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INTRODUCTION

Most drivers attempt to abide by the laws that requlate traffic,
although they occasionally may violate a law—such as exceeding the speed
limit——in their haste to get from one place to another. Same violations are
inadvertent; some are deliberate. There is, however, a subgroup of drivers,
whose frequency of traffic violations sets them apart from the general
public.

The attempt to deal with persistent traffic violators is primarily a
State responsibility since it is almost entirely at a State level that the
records needed to identify such drivers are kept. Of course local courts
can, and same do, take action against traffic violators based upon records
cbtained from State agencies. However, such local and individual actions
are rarely sufficiently structured or consistently enough applied to match
the driver improvement "system" cperated by State agencies.

TRAFFIC VIOIATOR FPROBIFM

Persistent violators of the law, at least those apprehended and
convicted, make up a relatively small fraction of the driving population.
This group generally makes up about 5% of the population. This relatively
small group of drivers certainly does not account for all or even a major
portion of the accidents that occur within the State. However, traffic
violators are a legitimate target for driver improvement action for several
reasons.

The first and most important reason for attempting to improve the
performance of traffic violators is their relatively high accident involve-
ment. While they may not account for the majority of the driving traffic
accidents, they are certainly responsible for more than their share. The
correlation between traffic convictions and accident fregquencies has been
demonstrated consistently (Brezina, 1969; Burg, 1968; Campbell, 1958;
Flowers et al., 1980; Harano, Peck ard McBride, 1975; Harrington, 1971;
Peck, McBride ard Coppin, 1971; Schuster and Guilford, 1964). These studies
show that as a group, drivers with two or more traffic violations in a year-
-%6 points" in Arizona——are 3 to 4 times more likely to be involved in an
accident than drivers with conviction-free records.

Specific Deterrence

Singling out traffic violators because they have more accidents
presumes that driver improvement can do samething to affect behavior of
drivers, that is, that it constitutes a specific deterrent to further
violations and accidents. The effectiveness of driver improvement in this
regard will be discussed later in connection with specific driver improve-
ment actions under Task 4 "An Analysis of the Effect of Various
Driver Improvement Programs and Developments upon Improvements for Arizona."



General Deterrence

In addition to serving as a deterrent to recidivism among convicted
offenders, driver improvement is generally believed to play a role in
deterring many in the driving pop.xlatlm at large fram even becaming
offenders. To be sure, the same role is praobably played by the fines and
other court actions that accompany individual offenses. Yet, it is likely
that the prospect of having to attend a Driver Improvement School or Special
Examination, along with the prospect of increased insurance rates, helps
encourage law abiding behavior, particularly on the part of those who have
already been convicted once and for wham driver improvement action is less
than a remote possibility.

Punishment

Whether or not driver improvement is a deterrent, general or specific,
it represents a punitive action that has been earned by the flagrant traffic
violator. Society punishes wrong—-doers simply for doing wrong, whether or
not it deters cother or the same wrong-doers. In this day of litigation,
failure of motor vehicle administrations to take action can even become
grourds for a negligence suit by same third party whom the traffic violator
injures.

DRIVER IMPROVEMENT NEFDS

Under contract to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA), National Public Services Research Institute (NPSRI) identified the
requirements for effective driver improvement action and organized them
into a formal system (McKnight, Simone, and Weidman, 1982). This system was
adopted by the American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators as its
recommended program and incorporated into a set of guidelines.

Several States are in the process of modifying their driver improvement
program to correspond more closely with the AAMVA recammended system. This
system was designed specifically to overcame the shortcomings described in
the preceding section and to make use of driver improvement actions that
have demonstrated their effectiveness through controlled research studies.

while the AAMVA/NHTSA driver improvement system is designed to overcame
the violation prablem described in the preceding section, it cannot be
simply "installed" in Arizona. Like any other State, Arizona has its own
unique laws and regulations which any driver improvement system must be
tailored to accommodate. It also has its own drivers. While the needs of
drivers adbviously do not change at the State line, there are significant
differences among States, if not in the types of prablems that drivers face,
at least in the magnitude of those problems. For example, the problem
represented by older drivers with diminished driving capacities is much
greater in Arizona than in most other States.

While we are far from knowing all there is to know about the improve-
ment of drivers with excessive mmbers of traffic accidents and violations,
we certainly know more than is reflected in the current Arizona driver
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improvement system. The means by which the current system may be improved
is what will be addressed by the present report.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The objectives of the study may be summarized as follows:

1.

To review the current literature and ongoing research
regarding altermative programs of point allocation for traffic
violations and to review altemative driver improvement

programs.

To conduct a camplete inventory of the Arizona driver

improvement system and campare it to systems used by other
States.

To perform an analysis of the effectiveness of point
allocation systems and develop an effective and feasible
system for Arizona.

To perform an analysis of the effectiveness of driver
improvement educational programs and develop improvements for the
driver improvement educational program structure for

Arizona.

To perform an experimental evaluation of the effectiveness of
an improved Arizona driver improvement educational program as
a deterrent to accidents ard violations.

STRUCTURE OF REPCRT

This report is organized in terms of the tasks under which the work was
carried out. The tasks, in turn, follow the abjectives of the study. They

are:

Task 1 - Review of the Literature

Task 2 - Comparison of Arizona System to Altermative Systems

Task 3 - Analysis of Altermative Point Allocation Strategies

Task 4 - Analysis of Driver Improvement Programs

Task 5 — Determination of Driver Improvement Standards and Procedures

Task 6 - Recommendations and Implementation Strategies

Task 1, Review of the Literature, involved an activity that supported
the other project tasks and is, therefore, not written up separately. The
results of the literature review will be incorporated into the discussion of
other tasks in connection with those topics to which they apply.

3



COMPARISON OF ARTZONA SYSTEM TO ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS

The first step in the attempt to improve the Arizona driver improvement
system was to analyze the systems employed by other States. The analysis
examined two aspects of driver improvement systems:

o Point allocation systems
0 Driver improvement structure

Information concerning point allocation was obtained through direct
contact with State licensing agencies. Information about other aspects of
driver improvement was abtained from a camparative study of licensing
systems carried out by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA 1985) .

POINT ALIOCATICN SYSTEMS

An analysis was made of the point allocation systems employed by
various States in selecting drivers for the different stages of a driver
improvement system. Point allocation refers to the mumber of points that
are assigned for different types of offenses. By themselves, "points" are
meaningless-—simply arbitrary mubers. They only assume meaning in relation
to specific driver improvement actions. The fact that one State may assign
two points for speeding while another assigns six points provides practi-
cally no information. The State that assigns two points per violation may
suspend a license on six points, while the State that assigns six points may
not suspend the license even at 24 points.

Basis of Camparison

More meaningful than simply comparing points is a comparison of States
in relation to specific driver improvement actions for comparable traffic
offenses. Camparable driver improvement actions might include the points at
which (1) the first warning is sent, (2) the first contact with the driver
improvement agency is required on the part of the driver (e.g., a meeting,
course, interview, hearing), and (3) the point at which a license is
suspended. Of these three levels of action, license suspension is the only
one that is common to all jurisdictions. Several States have no contact
with traffic offenders until their licenses are eligible for suspension.

In order to make camparisons with respect to various driver improvement
actions, it is desirable to settle upon a particular traffic offense as a
basis for camparison. Probably the best cammon denominator among traffic
offenses is the speeding offense of 10-19 mph over the speed limit. In
almost all state driver improvement systems, it is possible to determine the
mumber of such speeding offenses that would result in a license suspension
action.

For camparison purposes, all offenses were accumulated over a one-year
period. This is the most common interval for accumilating traffic offenses
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mderadriverinprovementprogmm All other periods of time were reduced
to their one-year equivalents. For example, if a State suspended a driver’s
license for six speeding offenses in two years, this was considered the
equivalent of three speeding offenses in one year.

Requests for up~-to—date driver license mamuals were sent to the 50
States plus the District of Columbia. Information on each State’s point
allocation system was collected from the driver mamuals. Telephone
interviews were then conducted with driver improvement personnel in each of
the 51 jurisdictions in order to clear up ambigquities and fill gaps in the
information provided by the manuals.

State Point Allocation

The results of the survey of State point allocations appear in Table 1
on page 7. The specific entries in this table are as follows:

Count Points or Violations—Whether the State assigns points to
various violations or simply counts the mumber of violations for the
purposes of driver improvement action.

Points for Speeding—Number of points for a mid-range speeding
offense, i.e., 10-19 mph over limit.

Warning Ietter--The mmber of points at which a warning notice is sent
to violators, if the State sends one.

Suspension level-—The mmber of points at which license suspension is
first introduced, even though it may be routinely waived for partici-
pation in a hearing, meeting, or course.

Accumulation Period——The mmber of months over which points are
accumilated for action.

Speeding Violations per 12 Months for Suspension--The mmber of
mid-range speeding violations for a 12-month period resulting in
suspension.

In comparing Arizona’s point allocation system with other States’, the
most informative colum is “Speed Violations per 12 Months for Suspension".
These figures express pomt allocation in terms of most cammon traffic
violations rather than in terms of arbitrary points. Using speeding
violations as a measure, we can see that 48 of the 51 reporting juris-
dlctlmsmllsusperﬂalicersemtheeqmvalentoftm'eespeedmg
violations in 12 months +50%. Arizona is clearly with the rest of the
camtryintlﬁscaq:arism. At first glance, it might appear that there is
as much similarity among States in point count as there is in rmuber of
violations per 12 months. However, if the period of time over which
offenses are accumilated is taken into account, it is apparent that the
States vary widely in point count.




While most States have the authority to suspend licenses for three
violations in a year, few of them actually do. Like Arizona, most States
allow drivers with point totals at the suspension threshold to retain their
licenses by enrolling in a driver improvement course. while the survey of
States did not include data on what happens after participation in a course,
the practice in those States for which information is currently available is
to susperd the license should the driver be convicted of another traffic
offense within 12 months after campleting the course. This is the same
practice that is employed in Arizona.

The point allocation system employed by Arizona not only follows that
used by the rest of the States, but generally complies with the provisions
of the driver improvement quidelines issued by the American Association of
Motor Vehicle Administrators. The AAMVA system appears to make one less
distinction than Arizona, 1 or 2 points rather than 1, 2 or 3 points.
However, it doesn’t really do so since there are no 1 point violations. In
any case, these two systems produce similar action after the same number of
offenses.

The survey of States made no attempt to examine the dispensation of
alcohol-related offenses. However, most of the state driver improvement
systems for which data were available to the project do not mingle alcchol
offenses with other moving violations. Rather, driver control action is
taken by the state licensing agency on the basis of individual alcchol
offenses. While Arizona has included alcohol offenses in its point
allocation system for driver improvement action in the past, pending
legislation would mandate certain driver control actions on the basis of
individual alcchol offenses. Therefore, there is no need to maintain
alcchol offenses in the point system. However, alcohol violations will be
discussed further in connection with driver improvement activities to be
dealt with in later tasks.

IRIVER IMPROVEMENT STRUCIURE

The secornd aspect of the driver improvement system to be addressed by
the present study was its structure; that is, the series of driver improve-
ment actions triggered by various point accumulations. A camprehensive
survey of all the driver improvement actions taken by the various States was
beyond the scope of the present project. However, a campariscon of the
Arizana driver improvement structure with what is going on natiaonally could
be performed using information available from the published literature.

The discussion of driver improvement structure will be organized in
terms of the following elements:

o0 Levels of driver improvement action

o Special driver improvement groups

o Exit from the driver improvement system
o Administrative~judicial coordination
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TABLE 1

STATE POINT ALLOCATIONS
SPEED
POINTS SUSPENSION VIOLATIONS/12
POINT VS. FOR WARNING LEVEL! LEVEL ACCUMULATION MONTHS FOR
STATE VIOLATIONS SPEEDING (POINTS) (POINTS) PERIOD (Months) SUSPENSION

AK POINT 4 NOT USED 12 12 3
AL POINT 3 9 12 4 2
AR POINT 6 9 14 18 1.5
AZ POINT 3 NOT USED 8 12 27
CA POINT 1 2 4 12 4
Cco POINT 4 NOT USED 12/18 12/24 3
Ccr POINT 2 7 11 36 37
DC POINT 4 NOT USED 8 36 08
DE POINT 4 NOT USED 8 36 08
FL POINT 4 NOT USED 12/18/24 12/18/36 2
GA POINT 3 9 15 4 25
HI POINT 3 6 12 12 4
1A VIOLATION 1 NOT USED 3 12 3
ID POINT 3 8 12718724 12/18/36 2
IL VIOLATION 1 2 3 12 3
IN POINT 4 12 17 % 2.1
KS VIOLATION 1 3 3 12 3
KY POINT 6 NOT USED 12 4 1
LA POINT 1 2 10 60 2
MA VIOLATION 1 NOT USED 3 12 3
MD POINT 2 3 8 24 2
ME POINT 5 7 15 36 1
Ml POINT 4 48 12 24 15
MN VIOLATION 1 2 3 12 3
MO POINT 3 4 8 18 1.8
MS VIOLATION 1 3 5 A 25
MT POINT 3 7 15 36 1.7
NC POINT 3 7 12 36 13
ND POINT 6 NOT USED 12 LIFE 26
NE POINT 2 NOT USED 12 A 3
NH POINT 3 8 12 LIFE 4
NJ POINT 4 6 12 A4 15
NM POINT 4 NOT USED 12 12 3
NV POINT 2 6 12 12 6
NY POINT 3 4 1 18 24
OH POINT 2 6 12 AU 2
OH POINT 2 NOT USED 10 60 1
OR VIOLATION 1 2 5 18 33
PA POINT 3 NOT USED 11 LIFE 4
RI VIOLATION 1 NOT USED NOT USED N/A N/A
SC POINT 2 6 12 A 3
SD POINT 2 8 15 12 3
TN POINT 3 6 12 12 4
TX VIOLATION 1 NOT USED 4 12 4
uT POINT 55 70/120 200 35 1.2
VA POINT 4 6 12 12 3
vT POINT 3 5 10 A 1.7
WA VIOLATION 1 3 4 A 2
Wi POINT 3 6 12 12 4
wv POINT 6 6 2 o 1
wY VIOLATION 1 3 4 12 4




Levels of Driver Improvement Action

The most common progression of driver improvement actions involves the
following three steps:

0 Warnings
o Interaction

o Suspension

These activities will be discussed in considerable detail in a later
section, "Analysis of Driver Improvement Programs." This discussion
identifies what the various actions are and which States employ them.

Warnings

Advisory or warning notices represent the first driver control action
taken on the basis of a poor driving record. Their purpose is to notify
drivers of their status relative to the driver improvement structure and the
actions that may be taken if their driving records do not improve.

At the present time, 41 out of 51 jurisdictions semd out warning
notices. Arizona is not among them, although issuance of warning letters is
being contemplated. Thirty-five States reported point values at which
advisory letters are sent. Expressed in terms of numbers of speeding
violations, 18 States send out notices on the secord violation while 15 send
them out on the third violation; the remaining 2 States send them out on the
first and fourth violations.

Interaction

The next most seriocus action taken for a poor driving record is the
requirement imposed upon drivers to participate in some form of interaction
with the driver license agency or same designated service provider. Among
those States which provide warnings, interaction is usually required for a
violation within 12 months following receipt of the warning letter.

The level at which interaction takes place is typically that at which
licenses are eligible for suspension, the threat of suspension being the
primary means by which drivers are induced to participate. The mumber of
violations leading to sanme form of interaction can, therefore, be identified
in Table 1 by referring to the "Speeding Violations for 12 Months for
Suspension" column.

Interaction between licensing agencies and drivers can take any one of
three forms:

Individual Interview-—A one-on-one interview intended to diagnose
individual driving problems and recommend individual solutions.



A small group interaction intended primarily to
disseminate information that will help drivers recognize their
problems and overcome them.

Courses—A large group educational program intended to develop
knowledges and attitudes that will lead to more safe and lawful
driving.

The length of the interaction typically varies with the mumber of
drivers involved, individual interviews rarely taking more than an hour,
group interviews typically running one-two hours, and courses up to eight
hours.

Interviews

Thirty-nine jurisdictions report carrying out individual interviews as
a driver improvement action. Arizona is not one of the States. Unfor-
tunately, from information provided by States it is difficult to distinguish
between interviews, conducted to identify and correct driver deficiencies,
and "hearings", held to allow drivers to contest same driver improvement
action. Typically, the interview is mandatory, while the hearing is held at
the request of the driver. Using this as a guide, it is judged that only 21
jurisdictions hold true interviews. Hearings will be discussed later.

In addition to the individual interviews given, some 23 States provide
group interviews. These are similar in purpose to the individual interview,
but focus less upon individual problems and more upon general information
dissenination.

Oourses

Forty-three out of the 51 jurisdictions include same form of driver
education course among driver improvement actions. In 23 of the States,
participation in the course is mandatory, under the threat of suspension,
while in the other 19 States drivers may elect to participate, with
satisfactory completion being considered in the decision as to whether or
not to suspend the license. In 19 States the course cuxriculum is estab-
lished by the State while in the remaining States the auriculum must only
be approved by the State. Where States do not establish the curriculum, the
National Safety Council’s Defensive Driving Course (DDC) is the single most
comonly used curriculum, with the American Automobile Association’s Driver
Improvement Program being the next most common.

In 14 of the States, thewrnmlmlsadmmste.redbythestabe while
in the remaining 28 it is offered by private service providers. There is
little relationship between who establishes and who administers the course.
Among those States that administer the course, half give their own program,
while half use a publicly available curriculum such as DDC. In the States
where the course is administered by private agencies, the course given is
almost equally divided between State and publicly available programs. In 25
States, the costs of the course are borne by the participants through

payment of a fee.



Of the 42 jurisdictions in which courses are taught, 27 report that
they offer a point reduction for successful campletion of the program. The
remaining States simply suspend licenses for those who do not participate.
The distinction between the two systems is a subtle one; under either
system, failure to participate results in license suspension.

Suspension

All states suspend licenses when the mumber of violations or points
exceed same level. Table 1 provided the suspension levels for various
States expressed both in terms of point total and number of speeding
violations.

No attempt was made to ascertain the duration of suspension. Within
each State, the length of suspension depends upon the driver’s point or
violation accumlation and previous driver improvement actions taken.

An inmportant element of license suspension is what must be done to
reinstate the license, specifically whether special SR-22 insurance coverage
is required. Such a requirement typically results in the failure of many
drivers to seek reinstatement when a period of suspension is over. The
result is a de facto suspension that may extend the regular suspension
right up to the point of renewal. Arizona is one of five States that
requires SR-22 coverage for reinstatement of all licenses. An additional
seven States require it under specific conditions, such as DWIs, mandatory
suspension, and other circumstances.

Special Groups

In several States, driver improvement actions are differentiated by
category of driver. The most cammon basis for making such distinctions is
driver experience. In certain States, new drivers on "provisional® or
"probationary" licenses are subject to lower thresholds for driver improve-
ment actions, including warnings, interviews, courses, and suspension.
Three states known to have such differential thresholds are California,
Maryland, and Pennsylvania.

The only other use of differential point criteria to emerge fraom the
survey is the use of a higher point total for professional drivers. This
practice is employed in California, where drivers who campile more than
25,000 miles a year are permitted a higher point accumilation before action
is taken than are lower mileage drivers.

Exit from Driver Improvement System

Just as a worsening driver record results in greater exposure to driver
improvement action, so an improving record should result in decreased
exposure to driver improvement action. This decrease in exposure to driver
inprovement, resulting in eventual exit from the driver improvement system,
occurs through the removal of points from a driver’s record over periods of
time without violations. While a large mmber of systems are used to remove
points from the driver record, they may be classified in the following three

categories:
10




Progressive Pojnt Reduction—Under this system, employed by 11
States, each year of violation~-free driving results in removal of a
specified mmber of points from the driver’s record. The mumber of
points removed per year range between one and six, but are generally
the equivalent of two to three speeding violations.

Expiration of Accaumulation Period—In most of the remaining

States, including Arizona, it is not point totals, but the number of
points over a specified period that leads to driver improvement action.
Under such a system, expiration of accumilation period will mean that
points no longer count. For example, where points are accumilated over
12 months, the points for a particular violation will not count beyond
12 months after that violation. Twelve months after the last viola-
tion, the driver has "0" points as far as driver improvement activity
is concerned.

Scheduled Phase-out——The system proposed by AAMVA phases drivers out of
the system by moving them down a level in the driver improvement ladder
for each specified period without traffic violations.

The progressive point removal systemhasthed:.sadvantageofkeepmg
same drivers "trapped" at high point levels. A driver whose license is at a
suspension level and who contimues to get one violation a year, may never
realize a reduction in point level. The disadvantage of simply accumlating
points over a limited period, and dmppmg those that occurred before that
period, is that a driver who succeeds in avoiding a violation for an
interval equal to the accumilation period (e.g., 12 months) can go from an
ext:remelyhlgl'lpomttataltompmm:satall Thus, where ancther
violation would have brought a 12-month license suspension on one date, it
won’t even lead to a warning notice a few months later. The AAMVA system
was proposed as a means of avoiding the disadvantages of the two other
systems by providing a gradual exit from the driver improvement system based
upon demonstrated improvement in performance.

Adninistrative-Judicial Coordination

The driver improvement system operated by the licensing administration
meverystatemparalleledbydnvermpzwenentsystascpemtugmﬂer
referral fram individual courts. Lack of coordination between these two
systems can result in the following:

Duplication—Drivers may be suspended or sent to an instruction
program by both the court and licensing agency for the same offense.

Escape—#hen courts allow violators to avoid conviction by
participating in training, the violations fail to appear on the driving
record and frequent traffic violators cannot be identified for appro-
priate action.

To help reduce the extent of this problem, a mumber of States post a
record of participation in driver improvement programs to the driver license
file. Almost all States maintain a record of actions carried out under the
state driver improvement program, including participation in driver
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improvement courses. This permits courts to have such information on hand
at the time they are considering action for any individual violator.

In the AAMVA report, some 32 States also reported making participation
in court referral programs part of the driver record. This mmber is
probably an overestimate since one of the States identified as using this
practice is Arizona and the analysis of the Arizona system carried out under
this project discloses no such practice. Since participation in court
referral programs is typically made in lieu of conviction for a traffic
violation, the report of participation in a course is the only indication
that an offense has occurred. Generally, information concerning partici-
pation in cowrt referral programs comes from the organizations providing
the instruction rather than from the courts.

Summary

The Arizona Driver Improvement System does not differ markedly from the
systems employed by most other States. Major points of similarity and
dissimilarity involve the following:

Points of Similarity
o Assigning points for various categories of traffic violations

including points for determining appropriate driver improvement
action.

o

Allowing licenses to be suspended at the equivalent of three
speeding violations in a year.

o Permitting drivers at the threshold for suspension to retain
their licenses by participating in a driver improvement
course.

o Suspending licenses of drivers who are convicted of a traffic
violation within 12 months following campletion of the course.

o Not imposing a lower point threshold for driver improvement
action upon new or youthful drivers.

o Not providing a system for gradually phasing drivers out of the
driver improvement system as their violation record improves.
Points of Dissimilarity

o Not sending out warning letters to drivers after two to three
violations in a year and before taking driver improvement
action.

o Requiring special SR-22 coverage before allowing reinstatement
of suspended drivers’ licenses.

These issues will be further addressed in later sections as modifica-
tions to the structure and content of the Arizona driver improvement system
are recomnended.
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ANALYSTS OF ALTERNATIVE POINT ALLOCATTON SYSTEMS

At the same time the Arizona point allocation system was being
compared with systems employed by other States, an analysis was undertaken
to assess the extent to which the Arizona point allocation system was
attaining its own dbjectives. While the objectives of the point system are
not explicitly stated in any of the materials available to the project
staff, they can be readily inferred. The presumed purpose in having a point
system is to allow the MVD to take driver improvement action on the basis of
an operator’s overall driving record rather than on the basis of a single
offense. The two actions available to the MVD are license suspension/revoc-
ation or required attendance at a driver improvement school.

According to section 28-446 of Arizona Transportation Laws, these two
actions can be taken when a driver "has been convicted with such frequency
of serious offenses against traffic regulations governing the movement of
vehicles as to indicate a disrespect for traffic laws and a disregard for
the safety of other persons on the highways." Accordingly, a driver
improvement system would be fulfilling its dbjectives to the extent that it
is capable of identifying drivers who can be accurately characterized as
evidencing disrespect for the law and disregard for the safety of others.

While such terms as "disrespect" and "disregard" involve subjective
judgment, they are not without same abjective basis. Disrespect for the law
should manifest itself in large mmbers of violations, while disregard for
the safety of others should reveal itself in a long term pattern of acci-
dents. A valid point system should be one that identifies, as quickly as
possible, drivers who have a high potential for future accidents and
violations. In order to assess the relationship between point allocation
and the likelihood of future violations and accidents, a study was under-
taken employing a sample of Arizona drivers. The specific cbjectives of the
study were to:

(1) Determine the relationship between point values assigned to
specific violations and the risk of future accidents and violations.

(2) Determine the relationship between mumbers of points accumilated
and the likelihood of future accidents and violations.

METHOD

To permit the variocus relationships identified in the formation of any
emmerated abjectives to be validly ascertained, a sample of 10,000 drivers
holding valid Arizona licenses was drawn. The record included the following
in the period 1984-1986:

Gerder

Date of birth

Date of assigment to traffic survival school
Date of campletion of traffic survival school
Date and code of every violation

Date and time of every accident

Severity of every accident

0000000
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Sample Selection

All data items except for accidents were obtained fram the driver
record maintained by MVD for every licensed driver in the State. Since
accidents are not posted to the driver file, they were cbtained from
accident files maintained by the Arizona Highway Safety Office.

In drawing driver license records, only drivers with one or more
viclations were included in the sample. Given the purposes of the study,
drivers with no violation record would not furmmish any information of value.
In drawing the sample, every driver meeting the criterion of one or more
violations with a point count greater than 0 was selected until the required
10,000 records were obtained. Since the order in which names appear in the
file is essentially chance, the sample can be accepted as representative of
Arizona drivers in general. From each driver’s record, the specific items
identified earlier were transferred to a separate magnetic tape which became
the study sample file.

In generating the accident data, the Arizona Highway Safety Office
extracted from the accident files of 1984-86 each accident along with the
date and the driver’s license mumber.

The separate license and accident records were turned over to the NPSRI
project staff, which performed the following operations:

o Matching the license and accident files to extract the date of each
accident for the 10,000 drivers making up the project sample.

o Consolidating all accident and violation data into an individual
driver record.l

o Transferring the record from magnetic tape to the hard disk of the
microcamputer for subsequent analysis.

o Performing various statistical analyses with the aid of the SPSS
program.

1 This was rendered a difficult and laborious task by the fact that Arizona
drivers are assigned a new identification mmmber each time they renew their
licenses, change license class, or receive an endorsement. As a result,
drivers can be identified by several different identification mmbers on
various violation and accident records. All of the records belonging to an
individual driver had to be brought together and assigned a separate project
identification code number.
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Analysis of Individual Violations and Driving Record

An analysis was performed to assess the relationship between individual
violations and overall driving record [cbjective 1]. The point value
assigned to a violation should be a reflection of the level of danger
presented to the public by that violation. Unfortunately, there’s no
readily available cbjective measure of the level of danger represented by a
vioclation. However, presumably drivers who are cited and comvicted for a
particular violation are frequent perpetrators of that violation. The
consequences of such repeated violations should show up in the frequency and
seventy of accidents in which drivers committing a particular type of
violation are involved. For exanple, if violatiaons involving unsafe speeds
(3 points) are truly more serious than those involvmg traffic signal
violations (2 points), drivers who speed should, in the mean, have a greater
nmber of and more serious accidents than drivers who violate stop signs.

To assess the relationships between specific violations and subsequent
accidents, drivers were classified on the basis of the first violation
appeanmmthelrreoordsdurmgtheyear 1984. In order to obtain a more
meaningful and readily understood result, the 109 individual violation codes
mrereducedtolObycmbmnr;subcategon&softhesanecodes Combining
categories produced a minimm of 100 violations per category. The 10 codes
involved violations of regulations concerned with:

2-point violations
Obeying traffic signals
Obeying the specific signal legend (e.g., red light, yellow light etc.)
Camplying with the posted speed
Safe passing
Signals and positions in turns
Right-of-way
School crossings
Stop signs

3-point violations
Maximm safe speed

8-point violations
Alcohol violations

For each identified violation, the mean mmber of subsequent viola-
tions, the mean number of accidents, and mean accident severities were
caloulated. In addition, tests of statistical significance were performed
to determine whether the differences among the various violations were
anything more than chance variations.

Analysis of Point Accmulation and Driving Record
Under Arizona Transportation Law, drivers may be required to attend a
driver improvement program, or have their licenses suspended whenever their

driving records evidence disregard for the law and for the safety of others.
In the Arizona Driver Improvement system, such "disregard" is equated with 8
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or more points in a 12-month period. This mmber was apparently arrived at
subjectively; there is no evidence of any empirical basis for it.

In order to study the relationship between point accumuilation and
driving record, drivers were categorized by the number of violations
occaurring in a 12-month period. Five categories were employed: 1, 2, 3, 4,
and 5 or more violations per 12 months. For each category, the mean numbers
of accidents and violations were calculated. The counting of accidents
began immediately after the first violation. However, violations were only
counted at the end of the 12-month period following the first violation.
(Since it was violations within 12 months that created the driver cate-
gories, the categories could only be compared in terms of accidents occurr-
ing after the 12-month period was over.)

Influence of Driver Characteristics Upon Relationship Between Points and
Record

A munber of driver characteristics have been shown to be associated
with safety of motor vehicle operation. Foremost among these are age and
sex. The fact that these same characteristics are also associated with
violation means that drivers who present the greater safety risks are the
ones who tend to find their way into driver improvement programs.

The analysis of point accumilation and driving record described in the
previous section was performed not only for the sample as a whole, but also
with data disaggregated by age and by sex. The purpose of the analysis was
to identify driver characteristics that interact with prior driving record
in influencing a driver’s level of risk. An example of such an interaction
would be a finding that elderly drivers have a greater risk of accident
involvement than younger drivers at the same point level.
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RESULTS

The results are presented separately for each of the analyses per-

formed.

Analysis of Irdividual Violations and Driving Record

The relationship of each of the 10 most common violations to viola-

tions, accidents and accident severity appears in Table 2.

TABLE 2

MEAN VIOIATIONS, ACCIDENIS AND SEVERITIES

FOR IRIVERS OONVICTED OF THE 10 MOST COMMON TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS

Mean Mean Mean
__Violation Category N Violations|Accidents | Severity
2 point
Traffic signal: general 473 .60 .32 .55
Traffic signal: specific| 697 .86 .40 .70
Posted speed 1,814 .74 .23 .43
Passing 538 .87 .43 .72
Turns, signals 242 .54 .54 .86
Right-of-Way 464 .48 .75 1.37
School crossing 119 .58 .24 .43
Stop signs 438 .83 .37 .66
3-point
Unsafe speed 3,632 .85 242 .72
8-point
Alcchol Related 802 297 .37 .70
ALL 9,224 =79 +39 .68

Before discussing the results, two aspects of the analysis need to be
mentioned. First, the means presented in the right side of the table are
based upon all the violations and accidents occurring within that portion of
the 3-year period ‘84-'85 following the first violations. This was done to
maximize the mmber of subsequent accidents and violations included in the
analysis, a necessity given the limited mmbers of cases in some of the
violation categories. Obviously the period of time varied fram one driver
to the next depending upon when during the period the first violation
ocaurred. These small differences in the periods of time over which mean
accident and violation occurred would not bias the camparisons between

violations categories.

The second item to note is the 776 missing cases (10,000 - 9,224).
These involved drivers whose first violation was one of the few violations
that could not be combined with other categories and who had too few

occurrences to allow reliable comparisons.
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It is evident that sizeable differences appear in the mean nmumbers of
subsequent violations, accidents, and accident severities? of drivers
convicted of various types of violations. Analysis of variance shows the
differences among violation categories to be significant for mean violations
(F=9.91; P<.01), mean accidents (F=33.07, P<.01), and mean severity
(P=23. 71, P<.01).

There appears to be a weak relationship between mean subsequent
violations and the point value assigned to the violation category. The 8-
point alcohol violation has the highest mean subsequent violation rate
(.97). The mean violation rate for the 3-point "unsafe speed" violation is
approximately equal to the highest violation rate for 2-point violations,
and certainly higher than the average violation rate across all 2-point
violations. while the relationship between point value and mean vioclations
is in the right direction, differences in means count are far from being
proportional to differences in point value.

The three violations with the lowest mean subsequent violation rate
involve turns and signals, right-of-way, and school crossings. These are
the violations that one would think are most likely to occur through
oversight rather than being deliberate. This might help explain why drivers
guilty of these violations are less likely to have subsequent violations
than drivers convicted of the remaining types of violations.

Turning to accidents, we see a somewhat different picture. It is very
likely that this picture is clouded by the inclusion of violations that
occaurred in connection with accidents. For example, it is almost certain
that the high accident rate for people cited with right-of-way violations
results from citations issued because of accidents. Indeed, right-of-way
citations are rarely issued except in comnection with accidents. Wwhile an
attempt was made to remove this spurious relationship by eliminating
accidents occurring on the same day as a violation, it is very likely that
some accidents and violations bearing different dates actually do involve
the same event.

The 8-point alcchol violations were included just for general interest.
They are totally different from the other violations in that they result
less fram unsafe driving than from an unsafe consumption of alcohol before
driving. One would not necessarily expect those convicted of an alcohol
offense to have an appreciably higher accident or violation rate than other
drivers. The 8 points assessed for this violation reflect the potential
severity of drinking-driving accidents rather than expected frequency of
future accidents or violations.

<In this case, Mean Severity refers to the total accident severity per
driver, not per accident. It is equal to the mean mmber of accidents times
the mean severity per accident. It is therefore proportional to the total

accident loss experienced by drivers convicted of a particular
violation.
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Analysis of Point Acammilation and Driving Record

The relationship between the mumber of points on a driver’s record and
the likelihood of having additional accidents and violations is shown in
Table 3. Since almost all of the violations under consideration involve 2
points, the table shows the mmber of violations rather than point count.

TABLE 3
MEAN ACCIDENTS, VIOLATIONS AND SEVERITIES
BY NUMBER OF PRIOR VIOLATICNS

Number of Prior Mean Mean Mean
Violations N Violations Accidents Severity

1 8,042 .46 .17 .32

2 1,134 .76 .22 .36

3 199 1.08 .34 .54

4+ 71 1.85 +43 169

As explained in the earlier discussion of methodology, prior violations
refers to the number of violations occurring in 1984. Mean mumbers of
violations and the mean mumber of accidents are accumlated over the two
year period 1985-86. The total mmber of cases shown in the table is 9,444.
The remaining (10,000 - 9,444 =) 556 drivers were those who did not have a
violation in 1984.

One can see a marked increase in the mean mmbers of subsequent
accidents and violations and in accident severity as the number of viola-
tions in 1984 increased. The relationships shown in Table 3 indicate
clearly that the worse an individual’s driving record has been in the past,
the worse it is likely to be in the future. It provides ample justification
for intervention on the basis of the driving record. Unfortunately, it
doesn’t identify any one point in the increasing number of violations at
which intervention is most appropriate.

Seemingly, there is no basis upon which to challenge the present
intervention level which, for most of the violators in the sample, would
have occurred after the third violation in a year. If one examines the
progression of mean violations, the rate of increase is largely the same
from one to three violations, but jumps considerably after the third viola-
tion. What is discouraging is that this jump in rate of increase occurs
despite the fact that those who receive four violations within a year were,
presumably, either suspended or referred to Traffic Survival School.
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Influence of Driver Characteristics Upon Relationships.

The analysis just described shows that drivers referred to improvement
courses are the ones who should be there. The question is, are there
certain categories of drivers who are more deserving of referral than
others? We know that younger drivers and male drivers (including young male
drivers) are over-represented in accidents. However, they are also the ones
who fill the driver improvement courses. The question is whether they
should be represented in the driver improvement courses to a greater extent
than they already are. To answer this question, the analyses presented in

Table 3 were stratified by both age and gender. The age breakdown appears
in Table 4.

TABIE 4
MEAN ACCIDENTS AND VIOLATIONS BY NUMBER OF PRIOR VIOIATIONS
AND AGE GROUPS

AGE
Number of ACCTDENTS VIOLATIONS SEVERITY
Violations <25 26-55 >55 <25 26-55 >55 <25 _ 26-55 >55
1 .26 .17 .14 .82 .46 .23 .50 .31 .27
2 .28 .19 .19 1.07 .69 .44 .48 .33 .31
3+ .35 .26 .15 1.45 1.15 .54 .73 .47 .31
TOTAL .26 .17 .14 .91 .50 .24 .51 .31 .27

It is apparent that the over-representation of younger drivers in
violations and accidents is fourd among traffic offenders to about the same
extent that it is found among the general population. A youthful traffic
offender is more likely to have accidents or violations in the future than
an older driver with the same prior violation record. The fact that drivers
in different age groups have the same mumber of prior violations does not
render them equal with respect to risk of future accidents and vioclations.
In the case of accident risk, drivers urder age 25 with a single violation
have about the same likelihood of being involved in an accident as sameone
in the middle age group with 3 prior violations.

The over-55 age group is fairly similar to the 26-54 age group with
respect to accidents, but has far fewer violations. (We should not be
distressed by the apparently low accident rate of .15 for >55 age group with
3 prior violations as it imvolved only 13 drivers.) Any concern that older
drivers’ traffic violations betray some deficiency, placing them at high
risk, is not supported by the data. Older traffic offenders show no greater

risk of accidents than their younger counterparts and have a decidedly lower
risk of future violations.

A more detailed breakdown by age and/or mmber of violations might
reveal greater or lesser differences among the subcategories. However, the
numbers of drivers in the extreme age groups are too small to permit
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An analysis similar to that just described for age is shown for gender
in Table 5.

TABIE 5
MEAN ACCIDENTS, VIOLATIONS, AND SEVERITIES BY NUMBER OF
PRICR VIOIATIONS AND GENDER

Nurbexr of AGE
Prior Accidents Violations Severity
Violations Male Female Male Female Maie Female
1 .18 +15 $53 +31 .34 +28
2 21 20 «79 .60 .36 +38
3+ +26 .43 1.18 1.43 .53 .61
TOTAL 219 216 .59 <34 35 29

Except for the group with 3 or more violations, males consistently have
higher violation and accident rates than females. The exception can be
largely disregarded since females with more than 3 violations mmbered only
28 cases. Differences between males and females are consistently signifi-
cant for both accidents (F=6.21;P=.013) and for violations (F=113.0;P<.01).

while the accident and violation rates for males are worse than those
for females, the differences are surprisingly small. While males ocutmmber
females in the violation sample by over 2 to 1 (6,708 vs. 2,738), the
difference in accident rate is only, .19 vs .16. The difference in subse-
quent violation rate of .59 vs .34 is considerably larger. The two results
canbined indicate that male traffic violators, like males in general, are
more likely to violate traffic laws, but are not appreciably more likely to
be involved in accidents.

Differences between males and females appear to become smaller as the
number of prior violations increases. In the case of violations, this
manifests itself in a significant interaction between gender and prior
violations (F=3.56; P=.03). The interaction for accidents falls samewhat
short of statistical significance (F=2.63;P=.07). While the accident
violation rates for females with 3 or more prior violations actually appears
to exceed that of males, the small mumber of drivers involved (N=28) makes
the statistic samewhat unreliable. The interaction in the case of severity
falls far short of significance (F=.90;P=.41).

Summary
There is nothing in the analysis just described that would lead to any

substantial revision in the driver improvement system currently employed by
the State of Arizona.

Point Values

With respect to the point values assigned to various viclations, the
results do not suggest any distinctions beyond those already made. The
differences in mmbers of subsequent accidents and violations associated
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within various categories of prior violations, while statistically signifi-
cant, are not large enough to warrant different values. Wwhile there may be
small differences among violations in their implications for subsequent
driving record, they are certainly not of such a magnitude as to warrant
assigning different point values.

If any change in point values is indicated by the results of the analy-
sis, it is to eliminate point values altogether. If 3-point speeding viola-
tions are more serious than the remaining moving violations, it doesn’t show
up in subsequent violations or accidents. The same is true of alcohol
violations. While assigning 8 points to this violation has the result of
initiating driver improvement action on the basis of a single violation, the
same result is obtained by recently enacted legislation directly mandating
same form of intervention for those convicted of alcchol-related offenses.
The change has the added advantage of referring alcohol offenders to a form
of intervention that is more appropriate than the Traffic Survival School to
which alcochol offerders are referred under the driver improvement program.

Confining all moving violations to 2 points, and removing alcohol
offenses fram the driver improvement program, would allow the driver
improvement program to be greatly simplified. Presumably, it would allow
driver improvement actions to be taken on an easily understood basis—-number
of violations—rather than on the basis of arbitrary "points."

Accumulating Points

Turning from individual to accumlated offenses, results indicate that
the greater mumber of prior violatians a driver has, the greater is the
likelihood of future violations. While there is no one clear point at which
intervention is indicated, the current practice of intervening at the 8-
point level, between 3 and 4 violations in a year, is reasonable. If
"points" are eliminated, intervention would be based upon the mmber of
violations rather than the number of points. The muber of violations at
which intervention is most appropriate will be dealt with later in the
discussion of the "point system" in the section "Determination of Driver
Improvement Stardards and Procedures."

The one finding that could legitimately influence the point level at
which intervention occurs is that involving the relationship between age and
point level. The fact that young violators have a substantially greater
likelihood of subsequent accidents and violations than their older counter-
parts would justify initiating driver improvement action at a lower level.
Indeed, there is justification for subjecting younger drivers with one
violation to the same action as would be taken toward older drivers with 3
violations.

Subjecting younger drivers to a lower threshold for driver improvement
action than that employed with drivers in general is not umisual. A mmber
of States currently employ such a practice. In almost all instances, the
yourger drivers subject to the lower threshold are novice drivers operating
on provisional or probationary licenses. While the actual threshold varies
fram one State to ancther, it is typically one or two violations lower than
that for drivers in general.
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ANALYSIS OF DRIVER IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

Ooncurrent with the "Comparison of Arizona System to Alternative
Systems" and the "Analysis of Altermative Point Allocation Systems", the
project staff undertook an analysis of the programs that have been designed
to remediate the problems of drivers identified as requiring improvement.
The analysis of remedial treatment has drawn primarily from the state—of-
the—driver-improvement-art.

The analysis of driver improvement programs will address the following:
o0 Warming letters
© Group programs
o Individual contact
o License suspension

The discussion will not address "incentive" programs, that is, programs in
which traffic violators are rewarded for good records rather than having
adverse action taken because of bad records. Studies by Marsh (1978) and,
Kadell et al. (1980) fourd that while the "incentive" of renewing licenses
by mail reduced subsequent accidents and corrections, the reduction came
entirely from those violators who did not qualify for the incentives. Other
studies, (Kelsey and Janke, 1983) found that the main benefit of renewing
licenses by mail is reduced administration cost rather than improved record.
In their extensive review of driver improvement, Donelson and Mayhew (1987)
found no support for incentive oriented programs.

WARNING LETTERS

Warning letters are the first rung on the driver improvement ladder.
Their primary function is to introduce the driver improvement system to
drivers whose frequency of violation constitutes cause for concem.

Effectiveness of Warning Ietters

Early studies by Campbell (1958), King (1960), Kaestner, Warmoth, and
Syring (1967), and McBride and Peck (1970) showed warning notices to be
effective in reducing accidents and further violations. Ilater California
studies (Kadell and Peck, (1979); Kadell et al. (1980)) found the accident-
-reducing effects of warning letters to be small and of marginal signifi-
cance, and studies by Temple and Ferguson (1958) and by Lynn (1982) failed
to find a significant effect at all.

While the effect of warning letters may be small, the expense is so
slight that any detectable improvement is sufficient to make the action
worthwhile. Indeed, the magnitude of a cost-beneficial effect is so small
that it takes a sample of inordinate size to detect its presence. The
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studies by Temple and Ferguson (1958) and Lynn (1982) involved samples that
were far too small to have detected a cost-beneficial effect.

In addition to their direct countermeasure value, warning letters are
important to the effectiveness of subsequent driver improvement actions. A
study by Marsh (1978) showed that the effectiveness of instructional treat-
ments may not appear if they are not preceded by a warning letter.

Research indicates that for maximm effectiveness the warning letter
should be brief, readable, intimate, non-threatening, and informative. As
to content, a study by Kaestner et al. (1967) found that personalized
letters were significantly more effective in reducing subsequent violations
and accidents among drivers aged 25 and under. Consequently, it would seem
desirable to address drivers by name rather than by license mmber and to
maintain a tone of personal interest throughout. Similarly, McBride and
Peck (1970) fourd low-threat warning letters to be more effective in
reducing subsequent accidents and convictions among violators.

Epperson and Harano (1974) found that the effectiveness of a warning
letter was enhanced by including information on the specific nature of
driver improvement actions and other possible consequences of repeated
violations. Not consistently found to be effective are personalized
advisory letters (McBride and Peck, 1970), warnings in lieu of suspension
(Kaestner and Speight, 1975) and reinforcement letters to those who comit
no violations following receipt of a warning letter (Epperson and Harano,
1974).

Time of Issuance

Advisory letters need to be sent early enough to prevent a large
acamulation of points, yet not so early as to be viewed as an overreaction
by the recipients of the letters. It is best that warning letters be sent
at a level in the driver improvement system just below that at which the
first driver improvement action (e.g., meeting, course, interview, etc.)
occurs. If no action were to ocour on the next violation, the letter would
be seen as an empty gesture.

Most States send advisory letters after two or three violations in a
year. The AAMVA quidelines recommend that it be sent after the second
moving violation within a year. Under the Arizona point system, an
appropriate point level would be 5-7 points. This point level would include
all drivers with two speeding violations and eligibility for driver improve-
ment action (school or suspension) on the next speeding violation.

Content of Warning Ietters

Fram the research reviewed we may conclude that the content of the
advisory letter should include the following items:

o The inmdividual driver’s point level
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© The driver improvement system, i.e., point count and specific
driver improvement actions

o Details concerning actions which will occur with the next
violation

0 An address or phone number to which questions concerning the
driver record ard driver improvement actions can be addressed

Same States also provide a transcript of the driver’s record. This
helps to prevent time-consuming follow-up telephone calls by drivers who
think there has been some mistake. However, it necessitates camputer
preparation of individualized letters, adding substantially to the cost of
preparation. Given the marginal benefits of warning letters, and the fact
that prior research has not shown individualized letters to be of advantage,
the cost of providing driver records cannot be justified. Rather, a single,
mass-reproduced "Dear Driver” letter would be sufficient.

The "tone" of the letter is also important. The research cited earlier
has generally shown that encompassing, positive sounding letters are more
effective than those that are threatening. Certainly a non~threatening
approach is appropriate where the letter is to be sent at the relatively low
5-8 point count that is recammended.
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GROUP PROGRAMS

The first improvement step requiring action on the part of drivers is
typically participation in some form of group program. Group programs may
be divided into the following categories:

Meetings—Brief programs (1-2 hours) in which drivers are given
information concerning their driving records and the driver
improvement system.

Courses——Ilonger programs (4-8 hours) in which drivers are provided
education in a broad range of topics related to safe driving.

Counsel ing—Programs similar in length to courses, but using
discussions, role-playing, and other group processes to modify
attitudes and emotions.

The current Traffic Survival School (TSS) represents a “course" ard is
the first action required of drivers urder the Arizona driver improvement
system.

Meetings

As used here, the term "meetings" refers to a fairly brief encounter in
which traffic violators review their records ard the driver improvement
system. Often called "group interviews", meetings typically last 1-2 hours.

Content of Meetings

The typical meeting includes a review of each driver’s record, the
driver improvement system, and the specific sanctions that may be imposed if
additional violations occur within a specified time. Same meetings also
include safety rules, concepts, and practices, although the limited time
available severely curtails the coverage of such subjects.

In contrast with a course, the purpose of a meeting is not primarily to
educate drivers in safe operation of motor vehicles, but rather to motivate
drivers to use what they know about safe driving in order to operate within
the law. Recognizing that the next violation will likely result in license
suspension, the driver is expected to exert an effort to drive lawfully in
order to avoid an additional violation and possible license suspension.

A 1961 study by Ooppin pronounced California’s "Group Driver Improve-
ment Meeting" effective in reducing both accidents and convictions,
although a later study (Coppin, Marsh and Peck, 1965) fourd it to be
effective only with respect to conwvictions. Ancther California study
(Marsh, 1971) fourd a meeting to be a highly cost-effective accident
countermeasure. This meeting was adopted as part of the State driver
improvement system.
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Subsequent evaluations of California’s meetings through 1979 have been
uniformly favorable. Marsh (1978) and Kadell and Peck (1979) found the
1-1/2 hour group meeting to provide the greatest margin of benefits
(accident costs saved) minus costs of all driver improvement actions
assessed in the study. Salzberg et al.(1985) found meetings to be effective
in reducing accidents and violations.

Iynn (1982) found the Virginia meeting to have a significant effect
upon violations but not accidents. However, her sample was small and would
not necessarily have detected a cost-beneficial effect. Interestingly, when
the meeting was cambined with other driver improvement actions, a signifi-
cant overall benefit was ocbtained, indicating that part of the problem may
lie in the small samples involved in the evaluations of individual effects.

Quriously, although the California driver improvement meeting was found
to be an effective accident ard violation countermeasure, it was discon—
tinued by California in its most recent evaluation (Peck and Kadell, 1983)
because effectiveness appeared to be decreasing. It is noteworthy that the
cost of the California meeting is borne by the Motor Vehicle Department
rather than the individual driver. It is very likely that a reduction in
the costs of driver improvement had a lot to do with discontimuing this

apparently effective program.

Courses
As used here, the term "courses" refers to longer programs that are

intended to educate drivers in safe driving practices. As noted earlier,
the Arizona Traffic Survival School is a course.

Effectiveness of Courses

Several studies reporting favorable results for courses have lacked the
statistical control needed for very conclusive findings. In studies by the
Sacramento Safety Council (1975) and Prothero (1978), the drivers assigned
to the driver improvement program were different from those in the control
group to begin with, making it impossible to attribute any subsequent
differences in accidents and violations solely to the effects of the
p! . An evaluation of improvement courses among volunteers (non-
offenders) by Planek, Schupack and Fowler (1972) has been frequently quoted,
but lacked any statistical control at all. An evaluation by Polland and
Thamas (1980) failed to find favorable results, but employed a quasi-
experimental design that would have made small effects difficult to detect.

Well-controlled studies by Coppin, Marsh and Peck (1965), Henderson and
Kole (1967), House and Waller (1976), Salzberg and Klingberg (1978), Ulmer
(1978), Peck et al. (1980), Koppa and Banning (1981), and Iynn (1982) failed
to show driver improvement courses as being effective accident counter-
measures. On the other hand, studies of the National Safety Council’s
Defensive Driving Course showed it capable of reducing accidents and
violations (Kaestner, 1979, Hill and Jamieson, 1978). Studies by Harano and
Peck, (1971), Brown (1975), Edwards and Ellis (1976), and Payne et al.
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(1984) appeared to show such programs as succeeding, but only among certain
specific age/sex groups of drivers. All of the studies cited evaluated

driver improvement programs, many of which were characterized by
questionable instructional content, lack of professional instructors, and
absence of any formal mechanism to assure that assigned offenders completed,
or even attended, the courses.

A 1961 study by Coppin, conducted in a research setting with the aid of
highly qualified instructors, specially prepared materials, and procedures
assuring participation, yielded favorable results in terms of reducing acci-
dents and violations. The major disadvantage of the program studied by
Coppin was its cost, primarily the result of the 18 hour course length. On
the whole, this study offered hope that a soundly developed and administered
driver improvement course could be effective in reducing accidents and vio-
lations.

Content of Fducational Programs

As pointed out in an earlier section of this report, the National
Safety Council’s Defensive Driving Course is the course most frequently
given to traffic offenders. The second most cammon course is the American
Autamobile Association’s Driver Improvement Course. Same States give their
own course, tailoring the content to State requirements and saving them-
selves the fees often charged for the use of cammercially available pro-
grams. Most courses consume eight hours, the range running from four to
ten hours (the only ten-hour program being the Arizona Traffic Survival
School) .

The content of driver improvement courses tends to focus upon rules of
the road ard safe driving practices. This is certainly true of the two
courses most widely used for traffic violators, the National Safety
Council’s Defense Driving Course and the American Automobile Association’s
Driver Improvement Program. The concentration on safe driving information
reflects an assumption that traffic violators are deficient in knowledge of
such content. However, research shows that this is simply not true
(McKnight and Green, 1976). Simply presenting safe driving information will
not necessarily overcame the motivational problems that lead to traffic
violations.

Most traffic violations are the result of haste. This is certainly
true of the single most frequent violation—speeding. It is also true of
running traffic lights and stop signs, making illegal turns, and most other
offenses. Haste reflects the desire of drivers to get where they are going
quickly—the basic reason for driving a car in the first place. As much as
we might wish it to be true, simply telling drivers that these maneuvers are
unsafe and against the law is not sufficient to overcome the incentives that
lead to breaking the law. The only thing that appears to have been
effective in overcaming the willingness of certain drivers to violate the
law in order to get where they were going quickly is the threat of strong
sanctions in the event of future violations. This is the content that
underlies the meetings that have been shown to be effective as an accident
and violation countermeasure.
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Not only are courses of questionable effectiveness, there is evidence
that they may be counter-productive where the threat of strong future
sanctions is tempered by the instruction given in the course. One Cali-
fornia study found that suspended drivers who were called in for a non-
~threatening session on safe driving practices prior to reinstatement had
worse subsequent driving records than those who were reinstated without the
"benefit" of such instruction. In any case, where safe driving practices
are addressed, the instruction should focus more upon the reasons underlying
these practices than the practices themselves. Most drivers are aware of
the practices that define safe driving. Often, however, they are not aware
of the hazards or the consequences of failing to cbserve them.

Requirements for an Effective Group Program

While the published research literature provides little conclusive
information as to the essential ingredients of an effective improvement
program, a cautious mte.rpretatlon of research results pemits same insight
into the most pramising approaches to driver improvement. Aspects of group
programs to be discussed include:

o Objective and content

o Instructional method

o Driver record information

o Participant achievement

o Duplication of courses

o Course administration
Objectives and Content

The objectives and content of driver improvement programs seem to fall
into two categories. The abjectives of most school courses are largely to
apprise drivers of hazards that lie in the highway traffic envirament and
provide them a set of principles and procedures for dealing with them. The
goal is clearly one of self protection, as is evident in such titles as
"defensive driving” and "traffic survival." The abjectives of most
meetings, on the other hand, are primarily to deter traffic violators from
additional offenses, primarily through a review of their individual traffic
records and the sanctions that may be imposed if their records became worse.
The goal appears to be protection of the public rather than self-protection.

While the literature does not clearly establish which type of program
is more effective as a program for traffic violators, the following con-
siderations appear to favor programs which, like meetings, are concerned
with the protection of the public rather than the protection of those
assigned to the program.
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Need The only apparent justification for requiring a certain group of
drivers to participate in an educational program is that they have a
clear need for it. However, violators referred to group programs under
a State driver improvement program are as knowledgeable in the safe
driving procedures and practices that make up the dbjectives and
content of most courses as the public at large (Miller and Dimling,
1969; McKnight and Green, 1976). Like the public at large, they could
stand improvement. However, if they have a deficiency, it doesn’t
involve knowledge but rather their willingness to adhere to traffic
laws. That is the deficiency that most driver improvement meetings
attempt to address.

Effectiveness While the results of research are far from conclusive,
studies reviewed by Donelsen and Mayhew (1987) seem to indicate that
cantent which attempts to deter traffic violators from further offenses
by using the threat of future sanctions has a better record of success
than subject matter that largely involves safety education. As Koppa
arnd Banning (1981) point out, "a driver improvement course may improve
their knowledge, but motivation and attitudes are still influenced more
by the perception of law enforcement or judicial surveillance than by
edxmtmnalted;mqtm at least as imparted by the particular training
program used in (his) demonstration."

Relevance Whether or not violators have demonstrated a need for an
educational program, the objectives and comtent of any program for
violators should at least appear relevant to them. A program that
seeks to help traffic violators "defend" themselves or to “survive" may
not only be perceived as irrelevant to vioclators’ needs, but could
mislead them as to the seriousness of their situation. Evidence to
this effect comes from research showing that suspended drivers required
to participate in an educational program as part of their license
reinstatement had worse subsequent records than those who were rein-
stated without participating in the program.

while these three considerations do not argue against attempting to
educate traffic violators in safer operation of their vehicles, it certainly
suggests that the primary ocbjective of driver improvement programs for
traffic violators should be deterring them from future violations in order
to make driving safer for the public rather than just helping them assure
their own survival.

Instructional Methods
There has been very little controlled study of instructional methods
for driver improvement courses. McKnight, Simone and Weidman (1982)

campared instructional methods involving three classroom methods and two
levels of classroom instruction:
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Classroam Methods

Presentation — one-way commmication of information by the instructor
and audio-visual presentations.

Application — use of presentations followed by instructor-student
interaction involving the application of information to traffic

situations.

Discussion — information presentation and application along with
student-student interaction involving discussion of traffic safety
issues.

Amount of Classroom Instruction

All Classroom — all eight hours of instruction tock place in the
classroom.

Home Study — four hours of classroam instruction are cambined with
extensive hame study assigrments.

The most significant result was the clear superiority of the cambined
classroam-hame study instruction over classroam alone. This ocutcome was
attrimtedbyinstmctorstothefactthatthehmesuﬁyappmadlwas
ocoupled with a brief quiz at the beginning of each session. Students were
apparently motivated to study in order to pass the quiz. In the case of
classroom instruction, all they had to do was atterd.

Regardless of where instruction was given, the application approach
produced better results than the other two approaches. The best single
approach was a cambination of application and home study, in which students
acquired information through printed material at hame and devoted classroom
time to its application. Both the instructors and the students considered
straight presentation to be "boring." The instructors attributed the
inferiority of a group discussion to the fact that it consumed large amcunts
of time while producing little consensus.

The results of the McKnight et al. study are consonant with generally
established principles of learning under which a purely presentational
"lecture" approach is considered inappropriate to students who are:

Adults — adult learners are generally less inclined than their
yourger counterparts to sit for long periods of time without speaking.

Experienced — the lecture method does not take advantage of the
experiences that drivers have to share.

Attitude — while presentation is an efficient way to commnicate
information, it is not the best approach for bringing about a change
in the attitudes considered to be at the root of the behavior leading
to traffic violations.
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The dubious value of presentation as an instructional method for
driver improvement is particularly deserving of note in view of the fact
that the instructional program most often used in driver improvement--the
National Safety Council’s Defensive Driving Course—is almost entirely
devoted to information presentation. Its failure to pramote the active
involvement of participants in the program is one of the criticisms most
frequently leveled at this program.

Driver Record Information

Most States furnish drivers with an abstract of their driving record at
the time they are notified of the need to participate in a group program.
This step has both administrative and educational advantages.

Adninistratively, providing a copy of the driver record helps avoid
requests for clarification or hearings due to confusion over the
record. Drivers frequently forget earlier violations or are unaware
that violations which occurred cutside the State or for which they
forfeited collateral, are still assessed points.

Educationally, instruction would be benefited by the availability of a
violation record to remind participants of the circumstances surround-
ing their traffic violations and help them bring their experience into
graup discussions.

The current print statement to Arizona violators eligible for the TSS
apparently does not have enocugh room to accammodate the addition of viola-
tion records. However, most of the information making up the print state-
ment is common to all addressees and could equally well be preprinted in the
same manner as the general information that is provided aon the reverse side
of the statement. The most efficient approach would be to use the computer
to print that information which varies fram one addressee to another and
preprint information that is cammon to all. This is the practice generally
employed by other States (see Apperdix B) where camputer-printed information
is confined to that information which dQiffers fram one person to another and
themtoftheletterlspreprinted There does not appear to be anything
in Arizona law that would ban use of preprinted rather than camputer-printed
statements.

Regardless of how it is done, drivers should be provided abstracts of
those violations figuring in the point totals that result in a requirement
to participate in a group program.

Partici Achievement

Section 28-446 of the Transportation laws of Arizona states that the
Department may "require any licensee to attend, and successfully complete,
(our emphasis) the course. However, the print statement assigning drivers
to the TSS requires only that they "attend". This distinction is particu-
larly important in that no provision for assuring successful campletion of
the TSS is set forth in the curriculum and discussions with representatives
of individual schools reveals no attempts to assess success. All that is

required is mere physical presence.
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A review of the driver improvement literature discloses no study
specifically addressing means of assuring "successful campletion." Indeed,
few of the descriptions of the courses studied ever reveal whether any
attempt was made to assess student achievement.

In educational programs taken by students in order to fulfill same
requirement, tests are almost universally given to ascertain whether the
requirement has been fulfilled. Such is certainly true of elementary,
secondary, ard higher education as well as most employment related programs.
Even in programs that are totally elective, taken by students for their own
benefit, tests are often given because of the learning incentives they are
believed to provide. Certainly a program given under a requirement for
successful campletion calls for same sort of test.

Where successful campletion of a course is contingent upon passing an
achievement examination, same provision must be made for those who fail the
test after canpleting the course. Unfortunately, there is nothing in data
or logic to indicate what this provision should be.

Were the abjective of a course for frequent offenders merely the
acquisition of knowledge, those who fail could be offered the opportunity to
pass the course simply by retaking the test. However, where the dbjective
of the course is primarily attitude change, and the role of knowledge is
chiefly to provide a basis for classroom activity leading to attitude
change, acquisition of knowledge after the course is over would doviously be
of little use in this regard.

Given the role that knowledge is expected to play, the achievement test
should provide a strong incentive to pay enough attention to what is going
on in class to acquire the information needed to pass the test. To provide
this incentive, participants should be led to understand that failure to
pass the test will mean having to repeat the course. However, to minimize
the extent to which participants are put to this inconvenience, the test
should be designed so that it can be passed by anyone who has been an active
class participant. It should not be a test of scholastic aptitude, reading
ability, or anything other than simple understanding of the course material.
It should be both theoretically and practically possible for 100% of well-
motivated participants to pass the test.

Duplication of Courses

In Arizona, as in most States, the state driver improvement system is
paralleled by efforts to improve driver improvement carried on by the
courts. Group information and education programs form camponents of both
court-sponsored and state-sponsored driver improvement efforts. As a
result, many of the drivers participating in the TSS have previously
participated in a similar program under referral by the ocourts. Indeed, it
may be the same program run by the same school. It is hard to see how
anything can be gained by requiring a traffic violator to retake a program
that was adbviously unsuccessful the first time. The MVD prchibition on
attending TSS twice in any two-year period reflects the view that return
engagements are not profitable.
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There are probably sane judges and administrators who truly believe
that repeated exposure to a course would be productive. They may think that
thecb]ectiveoftheowrsemtodevelopskﬂlandﬂntoretripammimay
not be sufficient. Or, they may view course participation as a form of
punishment which will eventually wear down the most stubborn offender.
However, most instances of repetition are prabably unintentional and result
from lack of camrmmication. Since no record of participation in TSS is
entered on a driver’s record, there’s no way to identify those who have
already attended it. In fact, since most courts do not even report the
offense that resulted in referral to the course, there’s nothing to indicate
that an offense ever occurred.

Same States now require schools administering driver improvement
programs, whether for the courts or the state driver improvement system, to
report the names of all drivers referred for instruction. School referral
is entered on the driver’s record so that any judge or driver improvement
analyst will be aware of the driver’s previous participation in an edu-
cational program and therefore be disposed to employ same altermative action
such as probation or suspension.

Maintaining a record of driver improvement course participation on the
MVD license record could be difficult to do at the present time given (1)
the lack of any means to require schools outside of the MVD driver improve-
ment system to report the names of participating drivers, and (2) limita-
tions in file space on the current driver record. More feasible would be
maintenance of a separate course attendance file, maintained by MVD, to
which various jurisdictions would voluntarily report their court referrals.
This idea was briefly discussed with the City of Phoenix court system and
received favorable response.

A voluntary “"clearinghouse" to which various jurisdictions subscribed
would allow each court to find out if and when a violator had previously
attended same form of driver improvement group program before offering the
violator a referral to a course. The file could easily be maintained by the
office currently responsible for the TSS with the aid of an inexpensive
microcamputer. The use of a microcamputer rather than the MVD mainframe
would provide a quick response to inquiries without burdening the driver
license record system.

Posting of Violations

The primary incentive for Arizona traffic violators to participate in
court-referred driver improvement courses is the opportunity it provides to
escape conviction for a traffic offense. Many courts will allow "di-
version'" to courses in lieu of conviction. The rationale for such a step is
the belief that the "positive" effects of participating in a safety-oriented
driver improvement course are more likely to lead to safe and lawful driving
than are the 'negative" effects of punishing drivers for offenses that have
been comuitted.

One side effect of diversion programs is the failure of violations to
appear on a driver’s license record. Since citations are dismissed, there
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is no conviction to report. As a consequence, same individual drivers could
canceal a string of violations, enough to warrant license suspension under
the Arizona driver improvement system, and yet present what locks like a
"clean" driving record. While courts often limit the mumber of times a
driver can elect diversion, this limitation can only be imposed upon the
violations that the courts know about.

It has been difficult to assess the actual impact of court diversion
programs upon the subsequent driving of traffic violators in the absence of
any record of who these violators are. However, California has been able to
study diversion owing to legislation requiring that the names of those
participating in diversion programs be reported to the Department of Motor
Vehicles for research purposes. Carmparison of accident records subsequent
to diversion for those drivers with no prior convictions on their records
and a camparable sample of drivers drawn at random (with a single violation
on their record) showed that the diverted drivers have 50% more accidents
(Gebers, Tashima, arnd Marsh, 1987). This result suggests that diversion
programs are less effective as a safety measure than other actions taken
with respect to convicted drivers in general.

While diversion programs appear to be deleterious to the safety of the
public, the magnitude of the problem may not be as great as same pecple
fear. California statistics show that only about 3% of traffic violators
who had charges dismissed for agreeing to participate in a court referral
program were given the opportunity twice within the same year, and only 10%
were diverted twice within a three-year period. The muber participating
four or more times within a three-year period represented only 1% of those
participating in a diversion program.

While the nurbers abusing the diversion program may be small, they are
nonetheless deletericus to the public safety. The "clearinghouse" mentioned
in the previcus section would at least allow courts to identify violators
who were previously diverted. The courts could also be encouraged to exploy
court referral programs in addition to, rather than instead of, conviction.
In many States and cities, the practice is not to dismiss charges, but to
offer participation in a course as a means of reducing the size of fines.

Course Administration

Let us turn now fram the characteristics of courses themselves to the
way in which they are administered. Three aspects of TSS administration
that warrant concern are course length, session length, and class size.

Course Iength

At 10 hours, the TSS is the longest group program given under a State
driver improvement system. The most common length is 8 hours. Unfor-
tunately, research fails to provide any insight as to optimm length of a
driver improvement course. The 10-hour TSS is the only driver improvement
course in excess of 8 hours.

If the purpose of the driver improvement course is to educate, even 10
hours is not enough to do a camprehensive job. If, on the other hand, the

35



purpose is primarily to motivate campliance with the law and includes only
that education that is relevant to the law, it is likely that either an
8-hour or 10-hour program would also be adequate.

Session Length

The length of driver improvement sessions ranges from one hour to an
entire day. The most cammon session length is two hours. A session of this
duration is generally considered optimum in that sessions of shorter
duration are hardly worth the travel time, while longer sessions are
generally considered to be samething of an "overdose" for adult learmers.
The typical practice is to administer an 8-hour program in four 2-hour

sessions spread out over a month. If accawpanied by an opportunity for
review, such spaced learning tends to facilitate retention.

At the present time, there are no constraints on the schedule length of
the TSS. The program is often given in a single day to accammodate
participants who want to "get it over with" quickly. Such a practice is not
likely to lead to maximm learning.

Since individual schools are campeting for the same drivers, they are
pushed to offer whatever schedule drivers prefer. If standards are to be
maintained, they must be established and enforced by the MVD. A maximum of
two hours per session should impose no hardship except in ocutlying areas
where participants must drive great distances. 1In such cases, four-hour
sessions might be offered. While limiting the duration of sessions may
prove inconvenient, the fact that participants are attending because they
violated the law should make their perscnal convenience a less important
consideration than the effectiveness of the program in protecting the

public.

Class Size

The size of classes caurrently administered the TSS range up to 50
participants. While such large classes might be acceptable for a lecture
course, they would not allow the individual participation needed for the
interactive kind of a program that has been recammended. For a truly
interactive course, classes should not exceed 25 participants. This is the
most cammon size for driver improvement classes.

The financing of the TSS encourages large classes. Since the costs of
instruction are largely fixed, the instructor’s salary accounting for the
major expense item, the more students that can be assembled in a class, the
more money there is to be made. If classes are to be kept small for
effective learning, class size must be restricted by the MVD. The impor-
tance of class size to effective interaction would seem to justify such a

step.

Administrators of several schools have camplained that classes of 25
or fewer students will not pay for the program under the present fee
limitations. While a reduction in course length fram the 10 hours of the
TSS to the 8 hours proposed for a traffic violator school would provide
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same savings, it is likely that the maximm fee will have to be raised if
classes are to be limited to 25 students. Given the long record of traffic
violations that characterizes must of those assigned to the course, a fee
in excess of the present $25 seems justified.

INDIVIDUAL OONTACT

This section will address driver improvement efforts that involve one-
on-one interactions between traffic violators and representatives of driver
license agencies. Two types of interaction will be discussed:

Interviews — Interaction intended to identify sources of problems,
determine appropriate actions, and provide information.

Hearings — Interactions intended to allow traffic violators to contest
a predetermined course of action.

These two types of contact are frequently confused with one ancther,
interviews being called hearings and vice versa. What distinguishes the two
is the manner in which improvement is sought. In an interview it is the
contact itself that seems to improve driving, while in a hearing it is the
legal action giving rise to the hearing (e.g., suspension) that is expected
to bring about the improvement.

Interviews

Interviews, as the term is used here, refers to interactions in which a
representative of the licensing agency attempts to inform, educate, and/or
caunsel traffic violators in ways to avoid additional traffic violations.
The effectiveness of interviews in this regard has been evaluated by
Kaestener and Syring (1968), Henderson and Kole (1967), Peck and Kadell
(1983) and Eavy et al. (1987) and generally found to be effective in
reducing subsequent accidents and violations.

What has been an issue is not the effectiveness of interviews, but the
cost at which their effects have been achieved. Obwiocusly, the expense of
a\e-araeintewmwsgreatlyemceedsﬂxatofﬂ)egmmpzogransdoscribed
earlier. Unfortunately, there have been no direct comparisons of group and
individual approaches involving the same populations of traffic violators.
However, individual interviews have not been shown to offer any advantages
over group processes. Given their significantly greater cost, interviews
cannot be recammended either as a substitute or an adjunct to the Traffic
Survival School currently employed in the State of Arizona.

HBearings
As defined in this discussion, a hearing is fundamentally a legal

process, an opportunity afforded traffic violators under "due process" to
contest an action that can result in loss of the right to drive.

while hearings have been associated with reductions in accidents and
future violations (Kadell and Peck, 1979) these findings may be somewhat
misleading. First of all, many of the "hearings" evaluated were really
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interviews where license suspension was threatened but rarely actually
employed. Second, even where true hearings were under study, it may not be
the hearing that was truly evaluated. Where hearings serve as a prelude to
license suspension it is reasonable to believe that the suspension is more
important than the hearing. Evidence of relative importance of these two
camponents canes from the study by McKnight and Edwards (1978) alluded to
earlier, in which drivers given the short term suspension had fewer subse-
quent accidents and violations than drivers who participated in an inter-
view. Additional evidence comes from Sherman and Ratz (1979) who found that
placing negligent drivers on probation by mail was as effective in reducing
subsequent accidents and convictions as requiring drivers to came in for an
interview.

Drivers whose licenses are liable for suspension must be offered an
opportunity to be heard. However, if the hearing is of as little value in
reducing accidents and violations as research suggests, then cost benefit
considerations argue for reducing hearing requests to the extent possible by
mfom::gmspe:ﬂeddrlvezsoftlnbas%ofﬂxes:spexslorsandthepnpos%
of the hearings thus avoiding requests arising out of misunderstandings as
to why the license was suspended and what can be done about it. Discourag-
ing unnecessary requests will thus reduce the burden upon MVD hearing
officers and spare drivers the lost work time involved in futile appear-
ances. This need is particularly great where an alternative to suspension
has already been offered in the form of a driver improvement course or
meeting.

LICENSE SUSPENSION

The most extreme step that can be taken by the driver improvement
system is suspension or revocation of the opportunity to drive. In this
discussion, we will treat suspension and revocation of the license as being
functionally the same since their implications for driver improvement are
essentially equivalent.

Effectiveness of License Suspension

A wealth of research has established the effectiveness of license
suspension in reducing the frequency of accidents and violations among
traffic violators. Camparisons of drivers whose licenses have been
suspended with those who are legally permitted to drive have consistently
shown the suspernded drivers to have fewer accidents and violations during
the period of suspension (Epperson, Harano and Peck, 1975; Hagen, 1977;
Hagen et al., 1978, Sadler and Perrine, 1984; and Tashima and Peck, 1985).

The fact that those suspended contimae to have accidents ard violations
at all means that they are contimiing to drive. Several of the studies have
fourd that samewhere around two-thirds of suspended and revoked drivers
continue to drive fairly regularly (Coppin ard Van Oldenbeek, 1965; Hagen,
Williams, and McConnell, 1980). However, they are apparently driving less
frequently or more safely (Hagen et al. 1980).
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The only category of violations unaffected by suspension is alcohol
violations. The most plausible and widely accepted reason for this
exception is that alcohol violations result primarily from alcohol problems,
which license suspension really does nothing to help overcame.

What is unclear is the extent to which license suspension acts as a
deterrent to further traffic offenses. Two types of deterrent effects have
been postulated for license suspension:

General Deterrence—The deterrent effect upon the general
public—in this case the effect that the threat of license
suspension has upon drivers in general.

Specific Deterrence--The deterrent effect upon those specific
drivers who have previously experienced this sanction--in this
case the effect that having one’s license suspended has upon
recidivism.

License Suspension as a General Deterrent

It is very difficult to assess the effect that fear of license
suspension may have upon the general motoring public. Since license
suspension is a sanction that applies either to everyone or no one (within a
jurisdiction), it is hard to experiment. While it is possible to make a
carparison between jurisdictions having different license sanctions, the
results can be misleading. Fundamental dissimilarities between the juris-
dictions, would be likely to cbscure the differences in license sanctions.

The best opportunity to assess the general deterrence value of license
suspension is afforded by changes in the law within a given jurisdiction,
changes that allow comparisons to be made on the same population of drivers
before and after the change. Since the public is generally not well
informed about driver license sanctions, changes in the law have to be
accampanied by extensive publicity. A study reported by Campton (1987) found
that the imposition of license suspension, accampanied by a widespread
public information program, led to a reduction in alcohol-related offenses
among the general driving public.

A study by McKnight and BEdwards (1987) involved traffic violators
rather than the general public, but addressed only those violators whose
license has not been previously suspended. Among females, the threat of
license suspension proved an effective deterrent. However, among males it
had no effect.

The safest conclusion is probably that license suspension serves as a
deterrence to traffic violations among the general public where the threat
would be more or less immediate, as is the case of alcohol offenses, where
licenses can be suspended on the first ocaurrence. However, license
suspensions under a driver improvement program are a rather remote threat to
drivers in general. The paradox is that the drivers for whom the threat is
most immediate are those least likely to be intimidated by the threat of
license suspension, that is, drivers with long records of traffic viola-
tions.
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O a ific De

Most of the research dealing with license suspension has been focused
upon its specific deterrent effect on drivers whose licenses have actually
been suspended. Studies that have already been cited show that violations
are reduced during the period of suspension. However, none of the studies
mentioned have shown an effect beyond the period of actual suspension. It
is true that several of the studies have detected reductions in accidents
ard violations beyond the specified periods of suspension. However, as
pointed out by Sadler and Perrine (1984) and Salzberg and Voas (1987), the
reduction can easily be attributed to the fact that the majority of
suspended drivers failed to seek reinstatement of their licenses when the
period of suspension was up. It is particularly true in States which, like
Arizona, require SR-22 insurance coverage of drivers whose licenses have
been suspended. Drivers who can’t afford the insurance just contime to
operate on a suspended license. Whatever deterrent effect there is cames
not from fear of having the licensing suspended, but the fact that their
license is already under suspension.

One study that did show license suspension to be a true specific
deterrent is that of McKnight and Edwards (1987) cited earlier. Those males
whowemmxietenedbythetlueatoffuturesuspersimarﬂcaunittedsme
additional traffic violations had fewer violations following their suspen-
sions than drivers who were not suspended (but attended an interview
instead). In other words, actually experiencing suspension had a deterrent
effect on future v1olat10n.s while the same result was found in the case of
females, the mumbers were not sufficient to establish a statistically
significant result.

Sumary of Findings

License suspension appears to be an effective means of reducing
accidents and violations among those who are actually suspended. The effect
is not to keep traffic violators "off the road" but rather to lead to fewer
and safer episodes of driving. As a deterrence to future traffic viola-
tions, the benefits are less well established. As a general deterrent,
suspension seems to have some small effect where the prospect of suspension
is fairly immediate, including (1) an effect on the general public with
respect to offenses that carry suspension for the first violation (e.g.
alcahol) and (2) an effect upon traffic violators approaching the point
where they are eligible for suspension. As a specific deterrent for drivers
who have previously been suspended, license suspension seems to have same
small effect on non-alcohol offenses for certain categories of drivers.

Hardship Licenses

Arizona, like all but 11 States, offers hardship licenses to drivers
whose licenses have been suspended or revoked. The hardship license allows
limited, work-related driving. The primary reason for offering a hardship
license is to avoid the severe financial hardship that could result from the
inability to drive to and fram one’s job. The major cbjection to hardship
licenses is the possibility that it may undermine the deterrence value of
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license suspension by removing the biggest incorvenience of all, trying to
get back amd forth to work.

Effect on Ewployment

Just how much financial hardship is suffered by suspended drivers is
not known. A few studies have been directed toward drivers suspended for
DWI. In studies by Voas and McKnight (1988) and by Wells~Parker and Cosby
(1987) , 5-10% of suspended DWIS claim to have lost their jobs because of
suspensions. Since those claiming job loss authorized verification of their
claims, the figures are probably fairly accurate. However, Wells-Parker and
Cosby also fourxd the same level of job loss among conwvicted DWIs whose
licenses were not suspended, suggesting that the loss of jobs resulted from
the drinking that led to the violation rather than from the suspension.

There is no way of knowing whether the findings generated from
suspensions for DWI can be generalized to suspensions for point count
acammlation. However, if the mere fact of license suspension did not cause
IWIs to lose their jobs, there is no reason why it would cause those with
excessive point counts to lose theirs either. It is very likely that those
individuals who face job loss due to license suspension simply continue to
drive and that any job loss is due to the factors that led to the suspension
rather than the suspension itself.

Effect on Deterrence

A more important issue than job loss is whether hardship licensing
undermines the deterrent effects of license suspension. There is no
question that during the period of suspension, drivers operating on hardship
licenses have more accidents and violations than those whose licenses are
fully suspended. This is apparent from the suspension studies cited
earlier, where most of the drivers not suspended were operating on hardship
licenses. The reason for the worse records of those issued hardship
licenses would be rather adbvious. Driving back and forth to work accounts
for the major portion of the average driver’s mileage. Those allowed to
drive legally probably do so more often than those who must drive illegally
with the result that they face exposure to arrests and accidents.

As far as general deterrence is concerned, it is difficult to believe
that the availability or non-availability of a hardship license would affect
the average driver’s campliance with the law: research has shown that the
average driver does not even know that hardship licenses are available (Voas
and McKnight, 1988).

Whether the availability of a hardship license undermines the deterrent
effect on later violations is not clear. Johns and Pascarella (1971) and
Popkin et al. (1983) fourd that drivers issued hardships licenses had more
subsequent accidents and violations than drivers whose licenses were fully
suspended. However, as we have seen, even the decrease in accidents and
violations for fully suspended drivers may not be a real effect, but simply
a reflection of the numbers of drivers who never reinstated their licenses.
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The effect of hardship licenses is compounded by the requirement for
SR-22 coverage. Where such coverage is required for a hardship license,
only the more affluent and responsible drivers tend to seek it. Studies
carried out in Washington and Virginia (Voas and Salzberg, 1987; Voas and
McKnight, 1988), both of which are SR-22 States, show that drivers holding
hardship licenses tend to have significantly better prior driving records
and better records once licenses have been restored, than have those drivers
who did not obtain hardship licenses. Whatever effect the hardship license
may have had in diluting the deterrence effect of license suspension was
more than offset by the fact that hardship licenses tended to be obtained by
drivers who were better risks to begin with.

It can be reasonably concluded from the available evidence that the
decision of whether to issue a hardship license or not is largely inconse-
quential. It has a negligible impact upon either the econamic or deterrence
effect of license suspension since both effects are negligible in the first
place.
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DETERMINATTON OF DRIVER IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS AND PROCEIXRES

Based upcn the analyses that have been described in the preceding
sections, a set of driver improvement standards and procedures have been
prepared. The standards and procedures will include the following:

Point system
Warning letter
Driver improvement course

Suspension
FPOINT SYSTEM

00O00O0

There is no clear, empirical justification for the differential point
values assigned to various violations under the present Arizona driver
improvement system. While what are currently 3-point violations may have
more serious consequences than 2-point violations, it is not evident in
either the accidents associated with the viclations themselves or in any
tendency of the drivers to have more accidents and violations or more severe
violations.

The assigmment of 8 points to alcahwl violations served the purpose of
assuring that drivers would be assigned to an educational program on the
basis of a single viclation. However, the assigmment serves little useful
purpose since the course to which they are referred has little to do with
their alcohol violation. In any case, recent legislation requiring that
aloochol offenders participate in an educational or treatment program would
seem to eliminate the need to treat the alcohol violations under the driver

improvement program.
Violation Counting

The driver improvement program could be greatly simplified by treating
all violations as equal and simply counting the mumber of violations. Those
violations that carry no points at the present time would not be considered
vioclations for the purpose of the driver improvement system. The simplicity
of counting violations instead of points is of relatively little benefit to
MVD since the point counting process is automated. However, the simplifi-
cation would make the driver improvement system much easier for Arizona
drivers to camprehend.

How would the change from counting points to counting violations affect
driver improvement action?

Presently, the only action taken on the basis of point count is
referral to a driver improvement course (currently the Traffic Survival
School). This action occurs at 8 or more points. Licenses are also
eligible for suspension at this point level. However, the authority to
susperd licenses is used primarily to induce drivers to participate in the
driver improvement course. The mumber of violations corresponding to 8
points would be either three or four, depending on whether the violations
are 2-point or 3-point.
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Available evidence suggests that referring drivers to an improvement
course on the basis of three violations within 12 months will yield greater
benefit than waiting until the fourth violation. Driver improvement courses
have been more effective in reducing subsequent accident and violations
among low-violation and no-violation drivers than among high violation
rivers. This general finding is supported by the data presented earlier
(Table 3) showing that the jump in mean subsequent violations for those
having between 3 priors and 4 priors is over twice the jump in those having
between 2 priors and 3 priors.

System Impact

The suwggested change in course assigmment criteria should have minimal
impact upon numbers of drivers in the program. From the sample of 10,000
drivers used in the analysis of the point system, we find that 941 had three
or more non-alcohol violations within any one year period. Of this number,
423 or about half had 8 or more points and would have been referred to the
course. The remaining half would not. We can therefore project a two fold
increase in drivers referred to a course were the referral criterion changed
from 8 or more points to 3 or more violations.

Offsetting the increase in drivers with non-alcohol violations would be
the loss of drivers having 8-point alcohol violations, who would be referred
to a special DWI course rather than the driver improvement course. The
magnitude of the loss is difficult to estimate. Within the 10,000 drivers
sampled, 1,562 had 8-point alcahol violations. Since this mumber greatly
exceeds the 941 drivers with 3 or more violations, the loss would appear
quite large. Same 212 of the 8-point violators would still be eligible for
referral to the driver improvement course because they had two other non-
alcoholic violations in the same year. However, it would seem that, despite
the twofold irncrease in drivers referred because of accumulated offenses,
the total number of drivers eligible for referral to the driver improvement
course would drop from (423 + 1,562 =) 1,985 to (941 + 262 =) 1,203. A 40%
drop in eligible referrals is not necessarily a drop in actual referrails.

Within the study sample, only a third of the drivers eligible for
referral because of point count were actually assigned to driver improvement
courses. What happened to the rest is undeterminable from the data. In any
case, it would appear that the change in referral criterion from points to
violations would have far less impact than would a tightening up of pro-
cedures to assure that all who were eligible for referral were actually
referred. If this were done, the number of drivers assigned to the driver
improvement course above should increase despite the fact that the mmber
eligible for referral dropped by sane 40%.

WARNING 1ETTERS

While the effectiveness of warning letters as a deterrent to future
accidents and violations is marginal, they are inexpensive and help pave the
way for later driver improvement action. We therefore urge that a warning
letter be sent to all Arizona drivers at a point just prior to their

eligibility for license suspension. If the present point system were
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maintained, the 5-7 point level would be appropriate for issuance of the

letter. If the point system were replaced by a violation count, then the
appropriate point for issuance of the letter would be the second violation
(within 12 months).

In the interest of minimizing the expense inwolved in issuing warning

letters, a form letter is recommended over an individualized, computer-
generated letter. A sample warming letter appears below.
this letter is based upon (1) those elements of advisory letters appearing
in scientific amd technical literature which have been found to be asso-
ciated with a reduction in accidents and further violations, and (2) samples
of advisory letters cbtained from several states.

The contents of

SAMPIE WARNING ILETTER
Dear Arizona Driver:

Your driving record shows that you have campiled more than four
points under the Arizona driver improvement system over the past 12
months. Statistics show that drivers in this category are twice as
likely to have traffic accidents as are Arizona drivers in general.

My purpose in writing is to encourage you to improve your driving
so as to avoid adding more points to your record. Drivers who
canpile 8 or more points in a year may have their licenses suspended.
Bear in mind that points are assessed for violations even when they
ocaur in ancther state or when the fine is paid by mail.

The Arizona Driver’s Mamual contains information that can help
you drive lawfully and defensively. You may pick up at copy at any
branch office of the Motor Vehicles Division.

Please help make Arizona a safe place to drive.

Sincerely,

IRIVER IMPROVEMENT OOURSE

Iheneedforadriverinpmvanentowrsebettersuitedtoﬁxeneedsof

traffic violators was described earlier. A Traffic Violator School (TVS)
program was designed to meet the needs described. The course has been
doamermedinanlrstnx:tormideprepaxedarﬂamttaitothenlzama
Department of Transportation in May 1988.
(TVS) course constitutes the most significant driver improvement action by
far, and it presents the most significant result of the study being de-
scribed, it is included in its entirety in Appendix C of this report.

This section will sumnarize the major characteristics of the Traffic

Violator School (TVS) course.
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Qbjective

The stated cbjective of the TVS is "to reduce the likelihood of further
traffic violations among frequent traffic offenders." The dbjective of
preventing further offenses is certainly a logical one for a group that is
under official sanction because of prior offenses. However, it stands in
cantrast with the dbjective of most courses for traffic violators which are
concerned largely with the protection of the violators themselves, as is
evident in such titles as "defensive driving" and "traffic survival."

Since the purpose of most traffic laws is to assure the public safety,
any course that pramotes campliance with the law also pramotes safety.
However, the emphasis upon prevention of traffic offenses has a significant
impact upon the contents and methodology of instruction, an impact that will
be evident in the following description of the TVS.

Program Structure

The structure of the TVS has been oriented specifically toward
achievement of the courses objective just stated. It involves the following
four major units:

Problem Recognition — The first step in obtaining change on the part

of anyone is to get him to recognize that he has a "problem," and that
his present behavior is unacceptable. Problem recognition in the TVS

is sought by a series of activities designed to help frequent traffic

offenders to recognize their behavior is atypical.

Problem Definition — Once participants recognize they have a problem,
the next step is to help them see what it is: the conditions leading
up to it, its effect upon the safety and rights of others, and the
consequences if the problem is not corrected, including forfeiting the
opportunity to drive.

Problem Correction — This unit makes up the heart of the program,
describing the laws that are most frequently violated, the reasons
behind these laws, and the practical steps that participants can take
to avoid being unsafe and illegal.

Problem Resclution — In the concluding unit, participants discuss
their own personal strategies for resolving their problems.

Content
The content of the TVS may be summarized as follows:
Prablem Recognition
Introduction — Welcame, purpose ard organization of the course.
Testimonials — Participants take turns describing their offenses,
wing their own deficiencies in the "excuses given" by
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Background — The reasons behind the course and their attendance.

Responsibilities —- Requirements for punctuality, sobriety, and
achievement.

Nature of the Problem (Problem Definition)

Arizona accident statistics and accident costs.

The relation of violations to accidents.

Cansequences of additional violations including fines, insurance, and

suspension.

What it’s like to be without a license; AV presentation and class
discussion.

Overcaming the Problem (Problem Correction)

Problem of being in too much of a hurry

Disregarding signals
Avoiding being in a hurry

Problem of inattentiveness
To the path ahead
To things on the sides
To vehicles behind
Being more attentive

Problem of failure to yield
Following too closely
Passing
Entering traffic
Avoiding tickets for failing to yield

Problem of failure to signal properly
Signaling intentions
Signaling presence
Avoiding signaling violations

Problem of Alcchol
Drinking and driving
The effects of alcohol
Controlling drinking and driving

Conclusion (Problem Resolution)

Strategies for avoiding ancther violation
Final examination
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Method

The TVS employs a highly interactive learning approach, as opposed to
the use of lecture. Use of an interactive approach is based upon both
general principles of adult learning, which discourage cne-way commmnication
as a teaching technique, and the fact that the participants are all drivers
and have experiences to share.

The burden of communicating information is borme by audiovisual presen-
tations designed specifically for the program. The presentations are
integrated into the program, being introduced at thirteen different points in
the eight hours of instruction. Each presentation is followed by a period in
which various elements of the presentation are discussed by participants.

The TVS incorporates those administrative provisions described earlier
as important to an effective course. These involve the following:

Session length — Sessions are limited to two hours in length, with no
more than one session being given in a day except where participants
must travel great distances.

Class size -- Because of the need for interaction, it is recommended
that class sizes do not exceed 25 participants. Confining the audio-
visual presentation to a video format, as opposed to film or slide
cassette, is intended to encourage small classes.

Achievement — A 25-item test is furnished as a part of the TVS course.
It is recamended that students be required to pass the test in order to
have "satisfactorily campleted" the course.

Driver record — For drivers to participate actively in the TVS, they
must be informed of the specific violations that resulted in their
course assigmment. This information is best provided at the time the
assigmment letters are being prepared fraom the driver record. Sending
this information along with the assigmment, or requiring students to
obtain it themselves, would also help prevent the misunderstandings that

result in requests for hearings, requests that are wasteful of every-
one’s time.

Monitoring

Administration of the TVS by service providers should be closely moni-
tored by the Motor Vehicles Division to assure campliance with the curric-
ulum. At present, the course taught as the Traffic Survival School bears
little resemblance to the published curriculum. However, the fact that the
cxriculum is rather out of date encourages such departures.

Monitoring adherence to the TVS curriculum is particularly important in
view of the extent to which it differs from its predecessor and from improve-
ment courses generally in use (with non-violator populations). However,
strict adherence to the TVS curriculum is facilitated by (1) the detailed
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gg;gmprwidedinﬂwelessmplans, which include not only content but

instructional methods, and (2) the provision of audiovisual materials as a
part of the program itself avoiding the differences in subject matter
resulting from the use of dlffer:mg instructional materials.

SUSPENSION

No significant change is recommended in the license suspension procedure
currently employed by Arizona. Under the present system, drivers convicted
of a violation within one year after assigmment to the course are eligible
for suspension. This would continue whether assigmments were based upcn
point count, as items are at present, oruponviolatimcountashasbeen
proposed. However, the length of time for which a license is suspended for a
corviction at the campletion of the course currently varies depending upon
point count. It is suspended for three months for 14 points or less and six
months for 15 points or more.

In switching from points to violations as a basis for suspension, a
license could be suspended for three months if there were one violation
within 12 months after the course, and suspended for six months if there were
a second violation within 12 months. Drivers who succeed in staying "clean"
for 12 months after campleting the driver improvement course are out of the
driver improvement system and start all over again. However, should they
reach the 8-point--or 3-violation——level during the second 12 months, they
would be susperded rather than referred to a driver improvement course since
theyaremtallowedtorepeatthecansew1ﬂun24mnthsaftertakmglt
the first time.
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPILEMENTATION STRATEGIES

A driver improvement system suitable for implementation in Arizona was
described in the previous section. This section will sumarize the activi-
ties that will be needed to implement the system that has been described.

1. Revise Point System and Criteria

Given the lack of any empirically-justified basis for distinguishing the
seriousness of moving traffic offenses, the simplicity of simply cotmtlrg
violations makes it the preferred method of determining when driver improve-
ment action is appropriate. All that is required is the revision of the
camputer programs now used to trigger driver improvement action so as to
tabulate the nuwber of violations. Only those violations currently carrying
point values (2, 3, or 8) would be included. The others would not be
counted. As is presently the practice, only those violations occurring
within 12 months of the recent violation would be included in the oount.

Urder the violation-counting system proposed, assigmment to the driver
improvement course would occur on the occasion of the third violation within
a 12-month period. While this change in assigmment criterion can be expected
to double the mumber of drivers referred for accumulated moving violations,
the increase will be more than offset by the absence of drivers formerly
assigned on the basis of a single alcohol violation. (This will now be
handled cutside of the driver improvement system.)

2. Institute Traffic Violators School Program

In addition to being better suited to use in a driver improvement
setting then the current Traffic Survival School course, the Traffic Violator
School’s program has the added advantage of uniformity. It is recommended
that implementation of this program begin immediately. However, a phased
implementation is suggested in order to permit the deterrent value of the TSS
to be assessed.

An assessment of the relative value of the Traffic Violators School
(TVS) and Traffic Survival School (TSS) in deterring drivers from subsequent
violations requires only the random assigmment of drivers to alternative
programs. This is best handled by making the differential assigmment on the
basis of some randam digit in an existing code rather than creating a
separate randomization process. Use of an existing code makes it easy to
determine at any time to which of the two courses a driver has been assigned.

It is recamended that the differential assigmment process be carried on
for a period of two years. At the end of this time, all of those trained
during the first year will have campiled camplete one year driving records.
These records will be analyzed to determine if there are any significant
differences in the subsequent driving records of those assigned to the two
prograns.
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3. Require Satisfactory Performance

While the law under which driver improvement courses operate requires
successful completion of courses, no formal system of measuring success is
currently in use. It is recammended that a final examination be administered
by schools to each participant and that a score of 75% or better be achieved
before a license is restored. While the deterrent effect of any driver
improvement course rests primarily upon changes in attitude rather than
acquisition of knowledge, the primary route to attitude change in a driver
improvement course is enlighterment, improvement in what participants know
about safe and lawful driving. Since knowledges can be validly assessed in a
test situation while attitudes cannot, the measure of knowledge provides the
only acceptable means of assessing "successful completion.”

Recognizing the importance of knowledge acquisition to effective
participation in the course, those who fail the test should be required to
repeat the entire course, not just the test. However, the need for course
repetition should be minimized by designing the test such that it can be
passed by anyone who participates actively in the course.

4. Limit Session Iength and Class Size

The effectiveness of any instructional program is influenced by the
duration of instructional sessions and by the size of classes. It is
recammended that schools be required to administer the Traffic Violators
School course in sessions not exceeding two hours in length, with no more
than one session being given in any 24-hour period. It is well accepted that
students are not prepared to absorb much more than two hours of material in
any one subject in a single sitting. An exception to the 2-hour limit should
be offered to students in outlying areas, who must cammte over one way
distances of 100 miles or more.

It is also recammended that class size be held to 25 participants or
fewer. The highly interactive program needed to effect a change in attitudes
cannot be carried out effectively with classes of any greater size.

Fixing class size at a maximm of 25 participants may force schools currently
scheduling larger classes to increase their fees to offset the effects of a
lower student/teacher ratio. Schools changing from the 10-hour Traffic
Survival School to the 8-hour Traffic Violator School will realize same cost
reduction to help offset the effects of smaller classes. In any case, class
size limitations are applied to all schools so no one school is placed at a

disadvantage.
5. Monitor Course Administration

The Traffic Violator School course should be monitored to assure ad-
herence to the content and methodology of the TVS curriculum. Schools should

be advised of the existence and purpose of the monitoring program. However,
spot checks should be made on an unammounced basis.
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LETTERS OF WARNING




Department of Motor Vebicles
coNALE £ wiLtiAMs 2300 West Broad Street R -
Tel. (808) 257-0538
Mr. Dis J Workrecord April 14, 1986
Broad St

Richmond, Va

Dear Mr. Workrecord:

The recent traffic conviction entered on your driving record, as shown
below, has brought you into the Virginia Driver Improvement Program.

You are now part of a group of Virginia drivers which studies have shown
to have a 26% chance of being in an accident within the next two years.

My purpose in writing this letter is to make you aware of the risks--
financial costs, inconvenience, and possible injury to yourself or
others. I want to encourage you to drive both legally and defensively,
and remind you that DMV may suspend your driving privilege if you
receive 12 demerit points within one year or 18 demerit points within
a two-year period.

Your local DMV branch office can give you a co?y of the Virginia Driver
manual and other materials which may be helpful. Please drive safely--
protect yourself and your driving privilege.

Sincerely,

Sttc A

Donald E. Williams
Commissioner

Conviction Type Offense Demerit
Date Conviction Date Points
2/ 1/86 DR,SUSP BEFOR PROOF OF FINANCIAL RESPONS 1/ 1/86 6
Total demerit points

Safe driving points
Balance

O

@) A Furtnership With the Public
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DRIVING HISTORY OR POINT NOTICE

N-19 REV. 8-84 STATE OF CONNECTICUT
OPERATOR 'S UCENSE NO. DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEMHICLES
(OR CASE NO.) 60 STATE STREET, WETHERSFIELD, CONN. 061091896
[PRENTISS JR  GRANVILLE I CT174177588 09 28 87  FORINFORMATION CALL: (03) 566.5250
68 ALDEN AVE SRTH 0S| 04| 62 PAGE 01
ENFIELD cT OAE (o tomtve XX POINT NOTICE
L = In the svent you accumulate 10 or
more points within 3 years, you will
ot DRIVING | POINT | be summoned to s DMV Driver Im-
NAMES: HISTORY | NOTICE | provement Clinic. Your points are
shown below. Drive safely and keep
_— TYPE OF NOTICE your license. g
DATE COURT L M. V. DEPARTMENT | 0y ichion
R A Rl L N I e [ e oomanon | 8
071084 | 049 | VIOLATION| 007 |14~-299 |08R4B4 2|01 H274686 13-184718
01 51165 VIOLATION|165[14-242 Ol|1885 3|01 A214516|01 13~193845
21 S5|049|VIOLATIONIOT3|14-217 OZP"BS 1101 B0S4527 13—-194414%
| 5|/049 |VIOLATION|158]|14-236 |02D4B5|1|01 B054527 |01 13—-194414%
12 51139 |VIOLATION|O030|14-219 01p9 6|1]|01 A104541 |02 13—-214186
11 6]049 |VIOLATION|030]|14-219 [12D9B6 101 L11511302 13-230710
08D 187|049 |VIOLATION|158|14-236 |09 sz 3|o1 1235082 |01 13-234251
TQTAL |POINTS |07
INDEX TO CODE NUMBERS - LOCATION CODE
— - Sead pri el - Rt riner 190 eaayhreet 1 Semiiory 108 Wanedtord 190 191 Masiovon T2 Veoave
Sadord 54 Chaple 45 Lost Lyme 6 Horwinton & Merh 108 Owford 129 Somens 130 Washington 171 Artsone 192 Missauri 213 Vieginia
A 35 Ohadhire 46 Bewen 87 Hubron 08 Novgerch 100 Plainfleld Southbery 151 W, 172 Arkomos 193 Montons N4
Swhhansed 36 Chostar 47 Lot Winther o Tomt 0 New Sritela 110 Plolaville 131 Sovthington 152 W, 173 Colfernia 194 Nabroshe 213 Wast Virgiela
-Genten Falb 27 Chaton ‘w 49 Clingly 90 Now Canban m M 132 Sovih Windr 153 Wetsrtown 174 Colorode Noveda 216 Wiscensia
-Qyolin 28 Colshosior » 70 Kilngwerth 1 Now fairfleld 12 Powiret 133 Sprague 154 Westbrook Ouigwere 196 Now Hompabire 217 Wyoming
Sotheny 29 Colshrash 50 G 71 lobenen 92 New Hortlend NI Portiend 134 Siofferd 155 West Hortford 176 Oistrict of Columbio 197 Now Jorwsy 218 Alesha
‘Sothel 20 Colwnble 31 Pelrileld 72 \sdyard "3 Neow Heven 114 Prosion 133 Somiord 156 West Hawen Rorido 198 New Meudice 219 Howol
“ N Corwerall 52 Formington 73 thhon 4 Nowingten 1S Prospect 136 Sterfing 157 Westen 178 Georgle 199 Now York 220 Puarte Rice
“Sheeniield ” m 53 Prankiin 74 Uschileld 93 Now London 116 Putnam 137 Stonington 158 Wesiport 179 dahe 200 Nowrk Corellne 221 Coanade
~ s 54 Clestenbury nu__ 08 Now Miford 117 Nadding 30 Svorberd 159 Wothorsfiald 180 Winels 20 Mueth Dokota Suporier Comrt oo
~ ) 34 Oumbory 335 Gadhen 7 97 Nowlewn n"s 139 Suifield 160 Wilington 181 indiono 202 Ohlo Common Placs Cowt of
=] 28 Durten 36 Grenby 77 Manchoster 90 Nerlok "9 ] 140 Thomosten 161 Wihon 122 dowe 203 Okichomo 222 Reirfied County
hridigapert ”;‘- 57 Qreomwich 78 Monaleld 99 Nocth Branbard 120 Rexbwy 141 Thampson 162 Winchoster 183 Konese 204 Oregon 223 Hartford Covmty
Sidgeweter -4 30 Orloweld 79 Marborovgh 100 North Cansan 1 Salem 142 Tolland . 163 Windhaom 184 Kentky 2035 Penneyivonia 224 Uncifield County
: ] 28 Dwhen 39 Creton 80 Mariden 101 North 172 Solisbury 14) Torringlon Windsor 185 Lovisiana 204 Rhade dond 225 Middissan County
:w 39 Sawtlerd 60 Quiltlend .‘lm 102 N. Seoni 123 Scotland 144 Trymbyll 143 Windesr Locks 186 Maine 207 South Caroling 226 New Hoven Coumty
-— 4D Gant Qranby 4} Hoddun o 103 Nerwalk 124 Seymour 143 Union 166 Wolcon 187 Marylond 208 Sovth Dokote 227 New Londen Cavnty
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PAGE: 1

DRIVER LICENSING AND RECORDS
DATE:

ROOM 108 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
(612) 296-6911

CODE .
DOB :

STATT O MINNESOTA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SATTHY
SAINT PAUL SSI1SS

oML WARNING NOTICE

A SECOND TRAFFIC VIOLATION COMMITTED BY YOU WITHIN A TWELVE MONTH PERIODD
HAS RECENTLY BEEN REPORTED TO US BY THE COURT. THE LAW REQUIRES THAT WE
ENTER THE CONVICTION ON YDUR DRIVING RECORD AND KEEP IT THERE FOR A
E%NéHUQngglon OF FIVE YEARS. (THIS APPLIES ALSO TO CONVICTIONS IN

HER $.)

WE HOPE THAT YOU DO NOT COMMIT ANY FURTHER VIOLATIONS, HOWEVER IF YOU
DG, THE LAW MAY REQUIRE THAT YOUR DRIVING PRIVILEGES BE WITHDRAWR OR

RESTRICTED.

SINCE THE TRAFFIC LAWS, SIGNS AND REGULATIONS ARE SIMPLE RULES OF
SAFETY, CONSCIENTIOUS OBSERVANCE OF THEM WILL NOT OKLY PROTECT YDUR
DRIVING PRIVILEGES BUT WILL CONTRIBUTE SIGNIFICANTLY TD INCREASING
SAFETY ON THE HIGHWAYS.

DRIVER AND VEHICLE SERVICES DIVISION
MINHESOTA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155

AMEQUAL OPPORTURITY EIIPLOYER




SECRETARY OF STATE
DRIVER SERVICES DEPARTMENT
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS

Dear Driver:

This is a courtesy reminder of your driving record, which indicates that you have been convicted of the
following moving violations committed within a twelve (12) month period:

Date of Date of Traffic Ticket/ Reporting Telephone

Oftense Conviction Violation Case No. Court/State Number

If you fee! either violation was reported in error, you must contact the reporting court/state who must
advise our office in writing before our records may be changed or amended.

Additional traffic violation(s) issued within a year to the day of your first violation will result in the sus-
pension or revocation of your drivers license and driving privileges.

Remember, driving is a prilivege, not a ““right”’. Abuse that privilege and you will lose it. Only you can pre-
vent the suspension of your driving privilege. | sincerely urge you to drive carefully and observe all traffic
iaws, not only for your safety but also for the safety of the other highway users.

Sincerely,

A Pt

Joseph P. Rockford, Director
Driver Services Department

DPM-16.6
10201 722 JAN. ‘85

a2
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Instructor Guide Traffic Violator School

PREFACE

This Instructor Guide was prepared for use by instructors in teaching Traffic Violator
School under the driver improvement program for the Motor Vehicles Division, Arizona De ent
of Transportation. The Guide was prepared by National Public Services Research Institute. The
development of the TVS was supervised by Dr. A. James McKnight. Others participating in the
development include:

e Mr. Kevin Halcik, Motor Vehicles Division, Arizona Department of Transportation
o Dr. Francis C. Kenel and Mr. Charles A. Butler, American Automobile Association

e Mr. A, Scott McKnight, Ms. Ruth T. Freitas, and Ms. Yvonne P. Mattocks, National
Public Services Rescarch Institute.




Traffic Violator School Instructor Guide

INTRODUCTION

This Instructor Gui ide provides lesson plans for the Traffic Violator School (TVS) program
designed for drivers required to complete an instructional program to fulfill requirements under the
Arizona Driver Improvement Program. The Instructor Gmde provides a descniption of the subject
manextobetaughtndthemethodstobeusedmteachmgn

OBJECTIVE OF THE TRAFFIC VIOLATOR SCHOOL (TVS) PROGRAM

'I‘heu?.lgeuwoftheTVSpropmutoreduoethehkelihoodoffurthertnﬁcwohﬁommong
frequent c offenders. The ulnnutegoal is to protect the Arizona motoring public from drivers
whose record of prior offenses establishes them as a threat to public safety.

While the oftheTVScanonlybefulﬁlledbymptovmgthenfaymthnssmdents
operate their vehicles, the immediate objective of the program is preventing future traffic violations.
It is because of their traffic violation rcoords that dnvers are required to participate in the TVS.
While the prevention of traffic offenses is cert toward safer driving, there are many ele-
ments of dgvmg safety that are not _related to tr nm and are, therefore, not dealt with in the
TVS. An example is "defensive driving,” intended pnmanly to protect the student from others,
rather than protecting the public.

Since the TVS was designed ananly for administration to frequent traffic offenders, it is not
appropriate as a volunteer course for the public in general. Nor is it suitable for drivers who have
been required to £ aYate in driver improvement because of a single offense, such as drivers
referred by an in _

STRUCTURE OF THE TVS PROGRAM

.fg ogram follows a structure designed to bring about behavioral change on the part
of f.requcnt traftic violators. The sequence of instruction is as follows:

I Prgblem Rg%pgn«'fhc first unit is intended to convince participants that they
represent a problem population--frequent traffic offenders.

0. H_gﬂugug_l’_r&kg--'rhc next unit is intended to show the effect of the traffic
wiolator’s problem upon the safety of the public and upon the public’s willingness
to allow them to continue

. Q!ngﬁggmm“%ﬁmmmhundmemmmmhmmt
are most freque: ed, the reasons for these laws, and the practical steps that
participants can take to avosd being cited for violations in the future.
V. In this brief unit, participants are aﬂedupontooutﬁnestrﬂepufor
mlﬁﬂ final examination

tnﬁcaut:onsmthefulmcand then administered a
covering the subject matter of the eatire program.

METHODS
The'l'VSem a highly interactive instructional
al time is speat onofnmustomrdaledto eandhwfulmg. mmleofthem-
metorswm:;?lo presentation of information concerning various
of safe driving is handied by a serics of audiovisual preseatatioas that are in-

tegrated into the program.




Instructor Guide Traffic Violator School

The emphasis upon interaction is based upon the following considerations:

e Rescarch showihg that traffic offenses are primarily the result of motivational rather than
kng;lrlodgc deficiencies and the importance of interaction in overcoming motivational
problems.

e The wealth of driving experience that TVS participants have and which may be exploited as
a basis for interaction.

o The particular importance of interactive instructional methods to effective adult learning.

CONTENTS OF GUIDE

Tais Instructor Guide contains a series of lesson plans providing guidance on carrying out instruction.
Two forms of guidance are involved:

%ﬂﬁnﬂ--lnfwmaﬁon bearing upon safe and lawful driving, to be used by instructors in guiding

on (not as lecture notes).

gﬂgg'ﬂgigng--Guidance to the instructor on ways of initiating discussion. Instructions appearing in
aded areas to distinguish them from subject matter guidance.

COURSE SCHEDULE

The TVS is designed to be administered over an eight-hour period. Since the program employs high-
ly interactive methods, the amount of time to be devoted to each specific subject will vary somewhat depend-
ing upon the composition of the class. However, the following gencral allocation of time is suggested:

SESSION 1
1.  Problem Recognition
Introduction 10 minutes
Testimonials 30 minutes
Why the Course 10 minutes
Course Responsibilities 10 minutes
1. Natore of Problem
Accident Statistics 5 minutes
Relation of Violations to Accidéats 15 miautes
Consequences of Additional Violations 10 mirntes
License Suspension 30 minutes
SESSION 2
IIL. Overcoming the Problem
Introduction $ minutes
Being in Too Much of a Hurry 115 minutes



Traffic Violator School Instructor Guide

SESSION 3
Being Inattentive 60 minutes
Failure to Yield 60 minutes
SESSION 4
Failure to Signal Properly 45 minutes
Alcohol 45 minutes
IV. Conclusion
Strategies 30 minutes
Final Examination 30 minutes
ADMINISTRATION

Session Length--Except where otherwise authorized by MVD, the course will be administered in four
sessions of two hours cach. Shorter sessions are hardly worth the travel time while longer sessions tend to be
unproductive for adult learners. Longer sessions can be authorized in locations where participants have to
travel long distances (¢.g., an hour or more), however, no more than four hours of instruction should be given
in a single day.

Class Size--Given the highly interactive methods needed for effective driver improvement instruction,
classsimw;lllbelimitedtoamaximumofﬁnudemg If classes are any larger than this, "participants” be-
come an "audience.”

Materials--A series of video presentations has been designed for use with the program. Those
schools not able or not wishing to use the videos may preseat the same information in other ways, using the
description of "key clements” of the preseatation appearing in the lesson plans.

The time to be devoted to each topic appears in () after the topic title. The cumulative time up to a
given topic appears at the far right to help instructors keep track of time.
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SESSION1

1. PROBLEM RECOGNITION
INTRODUCTION (10 min) 0:00

cipants have been assigoed to
o Al participants have compiled at jcast 8 points under the Arizona point system.
o They have been given copies of their driver records so they can sec what is on them.!
¢ Some participants will think that violations don’t count if:
-- they were gotten in another state.
-- they forfeited collateral rather than appear in court.
-- the judge waived a fine.

TESTIMONIALS (30 min) 0:10

The p of this portion of the program is to get the drivers in the class to recognize that
they are "problem” drivers. They are not just unlucky or the victims of police with a quota of tickets
to hand out. While participants may not recognize that they have a lem, most will see it in their
fellow participants after hearing their lame explanations of their traffic violations.

‘mummbmummmmdmm
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WHY THE COURSE (10 min) 0:40

Class members are not "typical® or simply "unlucky” drivers.

o It's not true that "everyone gets tickets™.

~ Fewer than 1 of every 7 drivers gets a single ticket in a given year.
~- About 98 of every 100 drivers have fewer tickets than anyone in the class.

o That's something they have in common--they are among the bottom 2% or o of the
drivers in the state.

¢ When we sce even a couple of tickets, we know that a driver’s been breaking the law.
For every ticket drivers get, we know they've broken the law dozens of other times.

e The MVD is required by law to take action when they have cause to question a
driver's fitness to drive,

COURSE RESPONSIBILITIES (10 min) 0:50
Describe the responsibilities of participants including the following:

Eﬂgl_iu. No one will be admitted after the scheduled beginning of class. Participants
ould treat the class schedule like an airline schedule--if they arrive late, they will have to
re-schedule for another time. Encourage them to arrive at least 15 minutes carly to allow
for possible traffic jams.

%ﬁﬂ. A:gone who, in the opinion of the instructor, is under the influence of alcohol
be denied admittance to the class.

A%izr,l_n‘g_n_l. A test will be given at the end of the course. Parﬁffgunts must score 75%
or better in order to =u complete the TVS. Those who fail the test must make ar-
rangements to retake it.
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I1. NATURE OF THE PROBLEM
ARIZONA ACCIDENT STATISTICS/COSTS (S min) 1:00
In Arizona:
o Nearly 175,000 accidents a year
o Four out of 10 accidents results in an injury
o Over 900 deaths
e Over 60,000 injuries
o Over $600 million a year cost to the public

RELATION OF VIOLATIONS TO ACCIDENTS (15 min) 1:05

General Relationships
Violations are a good indication of accident likelihood.

o Studies show drivers with several tickets are 3 times more likely to have an accident as
drivers with clcan records.

0 huve beea 5“ participant’s fault.

¢ Statewide, about 175,000 drivers have an accident in a given year.

-- That’s about one in every 12 drivers.

-- That ought to say something about accident risks.

o The avergge driver has a 1 in 3 chance of being injured sometime in a lifetime of driv-
ing.
o Statistics show that drivers who continuc to pick up traffic tickets every year have

about a 1 to 1 chance of being badly injured in an automobile accident sometime
during their lifetimes.

Excessive Speed

o Increases braking distance; can't stop in time.
o Decrcases traction; "lose it” in corners or on bad surfaces.
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e Decreases time to react to emergencies; don’t have as much time to respond to some-
one who pulls out.

o Excess speed figures in 1 of every 6 traffic crashes.

¢ Excess speed is a factor in more than 2 of every 5 crashes in which someone is killed.

. 'l'h.cshoddsofﬁvingthroughaaashuSSmphnetwiecugoodasnmiﬁngaﬁmph
crash.

e At 75 mph, the risk of being killed is 3 times greater than at 55 mph,

Failure to Yield Right of Way

e Someone pulls out at an intersection without looking (well enovgh). Another car has
the right of way.

e Someone tries to squeeze into a ling of traffic and doesn’t make it.

Disregard of Signal/Stop Sign
¢ High number of accidents at change of signal points to importance of not running yel-
low light or anticipating green light.

Following Too Closely
e Can’t react quickly enough if car ahead stops suddenly.

o Following too closely major cause of rear-end collisions.

CONSEQUENCES OF ADDITIONAL VIOLATIONS (10 min) 1:20

Expense
Emphasize the personal impact of each of the following on cach participant.

Fines

All that’s needed is one more ticket and class members will be in a Jot of trouble--at Jeast when it
comes to moncy.

- Right away, fines have to be paid. .
- If tickets arc contested to keep charges from going on driving records, class

members pay in terms of time lost from: work and the inconvenicace of
a court appearance.

Insurance rates

Fines are small compared to the cost of insurance premiums if Gicense gets suspeaded.
— Rates are probably high now.

- In sum, when it comes to insurance, class members will be paying big money for
that next ticket for a long, loag time to come. peyingbe
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Legal Judgment

o If the violation leads to an accident, the danu‘ges could exceed the limits of the
insurance policy. The driver would be Lable for the additional amount.

o Drivers who do not have the money can lose their homes and other property, and have
their wages garnished.

Loss of License
¢ Money isn't the only thing that tickets can cost.
o They can cost drivers their licenses.

-8 or more points on a driving record and the driver will be placed on a 1-year
probation.

--If another violation is incurred any time in that 12-month period, the license will be
suspended.

--Suspension is certain. Going to Traffic Violator School won’t be an option.
Length of suspension:
e 3 months, if point total doesn’t exceed 14.

e 6 months, if point total is 15 points or more.

LICENSE SUSPENSION (30 min) 1:30
A/V Presentation
Play "Paul’s Story"

o If they couldn’t drive, how would they make these trips?

° lfdnvensu?ed mxf%&mﬂh&ymﬂdwmm

o 1If driver suggests hitchhiking or taking a bus, ask about convenicace, reliability, travel
time, etc.
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o Driving is an important part of day-to-day living.

in a reasonad

Not being able to drive can really put a crimp in your lifestyle.

A suspended license meaas a lot of frustration, extra expense, lost time and lost oppor-
tunities.

safc manncr

MVDsuspcnlc;ssolclybemusethedmeﬂrewrdshownpasontobemwﬂlmg or unable to drive

The purpose in suspending is not to make life miserable for a driver.

But when a driver’s record tells us that he drives wasafely, MVD will suspend the
license repardless of the personal problems it may cause hi

MVD’s job is to protect the safety of all motorists in this state.
Participants don’t have to lose their Licenses.
But to keep them, they will have to change the way they’re driving,

2:00
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11l. OVERCOMING THE PROBLEM
INTRODUCTION (5 min) 0:00

o Participants are the only ones who can prevent further tickets.
o The rest of the course will dea! with ways to avoid getting another ticket.
o We will look at each of the major reasons for getting a ticket and what needs to be

done to prevent recurrences.
BEING IN TOO MUCH OF A HURRY (1 hr, 58 min) 0:05
o The single most important thing that can be done to protect a license is to take just a
little more time whule driving,
Cite three earhcrmmplesamong ______ pants, nAming names an
,xtsnthe..

2 minute until

Speeding (1 br, 15 min)

Reasons for Speeding (15 min)
Speedmg is the most common responsc to bemg ina hurry

e The most common reason.

¢ How much time?

-OnaSO-mile!:}p. mﬁg?m%w%mﬂsmowdmﬁ

— You can’t maintain a steady 75 in real world traffic. You must slow down for
other cars. You cod up saving sbout 3-4 minutes for cach S0 miles.

- Most trips made are less than 1) miles long--the savings is oaly seconds.
~ In the meantime, constant slow-down speed-up costs gas plus wear and tear on car.
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? P ’.'

® W.e've_d{!udy seen how high speeds increase the chances of having an accident and
dymg K.

¢ Even if you think you can handle high speeds, remember, a lot of other drivers can’t

your
-Mm&mtoobeytheqxedhws and may pull in front of you or make
how fast you are going.
- You have to handie risks they throw your way, not just the risks you create for
sclf. The great speed, the less time you leave to problems
m‘mammmﬁ" you *pot
‘Everybody clsc speeds.”

o National studics show that most drivers drive within a few miles of the posted limit.
° mmaintninthespeedofnnfﬁcmd'gowiththeﬂaw‘,you’llbcdrivingatthc
speed.

¢ Most speeding tickets are issued to drivers who are driving faster than traffic. If you
stay with the pack, you'll be less likely to get a ticket. ) ¥

"In r i for higher "

o While interstates are designed for high speed, not all drivers are. Drivers make mis-
takes. The faster the speed, the less chance a driver has to recover from the other
guy’s mistake. No highway 1s safer at 75 mph than at 65 mph.

. Dc%speed is not the same as safe operating speed, which depends on traffic and
roadside conditions.

Ar R f
o Traffic engineers gear their decisions on speed limits to things like:
-- Whether there are dangerous curves and intersections
-- The kinds of things happening at the sides of the road
- How well drivers can see what’s ahead
—&wmucbmﬁcisnwaﬂywthem&d,mdwbﬂkindik(&my,dtym

- How peopic park on the road
— How pedestrians use the arca
- The number and kinds of accideats that have happened there.
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Speed and Stopping Di
o Your speed will determine how long -- in time and feet -- it will take you to stop. The
higher the speed, the more distance required to stop.

o Each tire covers an arca about the size of your hand. You have four "hands" on the
road to stop two tons of vehicle.

o Braking distance increases disproportionately with speed

— Many drivers belicve that if drive twice as fast, their stopping distance will be
twice as long. Bmudoem’t%kthtway

- For instance, if the speed is 40 instead of 20, the stopping distance will not be
twice as long. Three times thed:nph;wetonop( feet instead of 50 feet) will be
required.

-- If the speed is 60 mph instead of 30, the situation is even worse. Stopping will take
Jour times thed:sunp:e(mmnsmfeet)

Specd and Sight Di

You have to be able to stop within the distance you can sec ahead. So, the lesyou can see of the
road ahead, the slower you should go. If your vision is blocked or limited by weather conditions or
by the road itself--you must adjust your speed to deal with the problem.

o Let's say you're driving at 45 mph.
-- It will take you about 200 feet to stop (on dry pavement).

-- If you can see only 100-150 feet ahead on the road, you'll need to reduce your
speed to 35 mph,

e Many things make it bard for drivers to see.

“Eﬂ%ﬁﬁ. Never drive so fast that cannot stop within the distance you can see

w:t%o ts. YOUR HIGH BEAMS YOU SEE CLEARLY ONLY
ABOUT AHEAD. Since it takes 250 feet to stop a car traveling 50 mph,
ﬁmd can’t safely drive faster than 50 mph. If you do drive faster, you will be "driving

-- Sun gl%rg When you're dnvmgstnxght into low sunlight, it's hard to sce what’s on
the road. Cut your speed so you'll have time to react to hazards hidden by glare.

-MME ltukesabomlll)feettostopyourwwbenyouucgmngw
mph. In very vznm.nswwsto:mor l“&dymum not be able to see more
100 fect ahea Whenyonm'tseeny you cannot safely

faster than 30 Ina may not be able to see well
todnveata:'yp;eed.l‘fe:{nhppmpuno}w road and wait until it

- Ywmhowwht’son&eothundeohueephmotn

curve. If a car is stalled on the road just over the hill or around a curve, you
mustbemtbﬁyenonghlonop Whea you come to a hill or curve, adjust your
speed 50 you can stop if 2 car is there.

- jons. Trees, bushes, or buildings at intersections can block of
cars : g'omthende Y:needtoap.;luchn'bhnd?nmuuxmy
enoughto abletostoplfawpulkomnddenly

along the side of the road h!.<* vour view. People may
to get outofaworwalkoutfmmbetv cars. Besides

mplenlyofmom.youneedtobep"g cnough to siop quickly.

E‘O

§§,§
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“-:Put on the sccond
Oondmons. thmmgI

° Juslbeunscmeonemdomgtheposte&s;);edhmﬂ.does-lr:'tmmthey'renotspeedr
ing

. Drmmustukemcuonmdbnhngdsuncemomdenuonwbcnduermmng
how fast to drive.

. Wmhmﬁwnmm If the road is wet or
o Wetroads.

- Allow more stopping distance.

-- Drive at least S to 10 mph slower on wet pavement than you would on dry

-- Wet roads are maost dangerous on hot days, just after the rain has begun.

- For the first 10-15 minutes, the rain combines with oil and dirt on the road and
creates a slick mixture.

- Intersections can get especially slippery since cars have stopped there and left
more oil on the road.

-- Where water has collected on the road, the vehicle may bhydroplane.
o Icy and snowy roads
-- Plan on it taking further to stop.

-- REDUCE YOUR SPEED BY HALF ON PACKED SNOW. SLOW TO A
CRAWL ONICE.

-- Packed snow and ice are most slippery when the temperature at freezing
(32). (Lower temperatures make ge drier. Ice and snow are tnchst just as they arc

about to melt.
-- Shady spots may still be icy. They thaw after the rest of the roadway does.

-- Ove and are the first to freeze and the last to thaw. (They don't
2 the bﬂdﬁ:thereadtherolddm) &t

o Adjusting speed for the lavo he road is as important as adjusting speed for slip-

~ When you are driving straight and you come to a carve, the car still teads to keep
going straight.

- The faster you are moving, the greater the car’s teadency to continue straight

-I too fast on a curve, tires can lose their and car can skid
m%road. o &rip, and your *

- Always lower your speed before you cater a curve. It’s a bad idea to brake in a
curve
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-- Plan ahead. Watch for roadside signs that warn you when a curve is coming up.
Often a sign will tell you how fast"yg:lssbould ukey?l P

— If you come to a curve while traveling downhill, remember, gravity is working

against you. Begin braking sooner, and approach the curve more slowly than you
would on level ground.

Speed and Traffic (20 min.) 1:00

Another important thing that should influence fast to drive is the speed of other traffic on the
?d. The safest and most basic rule for sharing the road with other drivers is to: Travel at the speed

Eﬁl_flﬂimm usually means you end up zig-zagging in and out of traffic
es to pass others.

-- Every time you pass another car, there is a chance for a collision (e.g., the car you
are passing may suddenly change lanes).

-- If you pass one car after another, the chances begin to add up.

Figk the lane where traffic is moving at a comfortable, legal speed. Use left lanes for
aster and right lanes for slower speeds.

On expressways use:
~— left lane for passing

-- center lane for cruising with traffic
-- right lane for entering or leaving.

Keep an even speed,

- A lot of accidents occur when drivers constantly brake and then speed up.
Speed and Accidents
~ — As speed s0 do the chances of getting into an accident. The chances are
ﬁmherm&u' ifthcrudk:ﬁmmndtowethemdwnlbad.
—~ The speed also affects your chances of getting out of an accideat - alive,

o National statistics show that the chances of someone dying in a car crash double as the
speed of the car increases from 55 to 65 mph. The chances triple as speed increases
from 55 to 75 mph.

o The faster the the it takes to safely or make a quick mancuver to

 fus he speed, the longer stop safely quick

Disregard Signal/Stop Sign (20 min.) 1:20

1
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Stop Signs
) M“‘ydmcrsfeclthatﬂmplyslomngdownforulopml.e.,makmga "rolling stop”,
¢ en

o There are sound reasons for laws that say you must come to complete stop at stop

signs.
Studies show that it is much harder to distinguish a moving object such as an approaching car when
you yourself are moving.

e An approaching vehicle can be hidden from view behind your door post.

o Keep moving and an approaching car can remain hidden.

° %etoncomp!e&cﬂopandnmmringvehidemustmgeﬁombehindthcdoo:
Stop Lights

e Most often, drivers run a light when they know it’s about to turn red, bunhmkthcy'n

cither make it through on time or close enough that it “isn’t really running a red light".

. Anzonastatehwsaysthnufyouarecmmnganmtmonwhenthehghusred,)ou
are nunning a red light

¢ The most dangerous time to be in an intersection is when the light has just changed.
-- Drivers who are rushing to beat the light are usually going even faster than usual.

-- Drivers at cross streets may jump the gun, edging into the intersection anticipating
green.

° looking at the light rather than other traffic.
° maintaining speed to hit the intersection just as the light turns green.
Right Turn on Red
¢ Rolling through a right turn on red is like rolling through a stop sign, only more
dangerous.
Since sto ts are us at ormterswu of approa cars is
° fx hﬁ‘ ually peeé ons, speed of approaching

greater. der to judge s
o Some drivers only look "upstrcam” forarscommgfromthelcft.
e Oncoming cars may have left turn arrow and may turn into the same lane as violator.

- Pedestrians crossing from the right bave a grecea light or “walk” signa! and aren't
expecting anyone to enter the intersection.

Unless you come to a complete stop and make that it is absolutely safe to
* )wmnat:nakeaufeormmage ® cly afe

How to Avold Being in a Hurry (15 mia.) 1:40

g
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o_Leave carlicr
- Leaving just 5-10 minutes carlier can make all the difference in the world.
-- You won't feel you have to speed.

- With time to ¢, you will even find yourself being & model of courtesy, c.g.,
letting others in Ene. e

o If you think you will be late, call ahead to let people know, and then don’t worry about
.

o Simply force yourself to avoid those "little" infractions that save you no more than a
few moments and leave you opea for another traffic ticket.
-- Driving 5 miles over the speed Limit.
- "Rolling” through a stop sign.
-- Trying to beat a yellow light.

o Ask others (spouse, fricnd) to remind you when you're breaking the law. You won't
resent it as much if you asked for it.

s Always being in a hurry costs:
energy
wear and tear
worry
Llicenses

e Is the time saved worth it?

Summryo!'BelngToo Mauch In Allurry" (5 min,) 1:58
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SESSION2

I1I. OVERCOMING THE PROBLEM (CON'T)
BEING INATTENTIVE 0:00

s Inattention is a major source of traffic tickets.

. Man dnverswhoareucketednamuhohcadentsornw-ncddemsmchuged
ention" or “failing to give proper atteation” to driving.

¢ Being inattentive can be divided into two basic categories:
—~ Not paying enough atteation to the right things
" -- Paying too much attention to the wrong things.

Not Paying Enough Attention to the Right Things (45 min.)

Some drivers get in trouble because they don’t their attention to the right things. Giving atten-
tion to the ﬁgﬁelhmgswquucs good scemgbagt?or "good visual search.”

Putonthcﬁrstsegmentofthelnmeut
. ood visual scarch, Whenunsﬁmshed,
Lo presenm:on L

ipants review key c!ementsotthc

The Path Abead (15 min.) 0:05
Drivers must be attentive to events developing in their path.

A common mistake drivers make is focusing their attention on the road right in front of the car in-
stead of looking far cnough ahcad.

o At 50 mph, something you spot 100 feet ahead is only 1.4 seconds away.

¢ Drivers who don’t look far enough abead end up making last minute lane changes and
panic stops.

Looking farther ahead helps you drive smoothly and safely.
o It gives you a chance to spot trouble before it happens.
o The carlier you can spot certain driving situations, the better you can safely adjust to
Adj to problems ahead docsn newssarily nmplynopplngfoﬂbem Man
° tm n' er to avoid problems by going y

o Looking far coough ahcad gives you time to:
1. Spot s problem.
z%ym;mmmmmﬂn(mmmmwm

3. Check for any traffic that might keep you from making your move.
4, Make your move.

14
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How far ahead to look

o Drivers need to look about 10-12 seconds ahead.
-~ In the city you will travel about I block in 10-12 seconds.
-- At highway speeds, 10-12 seconds is about 1/4 of @ mile (or 3 blocks).

Point out that, while drivers rarely get ticketed for not looking farenomahead,good
visual lcad time can belp bg;tets. Ask participants to i ich of their tickets
might have been avoided had they been more atteative to what was ning further up
the road. If no one brings it up ask how many would have spotted the cop that ticketed

them had they been looking further ahead.

Seeing to the Sides (15 min.) 0:15

;Ih:houghdil‘s impon;.ﬁt to look near and far ahead, you also have to "scan” or glance to the sides of
e road.
All the time

¢ Look to the sides often, especially where others may cross or enter your path.

¢ Make it a habit--do this where others are supposed to yield the right of way to you.
o It's especially important to see to the sides at crosswalks and intersections.

At intersections

o Look to the left first--traffic coming from that direction will hit you first.

e Then look to the right--you have a lane to cross before you'll meet traffic coming from
that direction.

o Then look left again, to catch the guy who wasn’t there before.
At Crosswalks

e Keep an eye out for pedestrians, bicyclists, mopeds, etc.

Watch in all directions, but especially to the right. Pedestrians and bicyclists to your
S e weually the L ORI taa 2 e right yo

When ing right, watch for anything between car and the curb. Glance over
* mmfaam yout

* in.tohaveaygnawtgm\’hldtherg of way to them. you are

Sceing Behind (15 min.) &30

WMtoMWMuﬂsmmm« slowing down unexpec-
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Changing Lanes
*Changing Lanes* means anytime you change position,

e Moving from onc lane to another.
o Entering a freeway or highway from an eatrance lane.
o Entering the road from the curb or shoulder.

Slowing Uncxpectedly

o If you have to slow down quickly, check traffic behind to sce how close it is and how
fast it is coming toward you. If you have a choice, you might want to change your
'mind about slowing down or stopping.

Some situations where one might slow down or stop unexpectedly:

o Slowing down for something in the road ahead that the driver behind can’t see. (For
example, you come around a corner and see a car stalled in the road.)

. Getu.nf' ready to turn into a side road or drivewa icularly when you plan to turn
just before g¥ after an intersection, {Make sure m behin? you un%ocrstand why.)

¢ Planning to pull into a parking space. (Angle space and paralic] parking.)
Blindspot
There are times when mirrors can’t give the whole picture of what's going on behind you.
e There are two blind spots, both big enocugh to hide another car.
-- Explain left and right side blindspots.
-- Use picture or diagram if possible.

Drivers will not get a view of what's in the blind thr their mirrors (even if
they lean forwu%ain the seat). spot through ¢

Th way to get a really good view of what's in the blind spots is to turn the head
nfww&mwm‘ _

o Four visual checks:
- Mirmors—Use both the side and rearview mirrors.
— Shoulder check—-Turn the bead and glance over the shoulder to view the blind spot.
—mm~bm1keepthceyum&ontbroadinfmnﬂamthnu

— Check far lanes—On a bighway with many lanes, someone in another lane may plan
10 move into the same space you want.
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Giving Too Much Attention to the Wrong Things (5 min.) 0:45

. g:imc drivers get into trouble because they pay atteation to the wrong things when they
ve.

o Ifit’s ncoessary to light cigarettes, tune radios, etc. while you drive, do it when it isn’t
Decessary

to divide attention.

-- At a stop light.
- Pull off the road.

How to be More Attentive (10 min.)

o Enlist help of passengers.

- "If I get another ticket, I'm going to get grounded.”

-- "Please don’t get me engaged in conversation.”

- "Let me know if I'm about to do something dumb.”
o Get your act together beforehand.

-- Tune radio to the right station.

-- Check map or directions.

-- Have personal items handy.

FAILURE TO YIELD (60 min) 1:00

Lots of drivers get ticketed when invadethespaoethtbdm&tomeonc clse and count on
theotherpusog?owntchmnfm?;!m. These situations include the following:

e Following 100 closcly
o Illcgal passing
o Unsafe crossing/entering.

All of these involve failure to yield the right of way to another driver, although the ticket may actual-
Iy be called something else. yield the right of way y

Following Too Closely (20 min.)
e "Following too closely” is one of the leading cause of auto accideats.

17
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-- When the car ahead stops suddenly, the tailgater may not have enough room to
stop or swerve and then there’s a rear-gnder.

- The tailgater gets a ticket for "following too closely”.

The following driver is the only one who can control the distance between vehicles.
. 'l‘mtzj the driver up ahead shouldn’t stop suddenly. But sometimes he can’t help it; a car,

bicycle, or pedestrian can force him to stop suddenly.

o The onl{aone who can prevent an accident ir such a situation is the following driver. That’s
why the law holds him responsible.
o The space behind a vehicle belongs to that vehicle. Any one who invades it risks getting a
ticket if an accident occurs.
What is a legal following distance?

e

The 2-second rule is an casy method for allowing enough space in front. Here’s how the 2-second rule works:

- When the rear bumper of the car ahead passes a shadow or pavement marking (in
the tgnagraxz, the tree), start counting the seconds it takes you to reach the same spot
on the roa

-- Count "one-second-one, two-seconds-two."

-- If you pass your marker before you finish counting, then you are following
too closely.

Whenever more space is needed:

-- On slippery roads. If the car ahead should slow or stop, you will need more
distance to stop.

- Whﬁn following mg;gr%gg. If the motorcycle should fall, you will need extra
ce to avoid the nder. The chances of a fall are greatest on wet or icy roads,
metal surfaces such as bridge gratings or railroad tracks, and on gravel. Remember
that motorcycles can stop more quy than cars.

-~ When followi hi hat bl r vi . You need the extra
room to sc¢ aroun vehicle and to
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Passing (15 min.) 1:20
When passing on a two-lane road, drivers must enter a lane that belongs to oncoming cars.
The right of way belongs to the other cars.

Drivers can get ticketed for being in a lane belonging to oncoming drivers if:
o The law says they are not allowed to be there—-c.g., "no passing” zone.

o They don't see, or misjudge the distance of, an oncoming car and create an accident

o If they don’t see anything coming, nothing is coming.
¢ They know better than the Highway Department whether it’s safe to pass there or not.

° Dri:edrahead is going so slow that this is a "special case” where markings can be ig-
nored.

e They are in such a big hurry that markings can be ignored.

e Some violators interpret the boundaries to suit themselves. As long as they start in a
passing zone, they figure it doesn’t matter where they ead up.

o Drivers may think that they have enough room, but find that it takes longer than they
thought. Rather than abort, they violate the no passing zone.

e To pass legally, a driver must begin and end a pass completely within the passing zone.
Reasons for Observing No Passing Zones

Passing another car on a two-lane road is one of the most dangerous things you can
* attempt when behind the wheel--since you have to enter a lanc that belongsyt:oncom-

ing cars.

Lik limits, no passing zooes are decided who the road
¢ w: mdukehtommmy&hpmammmadkn aware of.
Violations ip Legal Passing Z

Even in a legal passing zooe, it is illegal to pass unless the road ahead is clear.

e At highway speeds around 50 mph, you need about 1/3 of a mile to complete a pass.
-~ That means you need a 1/3 of a mile gap in oncoming traffic to pass safely
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-- If you can tell that a car is coming closer, it is probably too close for you to start to
pass.

- Any time your view is blocked by a curve or a hill, you should assume an oncoming
car is just out of sight. You can’t pass if you are within 1/3 of a mile of a hill or
curve.

-- It is dangerous to pass at crossroads. A driver turning onto the road won't expect
to find you in his lane and may not ¢ven look your way.

-Beforeyoupass,youneedtolookahadfamdcondiﬁonsmduaﬂicthatmay
cause the car you're passing to move over into your lane:

* pedestrians or bikers near the road

* anarrow bridge,

® apatch of ice, broken pavement, or something on the road.

-- It's dangerous to pull out to pass without space to seturn.

o Before you return to the drivi:gnhnc,beme to leave enough room between yourself
and the car you have passed. Une way to do this is to look at the car in the rearview
mirror. When you can se¢ botb hea ts, you have enough room to pull back in.

Entering Traffic (15 min.) . 1:35

e Many drivers entering or crossing a highway put themselves in a position in which
othexy drivers mustnc‘llgnge speed or &hi'?gaio);‘:o avoid hitting tl:e:l:z(.)sl

-- Entering traffic from a cross street
-- Crossing traffic from a side strect.
- Left turns across oncoming traffic.

-- Merging onto a highway.
Forcing Entry
o Driver waits what he considers to be "long enough® for a break to enter traffic, says
*To heck with this, they're just going to Agve to make room for me,” and barges in.

o Drivers who force their way into or across traffic are trusting that other drivers will
avoid them. An accident occurs when other drivers don’t accommodate fast enough to
avoid an accident.

o Forcing other drivers to change speed or direction is failure to yield the right-of-way.
-'l‘hcotherdnmhvetherfuolvuy’lhyhmthe to continue in their
path unobstructed. A driver lorcing them to change or direction to avoid him
i interfering with their rights. It is invading their "space”.
- The forcing driver is at fault in an accident. If he ing the law, he
anbem gets caught violating
Getting Hung Up
o Driver waiting to make a left turn off main road across oncoming traffic starts as soon

as there’s a gap in traffic to find a pedestrian blocking his way into the si
Dﬁme;ds%p!,:uckhmdmnmﬁc. ind
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¢ The fact that something caused the driver to violate someone else’s right of way
doesn’t absolve the driver of responsibility for:

- An accident

- A ticket.
Inability to Scc
A common accident situation is onc in which a vehicle is hidden from the view of approaching drivers.
Blind intersection--Trying to enter a street when hidden ked trees, build-
® ings, or shrubs at the Mtessection, by parked cars,

o Stalled traffic-Trying to cross a main hi whea cars stopped in traffic obscure the
view of vebicles approaching from the kelt or right.

Trying to make a left turn where oncoming vehicles also preparing to turn left obscure
* the view of vehicles approaching in the far lane. pre

If a vehicle starts to entsr or cross a traffic stream and is struck, the driver of the struck vehicle is
cited for failure to yicld right-of-way.

Best solutions are to avoid the problem by waiting until traffic clears or choosing another intersection.
Where it's absolutely necessary to cross traffic from a hidden position, stick the nose out just enough
to be visible and wa'l’; several seconds to give approaching vehicles a chance to respond by slowing
down or tooting the horn.

“. Find out if any of the participants have been ticketed or had an accident where theywere
| ‘cotering or crossing a stream of traffic. If there are no accidents or traffic tickets, ket them

“recall instances in which they forced another driver to change speed or direction. Have ‘

o Didn’t see them (wasa’t looking, glare, dirty windshield).
e Couldn’t stop (bad brakes, slick surface).
o Decided to speed up (beat them or bluff them).

Switching P!

One possibility is to have violators mentally "switch places” with the driver of the other wehicle. Im-
agine how they would react if someone else:

o Tailgated them.

o Pulled out to pass, forcing them to swerve or brake.

o Pulled out in front of them, cut across the street in front of them, or made a left turn
across their path, almost causing an accident.

21
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BeaCop

They might imagine that the car that the rewlga ulled out to illegally, or pulling in front
of:syanunmarkedpohcecar, 4 tiog. p pass puting

Who's at the Wheel

pmamtompnethnthednm tailgating, or about to pull in front of is the worst
driver they for enmple,brother-m-ht:cynstex.orsom. they rerﬂywanttotmsuheu lives

totbewaylomcpeople ordothcynnttoaﬂowplenly rooln.
Summary

B which drivers fail = -
e e e o o o ey g pasin, o s
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SESSION3

1ll. OVERCOMING THE PROBLEM (CON'T)

FAILURE TO SIGNAL PROPERLY (45 min) 0:00

The previous section dealt with failure to yield. Sometimes the failure to yield is inadvertent--the

genverdldn'twetheothervehde Whea the driver of the other vehicle 't respond, there may
an accident

Evenadmuwhofaﬂsloweldmghtavudnacudmtmdanckﬂbymabng The other driver
wﬂdhvcabeﬂuchmofmow for the first driver’s mistake if he knows
what the first driver inteads to do section will with ways in which the chances of a ticket
can be reduced by proper signaling,

Failing to signal properly includes two aspects of signaling:
o Signaling intentions
o Signaling presence.

Signaling Intentions (20 min.)

If anyone was cited for failing to signal ,properly, have lum/her describe the circumstances.
Help participants to sec the danger in failure to

Danger of Failing to Signal

oimin“;?gk«s@aﬁngmsthe driver of an unseen vehicle in time for him/her to
. sound the horn or move out of the way:

—-Changing lanes (including leaving the curb) into another vehicle's path.
~-Making a left turn across an oncoming vehicle’s path.
--An advance warning may prevent an accident for which the driver would be
charged.
o%m%nglnmﬁﬁ“WnMudmstmdommmatMm
t you are t to do, it warns him not to
--A driver who's getting ready to pass you just as you decide to change lanes.
—A driver who plans to enter the same lane you are entering.
Need to Signat all the Time
o Some partici may complain that they didn't signal because there was no other car

e If you could always count on secing other vehicles, you probably wouldn't kave to

o It's the car that you doa't sce that you end up in an accident with.
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Signaling Early Egoug]
o You need to signal early enough to allow other drivers time to adjust.

o Last-minute signals are no help.
How often have participants gotten caught behind a driver who signaled a left turn only after he was
already stopped.

Making Intenti

If there are several places where turns could be made, delay the signal until just before
* you reach the turn you plan to make. y )

Example:

You plan to turn into a parking lot beyond an intersection. If you signal before the inter-
section, llalnotlu.:r driver mayhtl:‘;lk you're going to turn at the intersection and pull into
your pa

e Itis erous to leave signals on. If another driver trusts the signal and therc S an ac-
cident, the driver with the signal on could get ticketed for improper
Signaling Presence (15 min.) 0:20
o Signals not only tell other drivers what you plan to do, they also tell them where you
are.

- Put on presentation ngnalmg Presence. ' When it is finished, s
pte.sentauon. G

e Poor vnsibxhty--Dusk, rain, fog.
o Stopped by the side of the road at night, over a hill, or beyond a curve.

Poor Visibility

How to make a car easier to see in low visibility--the headlights.

When does Arizona law require that lights be turned on?  (From dusk to dawn.)
Lights can also improve visibility in rain, fog, snow, or on dark days.

Uscful guide--When you have a hard time spotting other cars, their drivers will have a hard time
spotting you.

What lights to use?
o Parking lights?
~Hard to see
—~Misinterpreted
* Look farther away than they are.
* Look like a parked vehicle.
o High beams can cause glare even in the daytime.
o Low beam headlights are the best.
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Stopped by the roadside
Many accidents occur when somebody runs into a car parked by the roadside.

o For repair

o For arest stop

The driver of a stopped car can be ticketed if proper precautions aren't taken:

o Move as far from the traveled portion of the road as possible
o Use flashers
~-Not parking Lights.

-Sﬁaﬁwnmm&enwﬁmﬁghufmum&htsmdﬁedto'foﬂwmc
parked car.

--Use flares or reflectors if parked on the paved surface.
--Place flares or reflectors well behind the vehicle.
° Ap{;roaching drivers need time to adjust; placing flares directly behind the vehicle is
useless.

o Avoid parking just over a hill or just around a curve where the car is invisible to ap-
proa dnivers

o The best way to remember is to make a response automatic.
o Practice never turning wheel if the signal Jever is borizontal.
o Practice cancelling signals with countersteer--don’t trust to memory.

ALCOROL (45 min) 0:45
o The most important clement in the task of driving is the driver.
Knowing all the safety information and driving techniques will be useless if you're not
* mgoodmdnmt:lcyllm you
o One thing that can seriously affect your coadition is alcobol.

Drinking and Driviag (20 min.)

Alcohol Violations
Anyone stopped for DWI1 in Arizona can be asked to take a chemical test.
o You will agree to take a test when you apply for your license—-it is implied in your
application (hence, “implied conseat”).
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o If you refuse, you will lose your license for 12 months.
e License will be taken by police and suspended by police for 90 days.

¢ If you submit to test and your BAC is .10 or over, you will lose your license for 90 days
for a first offense.

o License suspension is immediate; arresting officer will take your license on the spot.

Anyone convicted of DWI on the first offense is subject to the following:

days, but the first 30 days is full
e A mandatory onc-day jail term (must serve 24 consecutive bours).
e Minimum fine of $250. Could go up as high as $1,000.
o If caught driving on a suspended license, there is a mandatory two-day jail term.

° Mnndatoago-da y license suspension. May be cligible for a restnaed license after 30
suspeasion.

Seriousness of the Problem
e Alcohol is a factor in more than half of all fatal traffic accidents.
o Each year approximately 25,000 people are killed in alcohol-related crashes.
o Almost 500 people are killed in alcohol-related crashes in Arizona alone.
e The death toll is rising every year.
o Ask how many in class personally knew someone who was killed in an accident involv-
ing alcohol.

The Effects of Alcohol (lS mln) 1:05

MMM&
e A lot of people know alcohol messes up coordination. But long before coordination is
affected, ngmenl )

is affected. (A lot of times without our even knowing it.
ost drinking- lsdoneat which makes the problem worse. We need all
o e aarivng s fons t night, P
How Much Alcobol Doces it Take?

e BAC s expressed by the amount of alcohol in the system.

--BAC stands for Blood Alcohol Concentration oc the % of alcobol in the blood
stream.

~In most blood alcobol limit is .10% (one drop of alcobol for
ks leal every

. AtaBAColm-m.thewpa‘on'sdﬁviqiM
—Begins to feel overconfident.
—~May take unnecessary risks.
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o At aBAC of .05 to .08 (2 to 3 drinks):
--Begins to show poor judgment.
--Perception (ability to understand and process information) has deteriorated.
—-Vision is poorer, particularly night vision.
o At a BAC of 08 to .10, the average driver is intaxicated.
—Vision deteriorates.
~Coordination is poor.
—Ability to judge clearance and speed of other cars is poor.
How Many Drinks Docs it Take?
The number of drinks it takes to become impaired or intoxicated depends on:

e The number of drinks consumed
o The length of time a person has been drinking

Number of Drinks

e To keep track of BAC, you need to know how many drinks you have had.
o The following contain the SAME amount of alcobol. They are each considered to be
one drink:

--One shot of liquor
--One S-0z. glass of wine

—-One 12-0z. can of beer.
Length of Time a Person Has Been Drinking
e The human body "gets rid" of one drink each hour.

o The number of hours someone has been drinking equals the number of drinks the
body has gotten rid of.

Use this formula to figure out how many drinks you have in your system:
number of drinks minus number of bours of drinking = number of drinks left in system.
Example:
You've had four drinks at & party (drinks = 4)

You've beea there for two hours (bours = 2)
How many drinks are still in your system?

Answer:
Numberof drinks 4
Numberofhours -2

Drinks left in system 2




Traffic Violator School Instructor Guide

Controlling Drinking and Driving (10 min) | 120
: m CarticiDants dim R e o

e Most people don't plan on drinking more than they should.
. Ecproblemwithaleoholisnlotlikemnbmn:bytbetimeyoufeelit,it'ulreadytoo
c.

o It’s important to set a limit for yourself in advance and stick to it.

Ways to Control the Effects of Alcobol

Space out your drinks. This keeps alcobol from building up in your blood.
--Don’t bunch up a lot of drinks ir a short period of time.
--Taper off as time passes.
--Don’t drink in the hour before you drive.
--Never have "one for the road.”

Koow wi irinki
--Measure your drinks.

--If someone else is mahne drinks that are too str make them yourself or drink
wine or beer so that you know how méch you're m

Eat some food.
--Food slows the absorption of alcohol.

--Eat before and during drinking.
--High protcin foods (meat, cheese) are best for absorbing alcohol.
--Starchy foods are good, too (chips, crackers, bread).

Don’t hold on to your drink. If you put it down now and then, you're less likely to keep sip-
ping on It

ﬂg’mm'”g. Activities such as games or dancing provide something to do besides
!! s Ig.!- g Dc- ’
Let someonc clse drive.
~Get a ride with someone who won't be drinking.

-If you feel you may have had too much, get a ride bome with someone who hasn't
xm&&“ev;flmmmgmmmbmw

~If you suspect ahead of time that you drink too much, leave your keys with

—~Arrange with friends to take turns being the "designated (sober) driver” at parties.
-—-Remember, you can always take a cab.
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Stay put

~If you suspect you may have had too much to drink, spend the night where you are,
or at least stay scveral);lours until the alcobol has left your syst:f.h

--Plan ahead to stay the night.

-On where you're goi ) d start drinking, don’
(bar hopping, beer i) k)  while aher Jour as ariak. " JON! 80 seywhere

CONCLUSION (30 min.)

Strategles (15 min.) 1:30

100m

n$ will

Final Examination (15 min.)

: passed the test and are eligible to
b

they may tum in their papers an
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3.

TRAFFIC VIOLATOR SCHOOL

FINAL EXAMINATION

If a driver wants to see cars in his "blind spots”, he should:

a. Check in the inside rearview mirror
b. Check in the outside rearview mirror
c. Check over the shoulder

As you merge onto a highway, you should continually watch cars on the highway by
looking:

a. Over the shoulder
b. In the inside mirror
¢. In the outside mirror

You are in the right lane of a freeway. As you come up on an entrance ramp, you can
see a car about to enter. The safest thing to do is:

a. Change lanes to the left
b. Slow down
¢. Maintain your speed and position

If you have had three beers, about how long will it take for all the alcohol to leave your
bloodstream?

a. One hour
b. Two hours
¢. Three hours

You should allow extra following distance behind big trucks because:

a. You need the extra space to see the road ahead.
b. Other drivers tend to pull behind trucks before they try to pass them.
¢. If you follow too closely, you will get caught in the truck’s slipstream.

The first driving ability affected by alcohol is:

a. Coordination
b. Skill
¢. Judgment
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7.

10.

11.

12.

The amount of alcohol in a mixed drink with a one and one-half ounce "shot" of liquor
is the same as that in:

a. One can of beer
b. Two cans of beer
c. Three cans of beer

You are driving on a freeway and see an accident ahead. You should warn the driver
behind you by:

a. Tapping the brake pedal several times
b. Turning on emergency flashers
¢. Waving your hand up and down

You are driving on a rainy day and it’s hard for people to see you. You should:

a. Turn on the parking lights
b. Turn on the high beam headlights
c. Turn on the low beam headlights

You are going too fast if you can’t see:

a. 12 seconds ahead
b. 6 seconds ahead
¢. 4 seconds ahead

Which of the following will help you sober up?

a. Freshair
b. Coffee
¢. Time

You are driving in fog. Which of the following is most important for deciding how fast
you should drive?

a. How far you can see
b. How quickly you can stop
¢. The amount of traffic

You are on a two-lane road and want to pass. A car is coming toward you. It is un-
safe to pass if:

a. The oncoming car seems to be standing still
b. The oncoming car seems to be getting closer
¢. The oncoming car seems to be going the other way

31
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

How many seconds ahead should you look when you drive?

a. 5-10 seconds
b. 10-1S5 seconds
¢. 15-20 seconds

Passing near an intersection is unsafe because:

a. An entering driver won’t be looking for you
b. You have to pass through the other driver’s blind spot
c. There may be a stop sign at the intersection

If you pull off the road at night you should signal your presence with:

a. Tail lights
b. Flashers
c. Flares or reflectors

On a hot day, when will the road be most slippery?

a. Just after it starts to rain
b. After it has been raining a few hours
c. After it has stopped raining

You should increase your following distance when you are behind a:

a. Passenger car
b. Station wagon
¢. Motorcycle

You intend to turn into a driveway just after an intersection. When should you signal?

a. Before you enter the intersection
b. Asyou enter the intersection
c. At the driveway

Under normal conditions, you need to keep & following distance of:

a. 1second
b. 2seconds
¢. 3 seconds

32
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TRAFFIC VIOLATOR SCHOOL
FINAL EXAMINATION ANSWER SHEET

Name: Date:

Please circle the correct answer.

1 a b c 11. a b ¢
2 a b c 12. a b ¢
3 a b c 13. a b c
4 a b c 14. a b c
5 a b c 1. a b c
6 a b c 16. a b c
7 a b c 17. a b c
8 a b c 18. a b c
9 a b c 19. a b c
10. a b c 20. a b c

3
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TRAFFIC VIOLATOR SCHOOL
FINAL EXAMINATION
ANSWER KEY
Question Correct Answer Where Taught
1. C Seeing Behind
2, C Secing Behind
3 A Speed and Traffic
4. C Drinking and Driving
S. A Following Too Closely
6. C Drinking and Driving
7. A Drinking and Driving
8. A Signaling Intention
9. C Signaling Presence
10. C Speed and Sight Distance
11. C Drinking and Driving
12. A Speed and Sight Distance
13. B Passing
14, B The Path Ahead
15. A Passing
16. C Signaling Presence
17. A Speed and Road Conditions
18. C Following Too Closely
19. B Signaling Intention
20. B Following Too Closely






