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I .  BACKGROUND 

A. The SAFE System 

The Special Adjudication For Enforcement (SAFE) project was designed_to examine 
the effect iveness of a special ad jud i ca t i on / re fe r ra l / rehab i l i t a t i on  system for  
dealing with t r a f f i c  offenders. Although thesystem has much incommonwith the 
administ rat ive adjudicat ion approach in that  i t  eliminates a formal courtroom 
appearance, i t  also is un iqu~in that  a para- jud ic ia l  (magister ia l)  system is 
employed. Spec i f i ca l ly ,  t r a f f i c  c i ta t ions are adjudicated by a magistrate in an 
informal hearing in which defendants can conveniently and quickly present the i r  
cases including any extenuating circumstances. Magistrates are authorized to 
accept gu i l t y  pleas, dismiss the charges, or, where there are questions of evi- 
dent ia l  fact  or where a defendant wishes to contest a case fu r ther ,  to r e f e r  
cases for  formal court hearing. Addit ional features of the Seatt le SAFE system 
include magistrate re fe r ra l  to a Driver improvement Analyst (DIA) for  diagnosis 
and/or counsel l ing or d i rect  referra l  to one of seve ra ld r i ve r  improvement 
programs. The overall system design and i t s  operational procedure is  f u l l y  de- 

sc r i bed  in the SAFE Final Report (Morehead, 1976)ana a b r ie f  overview is provid - 
ed for  the readers' convenience in Appendix I .  - - 
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B. Evaluation of SAFE 

An integral  part of the SAFE program was an evaluation of i t s  effectiveness and 
e f f i c iency .  Analyt ic comparisons were made between the special adjudicat ion 
system and the t rad i t iona l  systems of formal couFtroom appearance and bond for -  
fe i tu re .  Within the SAFE system, comparisons were made between d i rec tmag is t ra te  
re fer ra l  and predesignated (random) re fer ra l  of dr ivers to various dr iver i m  
provement treatments as well as between d i f fe r ing  degrees of DIA involvement in 
the re fer ra l  process. Evaluation of the system also includedcomparisons of the 
re la t i ve  ~ffectiveness of d i f fe ren t  dr iver  rehab i l i t a t i on  programs in reducing 
c i t a t i on  and accident recidivism. 

Among the major rehab i l i ta t ion  al ternat ives u t i l i zed  in the SAFE program were 
three versions of the National Safety Counci l 's Defensive Driving Course (DDC): 
The standard eight-hour classroom Driver Improvement Program (DIP), a programmed 
learning v e r s i o n o f  the DDC Course (PLI) consist ing of a tape-recorded lec ture  
series and student workbook augmented-by-four hours of.classroom instruction-, and 
a secend Programmed Learning course (PL2) consist ing of the same recorded mater- 
ia ls  and. se l f  ins t ruct ion workbook plus a one-hour classroom meeting pr imari ly for  
tes t ing  purposes. F inal ly ,  "No Treatment" Contro| groups were inclUded to permit 
evaluation of the re lat ive effectiveness of the three DDC courses. Although there 
were other Department of Licensing ~ Driver Improvement programs u t i l i zed  in the 
treatment program (e.g. ,  F i rs t  Group Interview and Narrative Driving) fur ther  de- 
ta i l ed  evaluation of these programs is beyond the scope o f  the present report and 
the reader is referred to the or ig inal  pro ject  report  for  the effectiveness assess- 
ment of these agency effor" 

~On July I ,  1977 the name of the Department of Motor Vehicles was changed 
to the Department of Licensing. 





Within the Predesignated (random assignment) Referral branch of the SAFE system 
(See Figure l) dr~vers were referrea to one of ~he DDC co~rses or a Control group 
through one of ti~ree possible routes: (1) Predesignated (random) referral with- 
out DIA involvement~ (2) Predesignated referral with DIA counselli~g but no deci- 
sion-making by the DIA a~ to the appropriateness of the assigned rehabilitation 
alternative; (3) ~redesignated referral to a DIA for die~nosis and subsequ ent 
referral to the adjudged best treatment program. Thus, there were ]2 comparison 
groups defined-by the four treatment groups (DIP~ ~Ll. PL2and Control) and by 
the three alternative referral routes (Predesignated-No DIA, Predesignated-~[A 
counsel~ Predesignated-DIA diagnose). 

A complete description of the evaluation desig~ the predesignation and assignment 
procedures~ and dependent measures ca, be found in the eva~uation section of the 
SAFE Final Report (Morehead, 1976). A brief su~ar~ is preseated in Appendix ~. 
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FIGURE I. i Partial Schematic of SAFE System Case Flow. 
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I I .  PURPOSE 

The in i t ia l  evaluation of the SAFE project suggested a substantial reduction in 
both accident and violation recidivism for those offenders who attended the 
Defensive DrivingCourse (either DIP or PL versions) as compared~to those who 
were assigned to the.Control group. Treatment groups showed an approximate 40% 
reduction in recidivism on both post-treatment performance measures. The ex- 
tremely promising results of th is . in i t ia l  evaluation prompted the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration to contract with the Research Division of 
the Washington State Department of Licensing to further explore the specific 

effectiveness of the various DDC rehabilitation efforts. 

Specific among .the research questions addressed in the present investigation is 
the potential impact of the "exceptions" made to predesignated treatment group 
assignments. The original evaluation design incorporated predesignated random 
assignment t o a l l  major comparison groups. However, during the actual operat ion 
of the SAFE system some exceptions were ;aade from this random assignment scheme, 
i . e . ,  some offenders were-excluded from the i r  predesignated grn!Jo based on.~e-: 
cisions by themagistrates or the DIA's that the predesignated treatment was 
grossly inappropriate and could not in  a l l  good conscience be complied with. To  
the extent that this deviation from the assignment plan introduced-any systematic 
bias in the number and/or type of offender that was excluded and/or the treatment 
programs from which they were excepted, the randomness of subject assignment (and 
therefore the va l id i ty  of between-group comparisons) may have been compromised. 

In addit ion to the predesignated drivers who wer~ excepted from thei r  assigned 
treatment program (and ei ther received no fur ther  treatment or were reassigned to 
a treatment program other than that for which they were o r ig ina l l y  predesignated 
there were others who: 

a. Failed to appear for any of their scheduled treatment; 

b. Began their treatment program but did not successfully complete the 
entire program;~ .. 

c. Appeared for and completed the assigned treatment program. 

The control.group would obviously consist of drivers who would have fallen into 
each of these classifications had they been assigned to a treatment program rather 
than to the No Treatment Control group~ Hopefully, the random assignment process 
would assure that they Were represented in proportions equivalent tO those found 
in the treatment groups, i However,since i t  was ~h~possible to identify from with- 
in the Control group those individuals who would have been excepted or would have 
"failed-to-appear" or."faiied-to-complete" had they entered a treatment-program, 
i t  becomes necessary to either, (I) attempt to make the necessary statistical 
adjustments to the Control group's performance means which would compensate for 
the various component contributions or (.2) define:the treatment group as all of 
the drivers predetermined to become members of that treatment group without re-  
gard to the specific treatment conditions they subsequently experienced. It  is 
this latter option which was selected for the present evaluation. 
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Finally, sequential progran~ning constraints precluded definitive evaluation 
comparisons between the two versions of Programmed Learning at the time of the 
in i t ia l  project analysis. That is, since the PL2 program r_eplaced the PLI 
program midway through the project, recidivism comparisons using equivalent. 
tracking intervals could not be made immediately following the project terml - 
nation. At the time that the data were collected for the present evaluation, 
sufficient time had elapsed since program termination to permit equivalent one- 
year trackingintervals to be used for both these treatment programs. Thus, 
the present report wil l  also include a re-examination of the relative effective- 
ness of each of the Programmed Learning veFsions of the DDC course. 

I 

- I 

I I I .  METHOD 

~. The Data Base 

The data base used for this supplementary evaluation consisted of three major 
components: The Master Data File collected during the operational phase of the 
SAFE program, a data f i le  created for the "Exceptions" cases since •many were 
excluded from the ini t ia l  SAFE data f i le ,  and the current 5 year driving records 
for both the SAFE and Excepti3n subjectS. The data f i le  used for statistlcal 
analysis-was composed of the SAFE and Exception records merged onto a single 
f i le  with each subject's driving record appended to his base record •, A record 
description is included as Appendix II. 

Driving records were extracted from the Department of Licensing's DFiver Records 
system in December, 1977 and consisted of up to 20 accidents and/or citations. 
Each accident and/or citation was coded in a field containing the date j f  occur- 
rence and the type of citation issued. The f i r s t  lO of these fields contained prior to the SAFE 
data for up to ~0 accident/violation incidents that occurred ~ t 

offense date. The second IO fields contained up to lO incidents tha entry ~ I f  there were fewer than 

lO prior or lO subsequent inc idents• th fields were blark. Thus, 
the driving record portion of the data base contained a virtually complete ~5 

year) driving history. 

Ini t ia l  examination of the data base revealed a substantial missing data problem 
with regard to the completion status of subjects who had been assigned to a DDC 

to obtain these completion data a manual search o# 
treatment group. In order l 's  SAFE Project records was conducted, and roughly 
the Evergreen Safety Counci 95% of the missing data was Fecovered. The data base was then updated with com- 
pletion codes indicating successful course completion or failure to complete. 
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B. Study Group Selection 

Thele were six types of defendants identified in the master data f i le:  Excep- 
ticns, SAFE Mandatories, SAFE Walk-ins, Court Mandatories, Court Walk-ins and 
Bond Forfeitures. The ini t ia l  step in defining the study groups was to select 
only SAFE M3ndatory arid Except_!on subjects. Next, subjects were selected for 
further analysis i f  they met one of two conditions: (1) they were members of 
the Exception (from predesignated assignment) group or (2) they had been pro- 
cessed through the system via one of the predesignate-6-d referral routes ( left-  
hand portion Of Figurel). Thus, the subjects ~elected for analysis were the 
SAFE Mandatory defendants who had been randomly.assigned to a refermal and 
treatment (or Control) group including those defendants excepted from their 
predesignated assignment. 

C. Evaluation Desio~_n 

Table l depicts predesignation group (rows) and assignment/completion (columns) 
for subjects included in the present analysis. The variable PREDESIG in Table l 
includes both predesignated referral route and treatment group assignment. For 
the No DIA (rows I, 2, 3, 4) and DIA Counseling (rows I I ,  12, 13, 14) referral 
routes predesignation codes indicated both route and:treatment group assignment. 
The code for the DIA Diagnosis roUte, however, indicated diagnosis only. The 
purpose of this component of the system was to allow the DIA's to_determine the 
~s t  appropriate tr~atn~ent for individiual defendants. i f  the diagnostic inter- 
view indicated el ig ib i l i ty  for a Department of Licensing Driver Improvement 
prngram the defendant was assigned to that program. The remaining defendants 
should ha:e been randomly assigned to a DDC or ConCrdT-g~dup. Even though the 
DIA Diagnosis predesignation code did not indicate DDC or Controi assignment, 
~hese treatment group assignments are broken down in Table l for purposes of 
later analysis. The DIA Diagnosis condition (row 28) in Table l includes those 
~,ibjects assigned to a Department Of Licensing program and those excepted from 
~,y fon.~l treatment program. The remaining subjects who were assigned to a 
DDC or Control group are represented in rows 21, 22, 23 and 24 of Table I. 

TVe variable STATtJS in Table l indicates Treatment group assignment and comple- 
re resent completion of predesignated treatmen~ 

tion status. Columns l and 2 P . . . . . .  ~A ~i~ rnntrol group is represented in 
and faiiure-to-cOmplete, respectlve~y, ~ . . . . . . . .  
Column 3. Columns 4 and 5 indicate exceptions from predesignated assignment. 
Subjects excepted but assigned to another treatment (Column 4) include those 
assigned to a DOC Course other than the one predesignated or a DOL treatment. 
Column 5 represents exception subjects not assigned to any treatmentgr °up and 
includes 150 ;predesignated DIP or pL subjects who were assigned~to the Control 
group. Column 6 includes subjects for whom a treatment assignment could not be 
determined from the existing records. •It should be noted that the majority of 
these subjects were predesignated for Control group assig nment,.but the DIA's 
and/or magistrates indicated a group assignmen£ code (Action-Reason co~e) other 
than those used to indicate Control group assignment. The reasons for the sub- 

stantial number of subjects predeS7grepresen t treatment group assignment bu t remains obscure. Finally, Column i hated bUtsnOt assigned tO Controi groups 

unknown co~lTetion status. 
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TABLE I 

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

PREOESIG 

No OZA 

NO D I A  PL1  

NO D I A  PL~  

NO O I A  C ~ T R O L  

1%.  

COUNSEL D I P  

l Z .  

COUNSEL P L 1  

1 ~ .  

COUNSEL P L 2  

COUNSEL CONTROL 

2 1 .  
O I A  D IAG D I P  

D I A  D I A G  PL1  

STATUS • 

COUNT I 
R ~  ~ T  I A S S I G N E O  ASSIGNED ASS IGHED E X C P T I O N  E X C F T I O N  S T A T U S  A S S - C , P L  ROW 

OMPLTE FTC " CONTROL OTHR TRT HO T R T  UHKNONN UNK lqO~N "IFOTAL 
• I - C  " " . . . . .  S I 6 . 1  7 . Z  

I - 1 . I  2 . I  5 . ~  '*.~_ " ,  - - . T  . . . . . .  7 - I  
. . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  T - -  I ~ 5 3  

D i P  . . . .  - - - - "  . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  A . . . . .  * 
- I -  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  i . . . . .  A 3 3 ~  

T lq ,6  I 3~ I o I .57 I 5 8  I i0  1 , 9 l 

' "  I I o.o IT 
- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - : ~ l  . . . . . . . .  * . . . . .  3 0 8  

190 1 5Z I 0 I 57 I 2 I 6 1 1 I 
o o 0 6  i 1 .  o L _  3 6  

" " . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . .  * . . . . .  
- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  - -  I 7 0 0  

4 .  0 1 " 0 I 2 3 8  I 1Z I 16  I q 3 ~  I 0 I 
I . . . . . .  0 I 1 7 I 2 3 I 6 2 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 8 . Z  

0 0 I 0 ~; • ~ " " 
I • " - " - - - ~ - -  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 7 7 7  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  i . . . . .  
3 7 5  I 6 9  1 0 I 46  I 2 3 6  I 3 8  I 1 3  I 

I . . . .  0 0 I S 9 I 30 4 I 4.9 I 1.7 I 9.1 
q 8 . 3  1 o "~ L .  • " I " " - ," . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . .  ~ - -  3 8 7  
I 176 I 39 I 0 I 30 I 114 I 22 I 6 I 

~5  5 I 10  1 l 0 0 I 7 8 I 2 9 . 5  I 5 . 7  I 1 . 6  I 4 . 5  
I l" . " • " - I  . . . .  " - - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  - - ~ - I  . . . . . . . .  I 

- I  . . . . . . . .  z . . . . . . . .  • . . . . . . .  ~ 0 9  

I o , II 
I 5 3 . 4  I 1 ~ . 2  I 0 . 0  I ~ . 9  1 2 3 . 9  I ~ "  - " - I  

I - - I - - - -  . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . . .  ,'. . . . . . . .  - I  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 5 5  
0 I 0 I 207 I 19 I ~ I 505 I 0 I 

I . . . .  ,~ T 2 6 I 0 5 I 6 8 . 7  I 0 . 0  I 8 . 6  
0 0 I 0.~ 1 ~-o . . . .  " 

I " I - - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 7 7 3  - I  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

6 2 6  I 1 ~ 0  I 0 I 0 I 0 1 0 I 2 7  I 
1. - - "  . . . .  ~ :  • 0 0 " 0 0 I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 3 . 5  I 9 . 1  

t } l . U  .L J . ~  • .- ' ~ " " " 
i - - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  z . 3 5 0  - I  ...... --I ..... • :,~z z ~'~ z o z o I o z o z ~ z 
z_ . . . . . .  ; • o o ~ o o I o .o  z o .o  ~ z . ~  z. ~ . l  
1 • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T . . . . . . . .  J, 

-I ........ I ........ I ........ I ........ I I 391 
l 303 I 83 1 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 

77  5 I 21  ~ I 0 0 1 0 O I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 1 . ~  I ~ . 6  
O I A  O IAG PL2 I • " " " - I  . . . . . . . .  I - I . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  

-I ........ I ........ • ........... 11~8 
~, • 0 I 0 I ~ , 3  I 0 I 0 I 705 l 0 I 

~ "  " 0 I 0 0 I 38  6 I 0 . 0  l 0 . 0  I 6 1 . ~  I 0 . 0  I 1 ~ . 5  
D I A  OZAG CONTROL I O. • " . _ . . r  . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . .  - - - - I  . . . . . . . .  I 

- I  . . . . . . . .  I'~ . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ~- . . . . . .  • 165~ 
67 I 3~, I 0 I 91 I 827 i 318 1 117 I 

~ 8 .  I 2 . . . .  ,, n I ~ S I 5 0  0 I 1 9 . 2  I 7 . 1  I 1 9 . 4  
I 1 6 1  • ~ ~ ~ ' "  " " - " " O I A  O I A G  " " - " . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . .  • . . . . . . . .  + 

- 1  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  • . . . . . . . .  * - "  2 0 1  8 5 1 9  
COLUMN 2 9 6 8  5 9 2  8 8 8  4 3 1  1 3 7 ~  2 0 6 5  

T O T A L  3~ , . 8  6 . 9  1 0 . ~  5 . 1  1 6 . 1  2 ~ . Z  Z . ~  1 0 0 . 0  

For analysis of the overall system the total  predesignated groups (row totals in 
Table I )  were used and comparisons were made as a functi0n of predesignation 
group and assignment vs non-assignment tO thepredesignatedtreatment or Control 
group. Analyses of DDC effectiveness included only Columns I ,  2 and 3 of Table• 
l ;  those subjects actual ly assigned to a treatment or Control group, ,~nd for sub- 
jects assigned to DIP, PLI or PL2 only those for whom completion status data was 
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available. Additionally, subjects referred via the DIA Diagnosis route and 
assigned to a DOL treatment were excluded from the analyses of DDC effective- 

ness. 

Dependent Variable.s. 

The two general classes of dependent variables were those measuring group com- 
posit ion and recidivism. Group composition variables consisted of descript ive 
demographic characterist ics (age, sex, race, education, income), exposure to 
r isk ,  pr ior  dr iving record and the SAFE entry offense. Recidivism was measured 
by the percentage of drivers involved in one or more accidents or receiving one 
or more ci tat ions subsequent to the i r  SAFE appearance date. 

The recidivism tracking interval was one calendar year fol lowing the SAFE appear- 
ance date.  The last  defendants in the SAFEproject appeared in June, 1976, and 
a one-year tracking interval for chese subjects concluded in June, 1977. The 
data f i l e  used in this research was created on December 15, 1977, and thu~ al low- 
ed six months for reports of ci tat ions and accidents to be submitted to the 
Department of Licensing and entered on the dr iver record system. 

D. Subjects 

The t r a f f i c  offenders in the SAFE system were Seattle residents who received an 
in f ract ion c i ta t ion  for:  ( I )  charges arising from an accident, ( 2 )d r i v i ng  wi th-  
out a val id operator's license on person, (3) speeding in excess of 15 MPH over 
the posted l imi t ,  or (4) a charge that was the fourth infrart ion in 2 years or the 
third charge in l 7eer, while operating a motor vehicle within the Seattle c i ty  
l imits during the time period June, 1974 to June, 1976. 

Driving witnout a valid opewator's license on person was dropped as a mandatory- 
appearance category early in the program primarily because neither the magis- 
trates nor the analysts could jus t i fy  to themselves or to the defendants the need 
to attend a rehabil i tation program based on only this citation on their record. 
Three additional infractions, failure to yield right-of-way, following too close 
and neglige~It driving were adJed to the mandatory SAFE appearance citat ion cri ~ 
teria when the ~o valid license on person charge was deleted. 

E. Analysis 

The SAFE data f i l e  complied by the Department of Licensi~ig's Information Systems 
Division was processed dnd analysed using the Sta t i s t i ca l  Package for tile Social 
Sciences (SPSS), a set Of computer programs developed by N iee t  al (1975). The 
major analyt ic techniques used were mult iple regression and Chi-square. For 
mult iple regression analyses dungy variables were created representing predesig- 
nated referra l  routes and treatment group assignments as well as assignment and 
completion status. Analyses of group composition were treated as one-way ANOVA's 





using dummy variables to represent par t icu lar  predesignation and status condi- 
t ions. Recidivism analyses proceeded s imi lar ly  with the inclusion of a second 
step in which the group composition variables of age, sex, exposure and pr io r  
dr iv ing record were entered into the reoression equation. Nie et al (1975, 
PP 373-376) describe this type of analys is.  The control groups were pooled a- 
cross a l l  referral  routes to provide a single referrence group for the-various 
comparisons. 

The dependent variables examined i nmanyo f  the analyses were dichotomouse.g., 
recidivism. I t  should be noted that even though the use of a dichotomous de- 
pendent variable-violates the s ta t i s t i ca l  assumptions of the mult iple regression 
model, there appears to be adequate j u s t i f i c a t i o n  for this practice. Empirical 
tests have documented the robustness of the ANOVA using dichotomous dependent 
variables when sample sizes are large, e.g~, greater than 40 (Lunney, 1970; also 
see Shultz & O'Day, 1972). Cohen and Cohen (1975, p. 230) also suggest that the 
central l im i t  theorum and some nonreferenced empirical studies j us t i f y  using 
regression techniques with dichotomous dependent Variables. 

A .05 signif icance level (one-tai led) was used for comparisons of recidivism. 
However, a more conservative level of .001 ( two-tai led) was used for group 
composition comparisons. The reason for this somewhat unorthodox procedure is 
due to the f ixed sample size used for both types of comparisons. Normally an 
invest igator would determine the size of an effect considered to beprac t i ca ] l y  
s ign i f i can t ,  then select a significance level and power for the test. Fixing 
these three parameters then determines the required value of the remaining para- 
meter, sample size. In the present invest igat ion, however, the same sample size 
is used both for recidivism comparisons, in which a re la t i ve iy  small difference 
would be prac t ica l ly  s ign i f icant ,  and for group composition comparisons, in 
which only f a i r l y  large differences would have any pract ical signif icance. 

IV. RESULTS 

A. SAFE System Impact - Predesignated Referral 

Examination of the predesignated referral  component• of the SAFE system consists 
of f i r s t ,  a description of the composition o f  the to ta l  subject sample and com-~ 
parisons among various predesignation condit ions, and second, a determination of 
the impact of the predesignatiOn/referral system on recidivism. For these 
analyses the ent ire sample of 8,519 subjects was used, and comparisons were made 
between the total  predesignation groups represented by the row totals in Table I .  

Group Composition 

The mean age of SAFE defendants in the predesignated/referral component was 31.97 
years; males accounted for 74% of the sample; subjects reported dr iv ing a mean of  
189.73 miles per week; the i r  dr iving records showed means of 0.82 accidents and 
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2.97 citations prior to entry into the SAFE system;'the mean reported education 
level was 12.45 years of school; the race of most defendants was Caucasian (85.4%) 
$1ith Blacks accounting for 9.3% and other races 5.3%; most defendants reported a 
yearly income of $8,000 or less (60.4%); the majority ofdefendants werecited for 
speeding (41.1%), with 25.7% cited as the result of an accident, 14.5% were multi- 
Ple offenders and the remaining 18.7% received one of the.other SAFE entry offenses. 
Tables A1 - A9 in Appendix I l l  summarize these data. 

An examination of these group composition measures as a function Of predesig- 
nation referral group revealed a number of Significant deviations from •random 
assignment relative to the composition of the pooled control groups. The 
analysis of group composition was a one-way ANOVA (set up as a dummy variable 
regression). There were 10 comparison groups defined by the three predesignated 
referral routes (No DIA, DIA Counsel and DIA Diagnosis) and three treatment 
groups (DIP, PLI, PL2) and the DIA Diagnose group. The composition of these lO 
groups was assessed relative to the pooled control group. In the followingcom- 
parisons the c r i t i ca l  F values at a .Onl significance level are 2.96-for df = 
(10,8508) and 10.83 for df=(1,8508). The group composition data is summarized 
in Table 2. ' 

I .  Age - There was no age difference among predesignated treatment groups com- 
pared to the pooled Control group, F(I0,8508)=2.46. 

. Sex - The percentage of males did vary among groups, F{I0,8508)=5.72, how - 
ever, this w~s mostly due to an overrepresentation of males in the DIA 
Diagnose group, F(1,8508)=2!.53. ~Ione of the DDC treatment groups indiv id-  
ually differed from the combined control group. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

Exposure to Risk - Mean number of miles driven per week showed an overall 
difference, F(10,8508)=3.12, but none of the individual group differences 
reached the .OOI level of sig~ificance. 

Prior Driving Record - The mean number of prior accidents varied s ign i f i -  
cantly across predesignation groups, F(I0,8508)=9.92. Both the D!P Counsel 
and PLI Counsel g:'oups had signif icant ly more prior accidents than did the 
composite control group, F's(l,8508) of 13.81 and 32.69 respectively, as 
also did the DIA Diagnose group, F(1,8508)=60.61. Prior citations similarly 
differed among groups, F(10,8508)=46.40. The DIP and PLI conditions within 
both the No DIA and DIA Counsel referral routes showed more prior citations 
than th~ control group, all four F's(l,8508)>i4.14. The PL2 Diagnose group 
had fewer prior ci tat ions, F(l,85Q8)=16.29, and the DIA Diagnose group had 
more prior citations than the control group, F(1,8508)=309.12. 

Education - The mean education level did not d i f fer  among groups, F(10,8223) 
=2.10. 

: . . • 

Income - The distr ibut ion of income levels diffei'ed among groups X2(48) = 
105.89. 
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7. Race - Racial groups were equivalently represented in predesignation groups, 
X 2 ( 4 8 ) : 5 4 . 3 6 ,  p = . 2 4 .  

8. •SAFE Entry Offense - The SAFE entry offenses •were not equivalently distr i -  
buted across predesignation groups, x2(84)=536.68. Examination of Table A9 
in Appendix I l l ,  however, revealed no cOnsistant patterns with respect to 
predesignation route o- group. 

TABLE 2 

GROUP COMPOSITION SUMMARY FOR THE 

TOTAL PREDESIGNATION GROUPS 

J 

San~)le Size 

X Age 

*% Males 

*X Miles/Week 

*X Prior Accidents 

*~ Prior Citations 

X Education 

*% <$8,000 

% Caucasian 

DIP 

653 

31.7 

74 

174 

0.80 

2.99 

13.0 

58 

85  

NO DIA 

PLI iPL2 

334 i 308 

30.5 32.3 

77 76 

172 182 

0.88 0.74 

3.44 2.69 

12.6 13.0 

70 57 

83 90 
I 

DIA COUNSEL 

DIP PLI PL2 DIP 

71l 387 309 773 

32.7 30.5 33.4 32.4 

74 75 75 68 
i 

161 ! 192 157 153 

0.88 1.06 0.82 0.75 

3.07 3.60 2.79 2~28 

12.8 12.6 13.0 12.6 

59 66 52 ' 65 

84 83 87 88 
• I 

*StgntftcanK overal l  differences at the .OOl s igni f icance leve l .  

DIA DIAGNOSIS 

PLI 

350 

31.3 

• 69 

162 

0.85 

2.58 

12.8 

63! 

861 

POOLED 
PL2 

391 

29.8 

66 

161 

0.60 

1.90 

12.9 

64 

86 

DIAGNOSE CO~iTROL 

1,654 2,583 

l 32.1 32.2 

79 73 

186 175 

0.99 0.70 

4.10 2.52 

13.0 13.0 

58 60 

84 85 

I 
i 

! 

Addit ional  comparisons were made between subjects assigned to treatment vs those 
not assigned. Surpr is ing ly ,  the only di f ference that emerged from these compar i -  
sons was an age di f ference, F(1,8517)=61.37, showing that  subjects assigned were 
on the average 2.55 yearsyounger than subjects not assigned. 

T 

Recidivism 

Accident and citation recidivism were examined as a:function of predesignation 
group (relative to the pooled control group) controlling for the effects of age, 
sex, exposure, prior accidents and prior citations.: These variables were select- 
ed based on the existence of theoretical and empirical reasons to expect that 
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they might influence subsequent driving performance. 

Accident•Recidivism - The overall predesignation/referral system had no 
detectable impact on accident recidivism. Table 3 summarizes these data 
for individual predesignation route by greup con(!itions. The effect of 
predesignatioh group was not significant, F(I0,8508)<I while the combined 
effect of oredesignation group and the five group composition variables 
was significant, F(]5,8503)=15.80. •However, this effect was entirely at- 
tributable to the variables of prior accidents, age and sex, F'S(i,8503) 
of 89.23, 63.27 and 17.4~ respectively (all predesignation F's < l . l ) .  

;;2 

)°, 

° 

ROUTE 

NO OIA 

TABLE 3 

PERCENTAGE ACCIDENT RECIDIVISM FOR PREDESIGNATION 

ROUTE AND TREATMENTGROUPS 

TRTGPOUP 
MEAN I 

COUNT I DIP PL1 PL2 CONTROL DIA DIAG 
I 
1 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 

. . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
I I 1 5 , 1 6  I 17 ,66  I 15.91 I 1 5 , 0 0  I 0 , 0  I 

.~ 653 I 334 I 308 I 700 I 0 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I -  . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  ~ " 

2 I 1 5 . 0 6  I 1 4 . 9 9  1 1 2 . 6 Z  I 1 4 ~ 6 9  I 0 . 0  I 
COUNSEL I 777 I 3G7 I 309 I 735 I 0 I 

. - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . . . . .  J[ . . . . . . . . . .  I 

3 I 13.45 I 13.14 I 13,81 I 14.~ I 16.08 I 
OIA OIAG I 773 I 350 I 391 Y 1148 I 1 6 5 ~  I 

: -I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . . .  ? . . . . . . . . . .  I 
COLUY:N TOTAL 14.53 15. ;'2 14,09 14.56 16. U8 

: 2203 1071 1008 2583 1654 

RON 
TOTAL 

1 5 . 6 4  
1 7 ¢ 5  

] 4 . 5 8  
2205 

14.67 
~315 

l q . 8 7  
8 5 1 9  

. Citation Recidivism - The system had a significant impact on citations, 
F(10,8508)=4.76. The combined predesignation and group composition effect 
also was significant, F(15,8503)=86.12. Table 4 shows citation recidivism. 
With group Composition effects partialled out, there remained a significant 
impact of DIP for both the No DIA and DIA Diagnose conditions, F's(l,8503) 
of 5.60 and 3.31 respectively, relative to a cr i t ical  F of2.71~at a one- 
tailed .05 significance level. The differences between these groups and 
the adjusted~contro] group recidivism level of 43.12% were 4.79% and 3.45% 
respectively. Additionally, the impact of PLI varied With referral route.• 
Within the No DIA condition PL] increased recidivism by 5.48% while i t  
signif icantly reduced recidivism by 5.01% in the DIA Counsel conditlon, F 
( ] , 8 5 0 J ) = 3 . 9 3 .  No d i f f e r e n c e s  were found f o r  any o f  the PL2 groups. 





TABLE 4 
L 

PERCENTAGE CITATION RECIDIVISM FOR PREDESIGNATION 

ROUTE AND TREATMENT GROUPS 

ROUTE 

~0 OIA 

COUNSE L 

3 
OZA 01AG 

COLUMN TCTAL 

TRTGROUP 
MEAN I 

COUNT I DIP PL1  PL2  CONTROL " O I A  DIAG 
Z 

I I I Z I 3 l 4 I 5 Z 

. . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  -~-I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - -  T . . . . . .  I 
1 I 39 .51 I 5Z .40  1 42 .86  Z 4 4 . 2 9  I 0 . 0  I 

1 653 1 334 I 308 I 700 I 0 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

I 42 .21  I 42 .64  I 4 3 . 0 4  1 42 .86  I 0 . 0  I 

I 7 7 7  I 3 8 7  1 309 1 735 I 0 1 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . . . .  I 

1 3 7 . 0 0  I 4 2 . 0 0  1 3 9 . 6 4  I 4 0 . 2 4  I 4 8 . 1 3  1 
I 773 I 3 5 0  ~I 391 1 1140 I 1654 I 

- I  . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - ~  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
3 9 . 5 8  4 5 . 4 7  4 1 . 6 7  4 2 . 0 6  4 8 . 1 3  
2 2 0 3  1071. 1 0 0 8  7 5 8 3  1654 

ROW 
TOTAL 

4 3 . 8 6  
1995 

42.6~ 
2208 

4 2 . 7 7  
4316 

4 ~ . 9 9  
8519 

• C" 

B. Impact of The Defensive ~riving Course 

An examination of the effectiveness of the POC course is based on only those 
subjects assigned to a DDC or Control group and only those for whom completion 
status was known. These inclusion cr i te r ia  resulted in a sample of 4,147 sub- 
jects.  The analysis of this DDC sample proceeded in two steps: F i rs t ,  an 
examination of the group composition of the treatment groups re la t ive  to the 
Control and second, a determination of DDC impact on recidivism. 

Group Composition 

Any d i f fe rent ia l  composition of the treatment and Control groups should be re- 
lated to the extent to which subjects were d i f fe ren t ia l l y  excluded from group 
assignment. Table 5 shows the exception rates for predesignated referral  rdute 
and treatment group. The STATUS UNKNOWN subjects were included in the c a l c u l a -  
tion of these exception rates. 

As shown in Table 5 subjects were selected out of the treatment groups to a much 
greater extent than from the Control group. The re la t ive ly  lower exception rate 
for the PL2 group is probably related to the fact that exceptions generally were 
lower la ter  in the program; during the time period a f ter  PL2 was substituted for 
PL1. ~ ' 
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TABLE 5 

EXCEPTION RATES (PROPORTIONS) AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR 

PREDESIGNATED REFERRAL ROUTES AND TREATMENT GROUP ASSIGNMENTS 

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

ROUTE 

NO O I A  

COUNSEL 

DIA OIAG 

COLUttN TOTAL 

TRTGROU;I 
MEAN I .. 

COUNT I D I P  PL1 PL2 CONTROL DIA DIAG 
I 
1 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I S I 

........ I-' ........ I .......... I .......... lr .......... I .......... I 
1 I 0.23 I 0.3 ~, I 0.19 I O.Oe+ I 0.0 I 

I 653 I 33~ 1 I 300 I 700 I 0 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

2 I 0.36 I 0.37 I 0.Z9 I 0.03 I 0.0 I 
I 777 I 387 I 309 Z 735 I 0 I 

- I  . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I 

3 I I I I I I 
1 773 I 350 I 391 I 1148 I 165~ I 

-I .......... I ....... ---I---= .... .-I ..... r .... I .... - ..... I 

2203 1071 I008 2583 165~ 

ROW 
TOTAL 

0.17 
1995 

0.2~  
2208 

0 .21 
;316  

0.21 
8519 

"\. 

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

The reasons given by the magistrates and DIA's for granting exceptions are 
shown in Table 6. The most conlnon reasons were a previobs DDC course and a 
time conf l ict  in attending the course. As indicated in Table 6 the d i s t r i -  
butions of reasons for the treatment and Control groups were quite dif ferent, 
which contributed to a signif icant overall difference in distr ibutions, X 2 
(80)=425.59. A~ examination of the Control g~oup indicates a lack Of valid 
reasons for  exclusion. Clearly, an age, medical or language problem should 
not have resulted in exclusion from the Control group, Also i t  was surprising 
to find that a time confl ict  was given as a reason for exclusion from PL2 as 
frequently as for DIP since PL2 required only one scheduled hour of classroom 
time as compared to eight hours for DIP. 

"'" . . . . . . . .  • . . . .  i I .~ . . . . . .  ' . . . . . . . .  

• , L :  . . . . . .  ~ - P - .  
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TABLE 6 

• REASONS GIVEN FOR GRANTING EXCEPTIONS FROM 

PREDESIGnaTED TREATMENT GROUP ASSIGNMENTS 

1 . 1 " . . . .  _ 
E X C O 0 (  

¢OtO4T | " 
RO'4 PCY ZLI [AVZt~ PR[V hoe R[FUS(O COOD Dg|  OmV P~OG HOT S£HT ASI[ t 1 [0 I  OV[P$1GH P~olr ~TAT LA~'~GUAGC T I l t £  C0~4 D014 

ZT¢~4 " [~BC V R~CO;~O r ' t ' h ~ i t l ~  TO 01~  CAL PRO r~ T FORGOT I[0 PRCB FL][CY " To rAL  
I 1 . |  " t . Z  " ] , Z  • c , . !  5 . !  6 . Z  7 . Z  0 . 1  9 . !  10 | 1 | . x  

F~ [~ [S3 [G  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
1 .  Z ? I 16 l 16  Z IT I ] ~r 0 I l S  I $ 3[ 15  1 3 I t 3  I 118. 

)40 OI ,t DIP l S . 9  I IS . t )  3[ 1 3 . 6  I 1 q . 4  Z 2 . 5  I 0 . 0  I 1 2 . 7  I 2 . 5  ! 1 2 . 7  ! 2 . 5  I 19 .S  1 7 .~  
-Z . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  3[ . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  ~ - -  -.( . . . . . . . .  3[ . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

OZ4 PL I  I 5 . 9  ! 2 5 , 0  ! 1 . 5  | 1 0 . 1  I 1 . 5  ! O.O I l q . ?  I 2 . 9  Z 1 9 . 1  1 S . 9  Z 1 3 . 2  I 4 . 1  
- 1  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ! . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  [ 

$. I 1 1 6 ! 20 Z S I 0 I 0 1 S I 0 I 1 I 4 I 14 1 56 
HO Ol j, PL2 I 1 . 8  I 1 0 . 7  I 3 5 . 7  Z 8 . 9  I 0 . 0  1 0 . 0  1 ~ .9  I 0 . 0  I I . G  ~ 7 .1  I ZS.~ I 3 . 4  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  ! . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ! . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 
4 .  I 0 I 0 1 1 1 • I 0 1 0 I 11 r ~ ; 0 i Z ! 0 I Z q  

ttO O[A ¢oJ~rPoL 3r 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 4.-" 3r 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  1 0 . 0  I c*$.8 ! 8 . ] .  1 3 3 . 3  I 8 . 3  I 0 . 0  ! 1 . 5  
-1 ........ I ........ I ........ I ........ [ ........ 1 ........ I ........ 1 ......... I ........ I ........ I ........ 1 

11 .  I 21 1 46 1 30 I 17 ! 7 1 Z l 14 I 4 1 3 I 8 I 72 I 226 
CCUHS21. OIP I 9 . 3  I ~0.4  1 1 1 . 3  I ? .S  1 3 .1  ! 0 . 9  ! 7 .1  ! i . 8  I 1 . 3  ! 3 . 5  I 3 1 . 9  I 1 3 . 7  

- I  . . . . . . . .  ! . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  3[ . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I - * . - * . - - I  . . . . . . . .  I 
1 2 .  Z 11 ! 19 1 9 I S I 0 1 Z 1 8 Z 0 I : 1 S 1 ~1 I 97  

C O ~ i S | L  P L I  I 1 3 . 4  I 19 .6  ; 9 , 1  ! 5 . 2  I 8 . ~  1 2 . 1  1 8 . 2  ; . 0 , 0  ! ? , Z  I S . 2  1 Z l . 6  I 5 . 9  
- 1  . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  7 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ; . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 

1 3 .  I 8 1 24 I S I S 1 1 I 1 I 11 1 0 I 1 1 4 | 2? 1 87 
COUN3[L PL2 | 9 . 1  [ 2 7 . 6  3[ ~ . 7  ! 5 , 7  I 1 . ~  I 1 . 1  ! 1 2 . o  Z 0 . 0  1 1 .1  ! 4 . 6  1 3 1 . 0  I 5 . 3  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ! . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  1 
14 .  1 1 I 1 ! ~ 1 1 I 0 : 4 Z 1 I 1 I 11 I ¢* 1 1 I 25 

C O ~ S [ L  CO'tT:~.'~L ~ 4 , 0  1 4 , 0  I 0 . 0  l 4 . 0  I 0 . 0  1 1 6 . 0  1 4 . 0  I 4 . 0  I 4 4 . 0  Z 1 6 . 0  I 4 . 0  1 1 , 5  
• 1 . . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ! . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

2 8 .  | 127 1 110 1 $2 1 76 I 36 I 13 I ~7  I 15 I 41 1 35 I Z77 1 9~7 
D |A  OZAG 1 1 3 . 4  ! 2 3 . 0  Z 6 . Y  1 8 . 0  ! 3 , 8  i 1 . 4  [ 5 . ¢  I 1 . 6  I 4 , 3  I 3 , 7  1 2 9 . )  I $ 7 . S  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  3[ . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . .  I 
COt.t,gl)4 182 34? 1 ~  131 56 22 124 ~ O0 69 4t44 16~8 

3[o'rAL I 1 . 0  ~1 .1  8 , 7  8 , 1  3 . 4  ; , $  ? . S  1 . 6  6 . 1  ¢ . Z  2 6 , 9  1 0 0 . 8  

The ana!ysis of group composition for" subjects assigned to treatment was a one- 
way ANOVA (set up as a dummy variab]e regression) comparing the nine groups 
defined bY three predesignated referral  routes and three treatment groups (DIP, 
PLI, PL2) re lat ive  to the pooled Control group. The c r i t i ca l  F values at p<.O01 
for the following comparisons are 3.10 for df=(9,41371 and 10.83 for df : (1 ,4137) .  
Table 7 summarizes group composition of the DDC treatment and Control groups. 
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TABLE 7 

GROUP COMPOSITION SUMMARY FOR SUBJECTS ASSIGNED TO 

DDC TREATMENT AND CONTROL GROUPS 

(Significant overall differences are 
indicated by an asterisk) 

Sample Size 

Age 

% Males 

Miles/Week 

DIP 

472 

30.7 

NO DIA OIA COUNSEL 

PLI I PL2 DIP PLI 

2001 2'42 444 215 209 

29.3l 31.6 32.2 29.7 31.5 

X Prior Accidents 

=R Prior Citations 

Education 

% <$8,000 

% Caucasian 

74 

178 

0.73 

2.90 

13.0 

58 

85 

76; 76 

166) "i83 

0 .85 :0 .71  

3.13 2.69 

12.6 13.0 

68 58 

86 91 

13 

158 

0.84 

2.64 

12.7 

60 

85 

73 

193 

1.00 

3.36 

12.9 

67 

83 

71 

143 

0.72 

2.43 

13.0 

5 8  

87 
L 

: I. I POOL PL1 PL2 CONTROL 
5 I . . . .  746 3 386 : 888 

32.4 31.3 29.8 30.8 

69 69 

153 153 

0.75 0.84 

2.32 2.58 i 

12.6 12.81 
- 66 1 63 

88 86 

61 75 

161 174 

0 . 6 0  0.83 

1.91 2.97 

12.9 1 2 . 8  

64 65 

87 84 

! 

• . i 

• r i 

I .  

. 

. 

. 

Age - The mean age of  subjects assigned to t reatment or Control  groups d id 
not d i f f e r ,  F~9,4137)=I.98. 

Sex - There were no d i f ferences in the p ropor t ion  o f  males in  t reatment 
groups r e l a t i v e  to the Contro l ,  F(9,4137)=2.32. 

Exposure to Risk - The mean number o f  mi les dr iven per week did not vary 
among groups, F(9,4137)=2.12. 

P r i o r  D r i v i ng  Record - The mean number o f  p r i o r  accidents did not vary 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  among groups assigned to  t reatment ,  F(9,4137)=2.74. This 
r e s u l t  was somewhat su rp r i s i ng  since t h i s  measure did vary among the i n -  
t ac t  predes ignat ion groups. Apparent ly ,  one e f f e c t  o f  the except ions was 
to reduce the bias in t h i s  measure among g roups .  In con t ras t ,  the mean 
number o f  p r i o r  c i t a t i o n s  did vary among groups, F(9,4137)=8.24. This 
ove ra l l  d i f f e rence  was mainly due to fewer p r i o r  c i t a t i o n s  in the DIP Diag- 
nose and PL2 Diagnose groups, F ' s ( l , 4 1 3 7 ) o f  21.96 and 38.64 r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

5. Educat ion - No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences were found in  mean grade l e v e l ,  
F (9 ,40~7)~ I .70 .  

6. Income - The propor t ion  of  subjects repo r t i ng  income of  less than $8,000 
d id not d i f f e r  between groups, F(9,3773)=I .83.  
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7.  Race - There were no significant differences in the proportion of Caucasian 
subjects between groups, F(1,4137)=I.37. 

8. SAFE Entry Offense - Tables 8a and 8b show the distr ibut ion of entry offenses 
for treatment groups pooled across reierral routes and for routes pooled a- 
crosstreatment groups. Table 8a shows that the Control group had fewer sub- 
jects with accident-associated citations and more multiple offenders than did 
-the DDC groups. Also, none of the Control subjects had Negligent Driving, 
Fail-to-Yield or Follow-too-Close citations. These patterns led to a signi- 

f i can t  d i f fe rence inent ry  offense distr ibut ions, X~(21)=382.09 • The d i f f e r -  
ences between referral route were also significant,.x2(14)=61.92, as shown in 
table 8b.. In general, there were more accident-associated citations and fewer 
multiple offenders in the DIA Diagnose roUte. 

- i  

i 

TABLE 8a,b 

DISTRIBUTION OF SAFE ENTRY OFFENSES BY 

TREATMENT GROUP (a) and REFERRAL ROUTE (b) 

FOR THE DDC TREATMENT AND CONTROL GROUPS 

i 
I 

i 

I '  

• i 

ENTOFF 
a ,  COUNT I 

RON PCT IACCIOENT SPEEDING MULTIPLE LICENSE HEG DRIV FA IL  TO FOLLON T~O OR RO~ 
1 YIELD TODCLOSE MORE VIO TOTAL 

I I . I  2 . I  3 . 1  4 . 1  5.'-" 6 . 1  7 . 1  8 . I  

TRTGROUP . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
1,  I 538 I 672 I 190 I 9 I 60 I 75 I 37 I 73 I 1662 

DIP  32 .4  I 4 0 . 4  I 1 1 . 4  I 0 , 5  I 4 , 1  I 4 , 5  I 2 , 2  I 4 , 4  I 4 0 . 1  
- ~  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  - - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

2 .  I 215 I 325 I I I I  I 9 I : 0  I 17 I 7 I 56 I 7 6 0  
PL1 2 6 . 3  I 4 2 . 8  I 14 .6  I 1 , 2  1 2 . 6  I 2 , 2  I 0 , 9  I 7 , 4  I 1~ ,3  

- ~  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
3.  I :'52 I 3 5 0  I 66 I 1 I 35 I 75 I 31 I 27 I 637 

PL£ 30 ,1  I 4 1 , 8  I 7 , 9  I 0 . ) .  I 4 . 2  I 9 , 0  I 3 . 7  I 3 , 2  I 20 ,2  
- ~  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

4 .  I 217 I 356 I 177 I 46 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 92 I 0~8 

CONTROL T 24 ,4  I 4 0 , 1  I 1 9 , 9  I 5,~. I 0 , 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 , 0  I 1 0 . 4  I 2 1 . 4  
- I - - - ~  . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

COLU*N 1222 1703 544 ~5 123 167 75 248 4147 
' TOTAL Z9 ,5  4 1 . 1  13 ,1  1 . 6  3 . 0  4 , 0  1 , 8  6 0 1 0 0 , 0  

b. COUNT I 
ROW PCT IACCIDEt;T SPEEOIt~G MULTIPLE L ICE t ISE  NEG DRIV F A I L  TO FOLLOW TI~O OR RO~ 

I YIELD TOOCLOSE. riORE VIO TOTAL 

I 1 , I  2 . I  3 . I  4 , I  5 , I  6 , I  7 , I  6 . I  

R O U T E  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
I .  I 307 I 460 I 186 I 25  I 32 I 37 I " 18 I 8 7  ~ 1152 

NO D I A  I 26 ,6  I 3 9 . 9  I 16 .1  I 2 . 2  I ;~.0. I .  3 . 2  I 1 . b  I 7 . 6  I Z7 .0  
- . I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - I  . . . . . .  - - I  - - - L  . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

2 .  I 292 I 445 I 175 I 15 I 31 I 40 I 21 I 56 I 1075 
COUNSEL I 27 .2  I 4 1 , 4  I 1 6 . 5  I 1 . 4  I 2 . 9  I 3 . 7  I 2 . 0  I 5 . 2  I 2 5 . 9  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I - - -  . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  . - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - o i  . . . . . . . .  I 

3 .  I 623  I 798 I 163 I 25 I 60- I 90 I 36 I 105 I 1920 
OIA OIAG ~ 3 2 , 4  I 4 1 , 6  I 9 ,5  I 1 , 3  I 3 , 1  I 4 , 7  ~ 1 , 9  I 5 , 5  I 4 6 , 3  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - I  . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
COLUMN 1222 '-703 544 65 1 2 3  167 75 ~ 4 8  4147 

TOTAL 2 9 . 5  4 1 , 1  13 ,1  1 , 6  3 , 0  • 4 , 0  1 , 8  6 , 0  1 0 0 , 0  
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Recidivism 

The accident and citation recidivism percentage'~ for subjects assigned to a 
DDC group were examined as a function of predesignation group and completio, 
status relative to the pooled Control subjects who had been assigned to that 
condition. The e~fects of age, sex, exposure to risk, prior accidents and 
prior citations were controlled for i~ these analyses Since Tables Al-to A5 
in AppendixIIshow that differences exist between the Control subjects and 
those subjects who completed treatmer~t. These differences were due to the 
fact that subjects fail ing tO-complete treatment were younger, more l ikely tO 
~e male, had more prior accidents and substantially more prior citations than 
those who completed treatment. 

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

< 

TABLE 9 

PERCENTAGE ACCIDENT RECIDIVISMAS A FUNCTION 

OF PREDESIGNATED REFERRAL ROUTE AND GROUP 

ASSIGNMENT FOR THE DDC SANFLE 

ROUTE 

NO D I A  

COUNSEL 

D IA  OIAG 

COLUMN TOTAL 

TRTGROUP 
MEAN Z 

COUNT I D IP  FL1 PL2 CONTROL 
I 
I I I 2 I 3 I ~ I 

. . . . . . . .  I -  . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
1 I 13 .98 I 17 .00  T 17 .77  I 12.61 I 

I 472 I 200 I 2~J2 I 238 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

Z I 16.22 I 17 .67  I 11 .96 I 10.36 I 
I ~ I 215 I 209 I 207 I 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
3 I 1 3 . 6 7  I 1 3 . 3 3  I 1 3 . 9  ° T 16 .70  I 

• I }'46 I 345 I 386 I 4~,3 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

I~. ~.~ 1 5 . 5 3  1 ~ . 5 ~  1 5 . 9 9  
1662 760 /~57 888 

P0~ 
TOTAL 

15.02  
1152 

1 6 . 0 9  
1075 

14.~8 
192n 

i S . t O  
4147  

Controlling for the effects of group-composition did not change this result. 
The combined effect, although significant, F(14,4132)=8.35, was attributable 
to age and prior accidents, F's(l,4132) of 22.61 and 53.95 respectively. 
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These data were also examined broken down by completion status. Of th~ 18 
groups defined by predesignation and completion status, the DIP-Diagnose- 
Complete and PLI.Diagnose-Complete conditions produced a reduction in acci- 
dents, F's(l,4128) of 3.27 and 2.77 respectively. These differences, 
however, were eliminated when group composition was controlled for, F's 
(1,4123) of 1.24 and 2.1J, respectivel~as compared.~to a critical F of 2.71. 
The combined effect of predesignation-completion status and group composi ° 
tion was significant, F(23,4123):5.52, but ~?~in, age and prior accidents 
accounted for this effect, F's(l,4123) -r!~ .;.~.L'9 and 55.09. 

(.Jhen the effectsloftreatmentand completion-s~atus were examined pooled a- 
cross referral route (see Table-lO) a tendency favoring a reduction for 
the DIP-Complete-subjects was obserwd, F-(1,4140)=2.39. However, this d i f -  
ference was obscured when group composition was entered into the regression 
equation, F<I. The combined effect was significant, F(ll,4135) =I0.83, and 
attributable to age and prior accidents. 

L 

! 

TABLEIO 

PRECENT ACCIDENT RECIDIVISM AS A FUNCTION 

OF TREATMENT GROUP AND COMPLETION 

STATUS FOR THE DDC SAMPLE ~ 

STATUS 
MEAN I 

COUNT I ASSIGNED ASSIG~JEO ASSIG:'EO ROll 
I -C071PLTE -~TC -CONTPOL TOTAL 
I I I 2 I 3 I 

TRTGROUP ........ I .... - ..... I .......... I ........ :-'! 

1 I 13.63 I 1 8 . 9 7  I 0.0 I 1 ~ . ~  
D i P  I i ~ 0 9  I Z53 I 0 1 1662 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
2 I 1~ .04  I 2 3 . 0 2  I 0 . 0  I 1 5 . 5 3  

PL1 I 63 t, I I~.6 I 0 I 760 
- I  . . . . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

3 I 1 4 . 5 9  1 1 4 . 5 3  1 0.0 I 1 4 . 5 8  
P L 2  I 658 I 179 I 0 I 8~7 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
4 l 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 1 5 . 9 9  I 1 5 . 9 9  

CONTROL I 0 J~ 0 I 888 I 688 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

COLUtIN TOTAL 13.96. 18.(~6 1 5 . 9 9  1 5 . 0 0  
2701 558 885 .I~7 

An analysis of ~ays to Fai lure  indicated that  the mean number of days from 
the SAFE appearance date to the occurrence of a subsequent accident ~-~as 
unrelated to treatment group or group composition, F(14,607)<I. Thus,• the 
hypothesis that  treatment might delay the occurrence of subsequent accidents 
was not supported by the data. The mean number of days for  the Control group 
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was 171.0 and treatment group means varied from +lO days to -20 days. 

Citation Recidivism - There w~s an overall effect of referral routo and 
treatment group, F(9,4137)=2.30 as compared to a critical F of 1.88. The 
only significant group effect was a 6.97% difference in theDIP Diagnose 
condition,F(l,4137)=8.13.: This difference, however, was reduced to a non- 
significant 2.85% when group composition was controlle" for. The combined 
effect of predesignation group and g~ou com " " ~ • 
(14,4132=40.71 a . . . .  , - :  L P . poslt!on was s~gnificant, F 
~ o, . . . .  , ~_ nd was due to age, sex ane prlor citatio ' 
~ -  ~ , u . ~ ,  I ~ . 1 8  and 80 ~ T . ~ ^  ,, _ . . .  ns, F s(1,4132) 

.0_. .=u,u ,~ su~narlzes these data. 

ROUTE 

t¢O OJ[A 

COUN5 E L 

TABLE 1 1  

PERCENTAGE CITATION RECIDIVISH AS A Fur~cTION 

OF PREDESIGNATED REFERRAL ROUTE AND 

GROUP ASSIGNMENT FOR THE DDC SAMPLE 

DIA ~IAG 

COLUHNToTAL 

TRTGROup " . 
MEAN I - . 

C O t ~ t  I DIP  PL1 RL2 
CO?~TROL RE':d 

I" 1 1 2 I 3 I TOTAL 
. . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . .  I 4 I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  X . . . . . . . . . .  I I I 40.04 I 53.00 I 41.74 I 44.54 I 
1 472 I ~-00 " I ~4 "~ I ~3(3 4 3 . 5 8  

- I - - -  . . . . . . .  I . . . .  I " ~ I 1152 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . . . .  I 

Z I 39 .86  I 43.:6 I 41-,15 I 4 7 . ~ 3  I 
• I 444 I ~15 I - 209 I 07 4 ~ . 3 3  

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  " 2 I 1075 
. . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  ~[ 

3 I 37.40 I 41.3'4 Z 39.90 I 42.66 I 39.90 
I 746 I 345 I 336 I 443 I 1 9 2 0 .  

38.81 45.13 40.74 44.37 41.53 
1662 760 837  . 683  4147  

~lhen citation recidivism was broken down by predesianation group and com- 
Pletion status, an overall significant effect was detected. F(18,4128)= 
~.49. DIP produced a reduction in citations within all three referral 
routes for subjects who completed treatment, F's(l 4128) of 7.23,5.90 and 
14L99 for the No DIA, Counse! and_Diagnose routes ~espectively. PL2 when 
treatment had been completed also decreased citations for the No DIA and 
Diagnose routes, F's(l,4128) of 3.22 and 5.67. Finally, the PLI-Complete 
treatment condition reduced citations only for the DIA Diagnose route, F (1,4128)=2.97. • 

When these differences were assessed controlling for group composition, only 
the DIP-No-D~A-Complete and DIP Diagnose-Complete groups showed a citation 
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decrease, F's(l,4123) of 4.24 and 3.37. The percentage difference in 
citations was 5.69% for No DIA group and 4.45% for th~ Diagnose group 
relative to an adjusted Control group recidivism percentage of 43.87%. 
The combined effect of predesignation-completion status and group comp o - 
sition was significant, F(23,4123)=26.26 and the individual variables 
of age, sex and prior citations significantly influenced citation recidi- 
vism, F's(l,4123) of 190.26, 77.16 and 67.83 respectively. 

When treatment_group and comp!etio!) status were pooled across referral 
route (see Taole 12), both the DIP ahd PL2 subjects who completed treat~ 
merit showed a decrease in citation recidivism, F's( l ,4]40)of 16.91 and 
7.40. Controlling for group composition eliminated the PL2 effect, F 
(1,4135)=l.24, while a 4.65% effect of DIP for subjects completing treat- 
ment remained, F(1,4135)=5.48. 

TABLE 12 - 

)ERCENT CITATION RECIDIVISM AS A FUNCTION 

OF TREATMEr~T GROUP AND COMPLETION 

STATUSFOR THE DDC SAMPLE 

L 

" i 

\ 

STATUS 
MEAN I 

COUHT I ASSIG;'ED ASSIGNED ASSIGNED 
I -COMPLTE -FTC -CONIROL 
I 1 I ~ I 3 I 

TRTGROUP . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
I I 35.77 1 55.73 I 0.0 I 

DiP I 1409 I 253 I 0 I 
-I .......... I ..... - .... I .... - ..... I 

I 41.17 I 65.08 I 0.0 I 
Ptl I 634 I 126 I O I 

-I .... - ..... I .......... I ....... ~--I 

3 I 37.5~ I 52.51 I 0.0 I 

PL~ I 658 I 179 I 0 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - -  . . . . . . .  I 

I 0.0 I 0.0 I ~ 4 . 3 7  I 
CONTROL _T 0 I 0 I 668 I 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
COLUIiN TOTAL 37.47 56.81 ~4.37 

2701 556 868 

ROW 
TOTAL 

33.81 

1 6 6 ~  

45.13 
760 

4 0 . 7 4  
~37 

883 

4 1 . 5 5  
4147 

A significant :impact on Days to Failure was found, F(14,1708)=4.50. The 
occurrence of subsequent citations was significantly delayed for all three 
treatment groups within the DIA Diagnosis route and for the PLI-Counsel 
group, all four F's(l,1708)>4.00. Age was the Only group composition vari- 
able that influenced this effect, F(l,1708)=23.69. Table 13 summarizes 
these data. 
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TABLE 13 

MEAN DAYS TO FAILURE 
(Citation Recidivism) 

ROUTE 

1'40 DZA 

2 
CO~ISE L 

3 
OIA DiAG 

COLUMN TOTAL 148.59 
6~5 

NUIIBER OF MISSINGOBSERVATIOUS = 

TRTGROUP . . . . . . . . . .  - 
HEAH I 

COUNT' I D i P  " PLZ " " PL2 CONTROL RON 
I TOTAL 
I 1 I ~ Z I 3 I ~ Z 

. . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  - - _ - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
I I 142.89 I 1~I.06 I !34.38 I "126.90 I 137.41 

X' 189 X 106 I i01 I I0~ I 50Z 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  - I  . . . . .  -- . . . .  Z . . . . . . . . . .  l 

I 1 ~ . 6 9  I 1 6 ¢ , . 1 1  I 1 3 9 . 9 3  I l Z Z . ~ I  1 4 Z . 6 1  

. I 177 I 93 I 86 I 99 I ~55 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
I 155.~2 I 163.92 I 16~.25 I i~9.75 X 156.99 
I 279 I i~ I 15~ l 189 I 766- 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  " - - - - I  . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  - - I  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
156 • 9.1. I~8.36 136 • 7~ 147.49 

3 ~ 3  3 ~ 1  • 39~, . . . . .  1 7 2 3  " - . . . . .  

2~2~ 

Finally, i t  may be of some interest to estimate what control group recidi- 
vism would be for Control subjects who would, have completed treatment vs 
those who would not have completed. Xhi-s:-was done by poo!ing treatment 
group completers and non-completers, calculating weighted mean recidivism 
andsolving forthe X and Y-values in the formulas: Rpooled. X=Rco~1 and 
Rpooled,Y=RFTC. The "pooled" control-.recidivism •value multiplied by X and 
Y yields estimated "Contro!-CJmp]ete" and "Control-Fail-to-Complete'! recidi- 
vism values. These estimates are shown in Table 14. 

TABLE 14 

OBSERVED TREATMENT GROUP RECIDIVISM Arid 

ESTIMATED CONTROL GROUP RECIDIVISM 

DIP 

. p t i  

:PL2 

Contro l  

ACCIDENTS CITATIOIIS 

Compieted F a i l e d  t o  Completed F a i l e d  tO 
Treatment  .Complete Trea tment  Complete 

13.63 18.97 35.77 55.73 

14.04 23.02 4 i . 1 7  ' 65 .08  

14,59 14,53 37,54 52,51 

15.15 20,04 40.78 61.83 

" \  Z1 
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V. DISCUSSION 

The SAFE evaluation design was predicated upon the basic assumption that the 
predesignation scheme for assigning t raf f ic  offenders to the various Treatment 
and Control groups would produce subject sanipleswhose demographic and prior 
performance characteristics would not di f fer one from another more than that 
which could be:attributable to chance variations. Recoqnizing that•there, often. 

-- Is some degree of incompatibility between the Procedure~ and methods employed 
in an.operational dynamic socia] process.(e.g,, the judicial-system) and the " " 

. often restri.ctive and confiningrequirements of scienti f ic evaluation method- .. 
-O]ogy, i t  is reasonable to expect that certa~n compromises must be made by both 
Sides. In retrospect, i t  would appear that the compromises and trade-offs made 

-in the process of implementing and operating the SAFE System were • successful in 
producing a systemwhich.was, by~in~large, fair,-equitable and acCeptable to the 
defcndants and the judiciary.while s t i l l  preserving the essence of the cr i t ica l  
procedure of random assignment to Treatment groups. 

In the comparisons of group composition no differences between Control and 
total predesignation/rcferral groups were detected for the measures of age, sex 
(for the DDC groups), exposure to risk (none of the individual group~ differed 
from .the Control)~ education or:race. In contrast, hOweVer, prio~•-~riving re= " 
cord measures showed significant deviations•from-equivalent assignment for the 
DIP and PLI groups within both the No-DIA route and especially the D/A Counsel 
referral route. Additionally, the i_ncome, and SAFE entryoffense distributions 
indicated Some degree of non-randomness as aresul t  of the assignment process. 
Thus, while there were a few significant departures, the majority of the group 
composition-measures indicated equivalent representation in the predesignation/ referral groups. 

Relatively l i t t l e  systematic bias was detected between those subjects actually 
assigned to their predesignated treatment, group relative to-thosepredesignated 
for treatment but not so assi-gned. A tendehdyto more frequent.ly assign~ome- 
whatyounger subjects to treatment p:rograms wasfound while none of the other 
descriptive measures differed signif icant ly.  Finally, comparisons for the sub- 
ject sample actually assigned to DDC treatment and Control groups showed di f fer-  
ences only in the number of prior citations and particular SAFE entry offenses. 

It would appear that, with certain qualifications, the predesignated random 
assignment process in the SAFE system produced relat~vely comparab;e subject 
samp]es. The on]y group composition differences o¢ nredict iw ~ ~ . . . . .  ~.,~ 
importance for reci . . . .  ' . . . .  ' ~ ~ ~- ~heur~,ca, 

alwsm were the measures of prior driving perfOrmance.T These 
di-fferences were., of course, controlled for in the multiple regression analyses of recidivism. 

Statist ical analysis of 
(regard]ess ~ystem impact on the total predesignated/referral groups 

of actual treatment they subsequentlyexperienced or their ultimate 
treatment completion status) indicated that specific Referral Route,DDC Treatment 
combinations were significantly effective in reducing citation recidivism in the 
year following the SAFE system exposure. The drivers predesiqnated for assign- 
ment to the DIP.program via either the No DIA contact o;" the DIA Diagnosis routes 
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showed a signif icant positive effect whereas those predesignated for DIA 
Counseling followed by participation in the PLI program also revealed a 
signif icant reduction in subsequent ci tat ion recidivism. 

The impact of the various DDC programs was assessed for those drivers who 
act,,ally part !c ipatedin those programs. The only signif icant effect to 
emerge from tliese analyses was a reduction in the proportion of drivers 
receiving post-treatment t ra f f i c  citat ions who had beenassigned to,-and 
co_com]~leted,the DIPcours~ having:been assigned t o t h a t  program either-w-Tth- 
out any DIA intervention or through-the DIA Diagnosis route. DIA Counsel- 
ing preceedingDIPp~rtiCipation did not appear to enhance post-treatment 
driverperfomance. 

The present evaluation-failed to detectany s ta t i s t i ca l l y  s igni f icant re ~ 
ductions in the proportions of drivers experiencing accidents which could 
be attr ibuted to their s~.ecific DDC treatment condition within the SAFE 
system. There were., however, a few individual group comparisons for.suS- 
jects c~r;ipleting given treatment programs (e.g. ,  P[2-Counsei and PLI- 
Diagnose) which revealed accident recidivism reductions on the order of 3 
percentum. When made re la t ive to an adjusted Control group recidivism rate 
of 14.33% a difference of this magnitude ( i f  re l iab le)  translates to  a 
potent ia l  accident reduction of approximately 21%. This raises an issue 
which would appear to warrant some addit ional discussion; whether the pres- 
ent evaluation had su f f i c ien t  s t a t i s t i c a l  power•to detect a potent ia l ly  cost- 
effeC-tive-accident reduction effect. The required minimum sample size to 
detect a 20% reduction relative to a .15 accident probabil i ty with a power 
of .75 is roughly 1,500 subjects per group for a two sample comparison. The 
sample sizes of the present groups (those that completed treatment), ranged 
from 200 to 600 and the Control. group sample size was 888. Thus, the sample 
sizes in the present evaluation were insuff icient to detect modest although 
pract ical ly signif icant reduCtions in accident recidivism. All that can be 
validly coocluded is that thetreatments were ineffective in producing acci- 
dent reductions on the order of 25% or more, since the evaluation did have 
suf f ic ient  power to detect accident reductions of this size. Clearly, then, 
a def in i t ive conclusion regarding lesser accident recidivism impact is un- 
warranted. 

Parenthetically, i t  should be noted that sample sizes and stat is t ica l  power 
for the comparisons of citat ion recidivism were much more sensitive since 
relat ively large Control group ci tat ion probabil i ty levels of roughly 45% 
result in much smaller required~sample sizes. Differences on the order of 
10% could be shown to be s ta t i s t i ca l l y  signif icant with the given level of 
c i tat ion recidivism. 

A major issue examined in the present evaluation concerned selection bias a- 
mong the treatment groups resu]t ing-from the exceptions made to predesignated 
assignment. A related and equally important issue is the p o s s i b i l i t y  of bias 
due to "se l f -se lec t ion"  among subjects who fa i l - to-appear  or fai l-to-cGmplete 
and those who successfully complete the i r  assigned treatment program. Speci- 
f i c a l l y ,  i t  seems reasonable to expect that subjects completing treatment may 
be less l i k e l y  to have subsequent accidents and/or c i ta t ions  than those whe 
do not complete regardless of any treatment received; th is  hypothesis • being 
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derived from notions of "social compliance" such that those subjects who comply 
with their "court order" to attend the DDC course may also be more likely to 
comply with traff ic laws than would non-compliers. 

Numerous methodological techniques are.available to deal-with this: problem of 
self-selection bias: (l) comparing the intact Treatment and Control groups 
regardless of completion status, (2)using multiple regression techniques to 
contro| ,for group composition differences which are related to the hypothesis- 
ed social compliance effect, (3) estimating Control group recidi_vism rates for 
"completers" and "non-completers", and (4) actual-ly determiningwhich members 
of the Control group Would have Completed treatment by requiring appearance of. 
a "placebo treatment". Although the present evaluation incorporated the f i r s t  
three of these techniques,, i t  is theauthors'_ Opinion that these .techniques are 
less~than optlmal, the fourth alternative, providing the greatest methodological 
precision and control. (However, see Peck, 1976, for a-dissenting argument.) /. 
I t  is suggested that future evaluation efforts may profitably incorporate a 
"placebo treatment" Control group in additio~ to the standard "no treatment" 
control. 

VI. CONCLUSIONS 

Contrary to earlier pubTished-findings-that.the NationalSafety Counci.l'S 
Defensive ~riving Program (DIP) produced reductions of nearly 40% in both ac- 
cideF~t and citation recidivism for traf f ic offenders processed through the 
SAFE adjudication/referral/rehabilitation system (Morehead, 1976), the pres- 
ent analyses suggest that i f  there truly are any real differences attribu- 
table to the treatment program they are substantially less than the impressive 
improvement figures reported previously. 

When the appropriate s t a t i s t i c a l  adjustments were applied in order to equal- 
ize the composition of the various Treatment and Control groups (e .g . ,  p r io r  
dr iv ing  record, age, sex, exposure) and the treatment groups were operat ion- 
a l l y  defined as including a l l  subjects ( includinq completets, non-completers 
and exceptions) Only the drivers predesignated for  assignment to the DIP 
program via the No DIA and DIA Diagnostic re fer ra l  routes and the P[I  dr ivers 
with DIA Counseling showed a s ign i f i can t  improvement in c i ta t ion  free dr iv ing 
performance over the ensuing year. Even in these cases the dif ferences were 
on the order of 5% (an improvement of about 12%, re la t i ve  to the recidivism 
rate of the Control group). 

Even when attempting to assess the maximum potent ia l  impact of an optimized 
operational system (one in which only those who would successful ly complete 
the assigned treatment program could be iden t i f i ed  and assigned to the pro- 
gram) the resul ts  are no more encouraging with the DIP-No DIA and DIP-Diagnose 
condit ions showing c i t a t i on  recidivism improvements of 13% and 10% respective- 
ly .  None of  the treatment groups achieved an accident recidivism rate which 
was significantly (statist ical]y) better than that of the Control group, even 
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though there were certain combinations of referral and treatment resulting in 
relative improvements of approximately 21%. 

Although the findings of this investigation, are considerably less encouraging 
than those reported previously, there remains suff ic ient evidence to continue 
pursuing the development and refinement of this form of referral / rehabi l i tat ion 
ef for t  for future application in the driver improvement area. The differences 
between th e i n i t i a l  evaluation and this one should in.noway.be construed..to 
ref lec:  on the-credibi l i ty or val id i ty of other sub-system or component evalu- 
atiens performed on the SAFE programor the effectivenessconclusions drawn. 

One of the major purposes of this evaluation was to assess the relative effect- 
ivenessof the three versions.of the Defensive Driving.Course. The data show 
that the DIP version-produced the greatest impact, and i t  probably holds the 
most promise for future driver improvement programs. However, in considering 
the cost o f  implementing and operating such programs the cost-benefit potential 
of the programmed learning version of the course (PLI and PL2) should not be 
overlooked. The instructor costs of DIP per student are substantially more 
than t~,o programmed learning versions., ard especially the PL2 version, which, 
after t~e in i t i a l  start-up costs of equipment purchase, would appear to be a 
relat ively inexpensive program to operateand maintain. 

The present study found evidence of a ci tat ion reduction which is attr ibutable 
to certain treatment conditions when the potential ly confounding variables of 
group composition were controlled for. Also, evidence suggestive o # a decrease 
in accidents was .found but insuff ic ient sample sizes resulted in a less than 
optimal test of potential accident reduction effects. Based on the available 
data i t  is recommended that those programs and procedures showing the greatest 
promise for future effective driver rehabi l i tat ion be implemented and further 
evaluation conducted in a research environment permitting more precise control 
over evaluation design requirements° 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX I 

APPENDIX I I  

,APPENDIX I I I  

A summary of the SAFE Final Report : 

SAFE "AU/AA': Record Description 

Tables A1 through A9 Summarize group compo- 
sit ion for the entire predesignation sample 
and individual assignment-completion status 
conditions 

Tables AIO and All S1*mmarize accident and 
c i tat ion recidivism for the same samplc 
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APPENDIX I 

TECHNICAL SUMMARY OF THE 

SAFE FINAL REPORT 

Project Objectives 

The Seattle SAFE project was organized to demonstrate and assess the value 
of a noncriminal trcf f ic offenders' adjudication and improvement process~ 
Evaluated were techniques and sanctions designed to improve deLerrence and 
reduce traff ic violator recidivism. The project was structured to operate 
as a subsystem of the Seatt]e Municipal Court, integrated directly with the 
driver licensing and control programs of the Washington State Depar~nent 
of Motor Vehicles 

The specific objectives of the project were as follows: 

1. To unburden the regular court by transferring less ~erious traff ic 
infractions to a new driver adjudication/improvement system. 

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

3. To demonstrate a reduction in traff ic violator recidivism, as a 
result of swift adjudication and subsequent prompt • referral to 
driver improvement programs. 

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

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

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

7. To promote nationa] interest in developing improved driver adjudi- 
cation!improvementmethods bydemonstrating-program effectiveness. 

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

Bas_._ ic Program Design . . . .  

SAFE was designed and implemented to peri~it rigorous evaluation of program 
effectiveness. A schematic representation of the comparison groups estab]ished 
by this program design is shown in f igure ] .  The evaluation approach involved: 
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I. Comparison of alternative ways to handle t raf f ic  cases) 

2. Random assignment to experimen*al treatment and control conditions 
where appropriate and consistew, t with equal justice) and 

3. Measurement of impacts in multiple domains related to project goals. 

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

The major cri teria of program effectiveness were: 

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

2. Fairn,3s to defendant; 

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

4. The attitudes of defendants toward the program; and 

5. The •attitudes of the general public, law enforcement and 
adjudlcation personnel. 

Three case-pr,~cessing alternatives werecompared: 

l .  Bail Forfeiture: 
The project's experimental/control design involved two aiternative 
modes of adjudication, with which the outcomes of informal magistrate 
adjudication could be compared.- Five percent of the SAFE-relevant 
offenses represe~t the traditional case-processing method of permitting 
the defendant to assume guilt and pay his ticket. This "forfei t"  option 
requires only that the defendant forfei t  his bail (amount of fine) and 
have the case closed, primarily via the mails. I f ,  however, the aefen- 
dant rejects the option and wishes to contest the-citation,•he may 

• request a court date or appear at.his convenience for a magistrate 
hearing. 

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

(I) 

(z) 

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

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

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

Adjudication outcomes were thus compared for SAFE versus court 
versus forfei t  processes, with equivalent (same types of t raf f ic 
offenses) populations of defendants. 

Following is a brief review of vhat actually occured when a defendant entered 
the SAFE system as a result of receiving a cltation for a t raf f ic offense 
that was "SAFE-relevant." (A review of Figure i wil l  assist the reader 
in following through the procedure and placing the program results in their 
proper perspective.) 

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

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

(a) Refer to court on the basis of insuff ic ient fact to 
render undisputed judgment o f g u i l t  or innocence.  

(b) Not find the defendant gui l ty (ver6icts of not gui l ty,  
stricken or dismissed). 

(c) Find the defendant gui l ty upon admission of gu i l t .  
Guilty verdicts were fallowed by f ines , ,av ied in 
part or in toto or suspended. Jail cannot be imposed 
as a sanction because of the decriminalization of the 
t ra f f i c  offenses. 

. At this point, the process of random referral by predesignation came 
into play. The magistrate was instructed, by a predesignation code 
written on a case control sheet and magistrate card, that a gui l ty  
offender should be referred specif ical ly to one of the following 
post-adjudlcation actior.~: 

(a) Direct sentence, without driver analyst involvement, to a 
Driver ImprovementProgram Or no-action control group; 

. 

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

(c) Diagnostic interview with a Driver !~.provement Analyst. 

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

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

(b) The offender was qualified for a sPecialized Department 
of Motor Vehicles rehabi l i tat ion program or sanction~ 

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

When decision (b) or (c) was made, the speci f ic re ferra l  made 
by the analyst was ~hen guided by the predesignated assignment 
procedure. I f  the person was qual i f ied fo r  a DMV program, he 
was e i ther  sent to that program (e.g. ,  F i rs t  Group Interview) 

I 
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l 
or was held out As aicon~rol comparison case without receiving 
the rehabilitation, iTwo-thirds of the c~ses Were referred to 
the program, while oile-third served as controls. In this . 

' manner, control groui)s were comprised for each DMV rehabilita- 
tion option, exceptir~g the set of three "other sanctions." If  
the person was not qualified for a DMV program,~the•analyst 
randomly assigned-the offender to the Driver Improvement Program, 
Progr~n~ned Learning or DIP/PL control,with one-third of the eligible 
cases enter~'ng each group. 

• / 
The remaining two-thirOs of the offender population continued through 
~,he syste~by a process similar-to that just.described, but without 
predesignated assignments and control •groups. --The basic-.difference 
was that ~fter a determination of g~ilt, the follow-up actions were 
based Epon the magistrate's be~t judgment, rather than by random 
assignm~ht. This portion of the system represents SAFE activities 

' b that wc.~ld probably e followed after the experimental evaluation 
projec~had terminated and represents two kinds of offenders: (a) 
those ~hose appearance under a SAFE-relevant citation was mandatory 
or (b~ defendants who•appear voluntarily to have their Cases.heard 
by a ~agistrate (wal.k-ins). Walk-ins were not included f o ~ < 1 ~ P a ~  

. " evalqation with mandatory cases Subject to preaeslgnateu auj~ . . . . . . . . .  
foll#w-up. All walk-ins were referred to rehabilitation, analyst 
diagnosis or no action at the magistrate's d!scretion. Following 
dia/jn~sis, of the cases he analyzed, the analyst made one of three 
be~t-judgment decisions : 

1. Recommend license suspension; 

. 2. Refer to an appropriate rehabiiitation p.rogram; or 

• / 3 .  Take no•further action . . . . .  

/ Referrals to DMV rehabilitation programs were made for offenders 
/ with specific driving problems, and no cases were held out for 

control comparisons. 

The f)re oing represents the basic design for assessing the effectivenessof 
g . • T . • . ~  • • SAFE i ~ i c a t i o n  and rehabl l , tat ;on.  Outcomes of t.,e varlous ~reatmen,s; 

and ilnformation to which they may be related, were measured In .e~eral .~a~s. 
The ~rincipal data collection measureswere a case data controi sheet and 
DMV ~nd TVB records. The control cheet provided information pertinent to  
case!background, defendant characterist ics,  adjudication, DIA actions, 
rehabi l i ta t ion referrals andcase updates ( rehabi l i tat ion completion, 
finei payment). Recidivi•sm data were collected through the State driver 
records. (Detai ls of the evaluation information management system are 
avai lable in the SAFE Detailed Plan, August,1974.)  Additional data were . 
secured to relate to project objectives of "reducing accidents and violations, 
"unburdening the courts" and "implementing acceptable programs." The basic 
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experimental/control design was supplemented with more general "before- 
after" comparisons of accidents and violations.-To this end, monthly 
traff ic statistics were provided by the Seattle Traffic Engineering 
Department. Records of caseflow and dispositions in the regular .- 
municipal court were obtained through Monthly Court Activity Summaries. 

e) Significant Results 

Case Processing: Volume and Speed 

D~.#ring 21½ months of.operation, SAFE processed 41,660 minor traffic 
cases, of which 65% involved mandatory appearances; 36% were speeding 

.casc:s and 28~ were multiple offenders, having three citations in one 
tear or four in two years. The caseload averaged /Of per day or 505 
per week. Host of the defendants were men (72%), white (83%), relatively 
young (65% between the ages of 18 and 34) with low-to-moderate incomes 
(88% earned less than $15,000). Voluntary defendants included more 
womer~ arid people with better driving records. 

I t  took an average of 52 minutes to processa SAFE case, excluding 
any time speNL in rehabilitation programs. The defendant spent 
about six mir,lltes with the magistrate and eleven minutes with the 
BI~. Half of:~he defendants-had to-wait less-than half an hour for  
their hearing; 86% saw a magistrate within an hour. The times the 
DIA spent eit~ler counseling offenders or diagnosing their driving 
proble;ns did not differ substantially. 

Case Dis_p:ositi6ns 

E~ghty-nine percent of the cases were judged guilty, exclusive of 
approximately ~3.5% of tk.~e cases which were referred tc court for 
fof~mal tr ial .  Offenders were fined an average of $20, of which $I0 
was".:typically suspended. For offenders assigned to rehabilitation 
and~Iso fined,.the amounts ~uspended were higher. Twenty percent 
of tt;e defendants were referred to some form of rehabilitation; of 
these"? 5,989 (73%) were assigned to Defensive Drivirlg Courses, 1,543 
(,19%)'were sent to First Group Interview and 668 (8~) were referred 
to other DMV programs. DIA's recommended driver license suspensions 
for les~ than .3% of the defendan,s. The exception rate on predes~g L 
n~,ced referrals was approximately 16%. 

~ase Processinq Costs 
\ 

B~sed on established volumes, i t  cost $13.22 to process a SAFE-case. 
T6.is estimate includes only costs associated with direct defendant 
processing, excluding enforcement costs and soR~e ancillary office 
maF~a.~ement costs.. Comparable costs.for formal court trial and bail 
forfeiture was $40 and $9, respectively. The diagnostic-rehabilitation 
comRonent of ~FE accounted for 61% of the adFninistrative cost. Adding 

\ 

I 

!] 34 v 

i 
o 





/ 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

costs incurred by the defendant (fine and time ~) and subtracting savings 
due to recidivism prevention produced a net societal economic cost of 

' i 

$17.35 per case. 
l 

..A.djudication Efficiency i 

The impact of SAFE on the efficiency of court operations was one of 
permitting the courts to maintain a manageable court docket in the 
face of a 25% increase in total court t r ia ls .  Except for a signif icant 
increase in the fine-based court revenues, ther! ~. was no consistent or 
rel iable improvement or decrement in court perf(?rma.nce during the S~.FZ 
program period. A comparison .(across quarters)!of the proportioq of 
cases heard by the courts which were nc, n-traffic'~ relatedand the number 
of cases awaiting t r ia l  for various lengths of tlime showed similar case- 
|oad characteristics at the beginning and end of i the SAFE p~-ogram, albeit 
with marked differences betweenthe f i r s t  and sel=ond year of operation. 

\ \ '._E~._I i ty .i.n Adjudi cati on 

Defendants with different personal characteristlcs, with-few exceptions, 
flared equally in their SAFE hearings. Only drivilng exposure was related 
to verdicts, with guilty outcomes being more comml)n for people who reported 
'.tha~ they typically drive, fewer miles per week. .l-ines. levied on offenders 
a.~pear'ed superf icial ly to vary with their  sex, ag~!;, education and income. 
I~(~wever, the effects of such personal characteris;iics ~;'ere minimal or ni l 
~ilhen the influence of other !:actors, i . e . ,  offRnsEi committed and driving 
record, were partial led out (controlled). Thus, /!or example, while men 
~,'ere fined more than women, men also tended to havle had poorer drivir#g 
records and to have conTnitted n.,ore serious offensei~, which carry' higher 
flines. The only characteristics related to fines,lwnich could not L:e 
explained by other logical correlates, were the de~;endant's educati.on 
and inco~ne. High School graduates '~ere fined more .than people with 
either !ess or more education. Except for offehderis earning less than 
$'-:,000 per year, these earning more money tended t6 be fined less, after 
fine s~,spensions were taken into account. / 

Ma~ i s ter i a I Cons.i s.te ncy 

SAFE en~ployed ,three magistrates at any given time. What u l t imate ly  
happenem to the defe~dant generally did not depend on which magistrate: 
heard his case (see Table I ). Different magistrates spent, d.ifferent 
amou|,~s of time with defendants, d i f f e r e d i n  the average number of cases 
they heard in a workday, and differed in their  referral patterns ( i .e . ,  
referrals to court and to rehabi l i tat ion) but were consistent in their 
verdicts, v~ith each finding approximately 89% gui l ty .  While magistrates 
differed s igni f icant ly in their .fines, the magnitude of the difference 
(after part ial fine suspensions) was on tne order of on|y $I. Citation 
recidivismrates were equivalent for offenders who sa~v diFferent magis- 
tra tes. 
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Driver I_mjm]rovement Anal~vst Consistency. 

Offenders directed to post-adjudication driver improvement diagnosis and 
rehabilitation program referra] were treated essentially the same by each 
of the three Driver Improvement Analysts in cases where the in i t ia l  referral 
(to the DIA) was at the discretion of the magistrate, and DIA's had tota]ly 
free choice of their actions (see Table 2). Although between-analyst variance 
was minimal, strong preferences for certain types of available referral actions 
were noted. 

Attitudes To~vard the SAFE Pro rg_[~_ 

" Defendants who experienced the SAFE process were generally favorably disposed 
toward the program, though their degree of satisfaction and perceptions of 
convenience did not differ from those of court and forfeit defendants. Most 
SAFE defendants thought their driving improved after their SAFE experience, 
with the improvement being due to havingTearned something new or more about 

" driving. Sixty-five percent.fel.t the magistrate w~s helpful, and 66% thought • 
the DIA was useful. Eighty percent of those who attended rehabilitation 
programs considered those programs worthwhile. Defendants generally reacted. 
well to components of the adjudication system, particularly rehabilitation. 

• r 

Attitude surveys of other population.groups showed that SAFEwas most favor/ab.Ty 
received by the public and Personnel of the host court. •There were some /. 
ambiguities between the program objectives and (a) attorneys' preferences/for 
bail forfeiture and (b) the "harder-line" viewpoint of police officers tC'~vard 
sentencing traff ic offenders. / 

/ 
I m_pact on Subsequent Driver Performance / 

I 

Although not all of the SAFE adjudication-sanctioning-rehabilitation ~/ombi- 
nations were equally effective in improving traff ic offenders' subsequent 
driving behavior, none resulted in significantly poorer driver performance 
than those associa~Ld with the formal court or bail forfeiture procedures. 
Rather, several were found to significantly enhance performance relating 
to preventing and/or delaying subsequent accident and/or citation involve~ 
merit. /. 

When a]l of the various SAFE system components were combined and" the composite 
effect compared with those of the formal court hearing and the bail•forfeiture 
system, the SAFE Syste,,; revea]eda small, but significant, red,Jction in-the 
proportion of defendants committing future moving t r a f f i c  violat ions re lat ive 
to the bail for fe i ture procedure, but no differences in the proportion of 
drivers Subsequently involved in t r a f f i c  accidents (see Tabl.e 3). T h e  
SAFE system s ign i f i cant ly  delayed the commission of subsequent v iolat ions 
and accidents over that experienced by the defendants attending formal court 
hearings and also s ign i f icant ly  delayed violat ions over those rec id iv is ts  
who had been permitted to fo r fe i t  bail (see Table 4). 
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TABLE 2 

Summary of Major Referrals by the Three DIAs: 
Percentage of Offenders to Whom Different Actions Were Applied 

Action 

Recor,~end License Suspension 

Refer to FGI Rehabilitation 

Refer to DIP Rehabilitation 

Refer to PL Rehabilitaion 

Take No Action 

Driver Improvement Analyst 

#I #2 #3 

2.4 2.6 2.1 

26.8 25.B 28.5 

18.0 12.6 16.9 

1.8 2ol 1.2 

4806 5206 46.7 
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TABLE 3, 

! 

I 

Percent of Traffic Offenders Recidivating 

Formal Court 

Bail Forfeiture 
SAFE 

Violations 

36.1 

40.5* 

35.1 

*Significantly hi, he~:--than the other 
processing procedures. 

Accidents 

10.0 
11.3 
11.8 

two case- 
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TABLE 4 

Mean time to Recidivism (in days) 

For~aal Court 

Bail Forfeiture 

SAFE 

Violations Accidents 

141" 125 

125 

150" 

~igr~ificantly diff-erent from th( 
case-processing procedures. 

186 

184 

other two 

" i V~hiile scme of the positive impact of tile program could be attributable to 
*i theli-'Iformal magistrate hearings, the major benefits accrued from specific 
~reh~biliCation programs (see Table 5). Both forms of the National Safety 
~CouF, cil',s Defensive Driving Course were effect ,e in reducing violation 
"and ~accident recidivism (accident recidivism reductions from roughly 17.5% 

I -  - t , / °  • 

.o lp.5,o, vlolation recidivisJn reduction from approximately 51% to 30%). 
DX'V'.~ I'.iarrative Driving Program was also successful in reducing violation 
reciQivism from 52~.' to 36%, but had no significant impact on accident 
recidivism reduction. 

Not all rehabilitation programs or punitive sanctions were effective, 
ho~vever DMV's First Group Interview Program had no impact on either 
vic, latior~ or accident, recidivism •(Table 5) and when magistrates assigned 
off~:nder's to the Defensive Driving Course, the potential benefits of that 
program were total ly negated. The magnitude of the monetary fine imposed 
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had no consistently reliable relationship to recidivism rate. An insufficient 
number of driver license ~uspensions were invoked to permit meaningful eval o 
uation of that countermeasure. The contribution to the effectiveness of the 
SAFE system attributable to the Driver Improvement Analysts was generally 
small but signif icantly positive. 

TABLE 5 

Violation and Accident Recidivism Rates 

Recidivism Rate (%) 

Defensive Driving• 
Lecture Course) 

)efensive Driving 
(Prog. Learning Course) 

Narrative Driving Course 

First Group Interview 

Conclusion 

Ci tationz. Accidents 

Treatment Control 
Group Group 

.2_9.1 51.2 

30.6 51.2 

36.4 51.6 

50.8 \ 50.0 
\ 

1 
•I 

Treatment Control 
Group Group 

10.9 17.4 

10.2 

15~,2 
!g,..t 

17.4 

16.1 

" 14.7 

(/ , , ~ . Although not a]l components and co~binatio~s~,of ;omponent.; were,~qually 
effective in improving : traff ic c~se adjudid.~ion efficien~y, andie~fecti,,e- 
ness, there were certai:n subsystems which revealed considerable promise as 
a strong nucleus for the developn~ent of an Optimal driver centmoi r.ystem. 
Time and money constraints precluded the perforn':ance of a ~|etailed analysis 
of each of the system e/ements which were available.for assess~nent in this 
complex system, but the:grouping of elements into system componepts did 
permit an adequate and n;eaningfulevaluation of the major features consti 
tuting the SAFE system. , The data generated by the SAFE pro~ra~ should 
provide a sound basis for developing new and improved adjudi.cation-sa~,ction- 
rehabil i tat ion procedures superior to those which have t rad i t iona l ly  been 
in effect for many, many years. 
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APPENDIX II  

..POSITION 

1 - 2  
3 - 4  

7 - 8  

9 -  20 

21 - 22 

23 - 32 

33 '- 41 

42-  52 

\ 

\ 

53-  54 ' 

55-  60 

61 - 66 

SAFE "AU/AA" RECORD DESCRIPTION 

TYPE: 

(2) BIN 

(2) BIN 

• (2) BIN 

(2) BIN 

(12) A/N 

(2) A/N 

(Io) BI~ 
(9) N 
(11) N 

(2) A/N 

(6) N 

(6) N 

67 - 69 (3) N 

70 - 71 (2) BIN 

7 2 .  73 [2) BIN 
74 - 85 (~2) A/N 

DESCRIPTION 

Block Length 

Binary "0000" Constant 

Record Length 

Binary "0000" Constant 

P,I.C, Driver License Number 

Type Record "AU '~.Constant 
Zeros 

Case # Assig'ned by Seattle Violations Bureau 
DMV Computer .Time Stamp 

xX = Year (74) 

xxx =-Day (Feb 2 - 034) 

XX = Hour (Mil i tary) 
/ XX = Minute (Mil i tary) 

XX = Seconds (Mil i tary) 

SAFE ID "S!" and Exception Reason Code 

Date School Started 

i Year 

!Month 

.~ Day 

Date School Completed- 

Year 

Month 

Day i 
i 

Completion grade of PL school 

"FTA" i f  f a i l ed  to appear , 

Record Length 

Binary "0000" Constant 

P,I,C, Driver License Number 

f 

/ 





7 

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

,/ 
/ 

POSITION 

86 - 87 

88 - 93 

94 - 97 

98 - I06 

I07  - I17 

l l 8  - I f9  

• 120 - 122 

123 - 125 

126 - 128 

129 - 131 

132 - 133 

134 

135 - 136 

TYP.__~E 

(2) A/N 

(6 )  N 

(4) N 

(9) N 

(11) N 

i " 
• i  

(2) AIN 

~, (3) N 
!(3) il 
L (3) N 

I (3) N 

(,Z) A/N 
1 

(I/i N 

(2) ;~ 

\ 

'i 

DESCRIPTION 

Typ~ Record "AA" Constant 

Administrat ion Date in SAFE 

XX = year (74) 

XX = Month (Jan Oi) 

XX = Day (Jan 2 '  02) • 

Administrat ion Time in SAFE 

XX = flours M i l i t a r y  

XX = Minutes H i l i t a r y  

Case # Assigned by Seattle Violat ions Bureau 

DMV Computer Time Stamp 

XX = Year (74) 

XXX = Day (Feb 2 - 034) 

XX : Hour (M i l i t a r y )  

XX = Minute (M i l i t a r y )  

XX = Seconds (M i l i t a r y )  

SAFE ID "Sl" Constant 

Total miles driven Business/Privateweekly 

Total Private miles driven weekly 

Total.Susine~s miies driven weekly 

Percent of miles Business/Pleasure driven 

in Seattle 

Education Code ConIpleted 

Ol - 12 = High School 

CI - C4 = College 

G5 - G8 = Graduate School 

Income Code 

I = Below $3,000 4 = $15,000-20,000 

2 = $3,00! $8,000 5 = Above $20,000 

3 - $8,001 - $15,000 

Number of Appearances in SAFE including 

th is  time " 

42 

s 

/: 

\ 

<. 

: /  





/ 

/ 

POSITION 

137 

138 

139 - 141 
142 

I 

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

TYPE 

(I) N 

143 - ]53 ~ (11) N 

1 5 4  .. (I) N 

(3) A/N 
(I) N 

( 2 )  N 

(11) N 

155 - ]56 
157 - 167 

DESCRIPTIO~I 

I " 

Person Code 

I = Caucasian 

2 = Black 

3 - Native American 
4 = Oriental 

5 = Other i 
Judge Code 1 

~} ="~iNone Se'~n 
4 : !orbett\ 
5 = l!}wne \ 

6 - J o h n s o n ~  

7 - Yanick 

Pre Designated Code ( D i r e c t  Sentencing 

Mag i s t r a t e  C o d e  " " 

= None Seen 

1 : Vercimak 

: 2 : 'awrence 

3 - ~.,lacher 

A d j u d i c a t i o n  Time/Date In :  

p o s i t i o n  t ime : XXXXX (24 hrs  M i l i t a r y  
t ime w i t h  M) 

6 p o s i t i o n  date = YR/MO/DY 

Type of  SAFE 

I = SAFE, Mandatory 

2 -SAFE,  Wa.lk-ln 

3-.COURT, Nandatory 

4 - COURT, Walk - ln  

5 -  FORFEIT 

O f f e n s e  En t ry  Recode 

V i o l a t i o n  Time/Date 

5 position time : XXXXX (24 hrs Military 
time with "M") 

6 position date ~ YR/MO/DY 

T 

L,, 

\ 4 3 ;i i 

. " C :  i 

[ 





• SAFE uAU/AA" RECORD DESCRIPTIOrl (Cont'd) . 

POS ITIn~ TYPE DESCR I PTI ON ! 

168 (1) A Accident Involvement this v io lat ion 

'.. N = ~.Io / Y =~Yes \~. 
16~ ( i )  A I f  Accident, was there Property Damage 

" rl = r~o / Y = Yes 

~70 \", ( I )  A I f  Accident, were there in jur ies \ '. 11 = I~o / Y = Yes 

171 (1) A I f  Accident, were there f a t a l i t i e s  

FI No / Y = Yes 

172 - 173 ~ (2) ~\/N DMV Violat ion Code Violation #1- i 

174 \ (1) A Driver's Plea i 

' , N ~: I.Iot Gui l ty / G - Guilty 

175 !(I) A Judgement 

G :: Guilty ~- 

: N = Not Guilty i • - 1 
176 \ ( I )  A DMV ID,spOsitiOn Code for Violat ion #I 

S Total Fine Suspended 

! ' T :: Traf f ic  School 

. , X =~ i)ismissed 
I W = ~,arnlng 

(5).';i A/N BlankC = Comm,,nity, = Other Service 

177 - 181 \ S~me Fd.rmat as 172/176 for Violat ion #2 

- 186 " \ ( 5 )  "A/N S,,,ne Folk'mat as 172/176 for Violat ion #3 182 
. \ ~ i i 

187 - 191 '(5) A/N S~me Fore,at as 172/176 for Violat ion #4 ! 

192 - 194 ('3) I~/N Dollar F"ne Paid ! • , ! 

195 - 197 (~) .N DoIl~'r Fi'.ne Susper~dE, d 

198 (1'/. \ A: Direc ~. Se~tence Code i ,\ 
\ . . i  Magistrate: I - Improvement Program '~, " 

, \ ..,~ P = Program Learning ~ 

" ii C : Control 

Judge i ~ D = DefE, nsive Driving Course 

!. 0 = Other 

i i I'I = None ' 





POSITION TYPE 

1 9 9  - 203 (5) N 

204 - 205 (2) AIN 

~06 - 207 (2) A/N 

20a ( I )  A 

209 - 21g (11) N 

220,. 224 (5) N 

225 - 230 (6) N 

231 - 233 (3) AIN 

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

DESCRIPTION 

234 - 274 (45) AIN 

275 - 315 (45) AIN 

316 - 475 (160) PROG N 

Magistrate Out Time/Date 

5 position time - XXXXX (24 hrs time 

plus t l i ! i t a ry  (M) 

2 positio~ Action Code 

2 position Reason Code 

Driver Improvement Analyst Code 

D.I.A. in Time/Date 

5 position time - XXXXX (24 hr., time) plus 

M i l i t a ry  (~I) 

6 posit ion Date - XX = Year (74) 

XX = Month (Jan 01) 

XX = Day (Jan 2 - 02) 

D.!.A. Out Time/Date 

5 position Time - XXXXX (24 hrs time)-plus 

N i l i t a r y  (M) 

Date Driver was scheduled to go to Driver 

Improvement Program. 

XX = Year (74) 

XX = I bnth (Jan - Of) 

XX - Day (Jan 2 - 02) 

Time Pay Allowed 

~B : No 

1~  = Yes 

Comment Relative to Magistrate 

Comment Relating to D.I.A.. 

DMV Driver's Record 

A .  Prior Driving Record. 

- I0 f ie lds consisting of date and v io la t ion 

type/accident. 

'! 
! 

i 

i 

' ii - 
• " 4 5  





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

POSITION T Y P E  DESCRIPTION 

-most recent incident in right-hand f ield. 

- i f  greater tl..;:n IO, include the I0 most 

recent incidents only. 

- include only incidents that precede the 

SAFE entry offense date (i .e. ,"Violation 

Time/Date" in position 157-167 on AU/AA 

record). 

- Each F4eld is 8 characters, 

Position 

1 - 4 - Julian date. 

5 - 6 - Citation type ((6= no c i tat ion).  

7 -Accident 

l - yes 

2 - no 

8 -  Disposition 

¸ 

7 

2 

# 

i 

476- 478 

479 

480 

(3) PROG N 

(1) PROG N 

(I)  PROG N 

451 - 482 (2) PROG N 

B. Subsequent Driving Record. 

- Date and violation type/accident of 

f i r s t  lO incidents after SAFE entry 

offense date. 

Driver ageat SAFE appearance date. 

Driver Sex. 

Rehabilitation Route Code (Based on Act ion- 

Reason Codes). 

Rehabilitation Assignment Code (Based on 

Action-Reason Codes and Direct Sentence Code). 

:: :5 i "  
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Tibles Al through A9 summarize group composition for the entire predesignation 
sample and for individual assignment-completion status conditions. Tables AlO 
and All summarize accident and citation recidivism for the same sample. 

Table A1 

Table A2 

Table A3 

Table 

Tab I e 

Table 

Table 

A4 

A5 

A6 

A7 

Table A8 

Table A9 

Table Al0 

Table All 

Mean age as a function of predesignation and status group 

Proportion males as a function of predesignation and status group 

Mean number of miles reported driven per week as a function of 
predesignation and status group 

Mean number of prior accidents as a function of predesignation 
and status group 

Mean number of prior citations as a function of predesignation 
and status group 

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

Distribution of reported yearly income in $1,OO0's for predes!g- 
nation groups 

R~cial distribution for predesignation groups 

SAFE entry offense distribution for predesignation groups 

Percentage accident recidivism as a function of predesignation 
and status group 

Percentage citation recidivism as a function of predesignation 
and status group 

47 :- 
",. 

i -  
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TABLE A l  

MEAN AGE AS A FUNCTION OF PREDESIGNATION 

AND STATUS GROUP 

\ 

/ -. . 

" ;  i 

1 

. . . . . .  . 

STATUS 
M~-AN I 

COUN¥ I ASSIGt'EO ASSIGNED ASSIGNED EXCPTION EXCPTION S T A T U S  ASS-CHPL ROW 
I -COMPLTE -FTC - C O N T R O L  OTHR TRT NO TRT UI'.'RNOI, JN UNKNO'.,IN TOTAL 
I I I 2 I 3 I 4 I S Z 6 1 7 I 

PREOESIG ........ I .......... I .......... I ...... ----I-- ........ I ..... ..... Z .......... I ........... I 

I I 31.75 I 24.11 I 0.0 I 36.43 I 30.70 I 3~.2~ I 29.29 I 31.68 

NO DIA DIP I 403 I 64 I 0 I 104 I ~3 I 17 I 17 I 653 

-I .......... I .......... I ~ ......... I .......... I ........... I .......... I .......... I 
Z I 30.33 I 24.17 I 0.0 I 32.98 I 31.95 I 38,90 I 25.'II I 30.5~ 

NO DIA PLI I 166 1 3~ I 0 I 57 I 58 I I 0  I 9 1" 334 
-I .......... I ........... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

I 32.62 I 27.87 I 0.0 I 34.79 I ; t o .no  I 42.83 I 19.00 I 3~.3~. 

NO DIA PL2 I 190 I 5," I 0 I 57 I 2 Z 6 I i I 308 

-I .......... I ---£ ...... I a ......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

I 0.0 I 0.0 I -31.38 I 26.08 I 32.69 I 32.2~ I 0.0 I 31.85 

NO DIA CONTROL I 0 I 0 I 238 I 12 I 16 I 434 I 0 I 700 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  " r - I  . . . .  "~ . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - -  . . . . . .  I 

II I 33.~0 I 26.59 I 0.0 I 27.48 1 34.19 I 35.08 I 35.31 1 3 2 . ' ~ 4  
COUNSEL DIP I 3 7 5  I 69 I 0 I 46 I 23~ I 3 ~  I 13 I 777 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  -~--- I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - -  T . . . . . .  I 
12 I 30.91 I 24.41 I 0.0 I 2 6 . 6 0  I 33.06 I 30.00 I 32.00 I 30.52 

COUNSEL PLI I 176 I 39 I 0 I 30 I 114 I 32 I 6 I 3~7 

-I .......... I ......... I .......... I ........ --I .......... I ...... ----Z ......... 3I 

13 Z 32.90 I 26.18 I 0.0 I 31.53 I 58.03 I 39.q0 I 48.00 I 33.37 

COUNSEL PL :~ I 165 I 44 I 0 I 15 I 74 I I0 I 1 I 309 
-I ........... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

1~ : I 0 .0  I 0 .0  I 3 0 . 2 3  I 3 4 . 3 2  I 2 2 . 2 5  I 3 3 . 3 2  I 0 . 0  I 3 2 . ~ 1  
COUNSEL CONTROL I 0 I 0 I 207 1 19 I 4 I 505 I 0 I 73~ 

-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

21 I 33.54 I ,"6,62 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 32.26 I 32.42 

OIA OIAG DIP I 626 I I~0 I 0 I 0 I 0 i 0 I 27 I 77~ 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
22 I 3 2 . 1 2  I , "6.74 I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 3 1 . 2 0  I 3 1 . 2 9  

OIA OIAG PLI I 292 I 53 i 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 350 
-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

23 I 3 0 . 3 7  I 27 .57  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 3 2 . ~ 0  I 2 9 . 8 1  
DIA DIAG PL2 : I 303 I 63 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 391 

-I .......... I .......... I .......... I ......... -I .......... i .......... I .......... I 
2~ I 0 . 0  I 0.0  I 30.~5 I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 33.78 I 0 . 0  I 32.34 

OIA OIAG CONTROL I 0 I 0 I 443 1 0 I 0 I 705 I 0 I 1143 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - -  . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - - - - I  . . . . . .  ' - - - I  

2 8  1 •27.63 I " 23.21 I 0 . 0  1 29.10 I 33.25 I 3 5 . 9 5  I 28.35 I 32.08 

OIA OIAG I 167 I 34 I 0 I 91 I 827 I 318 I 117 I 165~+ 

-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

COLUMN TOTAL 31 .8 ,~  2 6 . 0 8  3 0 . 8 5  32 .0 : '  3 3 . 4 7  3 3 . 5 7  2 9 . 6 0  3 1 . 9 7  
2968 592 888  ~31 137~ 2065 201 8519  

- 4 8 i  ~ 
: . . . . .  .. ! :i 

- - . ~ : : ~ : . . , - - . . , ~  _ : ~ _ ~  • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ .  . - ,  
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TABLE A2 

PROPORTION MALES AS A FUNCTION OF 

PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP 

f 

/ 

STATUS 
MEAN I 

COUNT I ASSIGHEO ASSIGHCD ASSIC, HED . [XCPTION EXCPTIOt( STATUS - ASS-CttPL ROW 
-CO~IPLTE -FTC -CO)IIROL OTtlR/(R r No TRT Ut~KNO~'N UNKtCOL:N TOTAL 

" I . ,T. I ~ I 3 I / " ~  I 5 I 6 I 7 I 
PREOESIG . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  -/- . . . .  7, . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I 

1 I 0 . 72  I 0 . 8 8  I 0 . 0  I / 0 . 7 6  I 0 . 7 9  I 0 .71  I 0 . 7 6  I 0 . 7 ~  
NO DIA  DIP  I 400 I &~+ I 0 ! / lOC~ I "  43 I 17 I 17 I 6 5 ]  

- I  . . . . . .  - - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  [ - - - , - - -  . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

2 I 0.7:; I 0.02 1 0.0 I 0;01 I 0.78'I 0.70 1 0.56 1 0.77 

NO OIA PL1 I 166 I : 3c~ I 0 ,  T 57 I 50 I 10 I 9 I - - 33(* 
- I  . . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ~";- I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

I 0 . 7 ~  I 0 . 8 5  I O.Q, t I 0.7c~ I 1 . 0 0  I 0 . 6 7  I 1 . 0 0  I 0 . 7 6  
NO DIA PL2 I , I ~0 I 52 I ,~ I 57 I ," I b I I I 305 

- I  . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  -~ - - I  
Y 0,0 I 0 .0  I ~ .7~  I 0 . 03  I 0 .01  I 0 .7~  I 0 .0  I 0 . 7 ~  

NO OIA CONTROL I 0 I 0 I ; '38 I . . . .  12 I 16 _I. 4 3 4 - I  0 - I -  7 0 0  
-z ..... --- L''~'--'r" r .... Z'''''~ ..... T .......... I---- ...... I .......... ~.-L. ...... 

~ ~ o.?,~ z o .70 z : o . o  ~. o .7~  ~ o .7~  z 0 . 0 7  ~. o . ~  z o . 7 ~  
COUHSEL D IP  I 375 I 69 I 0 I 46 I ~36 'r 3 8  I 13 I 777 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  - . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - -  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  -~ . . . .  I 
12 I 0.72 I 0 ,79  I , 0 .0  I -0.00 -I 0 .76  I 0 . 77  I 0 . 6 7  I . 0 . 7 5  

COUNSEL PLI  I 176 I 39 I ' 0 I 30 I I I ~  I ~2 I 6 I 387 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I -  . . . . . . . . .  I -L . . . . . . . .  X . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - '  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

] 3  I 0 .70 I 0 .75  I 0 .0  I 0 .80  I 0 .86  ~ 0 ;60  1 1 .00  I 0 . 7 5  
COUUSEL PL2 I 165 I qq I 0 I 15 I 74 I I 0  I 1 I 309 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  7- . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
i ~  I 0 .0  I 0 .0  I 0 .80  1 0 .95  1 0 .50  1 0.7P I 0 .0  I 0 . 75  

COU/&SEL CONIROL I 0 I 0 " I  ~07 I 19 I.. ~ I 505 I 0 i 735 
• -I .......... I ---,- ........ I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... 1 .......... I 

21 I 0 .68  1 0 .75  I 0 .0  I 0 .0  I 0 . "  I 0 .0  I 0 , 5 9  I 0 . 6 8  
OIA OIAG DIP I 6~6 I 120 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I ~7 I 77~ . 

-I .......... I .......... I--' ....... I---" ....... I .......... 1 .......... I ........... I 

22 I 0 . 6 7  I 0 . 7 9  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 5  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 4 0  I 0 . 6 g  
OIA DIAG PLI I 292 I ~3 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I S I ~50 

- I  . . . . . . . .  ;.--I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - -  . . . . . . .  I . . . .  " . . . . . .  I 
2~ I 0 ;65  I 0 .72 I o . o  I o .o  I o .o  I o .o  I o .~o  I 0 . 6 6  

OIA OIAG PL2 I 303 I 83 I 0 I 0 I 0 ",. 0 I S I 391 
-- I " " . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ~ " I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  L I -- ; . . . .  : " i I I . . . . . . . . . .  

2(~ I 0 . 0  I 0 .0  I 0 . 7 4  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 7 0  lI ' 0 . 0  I 0 . 7 1  
O I k  OIAG CONTROL I 0 I 0 I ~@43 I l 0 I 0 I 70.5 I 0 I 11~8 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

28 I 0 . 6 9  I 0 . 91  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 7 6  I 0 . 7 6  I 0 . 7 7  I 0 . 8 7  I 0 . 7 9  
DIA DIAG I l g67 I 3 ~ I I o I 1 q l  I 827 I 318 I 117 I 165~ 

- I  . . . . . .  - - - o I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
COLUMN TOTAL 0 .7~  0 . 7 9  0 . 7 5  0 . 7 7  0 . 7 6  0 . 7 2  0 . 7 9  O.Tq 

2968 592 0 5 0  ~31 137~ 2065 201 8519  

* 1  

. : _ - - - -  .. ;. 4 9  
l i  b 
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TABLE A3 / 

MEAN NUMBER OF MILES REPORTED DRIVEN PER WEEK AS A 

FUNCTION OF PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP 

s -  / 
- d  

STATUS 
MEAN 1 

COUNT I ASSIGNED ASSIGNEO ASSIGHED EXCPTION EXCPTION STATIJ5 ASS-CMPL 
I -COMPLTE -FTC -CONTROL OTHR.TRT NO TRT UNKNC~N UNKNOWN. 

I 1 I  2 I  3 . 1  4 I  5 I  6 1  7 I  

PREOESIG - - -  . . . . .  I - - - -  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - ~  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

ROW 
TOTAL 

NO OIA PL1 

1 I 1 7 7 . 9 7  I 1 7 4 . 6 9  I 0 . 0  I 1 6 7 . 3 8  Z 1 6 3 . 4 2  I 1 6 0 . 2 4  I 1 5 4 . 7 1  Z 1 7 3 . 9 3  
HO OIA OIP  I 408 I 64 I 0 I 104 I 43 I 17 I 17 I 653 

- I  . . . . . . .  " ' - I  - - - ~  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  " . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  

Z I 1 7 1 . 1 6  I 13S.06  I 0 . 0  I 1 5 5 . 2 1 1  2 2 7 . 7 4  I 1 2 2 . 0 0  I l Z 0 . 8 9  I 1 7 2 . 0 7  
57 Z 58 I i 0  I 9 I 334 I 1 6 6  I 3 4  I 0 I / 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
$ I 1 8 4 . 2 9  I 1 7 8 . 6 ~  I O.O I 1 7 4 . 5 8  I 4 2 5 . 0 0  I 1 6 5 . 8 3  I O.O I 1 8 2 . 1 9  

NO DXA PL2 I 190 I 52 I 0 ~ 57 I 2 I 6 I 1 I ~08 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - - - I  . . . . . . . . .  ~ I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - L  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

4 I O.O I 0 . 0  I 161.7(~ I ~ 6 9 . 1 7  I 1 4 1 . B 8  I 1 7 5 . 3 B  I 0 , 0  I 1 7 1 . 5 9  
KO OIA CONTROL I O I 0 I .  ~38 / I 12 I 16 I 434 I 0- I ,  700 ~ 

- I - - - - - - - - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  ? L - - I  . . . .  - . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I 
11 I 155.42 I 173.62 I 0,.0 I_ 201.50 I 154.57 I 188.76 I I~7.69 I 160.73 

COUNSEL D IP  I 375 I 69 I / 0 I 4b 1 236 I 38 I 13 I 777 
- I  . . . . . . . .  - - I  . . . . . . . .  - - - I  . . . .  J . . . .  -1  . . . . . . .  " - - I - ~  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - L  . . . .  i - i  

] 2  I 2 0 3 . 6 1 1  1 4 ~ 8 2  I , 0 . 0  I i 8 1 . 3 3  I 1 8 8 . ~ 0  I 1 4 2 . 9 S - I  ! 2 5 . 0 0  I 1 9 ~ . 2 9  
COUNSEL PLI I 176 I 39 I / 0 I 3 0  I 114 i 22 I 6 I 387 

. - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
13 I 144.61 I 139.02 I/ 0 . 0  I ~3~.67 I !81.50 i 126.50 1 500.00 1 157.49 

COUNSEL PLZ I 165 I 44 ~" 0 I 15 I 74 I I0 I 1 I 309 
- I - - '  . . . . . . .  I -~ . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I 

14 1 0.0 I 0.0 I 206.00 I 189.47 I 145.00 I 172.38 1 0.0 I 182.14 

COUNSEL CONTROL 1 0 I 0' I 207 I 19 I 4 I 505 I 0 I 73S 
-I ........... i ....... i--I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

21 I i50.12 1 166.40 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 170.67 I 153.57 

OIA O;AG DIP I " ~26- I -  . 120 I 0 I O. I " .. 0 I 0 I 27 I 773 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  ; ~ . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I -  . . . . . . . . .  I r  . . . . . . . . .  I - L  . . . . . . .  - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I 

2Z I 155.35 1 137.15 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 215.00 I 152.01 

DIA DIAG PLI I ~91 I 53 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 350 
-I .......... I .......... I .......... I ........ --I .......... I .......... I .......... Z 

23 I 153.60 I I~6.43 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I ~0~.00 1 161.19 

DIA DIAG PL2 I 303 i ~3 I 0 I ~ I 0 I 0 I 5 I 391 
- I  . . . . . . . . .  ~ - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

24 I 0.0, I 0.0 I 164.70 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 178.06 I 0.0 I 172.94 

OIA OIAG CONTROL I 0 I O ' I  443 I 0 I 0 I 705 I . 0  I 1148 
-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

28 I ~37.51 I 96.03 1 0.0 I 158;04 I 166.11 1 193.17 I 235.72 I 186.09 
DIA OIAG I 267 1 34 I 0 I 91 I 827 I 318 I 117 I 1654 

-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... 1 .......... 1 
COLU?IN TOTAL , 169.58 160.17 173.58 175.5S 169.36 17~.62 202.74 172.58 

~968 591 880 431 1374 2065 ~01 8519 

SO ,,~ 
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.TABLE A4 

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

STATUS 
MEAN I 

COUNT I ASSIGNED A';SIGNED A S S I G N [ D  EXCPTION EXCPTiGN STATUS ASS-Chi lL 
I -COHPLTE -FTC -CONTROL OTHR TRT NO TRT UNKIIONN UNKNOIJi'~I 
Z 1 I 2 I 3 i 4 % S Z 6 I 7 I 

P R E D E S I G  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  "~ . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  "1~" . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  r - I  . . . . . . .  - - , - 1  . . . . . . . . . . .  I - -  . . . . . .  " ; - I  
1 I 0 . 6 9  I 1 . 0 0  I 0 . 0  ~ 1 , 1 6  I G.7 ,  ~ I 1 . 1 2  I 0 . 5 3  I 

NO OIA OIP I 40~ .~ 64 I 0 I 10'~ I 43  ! 17  I .17  I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  ~ - I - - -  . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  . . . . .  I 

2 I 0 . 0 6  I 0 . 7 9  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 8 9  I 1 . 2 1  I 0 . 3 0  I 0 . 1 1  I 
NO OIA PL1 I 166 I 34 ! 0 I 57  I 50  ! 10 I - 9 I 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  - - - I -  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
3 I 0.60 1 0.79 I " 0.0 1 6,91 I 1.00 I 0.33 I 1.00 1 

NO D IA  PLZ I 190 I 5," I 0 % 57 I ~ 1 6 I 1 I 
..... -I .......... -I---lL ..... I---'---i-- i .......... l---'/---'lI L-IL-~~L--I .......... 1 

4 I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  ! 0 . 0 1  i 1 . 0 8  I 1 . 8 8  I 0 . 6 1  1 0 . 0  I 
NO DIA Co:crROL I 0 I 0 I 238 I I Z  ~ I ~ 16 I ..... 4 3 4 - - I  " 0 I 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . .  I 
1 1  I 0 . 0 5  I . 0 , 75  I 0 . 0  ? 0 . 7 8 - I -  0 . 9 9  1 1 . 0 0  I 0 . 3 0  1 

COUNSEL D I P  I 375 I 69 I 0 I ~,6 1 236 I 30 I 13 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . .  : - I  . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  - - - - - 1  . . . . . . . . . .  I - - :  . . . .  . . . .  1 - - . : ' - - - - - - I  _ _ 

1Z I 1 . 01  I -0.9," I 0 . 0  I 1. ' , ,7 I 1 . 1 1  I 1.0~ I 0.50 I 
COUNSEL P L I  I 176 1 39 I 0 1 30 I I 1 4  I Z~ 1 6 I 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  ' - I  
13 I 0.71 1 0 . 7 5  I 0.0 1 0.93 1 1.04 1 l.?C I 0.0 I 

COUNSEL PL2 I 165 I 44 I 0 I 15 I 74 I 10 ~ 1 I 

-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I --I ....... I .......... I .......... I 

14  ~ 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  "I O.qO I ] . 3 - "  I 1 . 7 5  I 0 . 6 2  I 0 . 0  I 
CC~ISEL CONTRO'.. ~ . 0 1 0 I 207 I 19 I 4 I 505 I 0 I 

-I-" . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . .  -~ . . . .  I - -  . . . . . . . .  l . . . . .  -~ . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - - - I  
• ~l I 0.73 I O./)c~ I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.70 1 

OIA OTAG D IP  1" b~6 I I ~ 0  I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 r ~7 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

22 1 D.O6 1 0 . 7 5  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I i . ~ 0  1 
OIA OIAG P L 1  I 29~ I 53 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 

- I - - '  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - "  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - - - - I  
Z3 I 0.60 I 0.61 I 0.0 I 0.0 I O.O I 0.0 I 0.00 1 

OIA OIAG PLZ I 303 I 03 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 
• - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I -  . . . .  . . . . .  I . . . . .  T . . . .  I -  T . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - ~  . . . . . . . .  I 

~4 r 0 . o  I 0 . o  I O . O l  I 0 . 0  I 0 . o  i o . 6 o  I o . 0  I 
DIA  OIA,~ CONTROL I 0 I 0 I 4 4 3  1 0 I 0 I 705 I 0 I 

-I .......... i .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

28 I 0.99 I 1 . 1 5  I 0 . 0  I 1 . 3 2  I 1 . 0 8  I 0 . 6 3 I  1 . 0 2  I 
DIA  OIAG 1 267 I 3 (* I 0 I 91 I 8~7 I 31~ 1 I 1 7  I 

- 1  . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . .  - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
COLL~N TOTAL O., 'O 0 . 0 2  0 . 8 3  1 . 1 0  1 . 0 7  0 . 6 3  0./33 

Z968 592 880 431 1374  2065 ~01 

ROW 
TOTAL 

0 . 8 0  
653  

0 . 8 3  
334 

0 . 7 4  
308 

0 . 7 Z  
700 

0 . 8 8  
7 7 7  

1 . 0 6  
387 

O.OZ 
309 

0 . 7 8  
735 

0 . 7 5  
773 

0 . 8 5  
350 

0 . 6 0  
3 9 1  

0 . 6 8  
1 1 4 8  

0 . q 9  
1654 

0.6Z 

0519 





~ TABLE A5 

MEAN NUMBER OF PRIOR CITATIONS AS'A FUNCTION 

OF PREDESIGI"ATION AND STATUS GROUP 

STATUS 
- MEAN I 

COUNT I ABSIGNED ASSIGNED ASSIG,~ED EXCPTiON EXCPTIOq STATUS• ASS-CHPL 
I -COHPLTE -FTC - C O N T R O L  OTHR TRT NO TRT UHRNO~N " U~KNO:,'N 
I I I ~ E I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 

PREDESIG . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - '  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  " I  

I i 2.~ I 4.55 I 0.0 I 3.00 I 4.16 1 3.06 1 2.47 1 

NO DIA D I P  I 408 I 64 I 0 I 1 0 4  - I  4 3  I 1 7  I 1 7  I 
-I-- --~- .... -I .......... I .......... I ....... "-'I -~- .... ~;--I ....... ~--I .......... I 

2 I 3.06 1 3.50 1 0.0 I 3.75 I 4.8~:. I 1.50 1 1.33 ! 
NO DIA P t l  I 166 I 34 I ,'I I 57 I 58 I 10 I 9 I 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  " ~ - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  " - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I 

3 I 2.36 1 3.9Z I 0.0 I 2.61 1 4.5.0 I 2.83 1 l.O0 1 

NO OIA PL2 I 190 I 52 I 0 I 57 I 2 1 6 I 1 I 
-I .... ~" ..... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... ,~ .......... I--- ....... i 

4 I 0 . 0  I 0 , 0  I 3 . 2 1  I 5 . 0 0  I 4 . 9 4 - I  2.18 Z 0 . 0  I 
NO DIA CONTROL I 0 I 0 I 23G I 12 I 16 I 434 I 0 i 

COUNSEL DIP 

COUNSEL PLI 

COUNSEL PLZ 

RON 
TOTAL 

2.99 
653 

3.44 , 
334 

2.69 
308 

2 . 6 4  
700 

II I 2.47 1 3.55 ! 0.0 I 4.43 1 3.60 I 3.13 1 2.00 1 3.07 

I 375 1 _67_ I 0 I 46 1 236 1 38 i 13 I _ 777 

-I--------,-I ........ --I ......... -I ----I -~--I .... ~-~---i .......... I--- ....... I 
12 I 3.11 I ~.49 ! 0.0 I 4 .20 I 3.91 I 4 .00 I 2.17 I 3 .60  

I 176 I 39 I 0 I 30 I I14 I 22 I 6 I 387 

-I .......... I .......... I .......... I -~g ....... I .......... 71 ........ ~-I ...... . .... I . . . .  
13 I 2.30 I 2.69 I 0.0 I ~ .73  I 3 . 2 7  I 4.00 I ~.00 I Z.79 

I 165 I 44 I 0 I 15 I 74 I I0 I i I 309 

-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

14 I 0 .0 I 0.0 I 3.46 I 4 .95 I 6 .75 I 2.22 I 0 .0 I 
COUNSEL CO;~TROL I 0 I 0 I 207 1 19 l ; I 505 1 0 I 

- I - -  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . .  - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - -  . . . . . .  I 
21 I 2.12 I 3.32 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 1.37 I 

DIA DIAG DIP I 626 l 120 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 1 27 I 
-I .......... I .......... I .......... I ........ --I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

22 I 2.44 1 3.36 ! 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 1 2.40 I 

DIA DIAG PLI I 292 I 53 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 
-I .......... I .......... I .......... i ......... -I .......... i .......... I ---L ...... I 

13 I 1.69 1 2.69 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I" 0.0 I 1.00 I 

OIA DIAG Pt2 I 303 I (33 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 i 5 I 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

2 4  I 0 .0  I 0.0 I 2.61 I 0.0 I 0.0 1 2.19 I 0 .0 I 
DIA DIAG CONTROLI 0 I 0 I 443 I 0 1 0 I 705 I 0 1 

-1 .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I ...... ----I ......... -I 

28 I 5.47 I 5.91 I 0.0 I 3.52 I 3.75 I 3.14 I 5.91 I 

OIA DIAG I 267 I 3% I 0 I 91 i 827 I .~18 I 117 I 
-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I ---~ ...... I .......... I 

CQLUHN TOTAL 2 • 66 3.65 2.97 3.60 3.81 2.39 ~. 19 
2968 592 885 431 1374 2065 201 

2 .67  
735 

2 .28  
773 

2 .58  
350 

1 .q0  
391 

2 .35  

4 .10  
1654 

2.97 

8519 

f 

3 

! 





P 

TABLE • A6 

MEAN REPORTED HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED AS A 

FUNCTION OF PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP 

-: • . • . 

; STATUS 
MEAN i 

COUNT I ASSIG,'~ED ASSICNEO ASSIGHED E×CPTION EXCPTION S T A T U S ,  ASSLCHPI ROW 
' I -COI'IPLTE -FTC - C O i ~ T P O L  OTHR TRT NO TRT UNI-,'t~O~.'N UNKI'~O~N TOTAL 

I i I 2 I 3 1 - 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 
PREDESIG . . . . . . . .  I - - -  . . . .  - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  ~ - - - - I - - - - - ' - - - ' l  . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - "  . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  - - i  

I I 12.97 I I~.83 I 0.0 I 13.20 I i~.88 I 12.59 I 13.00 I 12.98 
NO DIA DIP I 401 I 59 I O I 102 I 41 I 17 I 17 I 637 

-I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I 

i 2 I 12 .67  I 12.22 I 0 .0  I i . " . 79  I 12 .7~ I 1 3 . 2 ~ . I  . 12 .11  I 7 1 2 . 6 5  
NO OIA PLI  ~ 1 6 2  I 32 I 0 I 53 I 57 I 9 I 9 I 312 

l } l - -  . . . . . . . . . .  l . . . . . . . .  - - i  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  ~- . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - ' : - I  . . . . . . .  ~ " - I  . . . .  - . . . . .  I 

i 3 I 13.20 I 12.37 I 0.0 I 13.09 I 1 4 . 0 0 I  i . 3 3 I  i0.00 I 12.g9 
" I - I . " NOIOIA PL2 I ~ IB7 I 52 1 O I 54 I . . . . .  2 I ~ , I 1 I 302 

-I ...... ~---I- ..... :---i .......... I- ....... --i ..... - .... I--- ..... --I ...... l---i 

_ 4 I 0 . 0  I _ 0 . 0  I 12../-~,5 1 13.47. I 12..~9. I 13.,-~ I 0.-0 - i  i ~ . 9 8  - -  
i NO DIA CONTROL I 0 I C I 228 I 12 I - 14 I ' 421 I 0 I 675 

,i . . . .  11 I .12.73 I 12.40 I 0 .0  I ~ 13.21 I 13 .05  I " " 1;~.31 I 13 .00  I '12.81 
i COUNSEL DIP I 370 I 65 I 0 I 42 I 226 I 35 I - 12 I 750 

I -I .......... I .......... I .......... I ......... -- I-------7- T!--T!---T---- I --- .... -o-I 
: IZ  I 1,".96 I 12 .44  I 0 .0  I 11 .63  I 12 .25  I 1 3 . 0 5 , 1  12. '53 I 1 2 . 6 0  

COUNSEL PL1 I ' i 77 .  i 3q I 0 I 30 I i i 0  I 21 I 6 I 378 . 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  -; . . . . .  I 

13 I 13.35 I 11 .70  I 0.0 I 13 .13  I .  13 .1~  I I ~ . 4 0  1 1 6 . 0 0  I i 3 . 0 5  
COUNSEL PL~ I IS8 I 41 I 0 I 15 I 66 I I0 I 1 I 291 

- I  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  . . . . .  I 
14 I 0 .0  I 0 .0  I i~ ' .57  I i , " . 07  1 13 .50  I 13.10 1 0 .0  1 1 2 . 9 3  

COUNSEL CONTP, OL I 0 I 0 I 199 I 15 I 4 I ~ 467-- I 0 I -  705 . . . .  
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . . . .  L I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  - I  

21 I 12.65 I I ~ . 2 2  I 0 .0  I 0 .0  I 0 . 0  I 0 .0  I 1;?.46 I 1 2 . 5 8  
DIA DIAG O-"P I 601 I 115 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 i 16 I 742 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  - -  . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  -- . . . . .  I. 
• ~2 I 12.B9 I 12.~I I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I iI.40 I i~.76 

DIA OIAG PLI  I ~-~ I 5P I 0 I O ! 0 I 0 I 5 I 346 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

~3 I I?-.92 1 12.73 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 1.".75 I !~.@8 
OIA OIAG PEg I .290 I 82 I 0 I 0 I " 0 i . . . . .  0 I 4 I 3"7% 

-I ...... ----I .......... I .......... I--- ....... I ......... "I ..... ":---I .......... I 

24 I 0,0 I 0.0 I 12.94 I 0,0 I 0.0 I !Z.95 I 0.0 I 12.95 
OIA DIAG CONTROL I 0 I 0 I 433 I 0 -" 0 I 6,55 I 0 I 111~ 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  .i . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  " - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I - .  . . . . . . . . . .  I 

DIA DIAG 28 I 12.81 I 12 .27  I 0 .0  I 13.00 I 13 .21  I 12 .71  I i 2 . 6 2  I 1 2 . 9 8  
I 254 I 33 I 0 I ,58 T BO4 I 303 I II0 I -1592 

-I ....... ---I .......... I .......... I .......... I ......... -i .......... I .......... I 
CO LUI'IH TOTAL 12. ~,6 12 .38  12 .84  12 .94  13.06. i~.. 95 i~. .61 I Z  .08  

- ~B84 570 860 411 13~4 1994 191 B234 

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERvATIoNS ~85 
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.... TABLE A7 

DISTRIBUTION OF REPORTED YEARLY INCOME I N  

$I,000's FOR PREDESIGI'~T!ON GROUP 

INCOME . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
COUNT I " i 

RON PCT I L T  ~K 3K - ~K ~K - 15K 1 5 K -  20  GT ~OK RON 
I K - TOTAL  ! 
z I . Z  ~ .  z . z  4 . z  s . z  - 

P ~ E D E S I G  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  " ; - - - I  . . . .  % - - - I  ( 
1 .  I 16b  I 1 8 6  I 1 8 0  I ~ 3  I .  3 0  I 6 0 5  

NO O : A  D I P  I 2 7 . ~  I 3 0 . 7  I ~ 9 . 8  I 7 . 1  I 5 . 0  I 7 . ~  
- I - ' ~  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

~. I 119 I _ leo I 6 1  I 2@ . I 6 I 3 1 Z  . 

NO D I A  PL1 I 3 8 . 1  I 3 2 . 1  I 1 9 . 6  I 7 . 7  I ~ ' . 6  I ~ . 0  

3. I 85 I 75 I - 9  I 28  I . 15 '  I 282 
NO O I A  PL2 I 3 0 . 1  I : 6 . 6  I 2 8 . 0  I q . 9  I 5 . 3  I 3 . 7  

. . . . . . . .  I - - -  . . . .  - I -  . . . .  - - - I  . . . .  -~-r- - I ' r - - ~ ' - r ' - "  I ~ - -  . . . . .  I . . . . . .  
4. I 106 I 102 I 170 I 46 I 36 I 620 

RO DIA CONTROL I 30.0 I 29.~ I 27.4 I 7.~ I 5.8 I 8.0 
- I - - ' - - - - -  I . . . . . . .  - I -  " - - - -  " -  I - - : ' - ' ~ - - -  I ~ ' ' : ~ -  " - -  I " ~ : " " 

" I I .  I 181 I 230 I 19~- I 55 I , 38 I' 6 9 B  
COUNSEL OIP I 25 .9  ' I  3 3 . 0  I 2 7 . 8  I 7 . 9  I - 5 ; 4  1 9 . 0  . . . . . . .  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I - -  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I ---.~_---- - I " 
\ l ~ r  I 1 1 8  I 119  I 8 7  I 21 I 13  I ~Sk~ 

COUNSEL PL1 I 3 3 . 0  I 3 3 . ~  I " 2~* .3  . . I  5 . 9  I 3 . 6  I ~ . 6  
- I - - - ' -  . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  ~ ' - - t  . . . . . . . .  I " " " • " " 

13.  I 73 I 73 I 76 I 3~ I ~0 I 280 - " 
COUNSEL P L 2  I ~ 6 . 1  I 2 6 . 1  I 2 7 . 1  I 1 3 . 6  I 7 . 1  I 3 . 6  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
l ~ .  I 199 " I 2 1 8  I 168 I 43 I 3 4  I 662 

COUNSEL CONTROL I 30.1 I 3~.9 I ,"5.(4 I O.S I S . l  T. B.O 
~ - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

2 1 .  I 227  I 230 I 1 9 0  T 27  I 20 I 7 0 0  
O I A  D I A G  D i P  I 3 2 . 4  I 3 2 . 9  I 2 0 . 0  I 3 . 9  I 2 . 9  I 9 . 1  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  ~ - - I  - ~  . . . . . . .  I --~-~; . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
22. I IOS I 97 I ~7 I 22 I I i  I 32-" 

OIA OIAG PLI I 32,6 i 30.1 I ~ 7 . 0  I 6 . B  I 3.(~ I (*.." . 
- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

2~. I 317 I 30b ! ?99 I 86 I 57 I 1065 
D I A  OIAG CONTROL I 29 .8  I ~8.7 I -~8.1  I 8 . 1  I 5 . ~  I 1 ~ . 8  

' - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  " - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  
28, I 375 I 473 I 433 i 104 I 82 I 14~7 

OIA OIAG I 25.6 I 32. .~ I 29.5 I 7.1 I 5.6 I 19.0 
-I .... ----I ........ I- ....... I ........ I ........ I 

COLUMN ?.271 23,93 ?11¢~ 5 6 6  376  7720 .  . 
TOTAL 2 9 . ~  3 1 . 0  2 7 . 4  7 . 3  ~ , 9  1 0 0 . 0  

C H I  SQUARE = 1 0 5 . 8 8 5 0 1  WITH ~8 DEGREES OF FREEDOM S I G N I F I C A N C E  = 0 . 0 0 0 0  

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 799 
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TABLE A8 

RACIAL DISTP.IBUTION FOR PREDESIGNATION GROUPS 

-+ 

• . . + + . . . . . .  + . 

• . . • . . . . . .  : ' . + 

RACE . . . . . .  ' 
m C o u N T  I 

• ROW PCT I N H I T E  BLACK NAT  Af iRC O R I E N T A L  OTHER RON • . . . . .  : " 
I T O T A L  
I 1 . z  z . I  . ~ . z  4 . z  5 . I  

P R E B E S Z G  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . .  - - Z  . . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . . .  Z . . . . . . .  

1 .  I 46S l 40 I :~ I 1 7  I 1 3 "  I 54Z 

HOOZA BIP I e~ .~  Z 8 . 0  z 0 .4  z 3 . z  z ~ . 4  z 7 . ~  
- I - - - ~ ' " ; - - - I  - -  . . . . . .  I -~  . . . . . .  I - " - - T - - ~ I  ~ . . . . . .  - I  - 

z .  I . ~ 8  I 3c, z z I .5 I + 7 i ~75" 
NO O~.A PL1  I 8 2 . 9  I 1 7 . 4  I 0 . 4  I 1 . 8  I 2 . 5  I 4 . 0  

- I - ; -  . . . .  - - D  --+ . . . . . .  I - - - - - L - - 1  . . . . . . . .  I " - -  . . . . .  I 
3 .  I 2 2 /  I 1 3  I 0 I 2 I 5 I 2 5 2  

NO O I A  PL2  I 9 0 . 1  I 7 . 1  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 8  I 2 . 0  1 - 3 . 6  
- I - - - -  . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I - ' - - = - - - I  . . . . . . . .  I 

4.  I 530. I b.~ I 3 I 16 I • 15 I 676 " . 
NO OI  A CONTROL I ~,5.5 I 9 . 4  I 0 . 4  I 2+.4 I . 2 . 2  I 9 . 7  " . . .  - . 

-1  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  ~ - - - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
1 1 .  I 4;~ I ( ,5 I 4 I 11  +I 11  I 5 6 1  ~ -  

COUNSEL DIP I " 83 .& I -  1 1 . 6  I 0 . 7  I : ' . 0  I 2 . 0  I . 8 . 1  . ,  

- Z - - - r - ~ ' - -  I -  . . . . . .  -- I . - - - - = - - I - ' - ' -  . . . . .  I - - - r - - - - I  . . . . . .  
1 2 .  I 2 4 9  I 31 I 2 I 10  I 7 I 2 9 9  

COUNSEL PLI . I 0 3 . 3  . I 10 .4  I 0 . 7  I 3 . 3  I 2 . 3  I 4 . 3  
-I---~---:l ........ I ...... --I ........ I ........ I 

13. I 194 I .  15 I . .  0 I 9 I .  .. 5 I . 22~ . .  : 
COU~SE L PL2  I 8 7 . 0  I 6 . 7  I 0 . 0  I 4 . 0  I Z . 2  I 3.2  

-I T ....... I ...... -'I . . . . . . . .  I = . . . .  ---l----'---=I 
14 .  I 614 . I .  74 I 1 I 10 .1 8 I Ti5 

COUNSEL CONTROL + I 8 5 . 9  I 10 .3  I O , l  I 2 . 5  I I . I  I 1 0 . 3  
-I-- C .... -I ........ I ....... -I ........ I ........ I 

21. I 6 7 7  I 56 I 6 I 20 I 14 I 7 7 3  
D I A  D I A G  D I P  I 0 7 . 6  I 7 . 2  I 0 . 8  I 2 . 6  I 1 . 8  T 1 1 . 1  

- I  . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  ~ ' -1  . . . . . . . .  I 
" 2 2 .  I 3 0 1  __I  31  I 1 I 12  I 5 I 3 5 0  

O:A ~DI.4G PL1 I D,6.O I 0 . 9  I 0 . 3  I 3.4 I 1 . 4  I 5.0 

-I .... .--~I ........ I--------I. ....... I----+~--I 

• - :  23. I 33/~ I 30  I " 0 I 9 I 1 4  I .  3 9 1  " " " 

" .... DIA DIAG PL2 I 06 .4  I 7 . 7  . I  0 . 0  I ~ .3  + I  3 . 6  I 5 . 6  
• - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I -  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 

24. I 977 I i01  I 0 I 3 7  I ~.5 I ' I 1 4 8  
DIA OIAG CONTROL I 8 5 . 1  I ~ 8 . 8  I 0.7 I 3 . 2  I 2.P I 16.5 

28. I 6~4 I 03 I " 6 I 13 I ~ i  I 747 
DIA OI~G I 03.5 I II.i I 0.8 I 1.7 I 2.8 I 10.7 

-I ........ I-' ...... l'-------I--- ..... I---- .... I 
COLUMN 5942 050 3~, 1 7 ~  1 5 0  6 9 5 5  • - 

TOTAL  8 5 . 4  9 . 3  0 . 5  . 2 . 6  2 . 2  1 0 0 . 0  

CHI SQUARE = 5 4 . 3 5 7 3 0  WITH 4 0  DEGREE5 OF FREEDOH S I G N I F I C A N C E  = 0 . 2 4 5 2  

HUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 1564 " 
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TABLE A9 

SAFE ENTRY OFFENSE DISI'RIBUTION 

FOR PREDESIGNATION GROUPS 

ENTOFF . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

COUNT I 
RO~•PCT ZACCI~Em SPEEOZNG.ULTZPLE LICENSE • NEGORZV FAZt TO FOLLO)¢ -X~O OR " RO~ 

I YIELD TOOCLO$E HONE V Z O . . T O T A L  

I I . I  2 . I  3 . 1  4 . 1  5 . I  6 . I  7 . I  8 . 1  

P ~ E D E S I G  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . .  ~ = - I  - - L  . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . .  7 - - - - I  
1 .  I 101 I 255 I 96 I 11 I 22 I 1 7  I 14 I 4B I 6 4 4  

HO D I A  O I P  I 2 8 . 1  I 3 9 . 6  I 1 4 . 9  I 1 . 7  I 3 . 4  I 2 . 6  I . .  2..~ 2 . . I _ .  7 . 5  I 7 . 7  
- I  . . . . . . . .  I - -  . . . . . .  I - L  . . . . . .  i -  . . . . . . .  I - - - - - ~ L L I  - k  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . . .  I 

2 .  I 65  I 121 1 7 1 .  I 11 I O I ~ I . 4 I 41 I . 325  

NO O I A  PL1 I Z 0 . 0  I 3 7 . Z  I 2 1 . 8  I 3 . 4  I 2 . 5  I 1 . 2  I 1 . 2  I 1 1 . 6  I 3 . 9  
- I - - -  . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I -~  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  - - - = I  . . . . . .  " - - I  . . . .  ~ - - - I -  . . . . . . .  I 

3 .  I 6 3  I 1 1 7  I 3 2  I O I 8 I 3 1  I 1 1  I 1 5  I 30C 
NO OIA PLZ I ~ 6 . 9  I 4 1 . 2  I ] O . q  I 0 . 0  I 2 . 6  I 1 0 , 4  I 3 . 6  I 4 . 9  "I 3 . 7  - 

- - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  -I T . . . . . . .  I - - - ~  . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  I 
O. I 170 I 287 I 10~ I 18 I ~6- I 37 I I ~  I . -44 I 69B  

t40 OIA  -CONTROL 1 ,"K.4 ! ~ i . I  I 1 4 . b  I 2 . 6  I 3 . 7  - I . -  5 , 3  I 2 . 0 . . I  6 . ~  I 0 . 3  
- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  ; -  . . . . . . .  I 

II. I 18~ I 316 I i~2 I i0 I " 22 I . . 40 I 24 I 47 I 763 

COUNSEL D I P  I 2 3 . 9  I 4 1 . 4  I l b . 0  I 1 , 3  . I  ~ . 9  I 5 . 2  I 3 . 1  I 6 . 2  I 9 . 1  
. . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  ! . . . . . . . . . .  I 

1 2 .  1 92 I 155 I 66 I 6 I 6 I 9 -I 2 I 41 I 377 
COUNSEL PL I  I ~ . 4  I 4 1 . 1  I 1 7 . 5 -  I ) , 6  I 1 . 6  I 2 . 4  I 0 . 5  I i 0 . 9 - - I  4 . 5  

- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I 
1 3 .  I 81 I 134 - I  34 I 0 I 13 I 29 I 8 -I.+ I 0  I 309 --. 

COUNSEE P t2  I 2 6 . 2  I ~ 3 . 4  I - ] i - .0  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 2  I 9 . ~  I ~ . 6  I 3 . 2  I .  3 . 7  
- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  -: I - - . - - . : -  . . . .  I - - ~ : - -  - -_-- I -~ ~- - -  - r - '~ I -  - - . " -  . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  "~_~-'L I " " . . 

. I ~ .  l 196 I 30~ I I 0 0  I 10 i ,"i  I 4 3  I 20 I 38  . - I  .... 730 . . . . . . . .  

COUNSEL CONTROL I 2 6 . 8  I 4 1 . 4  I 1 3 . 7  .I 1 . 0  I - . " .9  I 5 . 9  I 2 . 7  I 5 . 2  I 8 . 7  
- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I - - ~ -  . . . . .  I 

ZI. I ~2 I 309 I 59 I 2 I 3 S  I 45 I 17 I ."~.~ I 773 

D I A  D.IAG D i P  I " 3 6 . 5  I -~0.,0 I 7 .b  I C .3  I 4 . 5  I 5 . 8  I • 2 . 2  I 3 . 1  I 9 . 2  . - 

-I--" .... --I--- ..... I-'-TT---I- ....... I ........ I T ....... I ........ I ........ I , 

.... :)2. I 114 I 154 1 36 I 3 I . 9  I- • 9 i 4 I " 21 I - 350 . 

DIA D!AG P L I  I 3 2 . 6  1 4 4 . 0  I 1 0 . 3  I 0 . 9  I Z . 6  I 2 . 6  I I . I  I 6 . 9  I 4 . Z  
- -I ........ I -oil .... I .... ---'I ..... --~I -L .... --I ..... '--I .... ----I ----- ~-- I 

. . . .  2 3 .  " I ' 124 I 166 " I " 1 7  l 1 " I -  " 1 9  I " 4 0 -  I " 1 6 -  I - I 391  
D I A  OIAG PL2 I 3 1 . 7  I 4 ~ . 5  I 4 . 3  I 0 . 3  I 4 . 9  I 1 0 . 2  I ,  4 . 1  I 2 . 0  I • 4 . 7  

- I - - - .  . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  - ~ - - I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  L - I - - - ~ - - - ' - - I  
~4. I 291 I 538 I I12 I 20 I 27 I 64 I 24 I 7, ~" I 1148 

DIA OIAG CONTROL I ~5.3 I 46.9 I 9.8 I 1.7 I ~.4 I 5.6 I 2.1 I 6.3 I 15.7 
- ! - ' ~ -  . . . .  - I -  f ' : ' - ' - i "  i . . . . . .  - - I  -~ - - -  . . . .  I - - - r  . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - I  

2B. I 296 I 594 I 373 I 43 I 32 I 77 I 30 I 1 4 5  I 1590 

DIA DIAG I 18.6 I 3 7 . 4  I 23.5 I ~.7 I ~,0 I 4 . 8  3[ 1.9 I 9.1 I 18.9 
- I  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - I  - - - ~  . . . .  I - - - -  . . . .  i . . . .  - - - - I - - - -  . . . .  I . . . . . . . .  l . 

.COLUHN 2157 3 4 5 ~  1 2 2 0  .135 ..... 2 4 6 ,  .. 446 ._. 1 8 8 .  _ _ .554  8 4 0 6 .  
TO~:AL 25.7 4 I . ~  1 4 . 5  z . ~  ~ . o  s . 3  • z . z  . 6 . a  ~ o 0 . o  " 

CHI SQUARE = 53b.bB286 WITH 6# DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE : 0 . 0 0 0 0 .  

" NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 113 - 
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TABLE A I O  . : . .. 

• PERCENTAGE ACCIDENT RECIDIVISM AS A FUNCTION 

• - . . . . .  O F  PREDESIGNATIONAND STATUS. GROUP -- 

- ~ • . 

: . C  - .  • . . . .  " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  = 

- STATUS . . . . . . . . . . . .  

H E A N I  
(: COUNT I ASSIG~JED AS$IG?IEO ASSIGNED • EXCPTION EXCPTION S T A T U S  ASS-CMPL RO~ , 
" - .-:. " I -CO:IPLT£. - F T C  . -CONTPOL OTHR"TRT NO TRT " UNKHO{:N " UNK~;OI;~ TOTAL - 
• I . ] I 2 I 3 I . . . .  4 I . . . . .  5 - I - -  6 I J ~ i  ~ 7 / ; I :  - 

. . . . .  P R E O E S I G  . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - - - - I  . . . . . .  , - - - i  . . . . . . .  : - I  . . . . . . .  ~ - - I  - - ~  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I ;  . . . . . . . . .  I 
I z 13.4~ Z 1 7 . ~  0.0 z z a . ~ 7 Z  ~5Lso~z. =~ZZ 76~z = S . ~ a z  . z ~ z ~  . . . .  " " 

~' NO DIA D iP  I 4 0 G  I 64 I 0 I 1 0 4  I 4 3  I 1 7  I . 1 7  Z 653 
" - I  . . . . .  - . . . .  I i . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - - - - - - - - I  . . . . .  ' - : - - I 3 - - - ' ' ' ~ ' ' I ; - ~ ' ~ ' ' ~ = l  : : -  

. . . .  2 I 1 6 . 2 7 i  2 0 . 5 9  I 0 " . 0  I 2 4 . 5 6  I 1 3 . 7 9  I 2 0 . 0 0  I 1 1 ; 1 1 1  1 7 . 6 6  

. . . . . . .  NO DIA - P I . i  I -  166 I 34 I 0 I ~ -57  Z 58 I " " 10 " ' I  - - 9 I 334" • 
- -  . . . . .  _z__i_.~_.__.._Lz:__: . . . . . .  Z__L._ . ,L .__ I_ ,L - , :~L : - I , - - - - - - - , -ZL  . . . . .  , ~ - - i  L . . . .  . ~ - - - I  . .  

I " i 8 1 q 5  , " 1 3 . 4 &  I 0 . 0  I " " 8 . 7 7  I - " 5 0 . 0 0  " I  " 0 . 0  I - 0 . 0  I i 5 : 9 1  

NO D I A  PL2 • Z 190 I 52 I 0 1 57  I 2 I 6 I 1 I 305 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
4 I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I 1 2 . 6 1  1 0 ~ 0  I 1 6 . - 7 5  I - 1 6 . 5 9  I 0 . 0  I 1 5 . 0 0  

. . . . .  HO-OIA CONTROL I r ~  0 I - 0 .  1 2 3 3 , , I  I2. I ...... 16_  I . . . . . .  43~_ I . . . . . . . .  O I 700 . . . . . . . .  
" - I  . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

• II I 15.47 I 20.29 I 0 . 0  I 13.04 I" 13.56 I 15.79 I 7.69 I 15.06 

COUNSE£ D i P  I 375 I 69 I 0 I 46 1 23G I 38 I 13 I . 7 7 7  
! -1 i ......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I .......... I . . . .  

12 I 15.34 I 2~.21 1 0.0 I 13.33 I 13.16 I 0 . 0  I 16.67 I 14.99 

COUNSEL P t l  I 176 I 39 I 0 I 3 0  I 114 I 22 I 6 I 3 ~ 7  
• . . i i ~ . i i ~ l _ L . i _ , _ _ .  . . . . .  i _ _ - - - ~ . = - - I . - ~ - . ~  . . . . .  i -  ~ - = . -  = ; . - : I  = ~ - = - - - - , , I - ~ - ~ - - - -  I~ : :  . . . . . . .  

= 13 I I I . 5 2  I 13 .64  I 0 . 0  I " 6 . 6 7  I 1 4 . 8 6 I  20 .00  I " - 0 , 0  I " " 1 2 . 6 ~  

cou~SEL PL2 I 1 6 5  I . . . .  ~4. - I  . 0 I • 15 I . . . .  74 . I  . . . .  10 I . . . . . . . . .  !,= I . . . .  309, . . 
-1 .......... I .......... I .......... I ..... ~.---I .... ...... I .......... I ...... rrrrI 

14 ~ - 0.0 I 0.0 I 18.36 I 10.53 I 0.0 I 13.47 1 0.0 I 14.69, 

COUNS£L CONTROL I 0 I .  0 I 207 ~ 19 I 4 I 505 I 0 I 735 
. . . .  , l . . ~ - . ~ : - - i - - - - - - - - - - l - :  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  ' - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  - - - I  

• 21 I 12.62 I 19.17 I ~ 0.0 i 0.0~ I 0.0 I 0".0' I ...... 7:411 13.45 ...... , 

. . . . . . .  l " D I A  D2AG D I P  I 626  I -l 1120 I " 0 I 0 I  0 -I I " 0 ' " "'2"7 " I  7 7 3 " .  . . . . .  
. . . . .  l .  - - I l l l : l - - - - l I  - - - ~  . . . . . .  I . . . .  £ l  . . . .  I . . . .  : - : : i - I -  . . . .  - - - ' ' i : - = ' - -  . . . .  -I- . . . .  "~ . . . .  Z - ~ -I 

. . . .  2 2  I ii.99 I - 20.75-I 0 . 0  I 0 : 0  I 0=0--I = 0 , 0 " - - 1  0.0 I 1 3 . 1 4  

OIA DIAG PLI  " I 2 9 2  I .  5 3  1 0 I 0 I " 0 I 0 1 5 I 350 . 
. / . . . . .  " - I - - ;  . . . . . . .  I '  . . . . . . . .  - I  . . . . . .  u i l - I - ' - -  . . . . .  - = I  - ~ ' - ~ - ~ - = i  . . . .  , - r - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . .  

" " 1 3  Z " 1 3 ~ 5 3  i " 1 5 . 6 6 I  " 0 . 0  i - 0 . 0  I 0 : 0  I ' 0 . 0  ! " 0 . 0  I " I 1 3 . 3 1 -  

I 

• ? 

.... i 
•i 

: , 57 i i 

DIA DIAG PL2 1 303 I 83 I C I 0 I 0 I 0 I 5 I 3 ~ I  
. . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . .  ~ I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  - - - I  

Z~ I " 0 .0  I 0 .0  I 16 .70  I " 0 , 0  I • ,0 .0  I 1 2 . 6 2  I .  . - 0 . 0  I 1 4 . 2 0  L " " 

DIA 01AG CONTROL I -- 0" I 0 I : 443 i ; . 0 I. 0-.. I. 705. 'I .... -! 0, .I;.~: ,iI~8.::':' • ~ .: • 
• --I--~-- .... -I ....... ,-,I .......... I ......... -I------~--,:I:'--':: -u'l-':'" ..... I " . • 

28 I ~1.35 I ~0.59 I 0.0 I -12.09 I 14.511 13.84 I 23.08 I 16.08 

OIA DIAG ...... I 267 I . 34 I .0  I 91 I 827 I . 316 I - 1 1 7  I ~e54- 
• - I  . . . . . . .  - - - ' - - - - ' , - - , , - I - ' - - ' ' ' - - ' ' ' - - - ' - ' ' - - ' "  . . . .  " . . . .  I - ' -  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

COLUTIN T O T A L  1 4 . 6 2  .i8.58 • ~ 15.99 ~'i~39 l~&5~ j i 3 ~ 8 0  16:~Z' ' 14.87 " " . 
2 ~ 6 8  5 9 2  O a 8  4 3 1  1 3 7 4  2 0 6 5  ~ 0 1 -  a S l 9  ; -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . • . . . 

. • = • = . • ! ~ • _.  J . '  . ~ 





\ 
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TABI.E A11 

~i ~ 

I 

l . PERCENTAGE_ C_!TATION REC!DI~ ISM AS. A l FUNCTION 

OF PREDESIGNATION AND STATUS GROUP 

STATUS 
MEA;I I 

"; COUNT I ASSIGNED ASSIGNEo ASSIGt~EO EXCPTION EXCP'TION STATUS ASS-CtlPL ROW 
I -COrIPLTE -FTC -C0t i lPOL OTtIR TRr  NO FRT UI'IKNOKN UNI<t~O~:N TOTAL 
I I I 2 I 3 I ~ I ,S I 6 I 7 I 

PREOESIG . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  - - - - Z  . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  ~ - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
f' 1 I 3 6 . 5 2  I 6 2 . 5 0  I 0 . 0  1 3(* .62 I (*~.~19 I 4 7 . 0 6  I 3 5 . 2 9  I 3 9 . 5 1  

l l I . . NO OIA  D I P  I ~ 018 I 6(* I 0 I 10(* .[ (*$ I 1 7  I l l 1 7  I 6 5 3  
- I - - ' ; ' - - ; ~ ' - - -  I . . . .  - . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I ~-- . . . . . . . . .  : . ' - . l~.  . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  ' - - I  3 . . . . . . . . . .  I 

. . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  Z Z 4 7  ; 5 9  I l 79 .41  I l 0 , 0 I 5 7 . ~ ; 9  1: S S , 1 7 1 1  . 1 0  . 0 0  I - 3 3 ,  3 ~ l l I 5 Z • ~ 0 l 

" l . . . .  NO D I A  PL1 I 166 I 3(* I = 0 I 57 I 58 I i 0  I 9 I 334 
. . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I - -  . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  , - - - I  

I 3 7 . 3 7  I 5 7 . 6 9  I O . 0 I ~ 5 . 6 1  I 5 0  , O(l) I " 5 0  ~ O 0 l I " 1 0 0 . 0 0  I ~ ~" ; 8 6  

NO O I A  P L 2  I 1 9 0  I 5 2  I 0 I 5 7  l I • Z '  I 6 I 1 I 3 0 ~  

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  "I . . . . . .  - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - '  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  - I  . . . . . .  . . . .  I 
Z l 0 . 0 I 0 . 0  I q 4 . 5 ~  I q l  67 I 56 . : "5  I 4 3 . 7 8  I 0 . 0 l I ~ ~ • 29 

NO ~ZA CONTROL I 0 I 0 I 23~ I I ?  Z 16 I (.3~ Z 0 I 700 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  '- . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
11 I 3 7 . 0 7  I 5 5 . 0 7  I 0 . 0  I 5 2 . 1 7  I 4(* 49 I 4 ( * .74  I 38 . ( . 6  Z 4 2 . 2 1  

COUNSEL DIP  I 375 I 69 I 0 I 46 I 236 I 38 I 13 I 777 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . .  - ' ;-- I 

12 Z 3 9 . 2 0  I 6 .  J4 I 0 . 0  I 4 3 . 3 3  I ~.~.9,3 I 2 7 . 2 7  I 6 6 . 6 7  I 4 2 . 6 4  
COUHSEL PL1 I 176 I 39 I 0 I 30 I I I ( *  l I 22 I 6 I 387 

- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . .  - . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
13 I 3 9 . 3 9  I ( *7 .73  I 0 . 0  I 5 3 . 3 3  I 4 5 . 9 5  I 5 0 . 0 0  i 0 . 0  I 4 3 . 0 4  

COUNSEL PL2 I 165 I 44 I 0 I 15 I 7~ I I 0  I 1 I 309 
- I - . ' - - - ~ ' "  - - . - "  I - -  . . . . .  ~ - - I  . . . . . . .  - r - I  . . . .  ~" . . . .  -I . . . . . . . . . .  I - - - ~ ' -  . . . .  - I - -  . . . . . . . .  I 

14 I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  I ~ 7 . 8 3  I ( .2 .11  I 7 5 , 0 0  i I ( *0 .59  I 0 . 0  I 4 2 . 8 6  
COUNSEL coNTRoL I 0 I 0 I 207 I 19 I ~'t I 505  I 0 I 735 

- I - - - -  . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I -  . . . . . . . .  - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I - "  . . . . . . . . . .  I - - ' - "  . . . . .  I 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  21 " I 3 ( * . 5 0  I "  5 2 . 5 0  I 0 . 0  I 0J0 I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  ! 2 5 . 9 3  I 3 7 . 0 0  
OIA OIAG P-IP I 626 I i Z 0  I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 27 I 773 

- I  . . . . . . .  - - - I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . .  ;- . . . . .  I "  . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 
22 I 3 8 . 7 0  I 58.~,9 1 - O.O. I l 0 . 0 I 0 . 0 I 0 . 0 I 6 0 . 0 0  1 ~ 2 . 00 

D IA  DIAG PL1 , I .  . 292 1 53 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 10 I 5 ~ I 3 5 0  

' . . . .  " "I 'rL-------- = ' : ' ' I  " - ' L -  . . . . .  I ~ ' ' ' ' - - ' : - - ' - - I  -~  . . . . . . . .  I - - - - '  . . . . .  -- . . . . . .  - - - - ' - - ' I  . . . . . . .  : ' ' I  
• . . . .~ 

23 I 36-.63 I 51 .81 I 0 . 0 I 0 . 0 I 0 , 0  0 . 0 I " 20 .00  Z 3 9 . 6 4  

i 

DIA  OIAG PL2 I 303 I 63 I 0 I 0 . I  0 0 I 5 I 391 

. . . . .  - I  . . . . .  .-- - -"; I - ' ; ' -  " . . . . . .  I - ' : ' -  L . . . . . .  I . . . . . .  £ - ' r I -  . . . .  l - ~  . . . . . .  , _ _ L _ _ I _ _ _ , _ - _ _ , _  i . :  
2~ I 0 .0 .  I 0 . 0  I ~ 2 . ~ 6  I 0 . 0  I 0 . 0  3 ~ . 7 2  I 0 . 0 .  I . . .  ~ 0 . 2 ~  . . . . .  

DIA  OIAG CONTROL I 0 I 0 I "*~,3 I 0 Z 0 705 I 0 I 11(.8 
- I  . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I . . . . . . . . . .  I 

28 I 6 2 . 5 5  I 76 . ( .7  I O.n I ( *7 .25  I ( *3 .53  ( *1 ,82  I 5 7 , 2 6  I ( . 8 . 1 3  
1 ~ - OIA DIAG - " I ; '67 i 3(* I O I 91 I 827  3 1 8  I 117  I 1 6 5 ( *  

. . . . . . . . .  COLUMN TOTAL . . . . .  3 9 . 7 2  " 57 .9( *  . - 4 ~ . 3 7  4 5 ; 4 B  . ( .4:5(*  ( *0 .73  . 4 8 . 2 6  ; ~ . 9 9  
2968 592 888 (,31 1374 2065 201 0 5 1 9  

. . . . . . . . . .  . _> . 
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i 58 
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