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FIELD EVALUATION OF A BEHAVIORAL TEST BATTERY FOR DWI 

Theodore E. Anderson 

Robert M. Schweitz 

Monroe B. Snyder 

This paper presents initial findings from a recently 
conducted field evaluation of a sobriety test battery. 
PoliSe officers from four jurisdictions were trained in the 
use of the sobriety test battery. They then administered 
the battery to drivers stopped for suspicion of Driving 
While Intoxicated (DWI) during the three month test period. 
The results indicate that the test battery can be easily 
administered in the field and is effective in determining 
whether a driver's Breath Alcohol Concentration (BAC) is 
above or below .10%. 

I. Backsround 

Estim~Ites suggest that alcohol is involved in a large proportion of the fatal 
and injury accidents nationwide. Current attempts to deter the drinking~ 
driver are directed at raising the perceived risk of arrest and punishment. 
Unfortunately, research indicates that there is a very low actual risk of 
~ r r e ~ t ,  and t he  p u b l i c ' s  p e r c e i v e d  r i s k  i s  a l s o  q u i t e  ]ow . . . . .  

One f a c t o r  t h a t  may c o n t r i b u t e  to  t h e  low p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  a d r i n k i n g  d r i v e r  
b e i n g  a r r e s t e d  f o r  a DWI t r i p  i s  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  p o l i c e  o f f i c e r s  h a v e  in  
d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  t h o s e  d r i v e r s  w i t h  BACs a b o v e  0.10% who a r e  n o t  o b v i o u s l y  
i m p a i r e d .  As a r u l e ,  p o l i c e  o f f i c e r s  seem r e l u c t a n t  t o  a r r e s t  a d r i v e r  u n l e s s  
t h e r e  i s  a h i g h  d e g r e e  o f  c e r t a i n t y  t h a t  t h e  d r i n k i n g  d r i v e r ' s  BAC i s  a b o v e  
0 .10%.  T h i s  r e s u l t s  in  t h e  a r r e s t  o f  o n l y  t h o s e  d r i v e r s  whose  i m p a i r m e n t  i s  

q u i t e  c l e a r  and u n q u e s t i o n a b l e .  I t  h a s  been  e s t i m a t e d  1 t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  
t i m e s  a s  many d r i v e r s  on t h e  r o a d  w i t h  BACs in  t h e  0.10% t o  0.14% r a n g e  as  in  
t he  0.15% t o  0.19% r a n g e .  However ,  a t  l e a s t  t w i c e  as  many d r i v e r s  a r e  
a r r e s t e d  who h a v e  a BAC in  t h e  0.15% t o  0.19% r a n g e  a s  t h e r e  a r e  d r i v e r s  
arrested with BACs in the 0.10% to 0.14% range. 
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Every State in the country has either a "presumptlve" or "illegal per se" law 
that makes referen,-e to a BAr: level, typically 0.10%. As a result, police 
officers have founl it difficult to get a conviction for a driver whose BAC is 
less than 0.10%, oL- sometimes even close to it (unless other behavioral 
evidence is strong). The low level of detection and arrest of drivers with 
BACs only slightly above 0.10% may be the result of the lack of effectiveness 
of the techniques used by the officer in the field, who must make the initial 
determihation regarding the driver's impairment level. 

l)uriilg, a typical I)WII i ilw,st~g,qt ion, the po]ice o'l:ficer who has formed ~n 
init [~i] ~,,,.;piclo. II,~,t :, driw,r is i mpair~:d hy aJcoho], will som~;ti,ne~ 
l ~ t m i , L ~ t e r  a se l i~ , ; ;  ~,£ b~: l lav [~ , r : , l  I : , :s ts  t o  I l ie d, '~v~.r .  These t e s t s  s e r v e  t o  
c ~ n f : i r m  t h e  / n i t , a [  s u s p i c i o n  .~Lnd may p r o v i d e  , p r o b a b l e  cause  t o  a r r e s t  t h e  
d ~ i v e r  f o r  DWI. ALSo, c l,e d r i v e r ' s  p e r f o r m a n c e  on t h e s e  b e h a v i o r a l  t e s t s  i s  
sometimes a critical part of the evidence presented in court to support the 
DWI charge. At present, the tests and procedures used vary between local 
agencies and officers. For many of these tests, the relationship between 
performance and specific BAC levels has not been well documented. Thus, the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) undertook a program to 
develop a behavioral test battery that is emPirically related to BAC level and 
that Will assist police officers to discriminate BAC levels more effectively. 

A~l initial st iJdy 2 reviewed various testS that were or co. ld be used for this 
t i - rpo. '~e.  " : ; i x  t e~t~; wt : te  eval t ,a tq: !d  in  a l ~ J b o r a t o r y  s t u d y .  T h r e e  were  
recomm~.,~:led for d.evelopme~t as a test battery that could be administered by 
police officers at the roadside. A second study 3 standardized the 
procedures for administering and scoring eacI~' test and collected da.ta on their 
effectiveness in a controlled setting. The three tests are: 

. • [ 

One Leg Stand. 'l'his test re~luires that ~he subject stand on one leg for 
approximately 30 seconds. The lime requirement is important, 'because it 
makes the test sensitive to drivers with.j~ACs in the 0.10% to 0.15% range, 
wh'o may pass the test if they only ha.re to balance for I0 to 20 seconds. 

2,. W:~l:k and Turn. This is given in two parts. The first part requires that 
the subject balance heel-to-toe while listening to the instructions. In. 
other words, the subject must do two things at once -balance heel-to-toe 
and "listen to the instructions. Doing two things at once is very 
d:ifficult for an intoxicated person. The second part of the test requires 
,that the subject take nine heel-to-toe steps .long a line, turn around,, and 
take nine l~eel-to-toe ,steps back. 

3. Gaze Nys:tagmus. Nystagmus means a jerking of the eyes. Gaze nystagmus 
refers to a j e~-l~ing of t:he eyes as they gaze to the side. ~ ny people 
will .ex,hib.it some nystagmus, or jerking, as their eyes track to the 
extreme s,ide. ,However, as people become more intoxicated, the ons,et of 
~!the ny:stagm:us, or jerking, occurs a~ter fewer degrees of lateral 
deviation, and the jerking at more extreme angles becomes mo~e dis:tinct. 

V 
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The abili.ty of the sobriety test.battery to assist police officers in-, : 

determining whether the BAC of a person stopped for. suspicion of DWI'was above i 
or below 0.10% was tested under laboratory conditions. A total of 441 . i 
subjects were dosed to varying BAC levels (between 0% and 0.19%) and scored, ~ 
by participating police officers, according to their performance on each of 
the three s0briety tests. Given the knowledge of the subjects performance snd 
scores on each test, the police officers correctly classified 81% of the 
subjects as being at or below .10%. Nine percent of the subjects•were 
classified as above .10% although they were actually below .10%. Tenpercent 
were classified as below I0%, al'though they were actually above .10%; One 
should also remember thatthe percentage of correct classificationswill 
depend on the BAC levels of the subjects. The lab study attempted to get a 
range of BACs but did not get representation of the distribution of BACs that 
an officer might encounter at the roadside. 

A l t h o u g h  t h e  p o l i c e  O f f i c e r s  i n  t h e  s e c o n d  n t . d y  d i d  . s e  s t a n d a r d  p r o c e d u r e s  ,. 

for administering eacb test, they ,lid not use o standardized procedure for 
combining results•and reaching an arrest/no arrest decision. Standard : 
procedures for interpreting combined results should optimize the effectiveness 
of the battery and strengthen the use of the results in court. 

!I____ t. Study Objectives 
• . , , 

III. 

The objectives of the current study were to: 

o develop standardized, practical and effective • procedures for..policd" 
officers to use in reaching an arrest/noarrest decision when giving 
one or more of the three sobriety•tests; 

o test the feasibility of ,se in operational conditions by police 
officers; and . 

i ,. f" * 

; . . . .  ~ 

O secure data to help determine if the tests will discriminate aboutl as 
well in the field as in the lab. 

, A n a l y s i . s a n d  D e v e l o p m e n t  , : ~ 
T, 

Laboratory data from the Psychophysical Tests Development Study3 were,used ~ 
to develop procedures for police use in drawing conclusions from test 
results. The objective was to have procedures that: 

0 

were quick and easy to use; 

could be used whether the. officer decided to give one two or three 
of the tests; and ' '- • :. 

would maximize the detection of drivers at BACs of .I0% or aSove ' ;~ 

while minimizingthe continued investigation of persons below .i0% 
BAC. i,  , ,::- 

o 

,t 
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Various scorin~ proccdur~eswere e×am[~ed that combined tl,e results o~ tht. 

three sobriety tests. The procedure that wan best sble to class~fy the 

laboratory subjects with re,~pect to their ;~A~: lew:~[s was one that comb{,.'~d, the 

Gaze Nystagmus and Walk a,,I V,r, test scores. A t,qb~i[e was developed for ,~ , 

with this procedure that contains Wa, lk and, Turn test scores as row en, tries a,. 

Gaze Nystagmus test scores as.column entries (see Figure • I). Some of the 

boxes in the table are darkened. If the box at the intersection of a 

subject's Gaze Nystagmus and Walk and Turn test scores is darkened, then the 
-subject's BAC is predicted to be at least 0.10%. 

FIGURE I 

Combined Test Scoring Procedure 
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U,sing this procedure with the laborator F data,: and; a,n~ es;tima~te o,f the, BAC 

dis~tribu, tions' expected for persons stoppe~l"by po~ce~ off~ce~rs', the ~ e.x.pec~t'ed 
accura~cy-o.f correctly cl,ass,~fyi:ng s.bi~,.'~t~ as.:~bow~' o.r be]!ow; .~0~ was;80%,. 

[n,d~iv~d,~a~l cut o,~ seo~es, weme id~elnti[ied tot e,a~ch. ~e'st,. if it was the on~ly on'e 

use@,, so, a~s: to maximize~ correct c las:sificatiofi, above: or b elo~ .~i0~. The 

scores a~nd: est~ma, ted accuracy for the population~ expected to be encounteredl, ~n~ 

the fie~d ~ are a~s, foliows:i 

Gaze Nysta:gmus - (Expected ~ Accuracy - 77 percen,t) IT tIi•e, t~e~st: si¢ore, ~s~ 
g.reater than, 3,,, clas'sify the s,u,bj~ect as h a~wing a~. BAC above @~.,I,0~. 

Walk a,nd ~ Turn,. - (Expected ~ Accura~cy - 68 pe~cen,t) - If the test score i;s~ 

gre'a, te.r than~ I, ~ la~ss;ify the su,bject a,s, halving a~ BAC' above~ 0,.1.0%., 

One Lr~g Stand - (Expected. Accuracy - 65 percent) -~ I:f ~ the' te'st seo,re~ is, 

grea,ter that ~, :l~a~s~sify tlle s,bject as' ha~wing, a~ B~C ~ a~bove @!.~0%. 
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IV. Field Evaluation 

Four police agencies participated in the three month field evaluation. ;'key 
were Arlington County (Virginia) Police; Maryland State Police; North Carolina 
State Police; and Washington, D.C. Police. The test period lasted from : 
November 15, 1982 thru February 15, ]983. Due to legal problems sur,rounding 
the use of the ev~rle.at~al breath test- devlce in ~'irg~n[n, the Ar]~n~ton t o.nty 
Police were forced t:o limit their field data col lection period to t~o mo.t:lis. 

,A. rrainin$ 

Training sessions were conducted at each of the police agencies during e..r,!y 
November, 1982. Each police officer participating in the field evaluati,,n 
attended a one day training session and was given a training manual that 
included the newly developed scoring procedures. The manual also c0vers the 
history and purpose of the standardized field sobriety test battery and 
administrative procedures including conditions under which the tests m,,st be 
administered to be considered valid. 

The first part of the training session was devoted to reading and explaDf~tion 
of the training manual. Next, the participants viewed a videotape. It 
demonstrated how to administer and score the sobriety battery and then gav e 
the trainees an Opportunity to practice their newly acouired skills by showing 
several subjects being given the three tests. Lastly, the police officers 
received instruction in how to present the behavioral data when test ifying~in 
court. 

The second part of the •training session was devoted to practice. Several 
.volunteers (not participants) were dosed to BAC levels between 0.08% and: 
0.16%. The trainees then practiced administering the sobriety tests to t,~e 
dosed volunteers. Their performances during this phase of the training :~ 
session were critiqued by the course instructor. 

B. Data C'ollec'tion 
.¢ 

• . i 

Police officers participating in the f~eld eval~lation were req,es~ed ,to 
t l ( t rn [n i~ te r  t l ,e  sol~t.-i.ety b ~ t l ' e r y  t e s t s  t o  ~lll i.i.c~;ons th~y  ~topl~ed f o r  
suspicion of DWI during a three month period. This was done in conjuncti,jn 
with their normal DWI arrest. They were asked to•administer and score the 
sobriety battery tests prior to using a preliminary breath testing (PBT) 
device. The reason for this ordering was to reduce the possibility that ~be 
police officers' scoring of the sobriety tests might be influenced b~ the BAC: 
results obtained from the PBT device. They were also asked to record!the. 
following data for each DWI stop made: : 
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* Date of suspected DWI stop 

Where the sobriety test battery w~s ~dministered 
* " C l a z e  Nystagmus score 
* Walk and Turn score ~: 
*~ One Leg Stand score 

* " Angle of onset of the nystagmus 

* Officer's estimate of•the suspect's BAC 

* PBT result (except North Carolina where PBTs are not used) 
' " *~" Arrest disposition 

~ '  * Evidential BAC result (if the suspect was arrested for DWI) 

If the evidential BAC results were not avdilable at the end of the shift, then 
they were added to the data form as soon as they became available. 

Efforts were made to secure data for all DWI traffic stops for all tests and 
to minimize the possibility that knowledge of PBT results would be available 
to officers before administering or recording battery scores. However, the 
data were collected in operational situations where the first priority was law 
enforcement and public protection rather than research data collection. It 
was not possible for researchers to routinely accompany the patrols and 

supervise or o~serve the actual data collection. Therefore, no statements can 
be made as to bow closely the requested data collection procedures were 
followed. 

On a.few occasions, NHTSA researchers rode along with police officers during 
their normal duty tours and observed them administering and 'scoring the 
sobriety battery. The purpose of this procedure was to determine whether 
sobriety battery tests were being scored according to the standardized 
instructions and to assist the police officers in perfecting their testing techniques. 

There were several other major sources of data collected during this project. 
All participating police officers were surveyed before the sobriety battery 
training session and after the completion of the three month usage period to 
determine their opinion of the utility of the sobriety battery. 

The cooperating police.departments agreed to collect DWI arrest data for a 
three month period prior to the field evaluation for use as comparison data. 
Also, court dispositions for the DWI arrests both before and during the field 
evaluation are to be collected as they become available. 

,q 

In two of the police agencies •(Washington, D.C. and North Carolina) control 
groups were established for comparison purposes. These officers were not 
trained in the u~e of the sobriety battery, but were requested to fill out 
information forms on each DWI stop made durSng the three month field 
evaluation period. %he data they supplied were similar to that supplied by 
the specially trait, d police officers, with the exception of the sobriety 
battery test results. 

'•i 
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V. Results 

Since the UWI arrest data for the three month period before use of the test 
battery, and tbe court disposition data have not yet been received, only the 
data collected during the three month field evaluation period are presented. 

Some of the analysis involving BAC information used the preliminary breath 
tester (PBT) data and some used the evidential breath tester (EBT) data. 
Although EBT data were more precise, they are available only for arrested 
drivers. When BAC data were needed for as many drivers as possible who were 
stopped for suspicion of DWI, PBT data were used. Since the North Carolina 
State Police do not use PBTs, analyses using PBT results are based only on 
data from the other participating police agencies. 

During the field evaluation (November 15, 1982 thru February 15, 1983) 
battery-trained police officers recorded data on the following number of 
drivers that they stopped for suspicion of DWI: 

Arlington County Police - 345 (Note: Arlington did not record data on 
suspected DWI stops made after early January, 1983) 

Maryland State Police - 451 : , 

North Carolina State Police -434 , 

* Wash'in£ton, D.C. Police - 276 

During this sam~ • period of time officers in the North Carolina State Police 
control group recorded data on 813 drivers stopped for suspicion of DWI, and 
those in Washington, D.C. recorded data on 195 drivers stopped for suspicion 
of DWI. 

Table I shows the percent of drivers stopped for suspicion of DWI thai'were 
given each test as wel,l as the percent that were given all three of the : 

sobriety ba;ttery tests. (PBT Usage is also shown in Table I.) 

TABLE i 

Sobriety Battery Test and PBT Usage 
by Police Agency 

Police Agency 
Arlington County Police 
Maryland State Police 
North Carolina State Police 
Washington, D.C. Police 
All Police Agencies 

Gaze Walk & 
Nystagmus Turn 
84% 76% 72% 
92% 91% 90% 
91% 85% ~5% 
82% 78% 76% 
89% 84% 82% 

One Leg All Three 
Stand Tests 

Washington, D.C. Police - 
Control 

70% 
88% 
82% 
74% 
80% 

O. 0 0 0 

' '  • "- ' t 

PBT 

92---~o 
6 3 %  

0 

..87% 

94% 

!' .. 
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']'l~e perce,t of drivers tl,nt were given al] .  three sobriety,tests vnr{es from a 
lOW' ot 7() p e r c o , ~ t  [:Of Ih,~ A r l t l , ~ t o n  COltllLy P o [ J c e  I 'o a h i g h  of S;~ i .~ . rcenl ,  fo r '  

[ l ~  N a r y l ; ~ n d  S t : l l . e  l ' o l L c e .  The a v e r a g e  , s a g e  r a ~ e s  f o r  a l l  P o I ~ ' e  Ag~," .  . s  
Were'80 percent for the complete sobriety test battery, 89 percent for t .  
G~e Nystagmus, 84 percent for the Walk and Turn, and 82 percent for tb~ On~ 
Leg Stand. PBT use exceeded the use of the behavioral tests except in Marylana 

Table" 2 documents the resulting accuracy of the Combined Testing Procedure 
(GaZe Nystagmus and Walk and Turn tests) and the three individual 'sobriety 
bat~Uery tests. Accuracy refers to the test's ability to correctly classify 
the suspect's BAC as above or below .10% (using PBT data). As indicated in 
Table i, the PBT was not given to all the drivers stopped by the police. 
Therefore, the accuracy figures in Table 2 cannot be considered as applying to 
the entire population of drivers expected to be stopped by the police on 
Suspicion of DWI. 

']'A L~ Lt,: 2 

Acc,,r.2cy of the Bel*avioral Test Scoring 
Procedures in Predicting BACs 

Police ~ Agency 
A#lingtbn. County Police 
MarylandState Police 
Washington, D.C. Police 
All POlice Agencies 

Two Tes t~ Caze Walk& One Leg 
~omblnation Nystagmus Turn Stan'd 

76% 75% 72% 72% 
96% 96% 94% .92% 
75% 73% 73% 73% 
83~ 82% 80% 78% 

Estimated from Lab Data 80% 77% 68% 65% 

The accuracy of the Combined Procedure for all Police Agencies (83 ,percent) 
compares favorably with the 80 percent accurscy computed from the laboratory 
data. Of the misclassifications; 16 percent involved clatssificatiOn of a 
drive'r's BAC as greater than or equal to 0.10% when~ his/her BAC was~ less than 
0'.,10%; and 1 percent involved classifying a driver's B AC as. less than: 0.10% 
when his/her BAC was greater than or equal to 0..i0%. Also, the ranking, wi~h 
i,'sl~et:L to ~ict:,It'~l(.:y, n[ th,. lo,r :~coring procedures remained the ~;ame .,is th'a£ 
obtained from the laboratory data, i.e., the" relative ranking from' most 
accurate to least accurate was Combined Procedure, Gauze Nystagmus, Walk and: 
Turn, and One Leg Stand. However, the differences in accura,ey among the three 
tests were less than in the previous laboratory study. There are t',7o 
differences between the lab and field studie s that may explain the somewhat 
different resu] tn (Cog., improved accuracy especia, lly for walk arid turn and 
one leg stand tt. sts). First of all, the instructions regard[ing the 
interpretation of subjects performance sco=e~s were modified and were specific 
and def'inite about ,,hat scores indicated a DWI. The second differ'en:ce~ is the 
BAC distribution of the subjects who were tested. We do not know the 
distribution for s,,bjects stopped, nor for thos------~ tested, but oo[y for th'ose. 

who were give a 9. L' or ar~.=sted and given an. EBT. Therefore, it is. difficult 
to esLimate how important the difference in BAC distribution may be i~n 
accounting for the observed accuracy improvements. 

The data in Table 2 shou]d NOT be used to draw conclusions about the precise 
accuracy of using o__nly on__~e g<iven test by i!tse:[f as opposed to using another 
,~ne of he tl,re(, by itself. The main reason., is that in most cases, all three 
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tests were given in the sa~e order with gaze nystagmus first. The results of 
the gaze nystagmus test were then known to the officer and may have had some 
subtle influence on his expectations and scoring of the next two tests.. 

Two major reasons make It necessary to lie extremely cautiou.~ in an,alyzinv th,~ 
d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  .in tb : i s  s t u d y  to  d raw c u ~ l c l u s i o n s  a b m , t  I:l~e r ~ ] , a t i v e  
ef.fectiveness of t:he different techniq,es that were used. First of ;ill,. 
o~ficers were not randomly assigned to different groups and differences in 
outcomes may be d.ae to selection and assignment bias. Second, the only' 
effectiveness data available in this study relates to the BAC distri$utions 
for subjects who ~ere arrested, and for some others who were given PBTs. 
J'here are a number of problems in using these data. We do not know.how those 
given a PBT diffec from or are representative of the rest. Perhaps most 
significant of all, except for North Carolina, all agencies had PBTs 

available, and in the great majority of the cases, PBT data were available to 
the officer for a driver before he was arrested. Thus, most arrest deci.sions 
were based on PBT data, rather than just test battery data. Given these 
limitations and constraints, a few additional analyses were done that can be: 
used to help compare and assess the different DWI detection techniques. 

. ". ,. 

Table 3 presents data on the BAC distribution for drivers arrested as a result 
of police use of different proced~,res. The BACs are based on I.:BT res,.,Its. 
The p e r ' c e n t  o f  arre~_~t.e_d, s u b j e c t s  l a l l .  i ng  in ~2ach I~AC ,:1 , : e  i s .  I , r o s e n t e d  in t h e  
body of the L.able, for ea,ch differe||t procedure. The procedtlres are as 
follows: (I) PBT and Normal Police Procedures. This was the Washington,. DIC. 
control group, that did not use the sobriety tes t battery, but did use PBTs 

.., (in 94% of the stops). (2)---~ Sobriety Test Battery and PBT This procedure 
was used by the D.C., Maryland and Arlington police who had been trained in 

:the test batte#y'.i (3) . Sobriety Test Battery, no PBT (.NC); arrest ind.ica,te d 
.by 2 test combined decision rule only. These data are based on ~rrests made - 
:by.:the North Carolina State pol~ce who were trained in the use of the test 
battery. NoPBTs were avaLlable. Only those eases for which the combined 2 
test score indicated there should be an arr.est were inc'luded in this data 
,set. (4) Sobriety ]~est Bacte. ry, no PBT (NC); offiCer arrest~decision. This 
was similar to (3) above but also included case.q in which the officer d,,cided 
to.arr,est even.though the coml~ined two test score ~ndicated no ;~rrest.. (5) 
Normal Procedures, no PBT (INC). ]'his was toe North Carolina c,,ntro] grgup~ 
which had neither PBTs or. the sobriety test battery available. 

' f a b l e  3 p r e s e n t s .  BAC d a t a '  ( b a s e d  on EBTs) in 3 ca tep ,  o r i e s  o f  0 o e r ~ t i o n a i  
, r e l ~ . v a n c e  t o  t h e  p o l i c e .  :'tiAC c a t e g o r y  1 ( 0 -  . Ib4)  c o n t a i n s  o b v i o u s  f a l s e  

p o s i t i v e s  ( p e o p I e  who a r e  , ,or  l e g a l l y  i m p a i r e d  due  t o  a l c o h o l ,  b u t  a r e  
: a r r e s t e d ) .  H o w e v e r ,  i t  s h ~ u l d  be n o t e d  t h a t  s o m e  o r  a l l  o f  t h e s e  p e o p l e  may 
h a v e  b e e n  i m p a i r e d  f r o m  dr ,~gs '  o . t he r  t h a n  a l c o h o J .  The ~ n f o l ~ n a t i o n  r e q u i r e d  t o  
a s s e ~ s  t he  e x t e n t  o f  t h i s  d a c t o r  was n o t  a v a i l a b l e .  C a t e g o r y  2 ( . 0 5  - . I O )  
c o n t a i n s  p e o p l e  who may be i m p a i r e d  - l e g a l l y  a s  w e l l  a s  i n  t l , e i r  p e r f o , m a n c e ;  
h o w e v e r ,  t h e B A t  by i t s e l f  w i l l  n o t  p r o v e  i t .  W h e t h e r  p e o p l e  in  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  
w e r e  good  a r r e s t s  o r  p o o r  .mes  c a n n o t  be  d e t e r m i n e d  w i t h  t h e  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e , .  
C a t e g o r y  3 ( . 1 0 + )  c o n t a i n s  p e o p l e  who wou ld  be c o n s i d e r e d  l e g a I i y  i m p a i r e d . ,  
e~en in the abse.nce of sigls of behavioral impairment in State~ with '.'per se" 
~e 'g i s  l a  t i.oll . 

' t 'nbl~ 3 ~howN r e l a t  .i ve l.y l i t t l e  d i f t : e r , : | | c e  betw~.,en kh,: v~'sul  t i, ll~, I{A(: 
d i s t r i b u t i o n s  f o r  p o l i c e  u s i n g  PBTs and t h e  t e s t  b a t t e r y  o r  t h e  t e s t  b a t t e r y .  
a l o n e .  H o w e v e r ,  u s e  o f  t h e  PBT a n d / o r  t e s t  b a t t e r y  a p p e a r s  f a r  s u p e r i o r . w h e n  
c o m p a r e d  t o  t h e  n o r m a l  DWI a r r e s t  p r o c e d u r e .  ' 
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TABLE 3 

Pr oc ed u re 

I. No~.~al Proceaure ..sing PBT (D.C..Control) 

2. Sobriety Test Battery and PBT 
(D.C., MD & Arlington) 

3. Sobriety TeSt Battery, No PBT (NC); 
Arrest Indicated by 2 Test Combined 
Decision Rule Only 

~'.Si°briety ,Te@tBa'ttery NO PBT (NC) 
Officer Arrest Only 

• Norm_,~l Procedures, No PBT (NC) 

Percent in Each BAC Category for Drivers 
Arrested by Various Procedures* 

False Positive 
0 - .04% 

0 

26 

10 

Difficult To Assess 
Depends on Other Data 

.05 - .09% 

Ii 86 

12 

15 

Arrest Supported 
By BAC Data 

.10%+ 

89 

90 

83 

59 

I (164) 

(5s!) 

(279) 
_ _ - - .  

(289) 

(309) . . . . . . . .  

*some r°ws d9 99~ a~d, t9 30.9 ~ue .t.o rounding 

4 
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.Table 4 presents information on the BAC distribution for arrested drivers.where the 
~rrest decision was indicated by-two of the sobriety test scores (no PBT ,nvailab]o). 
l+t '~how.q. t b ~ t  ~,,h+.n --._b°th t h e  Wa lk  ~tnd T u r n  a n d  c;;,;.e Ny~ta~ ,m, , s  r , ,< 'o, ,  end,+d +l ,r , , :~l  , -~ ::"2: 
o f  t h e  s u b j , , c t ~ .  w o r e  a b o v e  . 10%.  I f  tl~e two  t.~,.:.;l: c o . , b i . n a t i . o n  a n d  I h e  g;,z,~' , ly, ,~t:~.m :~ 
s e ' O r e  by i t s e l f  r ecomme,~ded  a r r e s t ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e  W a l k  a n d  T ,  r n  recomn, ,~nded  n o  

.. arrest, 77% were .above .I0%. Finally, if the walk and turn by itself a,.~-I the ' " " 
'combined score re,.:ommended arrest even though the gaze nystagmus score ~,~ itself ~ 
recommended no arrest, 53% were above .10%. 

Table 4 
Percent in Each BAC Category 
for Arrested Drivers Given 

Two Sobriety Tests 
.2 

Arrest Recomme~de. d by: 

Walk &.' (;;aze 
Turn [7stagmus 

Resulting P, AC l)istribut'ion 

Two Test .0-.04% 
Combination 

.05-~09% ~ . I0%+-. : .  N 

9 :' Yes Yes yes 4 4 , ' (74) 

No Yes Yes 15 8 77 , (13) 
Yes : 'No Yes 23 23 53 (13~: 

' "" " 'i" " ' • 

Vl. Conclusions' . .  

The  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e ~ f i e l d  e v a l u a t i o n :  

C o n f i r m  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y ,  l f i n d i n g  s . r e g a r d i n g  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  s o b r i e ~ . y  t e s t  
battery to.effec-tively discriminate between drivers with BACs less than 0.10% and 
drivers with BACS over. O.10%. ., 

Demonstrate. that the three sobriety battery tests (Gaze Nystagmus Wulk &Tur.n 
and One Le~..St.snd) can be easily and effectively used in the field bv pc?l ~ce - 
officers wh ~ have re=eived a one clay training session. -. 

Indicate tl~at the test battery appears to be about as effec[ive 'as tl,e use of 
PBTs, in improving the BAC distribution of those arrested (e.g., a reduction 0f. 
f a.I .~e p o s  i t i . .ves ) . . . . . . . .  • . . . .  

: ,2 ,  '. 

S u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  g a z e  n y s t a g m u s  t e s t  i s  t h e  m o s t  p o w e r f u l  o f .  t h e  t h r ~ . e  i f  o n l y  
o n e  i s  u s e d ,  a n d  t h a t " t h e  c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  g a z e  n y s t a g m u s  a n d  w a l k  a n d  t u r n  o f f e r s  
t h e  m o s t  p o t e n t l a l  f o r  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  b e t w e e n  t h o s e  a b o v e  a n d  b e i o w  .10% BAr?. 
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