which were submitted prior to termination of federal funding for the ASAP~. The studies 
critiqued all report on activity during 1976 and most of the studies include information 
on activity during the four years prior to 1976. Major topics addressed in the studies' 
included a description of the local AS'AP system, result~ of drinker diagnosis, drinker 
type profiles, rf.~sults of referral to J:'enabtlitation, referral group profiles, analysis 
of drinker diagnosis reliaBility and validity; analysis of diagnosis and referral 
efficiency, analysis of rehabilitation effectiveness, recidivist/non-recidivist profiles, 
rehabilitation completion/dropout profiles, and cost. 

Also contained in tfiis report is' an across' proj ect summary of the data and analyses 
presented in the ten individual studies critiqued. There is a summary section corres~ 
ponding to each of tlie major topic areas in the individual analytic studies. 

Potential Value/Application for Study: 
Critical summaries of ASAP analytic studies. Useful as much for th.e methodological 
criticisms as' tne summary of results. 

I 

I 
~--~ __ --__ ~-----------------------------------~c----~,~---~ __ ~------------I Study Te!;l!)l Reviewer: 1 Date of Reviet07: J 

Vernon El.Lingstad _ 5-5-80 l L-________ ~ _________________________ "'.~ _______________ ~ ____________________ __ 
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5.0 ABSTRACT REFERENCE LIST 

The name, author and date of publication are listed for each of the 

abstracts in Section 4.0.' 

Abstract #1 -- The Deterrent Effect of Penalties on Drink/Drivers. 
Home 1, R., 1976 . 

Abstract #2 -- Alcohol and Highway Safety 1978: A Review of the State 
of Knowledge. Jones, R. and Joscelyn, K., 1978. 

Abstract #3 -- An Interim Evaluation of the New York State Drinking 
Driver Program, New York Department of Motor Vehicles. 1978. 

Abs.tract #4 -- Driver Record Eval uation of a Drinking Driver Rehabi 1 i­
tation Program. Preusser, D., Ulmer, R. and Adams, J. R., 1976. 

Abstract #5 -- Law Science and Accidents: The British Road Safety Act 
of 1967. Ross, H. L., 1973. 

Abstract #6 -- Comparative Analysis of Alcohol Highway Safety Judicial 
Standards and Existing Professional Standards. Mcintyre, D., 1978. 

Abstract #7 -- Evaluation and System Description of ASAP Judicial 
Systems--Volume I: Technical Report. Palmer, J., Ripberger, R., 
Skelton, D. and Scrimgeour, G., 1977. 

Abstract #8 -- Evaluation and System Description of ASAP Judtcial 
Systems--Volume i I: Puerto Rico Case Study. Palmer, J., Ripberger, 
R., Skelton, D. and Scrimgeour, G., 1977. 

Abstract #9-- Evaluatfon and System Description of ASAP Judicial 
Systems--Volume III: Idaho Case Study. Palmer,J., Ripberger, R., 
Skelton, D. and Scrimgeour, G., 1977. 

Abstract #10 -- Evaluation and System Description of ASAP Judicial 
Systems--Volume IV: Hennepin County, Minnesota Case Study. 
~.almer, J., Ripberger, R., Skelton, D. and Scrimgeour, G., 1977. 

Abstract #11 -- Evaluation and System Description of ASAP Judicial 
Systems--Volume V: Phoenix, Arizona Case Study. Palmer, J., 
Ripberger, R., Skelton, D. and Scrimgeour, G., 1977. 

Abstract #12 -- Evaluation and System Description of ASAP Judicial 
Systems--Valume VI: Los Angeles County, California Case Study. 
Palmer, J., Ripberger, R., Skelton, D. and Scrimgeour, G., 1977. 

Abstract #13 -- Comparative Analysis of Alcohol Safety Judicial 
Standards and Existing Professional Standards--Volume I: 
Technical Report. Scrimgeour, G., Palmer, J., Edwards, H. L., 
Goldspiel,'S. and Logan, A. B., 1978. 
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Abstract #14 -- Alcohol Countermeasures: Solid Rock and Shifting Sands. 
Driessen, G. and Bryk, J., 1973. 

Abstract #15 -- A Customized Approach to the Drinkin'9 Driver (Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 44--Harmerl. Epperson,W., Harano, R. and 
Peck, R., 1975. 

Abstract #16 -- The Effectiveness of License Suspension or Revocation 
for Drivers Convicted of Multiple Driving-U~der-the-Influe~ce . 
Offenses (An l'nterim report for the evaluation of SB 330--Gregorlo). 
Hagen, R., 1977. 

Abstract #17 -- An Evaluation of Alcohol Abuse.Treat~nt as an Alternative 
to Dr i ve rs License S uspen:s i on or Revoca t I on (F I na I repo rt . to . the 

Legislature in accord with S8 38--Gregorio). Hagen, R., Will lams, 
R., McConnell, E. and FlemIng, C., 1978. 

Abstract #18 -- Epidemilogical Aspects of Alcohol In Driver Cra3hes and 
CitatIons. Hurst, P., 1973. 

Abstract #19 -- An Analysis of Court School Program~ Located in Los Angeles 
County: 1975. Beshai, N., 1976. 

Abstract #20 -- Survey of Drunk Driver Diversion Programs in Los Angeles 
County. Beshai, N. and McGuire, J., 1977. 

Abstract #21 -- A Comparison of D~mographic and Psycho:ocial Chara~teris­
tics of DWI Drivers, Control Drivers and Alcoholics. Moskowitz, H., 
Walker, J. and Gomberg, C., 1979. 

Abstract /r22 -- Implementation of Power Motivation Training as a Rehabili­
tation Countermeasure for DWls. Boyatzis, R. E., 1976. 

Abstract #23 -- The Short Term Rebabilitation Study--Volume III: 
Specific Analyses of Effectiveness., Struckman-Johnson, D. 
Ell i,ngstad, V., 1978. 

Site 
and 

Abstract #24 -- The Short Term Rehabilitation Stucty--Volume IV: Program 
Level Analyses of EffectIveness. Struckman-Johnson, D. and 
Elllngstad, V., 1978. 

Abstract #25 -- One Model for the Evaluation of ASAP Rehabilitation Effort. 
Nicbols, J. and Reis, R.~ 1974. 

Abstract #26 -- Snort Term Rehabilitation for Persons Convicted of Driving 
While Intoxicated. Boyatzis, R., 1976. 

Abstract #27 -- SB 330 Demonstration Project Evaluation--Lif7 StyJe AnalYs~s. 
McDonald, W., McIntire, J., Struckman-~phnson, D., El1lngstad, V. an 
Hagen, S., 1979. 

Abstract #28 -- Interim Analysis of STR Performance and Effectiveness. 
Ellingstad, V. and Struckman-Johnson, D., 1977. 
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Abstract #29 -- Interim Analysis of STR Effectiveness. Struckman-Johnson 
D. and Ellingstad, V., 1978. ' 

Abstract #30 -- Summary of ASAP Results for Application to State and 
Local Programs--Volume J: ASAP Findings; Volume I I: ASAP Costs. 
Hawkins, T., Scrimgeour, G., Krenek, R. and Dreyer, C., 1976. 

Abstract #31 -- Guidelines for Planning and Developing Post-Conviction 
Drinking Driver Programs LOOP). McDonald» \0/.,1977. 

Abstract #32 -- Evaluati'on of the SB 38 Drinking Driver Program. Santa Clara 
Cou~ty/County Executive1s Office of Mgmt & Budget/McDonald, W., 1978. 

Abstract #33 -- OUI Client Characteristics. An Interim Analysis of the 
Random Ass i gnment Process. Rei s, R., 1979. 

. Abstract #34 -- Sentencing Alcohol Related Cases: Options via Judicial 
Education. Scrfmgeour, G., 1974. 

Abstract #35 -- Review of ASAP Diagnosis, Referral and Rehabilitation 
Efforts: 1972-1976. Mushill, E. G~, Olshan, M. D. and Struckman­
Johnson, D. L., 1978. 

Abstract #36 -- Program Level Evaluation of ASAP Diagnosis Refer~a1 
and RehabilitatIon Efforts: Volume !, Description of'ASAP Diagnosis, 
Referral and Rehabi 1 itation FUnctions. Springer, Timothy),., 1976. 

Abstract #37 -- Program Lp--vt::l Evaluation of ASAP Diagnosis, Referral 
and Rehabi1 itation Eff(lrts: Volume II, Analyses of ASAP Diagnosis 
and Referral Activity. Struckman-Johnson, D. L. and'Mushill, E. F., 
1976. . 

Abstract #38 -- Program Level Evaluation of ASAP Diagnosis, Referral and 
Rehabilitation Efforts: Volume I II~ Evaluation of Rehabilitation 
Effectiveness. Ellingstad; V. S. ano,Springer, T. J., 1976. 

Abstract #39 -- Program Levei EYaluation of ASAPfiiagnosis I\eferral and 
Rehabilitation Effo~ts: Volume IV, Development of th~ Short Term 
Rehabi1 i tat ion (STRI Study. Ell ingstad,f, V. S., 1976. 

Abstract #40. -- Interim Analysis of STR Performance and Effecthreness. 
EIllngstad, V. S. and Struckman-Johnson, D,. L., 1977. 

Abstract #41t-- SD:ASAP Analytic Study No. 5/6-1977. An Analysis of 
Alcoh~/! Rehabilitation Efforts. Krause, P. B. an-(j Olshan, M. D., 
1977./ !, 

jr 
Abstract l42 Alcohol Safety Action Projects 1977 Interim Assessments 

of=Orinker Diagnosis, Referral and Rehabilitation--Analytic Study 
Numbe.r 5/6. Spiegel, D. K. and Struckman-Johnson, D. L., 1978. 
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6.0 ABSTRACTS CROSS REFERENCED BY KEY WORDS 

Listed below are key words to the evaluation of alternative sentencing 

of DUI offenders. For each word we have I~sted the number.of germane 

abstracts in Section 4.0. As noted earlier the final determination of 

what documents to associate with each key word was based upon our know­

ledge of what was in the actual reports not necessarily what was included 
in the brief abstract. 

Administrative Evaluation: 
#2, 3, 7,9, 10, II, 12, 14, IS, 16, 17. 19, 20, 21, 

4
22, 423 ,24,25,26, 28,29, 30, 31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 
0, 1, 42 

Alcohol Safety Action Project (ASAP): 
#2,4, 7,{'.?, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15,22,23,2.4,25, 
26, 28, 29, 30, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 42 

SAC Level: 
#15, 18, 21 

Countermeasure Design: 
#1, 2, 4, 8,9, 10, II, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19~ 
22,23,24,25,26,28,29,30: 31,32,33,34,35, 
36, 37, 38, 39.40, 41, 42 

Counte.rmeasure Eva I uat j on: 
}2, 4, 5,15, 16, 17~ 18,23,24,25,27,28,29,30, 
31~ 3~, 33, 34, 35, ~6, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 

Drinking Driver Program COOp}: 
#16, 17, 19, 27, 31, 32, 33 

DUI Driver Characteristics: 
#2, 18, 19, 21, 24, 26, 33, 35, 40, 41 

Fines: II 

#1,7,9, 11, 14, IS, 16,33 

First Offenders: ~ 

#2, 3, 14, 17, 21, 23, 24, 25, 28, 29, 33, 35, 36, 37, 
38, 41, 42 

Jail Sent~nc~s: ~ 

# 1, 7. 9, II, 14, 15, 16, 33 
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Judicial Decision Making: 
#6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13.15,16,17,21,22.,23,24, 
26! 28, 29, 30, 34, 35, 38, 39, 40 

Judicial Standards~ 
#6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 1 3, 34 

Judicial Training: 
#13, 34 

License Resfrictions: 
#3, 14, 17 

License Suspension/Revocation: 
#1,4,5,7,9, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17,27,33,41 

Life Style Analysis: 
#15, 17, 19,21,23,24,26,27,28,29,35,36,37,38, 

39, 40, 42 

Mu 1 t ip I e'; Offender: . 
. # J, 2, 3, 4,8, 14,. 15, 16, 17'; 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 
27. 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 
42 

Power Motivation Training (PMT}: 
#22, 23, 24, 28, 29, 38, 39, 40, 42 

Pre-Sentenc i I.g Investigatiqns: 
#2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 1 1 , 12, 15, 17, 18, 20, 30. 31. , 34, 37 

Quasi-Experimental Designs: 
# I, 2, 3, 5, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 23, 24. 25, 27, 28, 29, 

32, 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 

Red d i yi sm: 
#1 , 2, 3, 4, 11 , 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 25, 33, 35, 

36, 38, 40, 41, 42 

Scientific Evaluation: 
#2, 4, 5, 15, 31, 33 

Senate B, i II 330: 
#16,17, 20, 27,:~1, 32, 33 

Short Term Rehabi I itation CSTRt: 
#2, 15, 17, 23, 24, 26, 28, 29, 40 
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7.0 ABSTRACTS CROSS REFERENCED BY AUTHOR 

Listed below are all of the authors of the abstracts presented in 

Section 4.0. For each author we have listed the number of the ~ppro-
priate abstract(s). 

Adams, James R.: 

Besha i 1 Nab i I a : 

Boyatzis, R. E.: 

Bryk, Joseph A.: 

#4 

#19, 20 

#22, 26 

#14 

Dreyer, Charles B.: #30 

Driessen, Gerald J.: #14 

Dunlop & Associates, Inc.: #4 

Edwards, ~. Lynn: #13 

Ellingstad, Vernon 5.: #23. 24, 27~ 28, 29, 38, 39, 40 
Epperson, ~illiam V.: #15 

Fleming, Charles W.: #17 

Gold$piel, Stephen: #13 

Gomberg, Christopher: #21 
Hagen, Roger E.: #16, 17 
Hagen, Sh i rley T.: #27 
Harano, Richard M.: #15 
Hawkins, Thomas E. : #30 
Home 1, !) Ross: #1 

r, 
\J 

Hurst, Paul M. : #18 

Jones, Ralph.: #2 

Joscelyn, Kent: #2 
Krause., P. B. : #41 

Krenek, Richard F. : #30 
Logan, A. S.: #13 

McConnell, Edward J.: #17 

McDonald,'Walter R.: #27, 31,32 

McGuire, John R.: #20 

Mcintire, Jbhn R.: #27 
, /) 

Mdntyre, Dona 1 d M.: #6 

Moskow i tz, Herbe rt II #21 

Mushi1l, E. F.: #35,37 

I) 
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New York Department of Motor Vehicles: #3 
Nichols, J. L.: #25 

Olshan, M. D.: #35, 41 

Palmer, James A.: #7, 8, 9, la, 11, 12, 13 

Peck, Raymond C.: #15 

Preusser, David F.: #4 

Reis, R. E.: #25, 33 

Ripberger, Raymond J.: #7, 8, 9, la, 11, 12 

Ross, H. Laurence: #5 

Santa Clara County, County Executive's Office of 
Management and Budget: #32 

Scrimgeourj Gary J.: #7,8,9,10,11,12,13,30,34 

Skelton, David T.: #7,8,9,10,11,12 
Spiegel, D. K.: #42 

Springer, Timothy J.: #36, 38 

Struckman-Johnson, David: 

Ulmer, Robert G.: #4 

Walker, Judy: #21 

Wi 11 i ams, Ricky L.: # 17 

#23, 24, 27, 28, 29~ 35, 37, 40, 42 
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